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Abstract

This research will examine the role of partnerships in the success of
social innovation initiatives and enterprises in the Maritimes. The term social
innovation is a term often used, but not necessarily well understood. Research
shows that this is especially true in the Maritimes. In the face of impending
and pressing social issues such as climate change, food insecurity, and
homelessness, amongst others, | suggest that for a region like the Maritimes,
collaborative partnerships for social innovation can and will allow the region
to more effectively address these issues.

This research project will look at how public and private stakeholders in the
Maritimes can better leverage partnerships with social enterprises to help
raise social well-being. Centering around the hypothesis that partnerships

are an effective social innovation strategy for the Maritimes. The report will
demonstrate that social enterprises can be actors of change and holistic
growth and that improving partnerships play an important role in this change.

The targeted audience for this report is social entrepreneurs, governments,
and other individuals or organizations looking to increase the profile and

role of social innovation in the Maritimes. Not only will it describe the role of
social enterprises, but also provide a better understanding of the intersection
between social innovation and partnerships, demonstrating how they can be a
strategy to ameliorate social obstacles to growth in the Maritimes.

Keywords: partnerships, social innovation, business innovation, Maritimes,
collaborative partnerships for social innovation
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Section 1.1

The Maritimes is a region in eastern Canada
consisting of New Brunswick, Nova Scotia and
Prince Edward Island. The provinces, whose
populations are roughly 750,000, 925,000

and 150,000 respectively (Statistics Canada,
2016), are predominantly rural but have an
increasing amount of urban growth. Though
each province has their individual strengths,
the region’s economy is primarily a net exporter
of natural resources and manufactured goods
tied to resource-based activities such as fishing,
agriculture, forestry and coal mining.

The increase of pressing social issues such as
climate change, food insecurity, and homelessness,
amongst others, have resulted in region having

to find solutions to these complex problems.
Given the current environment in the region,
which includes an emergence in opportunities for
social innovation and social entrepreneurship, the
research question explored in this project pertains
to how public and private stakeholders in the
Maritimes can better leverage partnerships with
social enterprises to help raise social well-being.

The innovation capacity of the Maritimes is often
overlooked and overshadowed by larger hubs in
Canada, like Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver.
These cities have larger scales and more significant
innovation outputs than Maritime cities, which

generally fall low in overall innovation output
ranking. Figure 01 shows the relationship between
innovations, measured through patent production
and start-ups in relation to the population of each
of Canada’s 15 largest cities - where only one
Maritime city, Halifax, is present. Though this may
paint a grim picture of the Maritimes' ability to
innovate, looking at individual measurements can
tell a slightly different story. When isolating the
patent portion of innovation output, measured

by patents per 10,000 population, Maritime cities
pale in comparison to their larger counterparts.
However, the same does not hold true for start-up
formation. When measuring the rate of start-ups,
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Figure 01 | Innovation and Population in Canada’s 15 Largest Cities.
Source: OECD, 2018; Spencer, 2014.
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cities in the Maritimes, like Halifax and Moncton,
see significant improvement in their innovation
capacities (Council of Canadian Academies, 2018,
Spencer, 2014). From this, we can deduce that
although the Maritimes may not be the innovation
hub of Canada, there is a relatively strong
entrepreneurial spirit, which can be utilized for
local innovation capacity.

In traditional economic models, like Solow-Swan
(1956), innovation is a concept understood to have
a positive effect on variables like technology. This
static interpretation of innovation emphasizes
productivity, where innovation either reduces the
number of inputs required for the same output or
increases the amount of output given the same
amount of inputs. While this definition forms a
helpful starting point for thinking about innovation,
it does not adequately capture how dynamic
today’s innovation

can be. | propose that
a more inclusive and
robust definition exists
that not only captures
the technological
attributes of the
common definitions,
but addresses the
challenges and
opportunities of high-
needs populations
through a human-centred problem-solving

A more inclusive and
robust definition [of
social innovation| exists
that not only captures the
technological attributes,
but [...] addresses the
qualitative aspects

of indivudals and

community lives.

process. As such, a more holistic definition
accounts for not only improvements in inputs and
outputs, but also on the qualitative aspects of
individual and community lives where a particular
innovation takes root. In the next few paragraphs,
I will outline more precisely how a new definition
may overcome several challenges to commonly
used definitions for innovation.
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It's commonly understood that 21st-century
economies are growth-oriented, where growth

is almost always associated with money or

other forms of capital. In this system, the rate

of return on capital is larger than the rate of
economic growth, which, over the long-term,
contributes to perpetuated wealth concentration
and subsequent social and economic instability
(Piketty, 2015). In simple terms, the privatization
of wealth over social distribution has adverse
effects on society and beyond. For a while now,

it has been acknowledged that businesses are

“a major cause of social, environmental, and
economic problems, [where] companies are widely
perceived to be prospering at the expense of the
broader community” (Porter and Kramer, 2011).
Therefore, when innovation occurs within this type
of economic system, what usually follows suit is a
perpetuation of rent-seeking behaviour applied to
consumer goods and services. The Maritimes are
no exception to these phenomena.

The objective of GDP growth has forced societies
into deepening inequality and ecological collapse.
Fortunately, we are currently seeing a shift in
economic goals and objectives (Raworth, 2017).
Subtle changes in language suggest a cultural

shift around the social obsession with GDP. Using
terms such as green growth, inclusive growth or
smart growth signals that the priorities are slowly
shifting to more human-centred objectives. The
goal of thriving, balanced economies focuses more
on socio-economic and environmental metrics to
meet the needs of all within the means of the plant
(Raworth, 2017). A change in economic objectives
will thus change the tone of innovation, to a more
human-centred approach.

As societal problems become more prevalent
on the east coast, there is a growing urgency



for homegrown solutions. Grassroots solutions
provide region-specific answers that may not work
in other places due to unique local qualities. In
the Maritimes, the close-knit sense of community
and laid-back culture of the east coast are
valuable assets that set it apart from more highly
competitive and tightly wound environments
across Canada. The Maritimes may not have the
scale or resources that other places do to conduct
their innovation function, but, there is a strong
‘can-do’ attitude where place-based strategies can
be leveraged to make a positive social impact.

Complex or wicked problems, defined as a social
problem where information is confusing, involving
multiple stakeholders and decision makers with
often conflicting values whose ramifications affect
the entire system (Churchman, 1967), require a
holistic understanding of actors, and coordinated
efforts between them to move the needle on said
issues. Adapting to a new growth mindset and
change in economic goals will require adoption
and diffusion across multiple sectors from both
public and private stakeholders - a feat that the
Maritimes are poised to accomplish.

Given the small size of the Maritimes, collaboration
is an important factor in addressing complex
issues. Partnerships can allow firms, municipalities
and provinces to punch above their weight - so

to speak - when it comes to problem-solving and
innovation. Building off the strengths of each
sector and working together can allow for the
whole to be greater than the sum of its part, but
“without a better understanding of the actors
involved in the innovation process, we risk allowing
a symbiotic innovation system [...], to transform
into a parasitic one which the private sector is

able to leach benefits from a State” (Mazzucato,
2015). That said, the Maritimes foster a unique
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atmosphere of collaboration and cooperation,
leveraging informal networks and pride for the
region to transcend competition and fear of losing
competitive advantage for the betterment of all.

At their core, these kinds of partnerships require
stakeholders to “adopt characteristics and points
of view that once define and stabilize the identities
of their counterparts” (Linder, 1999). In the case of
partnerships between public and private partners,
governments would be asked to behave more
entrepreneurially while business or industry actors
would be required to embrace public interest and
social wellbeing. For the purpose of this report,

a partnership will be defined by an arrangement
between two or more stakeholders, with shared
roles and responsibilities, agreeing to collaborate
on an endeavour, initiative, or venture that is
mutually beneficial to all parties involved. Dynamic
partnerships between actors are essential,
especially for the Maritimes, as they can allow

for innovation to diffuse through various parts

of the economy and systems of innovation at the
sectoral, regional and national level - which will be
important for social innovation, which will become
more evident in Section 3.0.



Section 1.2

My interest in collaboration began a few years
ago when | worked as a camp counsellor. One of
the activities | loved playing with the kids at camp
was a game called ‘Win as Much as you Can.' The
game was relatively simple - four groups are
given the option of playing an X" and a 'Y’ at each
of the seven rounds in the game. Points would be
allocated based on what all four teams played,
following the schedule in Table 01.

Distribution Points

4X Everyone loses 1
3Xs and 1Y Xswin 1, Ys loose 3
2Xs and 2Ys Xs win 2, Ys loose 2
1X and 3Ys Xs win 3, Ys loose 1
4y Everyone wins 1

Table 01 | Win as Much as you Can Scoring Schedule.

Itis a fairly simple but impactful game. In the
pattern, the option 'Y, essentially universal
collaboration, means everyone gets 1 point.
However, when a group plays an ‘X, essentially
playing in self-interest, the team who played the X
gets points, but the others begin to lose points. In
the many times | have played this game, it seldom
occurs that a team finishes with a positive score,
and not once had the aggregate score been above
zero. As soon as one team decides to be self-
interested, trust is broken across all the teams.
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Any collaboration thereafter is pointless since

the behaviour of playing an X is incentivized by

not only self-interest but self-preservation. Once
collaboration is foregone the only way to win
points is to be self-interested, but once everyone is
self-interested everyone loses.

| stumbled upon this exercise during a game
theory class, and | have been fascinated ever since.
The point of the game is, as the title implies, to ‘win
as much as you can.’ However, to do so you have
to collaborate in each round so that everyone gets
one point per round for a total of 28 cumulatively
- but this never happens. | have always wondered
why. It seems quite simple, when put in a kid's
game format, but in a capitalist economy similar
self-interested behaviour can be observed, which

| believe discourages cooperation for the sake of
self-gain. | have been interested in how similar
themes scale in the real world, and whether

this type of patterned behaviour has positive or
negative ramifications on innovation.

Collaboration has been identified in some game
theory experiments as being a useful strategy for
optimal outcomes. In 1981, Robert Axelrod and
William D. Hamilton released a research paper
outlining one of the most famous paradoxes

in game theory; the prisoner’s dilemma. In this
experiment, the findings were that when given the



option to collaborate or act in self-interest without
the knowing the decision of the other, player
choose to protect themselves at the expense of
the other, resulting in less optimal results for

both (Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981). This strategy,
however, does not stand in a noisy environment
with other exogenous factors (Bendor et al., 1991).
In busier or more real-life settings, Bender et al.
found that rather, players could maximize their
individual and collective results by cooperating

so long as they received cooperation from their
partner about 80% of the time (Bendo et al., 1991).
Despite the temptation of the reward payoff from
acting in self-interest, collaboration will ultimately
yield a better result. These game theory examples
help to illustrate the complexity and nuances that
influences partnership collaboration.

I've always highly valued collaboration and found
that it's an effective strategy for solving big and
tricky problems. This personal opinion and
example heavily informed and influenced the
research question of this paper, to try and better
understand how collaborative partnerships for
social innovation can maximize the results - in this
case solving social issues - in the Maritimes.
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Section 1.3

The topics in this report will focus on social
innovation and partnerships, which | call
collaborative partnerships for social innovation
(CPSI). | define a collaborative partnership for
social innovation as an arrangement between
two or more stakeholders, that share roles and
responsibilities, agreeing to work together on an
endeavor, initiative or venture that is mutually
beneficial to all parties involved. This initiative
revolves around addressing social issues and
redistributing social value to improve the quality of
life on a micro or macro level.

Partnerships and innovation have a breadth of
literature accompanying each subject. | chose to
narrow the scope of this report to collaborative
partnerships for social innovation, focusing
specifically in the Maritimes, because of the gap
in literature at the intersection of both topics,
and through my observations of its newness and
vagueness in the region. | chose the Maritimes
specifically because its current relationship with
innovation, talked about in Section 1.1. | hope this
report will contribute to a conversation that can
help give the region the push it needs.

Additionally, | believe that an ‘all hands-on deck’
approach is necessary when tackling social
problems and obstacles to growth and well-being
in the Maritimes. | acknowledge that there are
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other policies or approaches that could equally
address social issues, but social innovation

and partnerships were chosen based on their
potential, given the current political and economic
environment, to have the biggest splash in the
region. Gaps observed through a literature review
heavily informed the boundaries of the topic,
which will be explored in more in Section 3.0.

While | will briefly touch on various stakeholders
throughout the report from a theoretical
perspective, | have chosen to narrow the Maritimes
analysis to the provincial governments and social
enterprises. For social enterprises, the boundaries
are shaped by the definition put forward by the
Province of Nova Scotia (2017) and Donatelli et at.
(2017), which is a business formed “for the purpose
of addressing social, cultural, environmental or
economic challenges”, which will be expanded on
in Section 3.3. Moreover, this study is important
because existing literature on partnerships look

at the relationships between either governments,
for-profit businesses and/or non-profit business,
but social enterprises do not fall neatly into the for-
profit or non-profit business models (Donatelli et
al., 2017). Though social enterprises are the main
focus, some primary research was extended to
incubators and other organizations that help build
and elevate entrepreneurial ventures.



Section 1.4

The paper will be broken up into seven sections,
following the double-diamond design approach
illustrated in Figure 02.

Section 01 briefly introduced the subject matter
within a broader context. Touching on some of the
reasoning for choosing the topic and high-level
boundaries and stakeholder.

Section 02 will introduce the research question
that will be carried throughout of the report. It will
touch on both the approach and methodology but
also the limitations of the research project.

Section 03 will be primarily literature review

based, diving into the topics of social innovation
and partnerships. It will help readers understand
the various theoretical aspects of the research. It
will cover areas such as the differences between
business innovation and social innovation, the
various perspectives social innovation can take, the
role of partnerships within innovation, and explore
the various partnership areas for stakeholders.

Section 04 will work on generating insights from
the primary research, comparing both the primary
and secondary research methods used in this
report. As well as map the insights in relation to
each other and broader research themes.
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Figure 02 | Report Roadmap.

Section 05 will synthesize the data collected from
previous stage of research, and generate their
related implications. More specifically, it will

tie everything in with the local context of social
enterprises in the Maritimes. The goal is to solidify
the condition necessary to improve the social
innovation and partnership environment.

Section 06 will focus on ideation and generating
concepts which can translate into real value for
stakeholders through an archetype framework.
The section will explain the utility of the framework
in alleviating challenges with partnership
formation. Though this section will be more of

a theoretical solution, it's developed based on
primary insights.

Section 07, the conclusion, will speak to the
significance of this research for the Maritimes
and the broader context of social innovation
and partnerships. It will also outline areas and
opportunities for further research.






Section 2.1

Even though it is relatively new to the region,
there is a fast-growing interest in the concept and
role of social innovation in the Maritimes. Given
the insights generated through the literature
review and the emerging trend in the region,

the overarching research theme of this report

is to better understand the regional context of
social innovation and partnerships in the region.
The main research
question (RQ) is ‘how
can public and private
stakeholders in the
Maritimes better
leverage partnerships
with social enterprises

How can public and
private stakeholders in
the Maritimes better
leverage partnerships
with social enterprises

to help raise social : .
to help raise social

well-being’? In an effort
to break this up into
more digestible and manageable research efforts,
I'll work towards answering the main question

well-being?

through supporting an assumption and answering
a sub-questions, developed and informed by the
literature review.

Social innovation, and innovation in general, is

an inherently social activity. Many authors speak
about the importance and benefits or collaboration
on social innovation (Menzies, 2010; Manning &
Poessler, 2014; Haigh et al., 2015). Though there
are different incentives and motives, given the

theoretical benefits of collaborative partnerships
for social innovation there should be a natural
inclination for stakeholders to want to work
together. | speculate that although there will likely
be a range of issues restricting stakeholders in

the Maritimes from cooperating fully, such as
power dynamics or differences in values, there

is, at the very least, a desire to work together.
Given the scope of social innovation, and what |
know from the Maritimes, | believe there will be a
notable amount of overlap between stakeholder
objectives, which would positively contribute to
partnerships. Therefore, a sub-question (SQ) in my
research is ‘what barriers exist for social innovation
stakeholders in the Maritimes that puts pressure
on partnerships and collaboration?’

The focus on social enterprises comes from the
assumption (A) that social entrepreneurship is
the means to an end of social innovation. Early
economists like Joseph Schumpeter started
taking interest in the topic of entrepreneurship
as a means to an end of innovation. Creative
destruction associated with entrepreneurship is
said to be a primary vehicle of economic growth
(Phills et al., 2008). Social innovation, in some
ways, is simply the innovation function of an
organization with a social focus. Given present day
circumstances and learning from the literature
review, | believe it safe to say that the same thing



Social Innovation

Partnerships

Figure 03 | Research Question Flow.

can be said about social innovation and social
entrepreneurship. Though social innovation

and social enterprises are often overlooked

by economist today (Mulgan et al., 2007; Pol &
Ville, 2009), | additionally believe that they have

a similar impact to traditional entrepreneurial
ventures. That said, measuring the impact of social
innovation is not always easy since the criteria
for success range beyond capital revenue. Never-
the-less, my speculation is that, especially within
the Maritimes, social entrepreneurship plays an
important cultural, social and economic role.

If it remains true that social innovation is best
executed through social enterprises, and that
stakeholders in the Maritimes are, as theory
would suggest, open to collaborative partnerships,
then | theorize that partnerships between social
enterprises and other stakeholders, especially
governments, is a strategy that can be employed
in the Maritimes to address local social issues.

| do not speculate that social enterprises and
collaborative partnerships for social innovation

Social Enterprises
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should or would entirely replace traditional
enterprises or ‘business as usual’, but that they are
well positioned to be able to fill unmet needs in
markets that are traditionally underserved.

Figure 03 demonstrated the way my assumption
and sub-question relate to the main research
question. | will use both primary and secondary
research methods to address these questions.
Additionally, I hope to contribute to the
conversations around social innovation in the
Maritimes by suggesting a way to minimize the
challenges in the region, which will be covered in
Section 6.0.



Section 2.2

Overview

The overall goal of the research is to help readers
get a better understanding of the intersection
between social innovation and partnership in

the Maritimes. To answer the main question, the
report is structured to balance both primary and
secondary methods that uncover the realities of
the environment. Therefore, rather than focusing
on existing quantitative data, my methods

were chosen to focus on lived experiences.

Thus, the methods were chosen to develop an
understanding of not only the topic matter, but to
extract insights that are derived from and can be
used by stakeholders in the Maritimes. Choosing
to focus on simple methods that would provide
versatile data, | used the following approaches:

First, an in-depth literature review was completed,
covering a broad range of topics, including but

not limited to partnerships, social innovation,
research and development, social innovation and
social enterprises. These keywords were chosen as
they have relevancy to the goal of the topic of the
report. The learnings and insights from this review
are found throughout the report, to explain topics,
and support primary research findings.

Then, a survey was circulated to roughly 30 to 40+
individuals across the public and private sectors,
through social media, email and networking -

12

receiving 15 responses. The goal was to better
understand the technical aspects of partnerships.
Questions were structured to help define the
roles and motivations of partnerships. Since

the survey was anonymous, without geographic
identifiers, and circulated through public forums,
this data was only used to craft a more defined
understanding of partnerships, and not used in
anything that discusses or analyses the Maritimes.

The largest part of the primary research conducted
was through interviews. Interviews were chosen
to get a deeper understanding of the topics, and
extract facts, opinions and insights (Kumar, 2012).
In total, there were 14 interviews conducted with
participants in Toronto and from the Maritimes

- participants are listed under the appropriate
sub-section in Section 4.0. All the interviews, which
were semi-structured, lasted approximately 45 to
60 minutes in length. Considering the structure of
the interviews, questions changed from person to
person and from group to group.

The first round of interviews included seven
candidates from academia and industry with
innovation experience and/or partnership building.
This phase was used to get a better understanding
of the flow and process of innovation. These
interviews distill a deep understanding of essential
information and helping define the direction of the
report (Kumar, 2012), by learning about the gaps



and challenges with partnerships and innovation.
An additional seven candidates were interviewed,
all from the Maritimes. This second round was
used to understand the lived experience of
working within the entrepreneurial and innovation
space of the Maritimes and the characteristics of
the ecosystem. As well, it was utilized to uncover,
first hand, the needs and motivations for various
stakeholders in the Maritimes.

Limitations

Throughout this project, there were limitations,
particularly of time and resources. These
limitations ruled out the possibility of conducting
any continued research. With more resources, the
approach would have been to recruit participants
in the early stages of either a partnership
formation or business formation to monitor the
way various stakeholder support can catalyze the
success of a venture. Continued research would
have allowed for consistent monitoring of the
relationship, observation of partnership impacts
on the various stages of innovation development,
and the space to more clearly understand and
identify the pain-points of the process. Despite
these limitations, the research was able to capture
a snapshot of the innovation and partnership
process of social enterprises by focusing on
participants that have first-hand experience and
deep knowledge on the subject.

Additionally, though the research focuses on the
Maritimes, | conducted the research while living in
Toronto. Therefore, all interviews were conducted
via phone call or video call, and there were
additional challenges in recruiting participants.
Moreover, this also eliminated the possibility

of doing a workshop - further exasperated by
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focusing on stakeholders across three different
provinces. Specifically, this removed the ability
to work collectviely on a framework or co-iterate
on certain strengths or weaknesses faced in the
Maritimes. | acknowledge that the framework
developed for this report was done through a
theoretical lens, and that insights generated may
be more fruitful had there been a group session.

Never-the-less, the methodology was structured
to best address the goals and questions of the
report, with these limitations in mind. Though the
report may not be able to comment on the long-
term impacts and implications of partnerships on
social innovation, other than by looking at other
research, it provides a clear point to jumpstart
further conversation. The rich qualitative insight
derived from this research identifies opportunity
areas that could be further explored, and this
report can, and should, be a stepping stone for
further research in the area.






Section 3.1

Similar to in the real world, social innovation has
entered academic discourse with a particularly
high speed in recent years. Despite its popularity
amongst academics, there is generally a lack of
consensus as to its meaning and definition (Pol &
Ville, 2009; Candi et al., 2018; Bitzer & Hamann,
2015). That said, there is a general consensus that
it does differ from more traditional or business
forms of innovation.

In traditional economic models, a conservative
definition of innovation refers to reducing the
number of inputs for the same, or more, output,
or increasing the amount of output given the
same amount of inputs. In certain contexts, such
as neoclassical economic models, this definition
may be sufficient when talking about innovation,
but not when faced with the complexities of social
problems - as it is for the context of this report.

Today's more ‘standard’ association with
innovation is with business activities. Here,
innovation is understood to be motivated by

profit maximization where new ideas are created
with the intention of making money, and often
consists of “either technological innovations

(new or improved products or processes) or
organizational innovation (changes to the firm's
strategies, structures of routines)” (Pol & Ville,
2009). Though these innovations undoubtedly have

transformative effects across society, there are
large deficits in the social innovation space that
often get overlooked.

Social innovation definitions range dramatically,
from innovation that has an impact on society
to innovation which specidically affects
developmental goals. In a paper on social
innovation, Goeff Mulgan (2006) identified a
number of areas which fall under the scope of
social innovation, many of which are still current
over a decade later, including but not limited to:

+ Ageing populations requiring new forms
of care, pension organization, housing,
mobility and ways to counter social
isolation;

+ Growing diversity in countries and cities,
requiring new ways to organize public
services, language training and schooling,
and;

+ Challenges with climate change, and how
to organize cities, including transportation
and housing, to reduce emissions.

He shows that social innovation differs from
traditional innovation since social innovation
“refers to innovative activities and services that
are motivated by the goal of meeting a social need
and that are predominantly diffused through



Social Innovation Business Innovation

Target Areas: Quality
and Quantity of Life

Scope: Profitable
New Ideas

Example: Clean Up
the World

Example: A New Shape
for Chocolate chips

Bifocal Innovation

Example: Internet

Figure 04 | Intersection of Social Innovation and Business Innovation.
Source: Pol & Ville, 2009

organization whose primary purposes are social”
(Mulgan, 2006). That said, the relationship between
social and business forms of innovation are
certainly not exclusive. For example, self-driving
cars have the ability to increase mobility for the
ageing population and help reduce emission by
driving smarter. Due to the fact that there is often
overlap between social innovation and business
innovation, authors Pol & Ville (2009) identify the
overlap as ‘bifocal innovation’, identified in Figure
04. However, social innovation differentiates itself
from other forms by focusing specifically on social
need and quality of life.

Some may consider social innovation to be a
redundant term. Due to the ambiguity of the term
‘social’, the common argument is that innovation
is inherently social and therefore analyzing ‘social
innovation’ over regular innovation does not

add much, if any, value. Though the dissonance

in definitions may cause confusion amongst
academics and users of the term, its utility does
begin to emerge when you sort through nuances.
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Section 3.2

Social innovation encompasses a broad range of
economic activity. It's used in varying ways, such as
a primer for institutional change, as a platform for
social purposes, or a catalyst for the improvement
of public goods and a forum for needs not
captured in the market (Pol & Ville, 2009). The
different dimensions of social innovation emerge
through three different streams of thought.

The first considers the sociological and economic
context of non-profit activities (Pol & Ville, 2009).
Within this space, social innovation is generally
defined as “novel solution[s] to a social problem
that is more effective, efficient, sustainable, or
just than existing solutions and for which the
value created accrues primarily to society as a
whole rather than private individuals” (Phills et

al., 2008). In their article, titled “Rediscovering
Social Innovation”, authors James A. Phills Jr.,

Kriss Deiglmeier and Dale T. Miller identify
microfinancing - providing loans, savings,
insurance or other financial services to poorer
demographics - as the quintessential social
innovation (2008). This perspective blends policies
and non-consumer business activities, generally
falling under the scope of non-profit organizations
or government intervention and programming.
Also, it is often philanthropically driven and focuses
on social justice or welfare.

The second perspective blends a hybrid of the
better parts of both for-profit and non-profit
business models, with the focus on how social
innovation can solve social issues (Pol & Ville,
2009). These hybrid organizations, as authors like
Haigh et al. (2015) define them are “enterprises
that design their business model based on the
alleviation of a particular social or environment
issues” and to sustain themselves financially
“generate income and attract capital in a way that
may be consistent with for-profit models, non-
profit models, or both”. Similarly, to the stream
above, there is financial sacrifice in order to
maximize the social value created (Candi et al.,
2018; Holt & Littlewood, 2015; Santos et al., 2015),
but there is still a demand for innovation though
engagements with customers, employees and
competitors. This perspective means that social
innovation recognizes the effects and forces of
markets, where growth potential and profitability
are meant to be self-fulfilling rather than the
objective. This type of organization could, in some
cases, refer to a social enterprise that operates
under a for-profit model or non-profit model.

Finally, the third perspective is where social
innovation is in line with ethical practices
creating value by addressing key business and
social concerns (Pol & Ville, 2009). Essentially,
an undertaking derives business opportunities



Type Definition

Corporate Social Responsibility

A businesses contribution and commitment to sustainable development, creating value

internally and externally by investing in social efforts (Weber, 2008). Good for creating

awareness about social issues.

Creating Shared Value

A set of polices or operating practices that enhance the competitiveness of a company while

creating shared value through innovations that creates economic and social value - where

value is defined as benefit relative to cost rather than just benefit alone (Porter & Kramer,

2011).

Triple Bottom Line

An evaluation framework where social and environmental interest are considered

alongside finances, considering people, planet and profits in equal weight. Value creation is

subsequently measure based on these performance indicators (Savitz & Weber, 2006).

B Corp Certification

A designation for for-profit companies that meet a rigorous standard of social and

environmental performance, met with accountability and transparency.

Table 02 | Social Innovation Strategic Initiatives.

through identifying and engaging with a social
issue. Social innovation, in this case, is driven

by moral responsibility of businesses and the
sustainability of their social performances (Pol &
Ville, 2009). Innovations, in this case, are derived
through strategic initiatives listed in Table 02.

This perspective recognizes that under capitalism,
business is prevented from meeting society’s
broader challenges (Porter & Kramer, 2011)
because their underlying focus is consumption.
Social innovation under these conditions finds
new initiatives based less on the social needs of a
market, but rather in reducing social harms.

Each of the three perspectives have their own
strengths and weaknesses. Depending on the
organizational context
many may or may

not provide any value
to the user. The first

FEach of the three
perspectives have their
own strengths and
weaknesses [which| may perspective of social
or may nol provide value — innovation simply refer

lo the user. to policy innovation
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or innovation within the non-profit sector. This
perspective is more linear than the others since it
revolves around philanthropy. Though not entirely
bad, it can lack the competitive environment

and profit incentive that makes other forms of
innovation thrive. For the second perspective,

on social innovation within hybrid organization,

it could be argued that it is innovation for a

social enterprise. The perspective is presented

as centered around a business model, rather
than focusing more on an innovation function.
With the third perspective some, myself included,
would argue that it's not about innovation around
social need. Instead it is actionable remorse on
the part of large institutions for their extractive,
and often harmful, behaviour. More specifically
because the innovations under the guiding ‘social
innovation’ practices are seldom associated with
the core business activities of the organization.
While it's still important for the private sector,
this perspective produces ‘add-ons’ worked into
existing operation that function regardless the
inclusion of ‘social innovation'.



Depending on the context ‘social innovation’
may seem more like ‘innovation’ with a splash

of buzzwords. Especially when, similar to the
overlap between social and business innovation,
the nuances between the three different social
innovation perspective are not easily segregated.

I still believe there to be value in using the term
‘social innovation’. Though many traditional

or business innovations play a role in tackling
social problems or unmet social need through
unemployment and economic growth, the
important differentiator for social innovation is not
only the focus on social need but the distribution
of financial and social value towards society

as a whole (Phills et al., 2008). It will become
apparent in later sections that though the precise
definition of social innovation is disagreed on,

the spirit of social redistribution is inherent and
important. Furthermore, | believe that arguing
about the semantics of a definition ultimately
limits its potential impact. If anything, including
‘social’ implies a more human centered focus on
innovation, which in an of itself is a good thing.
Therefore, though it does not have a succinct
identity, the perspective of social innovation

used within this report will focus on the ‘social’
aspect of social innovation - or explicit efforts to
redistribute social value or reduce social problems.
Rather than shying away from the ambiguity

of social innovation, | will embrace that real life
users operate under varying definitions and try to
create meaningful insights ranging from collective
issues related to the Maritimes as it pertains to
collaborative social innovation.
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Section 3.3

Simply put, social enterprises are businesses

and organizations formed with the explicit intent
of having a positive social impact. Though they
are broadly defined across jurisdiction, regions
and sectors, a social enterprise is a business
formed “for the purpose of addressing social,
cultural, environmental, or economic challenges”
(Donatelli et al., 2017). They live between the
intersections of business and social impact, where
community needs, and customer wants overlap.
Social enterprises can represent a wide array of
different legal structures, ranging from for-profit
to non-profit. Nova Scotia is one of few places that
formally recognizes for-profit organizations as
falling under the umbrella of social innovation.

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Figure 05 | Function of Social Enterprises.
Source: Donatelli et al., 2017.
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The missions of social enterprises are often directly
linked to public interest and/or social issues. To

be classified as a social enterprise, a business

must reinvest their profits into their mission or
other public functions. Figure 05 demonstrates

the function of social enterprise, as per a survey
conducted on Nova Scotia's social enterprise
environment (Donatelli et al., 2017). The broader
missions and objective for these organizations are
(Donatelli et al., 2017):

* Improving a particular community;

+ Supporting arts, culture and heritage;

+ Creating employment opportunities,

+ Improving mental health and wellbeing,
and;

+ Improving physical health and wellbeing.

They fundamentally align enterprise goals with
community needs, resulting in a social benefit for
the entire community. As fundamental actors of
change, social enterprises play an active role in
building a just socio-economic system (Fowler et
al., 2017).

The emphasis on locally grown solutions and
businesses is particularly important for social
enterprises and the Maritimes. New Brunswick,
for example, is prioritizing enriching culture and
tourism by working with local micro-breweries in



updating their policies on alcohol. The goal is to
relieve pressures on small businesses, allowing
them to grow, which subsequently brings value

to the government by increasing local culture

and tourism (Conyers-Steede, 2018). Even at the
municipal level, places like Sackville, NB prohibit
large corporations from operate in their downtown
core, in order to maintain a rich cultural centre
and to stimulate local initiatives and ventures.
These decisions demonstrate that provincial

and municipal governments are particularly
interested in elevating their economies through
local ventures. Governments have acknowledged
the need and strength of home-grown businesses
and solutions, especially where the needs of both
stakeholders overlap.

Homegrown social enterprises have the potential
to help stimulate local economies while providing
subsequent social benefits. Social enterprises
are poised to have more effective social change
than larger corporations and/or initiatives like
corporate social responsibility since they are more
grassroots. Being closer to the ground allows

for a better understanding of the nuances in a
community. Given how community-driven the
Maritimes is, this is important. Unlike in highly
developed urban areas, social enterprises play a
significant role rather than being on the fringe.
This holds especially true since more rural and
peripheral places are traditionally underserved,
and social enterprise missions are grounded

in local needs (Donatelli, 2019). For example,
New Dawn is a social enterprise in Sydney/Cape
Breton region of Nova Scotia that provides vital
social services. Since its creation in 1976, it has
grown and adapted with the community and
today employs over 175 people and services
approximately 600 Cape Bretoners each day
through various projects (New Dawn, 2019). Unlike
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other businesses in the region, social enterprises
like New Dawn have a deep understanding of local
issues and are better equipped to help address
them, helping the region become self-sustainable
through their initiatives.

Social enterprises exhibit a high level of
entrepreneurial spirit when building their
business. In fact, they are adept at utilizing existing
resources to create value through a willingness

to take risks, pursue opportunities and be
innovative (Donatelli et al., 2017). Good ideas and
intentions don't, however, magically transform
themselves into sustainable social enterprises.
Since social enterprises are “often hybrid in form,
[encompassing] dimensions of both charitable

and business enterprises” they must use business
approaches to help solve social problems (Fowler
et al., 2017). They encompass the best parts of
public and private models, and the main objectives
can appeal to both sides.

Overall, there is no 'right’ or ‘wrong’ way to be a
social enterprise. It requires a mission, driven by
addressing a social, cultural, environmental or
economic problem. Though at times philanthropic
in nature, it's important to move past the idea that
these businesses can only operate as non-profit.
As varied and diverse as they may be, what draws
them together is executing a business proposition
that is driven by the desire for social impact.



Section 3.4

Collaboration between actors ranging from
government to businesses have been identified

as important strategies to addressing complex
social issues (Kolk et al., 2008; Selsky & Parker,
2005; Manning & Poessler, 2014). Like the wide
array of definitions for social innovation, the exact
definition of a partnership varies depending on
context. For this report, a collaborative partnership
for social innovation (CPSI) will refer to as an
arrangement between two or more stakeholders,
with shared roles and responsibilities, agreeing to
work together on an endeavor, initiative or venture
that is both mutually beneficial to all parties
involved and revolves around addressing social
issues and redistributing social value to improve
the quality of life on a micro or macro level. CPSI
are characterized by cross sector collaboration
involving higher levels of institutional complexity
than business-to-business (B2B) partnerships
(Manning & Poessler, 2014, Murphy et al., 2012).

There are many reasons why organizations engage
in partnerships. Broadly speaking, these needs

fall under optimization and economies of scale,
reduction of risk and uncertainty and acquisition
of particular resources and activities (Osterwalder
& Pigneur, 2010). Due to the administrative needs
of a partnerships, discussion around partnerships
and social innovation are often informed and
appropriated from B2B partnership formations.
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However, unlike their B2B counterparts,
collaborative partnerships for social innovation are
formed and respond

to more contemporary
forces which encourage
sectoral blurring.

Some of these forces
can include a shiftin
government and/or
philanthropic support
requiring new sources
of revenue generating
strategies, loss of public confidence requiring new
methods for accessing public goods and services
or stakeholder demand for businesses to answer
for global constituents including people and planet
(Selsky & Parker, 2005). All these factors - both B2B
or otherwise - are factors that positively contribute

Collaborative
partnerships for social
innovation are formed
and respond to more
contemporary forces
which encourage sectoral

blurring.

to the perpetuation of partnerships.

In their article “Cross-Sector Partnerships to
Address Social Issues: Challenges to Theory and
Practice”, John W. Selskey and Barbara Parker
identify four broad arenas for the operational
review of partnerships (2005). These arenas are:

* Partnerships between non-profit
organizations and businesses:
Centered around social issues, typically
environmental or economic development



initiatives but also extend to health, equity
and education.

Partnerships between governments
and businesses: Generally categorized as
‘public-private partnerships’, these do not
tend to revolve around a specific social
issue but build upon infrastructure that
may be on the fringe of social implication.
For example, development of public
services like water and electricity.
Partnerships between governments
and non-profits: The focus typically

is on welfare development, contacting
out public services or public policy
approaches. This may extend locally or
globally depending on the mandate.
Partnerships involving all three actors:
Generally large-scale national, sometimes
international, multisector projects.

These partnerships tend to focus on
economic activity including social services,
environmental concerns, health or other.

This framework is useful to analyze the formation,
implications and outcomes of a given partnership
based on the stakeholders involved. However,

to look at the influence of CPSI and other cross-
sector collaboration, we have to examine the way
ideas, values, capital, and talent flows across sector
boundaries and what unites the relationships
among stakeholders (Phills et al., 2008).

Partnerships are most commonly used to take on
a venture that is too difficult, or risky, to take on
individually and/or where cooperation can lead to
a better outcome (Pekar & Margulis, 2003; Wincent
et al., 2009). Increasing the likelihood of success
can be done by seeking out partners with different
and complementary capabilities and assets. From
the survey circulated, there are three defined
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attributes identified that make up the essence of a
partnership:

1. Shared vision: The first fundamental step
of establishing a partnership is to define
the shared goal or objective. There should
be a common interest, mutual benefit to
both parties.

Shared agency and urgency: Throughout
the venture, responsibilities and
commitments should be shared. Partners
should utilize their individual strengths to
further the common objective and have
the trust necessary to act independently
when necessary.

Shared stake in success: To ensure the
partnership is structured for success,
individual partners must be comfortable
and able to contribute resources (such as
capital, labour, etc.) to see the endeavour
success. Though the levels of investment
may vary from venture to venture and
partner to partner, there must be inputs
from both sides.

The shared aspect of partnerships requires clear
communication when establishing the basis of the
relationship, and continuing dialogue ensuring
these aspects are being upheld. The ability to co-
design, co-create and co-learn is a pre-requisite
to a good partnership. Though collaborative
partnerships for social innovation can allow
stakeholders to achieve larger goals and rewards,
they are not without risk. The two main risks
identified are reputation-based and financial.

The survey circulated and some interviews suggest
that governments and industry actors are all
fearful of the reputation related risks involved in

a partnership. First, through association, there



is a risk that the actions of one partner can

reflect poorly on another. additionally, whereas

a partnership involves combined efforts, there

is risk that relinquishing complete control of a
venture may result in a less favourable outcomes.
For example, imagine a phone company wanting
to include the artifical intelligence software of
another company in their phone. If the phone
company’s goal is to produce the cheapest

phone on the market, but the Al company’s goal
is to establish their software as high-end, seeing
through the partnership could result in harm to
one party's reputation through misaligned goals.
In this example, one partner’s goals are met at the
expense of the other’s.

The second risk concern is the loss of investment.
Though the reward is subjective all stakeholders
are fearful that if a partnership is unsuccessful
the initial resources invested will be lost or not be
worth it. The expenditures, however, can vary from
stakeholder to stakeholder. For example, since
industry actors are profit-oriented they invest and
fear losing money, but for universities, student
engagement is a risk since a poor partnership

can negatively affect their education. As well,
asymmetrical investment between partners can
affect the potential for risk.

The reward gained from the partnership is highly
intertwined with the goal of the endeavour

and motivation for the partnership. That is to

say that the reward is achieving the shared

goal established,

and rewards can
range beyond fiscal
or outcome based.
Collaboration can help
partners break into
new markets, obtain

The reward [of a
partnership/ is acheiving
the shared goal
established, and rewards
can range beyond fiscal or

outcome based.
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new tech, gain economies of scale and have
more success at a lower cost (Pekar & Margulis,
2003). Though vague, this allows partnerships
the opportunity to fit a wide array of needs. Due
to the wide range of needs, this opens a lot of
opportunities for collaborative partnerships for
social innovation.

The decision to engage in a partnership is
dependent on the motivations, possible risk

and possible rewards. The Maritimes, which

we will discuss in more detail later, fosters an
environment conducive to collaboration, especially
as far as social innovation is concerned.



Section 3.5

In part, the redistribution of social value associated
with social innovation looks at improving the
quality of life of individuals. On trend with other
terms discussed throughout this section, there

is not necessarily a

Social innovation has ) T
universal definition of

the potential lo improve . . .
! ! quality of life. Social

innovation has the
potential to improve
the quality of life in
civil society in different
ways ranging from
poverty reduction,
improvements in

the quality of life in civil
sociely in different ways
ranging from poverty
reduction, improvements
in environmental qualltiy,
or health services,
amongst other.

environmental quality
or health services, amongst many others. It does
so by affecting variables at either a micro or macro
level in a given region.

At a micro level, measuring outcomes through the
lens of individuals is notoriously difficult, since
things like happiness and satisfaction are incredibly
subjective and change dramatically depending

on the individual in question. Though there is no
universal list of items that positively improve an
individual's quality of life, it's relatively understood
that the value of options and opportunity play

a relevant role (Pol & Ville, 2009). Though there

is a positive correlation between wealth and
quality of life, “there has been only a very modest
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upward trend in average life-satisfaction scores in
developed nations, whereas average income has
grown substantially” (The Economist, 2005). This
suggests that social innovation, which looks at
more than just financial returns, has a bigger role
in improving the individual’s quality of life than
traditional or business innovation. In line with my
earlier definition of social innovation, at the micro
level social innovation emphasizes an equitable
redistribution of social value, in this case through
the alignment of socially focused option.

On the macro side, quality of life is measured

by the aggregate level of elements including, in

no order of importance, things like: “material
well-being, education opportunities (including
quality of teaching and learning practices), health
domain, job security, family life, community life,
environment (climate and geography), political
freedom, political stability and security and gender
equality” (Pol & Ville, 2009; The Economist, 2005).
Though there is overlap between the two, “what
distinguish micro-quality of life from macro-quality
of life [is] the latter does not require that each
member of the group benefits with enhancement
of valuable options” (Pol & Ville, 2009). Put simply,
this means social innovation would positively affect
society as a whole, but certain individuals may not
see, need or explicitly want the outcomes.



Social innovation is assumed to have a role in
either the micro or macro level, though | would
argue it influences both. True social innovation has
implications across both levels from either a top
down or bottom up approach connecting them.
For example, micro-financing, which as mentioned
earlier is a well-regarded social innovation, begins
providing value at the micro level by helping

with individual financial security, but in doing

so helps the aggregate by extension by lifting
local economies. On the other hand, authors like
Geoff Mulgan, Simon Tucker, Rushanara Ali and
Ben Sanders (2007) identify examples of social
innovation like the legislative actions around the
gay rights movement which would fit under a top-
down approach. While it's my personal opinion
that in 2019 the idea of gay marriage should not
be categorized as ‘new’, ‘radical’ or ‘innovative’,
just a few short decades ago these changes in
policies have influenced the macro-quality of life
of countries, through the advancement of human
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Figure 06 | Innovation and Partnership Area of Opportunity.
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rights, but subsequently improved the micro-
quality of life of countless same-sex couples.

Social innovation has the potential to have
significant impact on the social wellbeing of

both individuals and states. Since this segment

of innovation fundamentally addresses social
wellbeing, cross-sector stakeholder collaboration
is fundamental. Therefore, in order for a region

to strategically see progress when addressing
social issues, understanding and improving the
way stakeholders work together seems like an
ideal place to start. Given the rise of various

social problems, there's an increasing sense of
urgency to improve this space both academically
and practically. With that in mind, the rest of this
paper will focus on the mechanics of collaborative
partnerships for social innovation in the Maritimes,
acknowledging that that the focal point will be
partnerships between governments and social
enterprises.

Government & Business

Government & Non-Profit

dys.ou)ang

Business & Non-Profit
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Thus far, this paper has identified the difference
between traditional and business innovation and
social innovation. Where social innovation focuses
more on social needs and value redistribution.

By examining the different perspectives of social
innovation, this research has uncovered nuances,
specifically how prominent the ‘social’ aspect is

in core operations. Despite acknowledging the
overlap between both types of innovation and

the perspectives, | chose to move forward with
the definition of social innovation based on the
principle of social distribution of value. In-so-far
as innovation and partnerships stand, | believe
there is a gap in analysis between innovation and
partnerships central to social enterprises. Better
understanding this space would allow stakeholders
to increase their ability to provide value for the
people and planet in their regions. To understand
the way value is created, the report looked at
how the various sectors influencing civil society
work together towards advancing a social agenda.
What's left is to understand the implications this
may have on society and this research.
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Section 4.1

The first group of interviewees were chosen based
on their understanding and experience with
innovation. Candidates ranged from academic to
industry experts and are listed in Table 03:

This segment of the interviews intended to dive
deeper into the idea to implementation, or
research and development, process of innovation
and get a sense of what areas need addressing to
improve the innovation process.

Innovation flows through three distinct phases of
development based on Frascati Manual, developed
by the OECD (2015).

» Basic Research: “Experimental or
Theoretical work undertaken primarily to
acquire new knowledge of the underlying
foundation of phenomena and observable
facts, without any particular application or
use in view”;

Title
Faculty, Singularity University

Name
Anne Connelly

* Applied Research: “Original investigation
undertaken in order to acquire new
knowledge [...] directed primarily towards
a specific practical aim or objective”, and;

* Experimental Development: “Systematic
work [...] on existing knowledge gained
from research [...], which is directed
to producing new materials, products
[...], processes [...] and services, or to
improving substantially those already
produced”.

Generally speaking, different stakeholders are
more adept at different phases than others. The
public, including governments and universities,
play a more substantial role in basic research,
whereas private or industry stakeholders excel

at the latter parts of applied development and
experimental development. There are downstream
effects of research and development (R&D) across
both the public and private sector to incentivize
socializing
innovation. Canada
is making it a

Anonymous A

Business lead, Large E-commerce Company

priority to actively

Anonymous B

Sales Operations, Large Internet and Product-Based Company

and consistently

Dr. Arvind Gupta Professor, University of Toronto

Bethany Borody

work on its

Sustainability Consultant, Bethany Borody Consulting

Himanshu Rai Applied Researcher

innovation function.

Dr. Robert Luke

VP Research and Innovation, OCAD University

It is unsurprising

Table 03 | Expert Interviews.
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that innovation



would be a national priority because through

the commercialization of goods and services,
nations can create social and economic benefits
through jobs, GPD and export (Council of Canadian
Academics, 2018). Figure 07 demonstrates the flow
between R&D and wealth creation. Throughout
the interviews conducted, a few things about this
process became clear.

The first insight generated through interviews
comes through problems with connecting various
streams of basic research with experimental
development. At the national level, Canada falls
short on consistently pairing findings from basic
and early applied research with experimental
development, due to a focus on publishing results
first rather than seeking downstream utility (Luke,
2018). This can be attributed to a few things.

To begin with, one issue connecting the phases

of R&D is with the objectives associated with

each individual phase. Transitioning from phase
to phase causes problems with replicability and
scalability, especially during applied development.
During the applied research phase, actors take
from the existing base of knowledge and find the
appropriate uses. The issue is that where basic
research is generally concerned with novelty and
new ideas, they do not always prioritize real-life
scalability and replicability. Therefore, in finding
the application, applied researchers struggle in
replicating and scaling the basic research given
real-world factors (Rai, 2018). Basic research rarely
deals with the large data-set they would in real life
and seldom do basic researchers release the data
or specific details of this phase of research.

Part of this problem is related to the lack of strong
networks and partnership infrastructure that
connects the various actors, especially between
private actors and research institutions (Gupta,

Ixternal Drivers of Innovation

Ex: macroeconomic context, policy and regulatory environment, financing,
networks and collaboration, market conditions, social environment
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2018). Universities try to help bridge components
of basic research and applied research through
various means. The most prominent one that
came up through interviews was through applied
research programs (Gupta, 2018; Rai, 2018).
Applied research programs are academic programs
that include a research component where students
are expected to conduct their research with an
industry partner as partial fulfillment of their
graduation requirements. For example, the Master
of Science in Applied Computing (MScAC) program
at the University of Toronto requires their student
to complete one of these projects to graduate.
Other institutions also follow this trend which has
a positive impact on catalyzing the R&D process
through partnerships. These programs attempt

to bridge the gaps within the R&D development
phases by giving students the necessary skills to
then move into the industry. They also help attract
talent to the universities and region, particularly
internationally. Many of the students in the MScAC
are international and gain employment after
graduation with the hope of staying in Canada.

Interviewees almost unanimously identify that
money and resources do not seem to be the
issue bridging these the phases of innovation
development, and that more fluid and open
collaborative networks may be a solution.

The second issue with the R&D development

is commercializing innovation. In this case,
commercialization simply means successfully
launching innovation - either services, products or
policies - into market. Similar to the first insight,
individual research phases don't necessarily
perfectly flow. In the basic research phase,

there is not always an immediate thought of
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commercialization. It's a common myth that
research will make money (Luke, 2018), especially
when institutions like universities and other

government funded research facilities tend to
focus on publication over utility. Though published
research adds to the collective knowledge base
available which is then leveraged throughout
other parts of the innovation process, the basic

research phase is not
perfect. Researchers
may not always think
of the downstream
utility of their work,
and while publishing
research may enable
others to utilize the
research, their training
and incentive structure
is not necessarily
focused on commercial

application (Luke, 2018).

Researchers may not
always think of the
downstream ulilily of
thier work, and while
publishing may enable
other to utilize the
research, the training
and incentive structure is
no necessarily focused on

commercial application.

Moreover, there's a significant time gap between
basic research and commercialization (Gupta,
2018), and the people who conduct basic research
are not necessarily the best equipped to deal

with navigating the market landscape. In some
occasions, university spin-outs are formed which
continue the development of innovation, but often
struggle to succeed in commercialization without
the help of external partnerships. This insight
suggests that increased participation will help
facilitate the market penetration of innovation.

Before conducting this research, | assumed

that the more equitable distribution of financial
rewards and profits would be a prominent aspect
of partnerships. In all of the interviews, monetary
rewards were rarely the central motivation



for partnerships - if at all. Mandates or goal-
oriented success were prioritized over fiscal
rewards. Participants spoke about the ‘white
space’ of partnerships. As articulated by one of
the anonymous interviews, white space refers to
the value created or gained in a partnership that
is not in the form of cash. It was noted that often,
an unaccounted benefit of a partnership is the
knowledge and resource sharing that naturally
occurs over the course of the relationship. This
means different methodologies, ways of working,
or frameworks that can be adopted for future use.

Particularly when working across sectors, it is the
difference of perspectives that are most effective in
problem framing. In bringing together actors with
different backgrounds and expertise, it brings a
fresh perspective to an otherwise familiar problem.
Familiarity can breed complacency, but it is
through partnerships that there is the potential for
constructively challenging existing assumptions.
Thereby, it is not financial reward alone that is the
central motivation for entering into a partnership
but the implicit knowledge sharing that comes

with it. This exchange is delivered through close
collaboration and its benefit extends beyond the
timeframe of the partnership itself as each actor
can adopt these learnings for itself.
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Section 4.2

The second segment of interviewees focused on
stakeholders in the Maritimes. The participants are
listed in Table 04:

For government participants, the questions

and interviews were structured around better
understanding the government motivation for
engaging in partnerships. For industry participants,
engaged in the innovation and entrepreneurial
space, questions focused on better understanding
the way social enterprises and social innovation
affect the Maritimes and uncover some of the
challenges they face.

Up until recently, innovation has not necessarily
been an explicit priority for Maritime governments
like it has been at the federal level (Conyers-

Title
Founder, Bagtown Brewery

Name
Anthony Maddalena

Steed, 2018), especially in-so-far as building policy
innovation capacity (Brennan, 2019). Provincial
innovation functions are still in the early stages

of development. From the government level,
innovation does happen but in a more undefined,
ad-hoc way. Within the last few years, things like
informal case-competitions have become more
popular between Maritimes provinces trying to
address a wide range of issues. For example,

the policy hack competitions, hosted between

the three provinces, aim to build collaboration
between the Maritimes within the public sector.
Provinces come together for this competition, to
iterate on policy hacks that, in principal, help solve
complex social issues that affect all three provinces
(Conyers-Steede, 2018).

Since innovation is relatively new and informal
on the part of government stakeholders in the
Maritimes, there’s some hesitation to partner with

Chloe Donatelli

Consultant, Common Good Solutions

Derek Chapman

Internal Communications & Engagement, Community Services; Government of NS

Kathleen Brennan

Intergovernmental Affairs, Executive Council Office; Government of PEI

Kjeld-Mizpah Conyer-Steede

Engagement Architect, Executive Council Office; Government of NB

Melissa Erin O'Rourke

Program Manager, The Summer Institute, ] Herbert Smith Centre for TME

Samantha Sproule

Customer Success Manager, Squiggle Park

Table 04 | Maritime Interviews.



industry actors. Though there is some hesitation
with possible conflicts of interest, the largest
reason surrounds the expectation of outcomes.
The innovation work that the government does is
highly iterative with low expectation for immediate
or concrete outcomes. There's been some
discussion about including industry actors, but
currently the focus is on professional development
of provincial innovation functions and testing out
new ideas in a risk-free environment (Chapman,
2019). This usually allows governments to have a
bit more control in setting the innovation agenda
and avoid setting to high expectations that idea will
materialize in a timely manner.

Similar to the academic nuances around the term
social innovation discussed through the literature
review at the beginning of this report, the term is
not any more defined in the Maritimes. To evaluate
the view of social innovation in the Maritimes, it's
useful to think of it through the process of and
outcome of innovative efforts.

In terms of process, when describing the social
innovation process, participants used language
that suggested using a human-centered design
approach - especially
when using tools like
journey, empathy

or systems mapping
(Conyers-Steede, 2018;
Donatelli, 2019). Using
design thinking allows
for creators in the
Maritimes to look for solutions that are unique for
the region, utilizing local features and assets to
build a strong value proposition which prioritizes

Design thinking allows
Jor creators in the
Maritimes to look for
solutions that are unique

Jor the region.
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the impact over margins. Regardless of the desired
endeavor, interview participants acknowledged the
importance of doing deep research with the target
audience to understand the social needs which
needed to be addressed.

From an outcome perspective, social innovation

is relative to the stakeholders and initiatives.
Interviews suggest that social innovations can
range from policies to product and services to
processes. Though the desired outcome of social
innovation can be as broad as its definition,
almost all interview participants spoke about the
urgency in supporting local initiatives that attempt
to improve the quality of life of citizens of the
Maritimes, whatever they may be.

Government can't fully manage the responsibility
alone with the increasing complexities of today’s
social problems (Donatelli, 2019). Therefore,
participants acknowledge the need for new
approaches which combine the strengths of
both private and public stakeholders. Though
the exact boundaries of social innovation are
blurred in the Maritimes, it acts as a uniting
force for stakeholders to find common ground in
contributing to a larger social mission.

In the expert interviews, networks were identified
as a weakness in Canada. However, interview
participants suggest that this does not hold
through when looking at the Maritimes. A
resounding insight generated from nearly all
participants in the Maritimes was around the
strong and informal networks in the Maritimes.
From government to industries, informal
networks play an important role in supporting
social innovation work. Since the innovation



infrastructure is not as strong in the Maritimes as it
is in larger Canadian cities, stakeholders find solace
and strength in working together to navigate the
rocky waters of social innovation.

Competition is not overly rigorous in the
Maritimes. The geography and population

density result in pocketed markets which reduces
competition. One might expect this to result in
highly siloed work, but in reality, it reduces the
barriers for collaboration. Furthermore, because
the Maritimes don't have abundant resources,
there's a frugality that comes out through a scarcity
complex. At first glance, this would suggest that
stakeholders would be hesitant to work together,
but rather collaboration is an effective strategy
by sharing both resources and knowledge. Unlike
more competitive regions, Maritimers understand
that everyone benefits when you work together, a
rising tide floats all boats.

Cross-sector perception remains an ongoing
issue in partnerships between public and private
stakeholders. All interviewed participants agree
or acknowledge the role and importance of
partnerships in social innovation. Through cross-
sector collaboration is desired, there is never-
the-less some hesitancy in actually engaging in
them. This hesitation is derived from traditional
stereotypical roles of the public and private sector
concerning innovation.

From the private perspective, there is hesitation
because of bureaucracy and timelines. To
industry firms, the government appears to be
slow and ineffective. Moreover, there's a common
misconception that governments are inherently
out to try and control private activity. Additionally,

35

it becomes increasingly difficult to maintain

such partnerships given consistent turnover in
leadership when the governing party changes
after an election. Though this means there is
political risk involved, it can be controlled and
minimized through the creation of a good rapport
with a critical mass of stakeholders within this
group. Contrariwise, from the public perspective,
partnerships are avoided since the perception is
that the private sector does not want to partner
for the exact reasons listed above. The irony

of this otherness is that neither actor is averse
to partnering, but the preconceived notions of
working style and objectives of the other party
which creates a large obstacle for partnership.

Trust, in this case, is an essential driver in makeing
a successful partnership, and it's inextricably
related to risk (Warsen et at., 2018). To reiterate
an earlier point, increased transparency delivered
through communication creates a sense of
confidence within one another. Inherently, this
confidence breeds trust over time. With the
presence of trust, partnerships can function with
less rigidity allowing for more creativity (Parker &
Vaidya, 2001). Trust benefits partnerships in many
ways, including, but not limited to; facilitating and
solidifying cooperation, reducing the need for rigid
parameters, and enhancing performance (Warsen
et at., 2018). Trust can bring needed empathy

to break down the barriers, allowing for better
cooperation and collaboration in partnerships.



Section 4.3

Figure 08 maps out the relationship between the
seven insights and the topics of social innovation,
partnerships and social enterprises. The diagram
tried to make sense and simplify the complex
connections between the variables. In the map,

a connection denoted by a (+) means a positive
relationship between both elements, whereas a (-)
implied that when one element increases the other
decreases and vice versa (Braun, 2002). Some
insights have positive influence on variables, while
other have negative ones.

Insight 1 and insight 2, both negatively affect the
process of idea to implementation through the
R&D process. Partnerships, however, help reduce
the ramifications of these variables. Insight 3,
which focuses on the ‘white space’ benefits of
partnerships, positively influences the back and
forth relationships between social enterprises
and partnerships, since they contribute to

the value exchange in the endeavor. Insight

4 generally has a positive benefit on social
innovation. The interviews identified that though
innovation and social innovation efforts are new,
there is active work being done in these areas.
Moreover, because it's still new, it positively
affects partnership by encouraging actors to work
together to figure things out. On a similar note,
insight 5 has both positive and negative effects
on the formation of collaborative partnerships for
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social innovation. On the positive side, because

it's a new concept, there's benefit in co-creating
those boundaries, but on the negative side, it does
limit the number of partnerships since the space
is unfamiliar and promise of a specific outcome
cannot always be made. Never-the-less, in the
Maritimes, there are strong informal networks that
positively affect the formation of partnerships.

In fact, interviews have identified the strength

of their informal network as one of the biggest
strengths for social innovation in the Maritimes.
The last two insight speaks to cross-sectoral
relationships. Stakeholders tend to believe that
potentials partners in different sectors will not
want to collaborate. Interviews suggest that this

is a problem of perception, as per insight 7, but
the strong networks in the Maritimes, or insight 6,
thankfully reduce the effects of this problem.

Henceforth, the report will look at this system
discussing the insights and implications of them
and explore what can improve social enterprises
and what may act as obstacles to improvements.
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Figure 08 | Insight Relationship Map.
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Section 5.1

To summarize the insights learned from the expert
interviews, interviewees stated that for innovation
to be successful, relationship building between
stages of development needs to be more robust
and holistic. At a high level, the insights highlight
the importance of collaboration across innovation
phases to increase innovation outputs, and the
need for clear and consistent communication
between stakeholders across stages of innovation
development. Given the earlier assumption, the
same can be said about social innovation.

Looking specifically at the Maritimes, it's evident
that there is work being done on improving social
innovation, and the Maritimes could clearly benefit
from concerted efforts. The Maritimes possess a
distinctive culture of ‘scrappy can-do attitude’ and
emphasize innovation
through business and
entrepreneurship,
rather than

[ts evident that there
is work being done

on improving social
through academic

breakthroughs. This
fact is not surprising
given that their levels
of higher education
expenditure on research and development are

innovation, [which/
could clearly benefit from

concerted efforts.

lower than other regions in Canada (Council of
Canadian Academies, 2018).
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Signals suggest that social innovation is

growing rapidly in the Maritimes through social
entrepreneurship. There are venture capitalist
firms and incubators trying to help with early-
stage funding to help promote them. For example,
The Social Enterprise Network of Nova Scotia just
launched the province’s first investment fund for
social enterprises pilots (Moreira, 2019). The funds,
which provide loans or equity interments ranging
from $1,000 to $15,000, are meant to level the
playing field for social entrepreneurs by giving
more capital for innovation-based companies
looking to benefit social and environmental
conditions (Moreira, 2019). There are also firms
like the New Brunswick Innovation Foundation
and Innovacorp that focus on venture capital
investment.

As mentioned earlier, through the assumption
about partnerships, there is a desire from Maritime
stakeholders to work together. They acknowledge
the benefits of working together to accomplish
things that are greater than the sum of their
individual parts. Additionally, we've established
that a fundamental part of collaborative
partnerships for social innovation is finding an
objective that has mutual benefits with the goal of
helping distribute social value. Social enterprises in
the Maritimes are uniquely poised to foster fruitful
relationships, but there’s room for improvements.



Section 5.2

Profit-driven businesses, and subsequently for-
profit social enterprises, are not necessarily the
antithesis of social innovation and well-being.
Social enterprises are fully able to acquire revenue
like other businesses, since they exhibit the same
entrepreneurial characteristics as any other
start-up, ranging from for-profit to non-profit
organizations. The for-profit legal structure of
social enterprises is to maintain the most amount
of control over their operations, subsequently
allowing social enterprises to be more risk-taking
since non-profit social enterprises operations

are dependent on stricter government funding,
donations or other forms of conditional funding
(Donatelli, 2019). The commitment to a mission
rooted in social good is what separates social
enterprises, regardless of their legal structure,
from normal businesses. Despite their strengths,
social enterprises face operational challenges that
can be alleviated through partnerships.

Social enterprises commonly experience resource
limitations, in large part because their mandate

is to reinvest the majority of the profits back

into their mission. They must finely balance the
operational sustainability with being fiscally
strategic and thinking about the big picture
(Donatelli, 2019). Consequentially, from not having
much financial wiggle room, social enterprises
often embody principles of frugal innovation.

Simply put, frugal innovation is a mindset that
“sees resource constraints not as a liability but as
an opportunity - and one that favours agility over
efficiency [...] [creating] good-quality solutions

that deliver the greatest value to customers at the
lowest cost” (Radjou & Prabhu, 2014). They often
find utility in collaboration on problem finding,
framing and solving using crowd-sourcing methods
like hackathons (Radjou & Prabhu, 2014).

Ranked 1

Ranked 2
Ranked 3
Ranked 4

Ranked 5

Ranked 6

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Expanding business skills of directors and/or managers
. Expanding access to customer markets
Increasing access to capital
Accessing professional networks
. Raising awareness and demonstrating the value of social enterprise

. Networking among stakeholders and potential partners in the
community and social enterprise sectror

Figure 09 | Needs of Social Enterprises.
Source: Donatelli et al., 2017.



While the impact of social enterprises may lack
some academic rigour, social innovators suggest
that investing in social innovation give regions

the biggest bang for your buck since not only

do they bring similar benefits as a traditional
business - like jobs - but they help on issues
traditionally under various cultural, economic,
social and environmental government mandates
(Donatelli, 2019). When surveyed to figure out
what organizational development priorities are
present for social enterprises, illustrated in Figure
09, the top three were expanding business skills of
directors and/or managers, expanding access to
customer markets and increasing access to capital.
Unsurprisingly, given the research previously
uncovered, networking is relatively low.

Earlier in the report, we identified areas that
partnerships help with, including increasing access
to resources and expanding potential operation
opportunities. Whereas both governments and
social enterprises, to varying extents, prioritize
public interest in their work, there is an advantage
in working toward the same goal. The benefits of
collaborative partnerships for social innovation
roughly overlap with some other development
priorities for social enterprises. Furthermore,
elevating social enterprises may be the key to
bridging the ambiguity

of social innovation in

the Maritimes, and be

the key to bridging the  gple to better facilitate

Flevating social

enterprises may be

ambiguily of social the transition from idea
innovation in the to implementation.
Maritimes. Therefore, to unlock

the potential of social
innovation in the Maritimes, we must focus on
how to refine the way social enterprises and
government partner.



Section 5.3

Despite the fact that stakeholders are interested in
partnering, and that partnerships have a positive
benefit on social innovation there still exists
challenges that potential partnerships have to
surmount in order to reap the benefits. Generated
from interviewed participants, and corroborated by
data from the survey, there were three identifiable
challenges that were brought up by interview
participants, corroborated by data from the survey.

Firstly, the lack of awareness of potential partners.
Though there are certainly more complex issues
in forming a partnership, finding a partner is a
basic first step that proves to be challenging.

The Maritimes may benefit from strong informal
networks that lower this barrier, but it is never the
less an obstacle.

Secondly, asymmetric desires to form partnerships
can be an obstacle, especially when partnerships
require resources and maintenance. Time and
energy are often limited for both public and private
stakeholders and this scarcity has negative effects
on participation rates. Though a partnership may
make sense for one potential partner, it may not
be of the same benefit to another, which adds
another layer of complexity in the partnership
formation phase. Though high-level objectives and
goals between social enterprises and governments
overlap, daily social innovation priorities differ. If
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the potential reward is not high enough for one of
both stakeholders, the partnership is unlikely to
see the light of day.

Thirdly, is a fear of failure with the risks associated
with forming a partnership, more specifically
engaging in a partnership that has poorly

aligned goals and unequal commitment to the
partnership. Stakeholders are anxious about
partners failing to uphold their part of the deal,

a one-sided agreement and/or a hidden agenda.
In the Maritimes, these factors don't often stop
partnerships but are in the back of the minds of
stakeholders.

These challenges, albeit administrative, are
obstacles to establishing meaningful partnerships
and may affect different stakeholders during

the formation of the relationships, subsequently
affecting the following stages of partnership
development. The challenges in forming
partnerships seem to derive from issues of
communication and expectation management.
Despite the complexity of the issues, the nuances
are none the less important to address.






Section 6.1

A vital part of building a partnership that will
ensure a successful venture is making sure that
you're engaging in the right type of partnership.
Throughout the interview process, it became
evident early on through the way people spoke
about partnerships, that the definition varied
depending on context.
What ties collaborative
partnerships for social
innovation together

is having shared roles
and responsibilities,
working on something
together, having
mutual benefit to

What ties collabortive
partnerships for social
innovation together is
having shared roles and
responsibilities, working
on something together,
having mutual benefit

Lo both parties, and the
redistribution of social both parties, and the
redistribution of social

value. Upon further

value.

examination of the characteristics of partnerships,
and cross-examining the literature with the
interviews, | found that there are two important
mechanisms that can be explored to begin
improving partnerships.

The first mechanism looks at the governance in
the relationship, more specifically, the power
dynamics between partners. Management of the
relationship can boil down to the particular level of
agency possessed by each partner contributing to
the endeavour and the level of active participation.

From my observation, I've noticed a pattern
between the literature on partnerships and the
way that interviews spoke about partnerships,
which could be summarized into high and low level
of the two distinct structural mechanisms.

Partnerships may exhibit a dynamic where power
is equally distributed. As such, the decision-
making power and ability to set priorities is
shared amongst participants. Individual roles
may be similar or different, but, relatively
speaking, participation is equally distributed. In
these situations, the success of the partnership

is usually predicated on the combined strength
of partners. These kinds of partnerships are
considered to be highly collaborative. On the
other hand, low collaboration partnerships are
usually associated with partnerships that have
top-down power dynamics. Due to the asymmetric
power distribution, there is often one centralized
decision-making authority. This is not to say that
one partner is less active, but the roles each actor
takes in the partnership are usually different and
task specific.

The second mechanism I've observed through
this research is around the integration of
partnerships. Broadly speaking, this is about the
level in which partners combine their resources;
this can include capital assets like money, human



resources, space or other. Though partnerships
don't always necessarily require an exchange of
material resources, integration is often linked to
the formality of a partnership. Highly integrated
partnerships are harder to separate from since
they are longer-term, typically higher risk and high
levels of investments of resources and assets.

In many cases, contracts are involved in these
partnerships. In a lower integrated partnership,
there may also be some documentation, but they
tend to be more informal and easier to separate
from - at least for one of the partners. Low
integration can be attributed to shorter or lower
stake objectives.

Understanding these two mechanical elements

to partnerships is a starting point for social
enterprises and governments to work together

on social innovation. In order to find utility out

of the partnership mechanism | identified, | used
2x2 relationship mapping to help pattern find.
Comparing the two mechanism on a simple matrix
allows to note and test patterns and transform
them into useful meaning (Lowy & Hood, 2011).
Given that | was unable to conduct a workshop

in the Maritimes with stakeholders, this analysis

is drawing from various stages of research. Using
a 2x2 matrix allows for an adaptive and scalable
framework that can help stakeholders better
navigate the complexities of partnership formation,
particularly with partnership expectations.
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Section 6.2

Archetypes created through this matrix, “are deep,
recurring patterns that help us to understand
what is taking place at the observable, surface
level of life. The value of archetypes lies in their
applicability to everyday experiences, rendering
the mysterious interpretable and the mundane
more essential” (Lowy & Hood, 2011). The goal was
to create conditions given the extremities of both
partnerships’ mechanics identified. Thus, plotting
them in this way provided a useful framework to
create conditions that can be utilized to help the
Maritimes form better partnerships. The matrix
also demonstrates that there is no clear ‘winner’
when it comes to the archetypes, instead each

has its own pros and cons depending on the
desired outcome. At a glance, these archetypes are
illustrated in Figure 10 and listed in Table 05.

Casual Partnerships

As the name would suggest, casual partnerships
are relatively less formal and have lower stakes
than the other archetypes. These types of
partnerships are exploratory and iterative, often
non-essential but good at creating dialogue.
There is not much to lose, and the potential

to gain is highly dependent on the willingness
to participate from the partners involved.
Situationally, casual partnerships prove to be a
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High Collaboration

Committed

Low Integration
High Integration

Ad-hoc Obligation

Low Collaboration
Figure 10 | Archetype Overview.

useful undertaking when partners are trying to
tackle a largely undefined problem area, focusing
more on problem finding, problem framing and
ideation rather than implementation. This type
of partnership is motivated by a desire to take
advantage of an emerging opportunity area
within an industry but without the subject matter
familiarity or ability to do so alone.

However, whereas there is a lower risk involved
with these partnerships, they can lack urgency.
Therefore, this increases the possibility that

a venture may die out due to inconsistent
momentum, or that what comes out of the



Archetype Condition Description

Casual High Collaboration, Partnerships with relatively low stakes, where there is less to lose and more to
Low Integration gain. Ideal for scenarios where stakeholder is looking to be exploratory with
little risk.
Committed High Collaboration, Partnerships that are high risk and high reward, requiring equal commitment
High Integration from both parties. Ideal for scenarios that are long term and may will go
through many iterations.
Ad-hoc Low Collaboration, Partnerships that are goal oriented and limited in size and scope. Ideal for
Low Integration scenarios where the primary stakeholder needs a specific skill at a given time.
Obligation Low Collaboration, Partnerships where the dynamics of the relationship are usually defined

High Integration

through detail contractual agreements. Ideal for scenarios of that require

significant resource exchange over a long project period.

Table 05 | Archetype Overview.

partnership may not be built out in real life.

A simple example of this type of partnership is the
policy partnerships established between small to
medium microbreweries and the New Brunswick
government (Conyers-Steede, 2018). The goal

of these partnerships was to help increase the
innovation function of microbreweries, while
subsequently improving tourism in New Brunswick.
Though the implications on social innovation are
less prominent in this example, it demonstrates
the principles of a casual partnership since there
is no significant urgency in the matter but parties
receive benefits if the partnerships succeed.

Committed Partnerships

These partnerships are usually long-term with
high stakes and high potential for reward. Parties
involved have roughly equal stakes and decision-
making power. Because of this, the objective and
motivation of the endeavour have to be clearly
aligned at the offset of the partnership. Due to
high levels of integration, both parties are more
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willing to work together through the ebbs and
flows that a partnership may experience over time.

These partnerships are ideal when looking for
complementary skills and expertise throughout
the full stages of development. The partners
should have complimentary strengths and the
partnerships predicated on the fact that neither
of the actors can achieve the end goal without the
other. Motivated by innovations that reflect the
best of both parites.

However, whereas there is a high level of
investment from the parties involved, the risk

is high and therefore may result in risk-averse
behaviour. Since, when working together, the
partners can take on ventures that are higher-risk
than they would individually, they will be seeking
a payoff to their investment as soon as possible.
In this case, high-risk initiatives may suffer at the
need to find small wins to maintain consistent
results to make up the initial investment.



For example, The Eastern Habitat Joint Venture
(EH)V) is an organization whose mission is to
“provide a forum where interested parties

work collaboratively to coordinate and deliver
effective migratory bird-habitat conservation in
Eastern Canada” (Eastern Habitat Joint Venture,
2019B). They partner with ministries across all
three provinces, to deliver coordinate efforts

to conserve migratory bird-habitats (Eastern
Habitat Joint Venture, 2019A). EHJV list almost

50 different partners since its operations in all
provinces east of, and including, Ontario and
certain parts of the Eastern United States. To
simplify the role of each partnership, EHJV does a
lot of habitat restoration, programming to collect
and monitor data, and encourage empirical policy
decision, whereas governments, depending on
the department, influences legislation, assist in
programming efforts, and conserve environmental
quality amongst others. EHJV partners with five
different departments across three provinces.
Though the mandate of each department

differs, falling under their specific operation and
function, the relationship differs based on the
project they partner with EHFV form. Therefore,
for the Maritimes, this would fall most closely

to collaborative partnership since all partners
have equal stake in upholding and protecting the
environment and there is consistent collaboration
on to address various issues on an ongoing basis.

Ad-Hoc Partnerships

These partnerships are used for goal-oriented
objectives, that are transactional where one
partner usually acquires the services of another.
They almost always have a finite end, with clearly
defined outcomes that are defined by one of

the partners. They excel where a specific skill,

48

resource or asset is needed and can help bridge
different stages of development. Though these
partnerships can often fall under the scope of

a client/service relationship, they maintain the
partnership conditions established earlier of co-
design, co-create and co-learn, where both parties
are incentivized to collaborate and the outcome,
or success, of the venture is dependent on partner
participation. Further, these relationships are
motivated by a sense of creating something that
one partner may not be capable without help.

However, whereas these partnerships may be
good at quick solutions, they can be limited in
scope. The potential of the partnership, or the type
of results that can be achieved, is limited to the
initial investment at the offset of the relationship.
They don't always capture the true potential of
partners by being very task oriented.

One example of an Ad-Hoc Partnership between a
public and private stakeholder can be seen in the
relationship between the City of Fredericton and
Market Gravity, a Deloitte Business. As finalists

for the Government of Canada’s Smart Cities
Challenge, the city of Fredericton is competing
nationally for one of the two $10 million prizes to
use data and technology to improve quality of life
for residents. To augment their submission, the
municipal government was looking for a new way
to engage residents through ethnography and
rapid prototype - skills that they did not have in-
house. This is where Market Gravity, a proposition
design consultancy, was engaged to conduct rich,
qualitative research to understand the needs of
the city's older and more vulnerable residents in
order to uncover ways they could be better served.
For the scope of the project, the engagement
lasted three weeks where both parties worked
collaboratively in a joint squad to generate insights



and ideate innovative solutions. From this process,
the City of Fredericton developed the foundational
elements of their final submission and was able to
independently develop and test a prototype based
on the project output.

Obligation Partnerships

These partnerships are usually associated with
large, goal-oriented ventures with the potential
for high impact results. Since they are highly
formalized, there is typically a contractual
agreement defining the roles and limitations of all
parties involved. They are also associated with a
substantial exchange of resources.

They are similar to the ad-hoc partnership but are
longer term, with larger responsibilities and often
part of a large objective of one of the partners.
Therefore, they are motivated by a larger goal and
are either a means to an end or structured to be
long-term where power is still concentrated to
one partner. These partnerships are most typically
used by governments who extend a contract to
complete specific objectives.

Whereas the scope of these partnerships is highly
defined, there isn't a high need for innovative or
creative solutions. This can result in a “business
as usual” mindset since experimentation would
come at an additional cost that would have to be
mutually agreed on.

Obligation partnerships typically fall under more
traditional interpretations of public-private
partnerships. They have been referred to by
some as a form of public management (Linder,
1999), and are typically large infrastructure
provisions, such as building or managing schools,
hospitals, transport systems or other (Bovaird
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& Loffler, 2015). These partnerships fall under

the obligation archetype because although they
involve private financing, construction and project
management, accountability ultimately falls under
the government since the services provided are a
public good (Weimer & Vining, 2011).



Section 6.3

The framework, which was developed through a
theoretical framework, proposes that archetypes
are useful for the following three reasons:

1. It was identified that communication and
expectations are troublesome, therefore
these archetypes provide clear attributes
to more easily understand and articulate
the spirit of the working relationship;

2. Ifitremains true that the archetype
allows for a strong starting point
for partnerships, then partners can
create a shared language and mental
model for the aspiration around those
characteristics. This allows partners to
share expectations and objectives, as well
as share responsibility more effectively
than through rigid parameters, and;

3. Using the archetypes, partners can more
easily share best practices and benchmark
metrics for success and value creation,
especially in scenarios where the scope of
partnerships and desired outcome may
not fit perfectly in an existing framework.

Overall, the partnership archetype allows for a
flexible framework for actors to not only better
match potential partners but has the space
necessary to negotiate within the agreement based
on the specific needs of both partners.

Throughout the entirety of this research project,
there are two underlying common threads when
looking at partnerships. First, individuals looking to
undertake a partnership are not always clear as to
what constitutes a partnership, and; second, even
when they are, they're not entirely sure how to
structure the right partnership given their needs.

Although the survey was unable to make any
conclusions as to which archetype or partnership
factors most positively affect R&D development or
innovation, the feedback received from the survey
circulated, the ideal partnerships involve a medium
level integration, but high levels of participation
amongst both actors.

At its core, these
archetypes are a

tool for stakeholders
to use to begin
meaningful dialogue
at the beginning of
partnership formation.
The partnership
archetypes allow individuals to define partnerships
better, and more clearly articulate objective,
metrics and responsibilities. Partnerships need a
real commitment from each partner, integration of
core competencies and shared decision power.

At its core, these
archetypes are a tool for
stakeholders to begin
meaningful dialogue

al the beginning of

partnership formation.






Section 7.1

Social enterprises have the potential to provide
relief for various social issues on top of stimulating
local economies in similar ways to traditional
entrepreneurial ventures. Social enterprises are
poised to have more effective social change than
the CSR initiatives of large corporations, since they
are more deeply connected with the needs of the
region. A grassroots approach allows for a better
understanding of the nuances in a community

by being closer to the ground. The Maritimes
demonstrate a unique entrepreneurial spirit
characterized by a can-do attitude and community-
driven values. Therefore, the Maritimes is able

to take control of its own fate when it comes to
solving social issues.

Social innovation is booming, and it's time to act
on it. Stakeholders from across the public-private
sector can work together but just need a little
push in the right direction. Throughout this report,
many insights have been derived by comparing
literature and real-life experience on the topics of
social innovation and partnerships. The Maritimes
are a great region for these fields to grow and
prosper - and we can already see this happening.
A huge missing piece throughout is understanding
the implications that social innovation and
partnerships may have on the region. More
specifically, the missing piece is how to derive the
most value from them.
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This report has uncovered that social innovation
can be manifested through social enterprises and
that the positive impact of these organizations can
be improved through collaborative partnerships
for social innovation.

Social enterprises are playing a bigger and bigger
role in the region. Institutionally, there’'s more
emphasis on understanding the holistic role of
actors in a region, making government interested
in the possible impact that organizations like
social enterprises can have. Increasing the rate of
collaborative parternships for social innovation in
the Maritimes, between goverenments and social
enterprsies, has the potential to benefit multiple
stakeholder in the region. Working collaborative
is a strategic approach to address complex issues,
since many hands make light work.



Section 7.2

Stepping away from the Maritimes, collaborative
relationships for social innovation deserve more
attention academically and professionally. As social
problems become more and more impending, |
believe we will see more and more signals pointing
in the same direction.

Social innovation can obviously extend to any

city or region, not just the Maritimes. One of the
larger take-aways is that for social innovation

or social enterprises to be successful there is an
increased need to be driven by the people that the
solutions are being designed for and for all related
staekholder to work collaboratively. This means
that it's important for solutions to reflect unique
nuances of the local region, and to learn different
implications for scaling than traditional innovation.
Social enterprises are naturals at understanding,
from a grassroots perspective, the distinctive
qualities, characteristics and issues of a region and
they identify opportunities and resources available
for novel and tailored solutions.

Although the impact of social innovation and social
enterprises is hard to measure, it's important to
find ways to quantify the impacts in order to attract
more public and private stakeholders to have the
confidence to have the time and resources for it.
The more we know about these topics, the more
we will benefit.



Section 7.3

With that said, | believe that this research is the
jumping point for even further research on the
topic. From an economic perspective, | believe
governments in the Maritimes should begin
investing in qualitative and quantitative data
around social enterprises. Nova Scotia is leading
this race in the Maritimes, and New Brunswick and
PEI would be wise to begin studying the impact

of these organizations. By further understanding
the role of social enterprise, regional development
strategies can be tailored to utilize collaborative
partnerships for social innovation to help address
pressing social issues.

Additionally, as mentioned earlier, the framework
developed was done through a theoretical lens.it
can provide the beginnings of a conversation for
potential partners but it is in need of real-world
testing and subsequent iteration. Beyond better
understanding the impact of social enterprises, it's
important to continue to further understand the
formation and implementation of partnerships
with this stakeholder group. More specifically,

and in relation to the archetypes, more research
and specific details around resource exchange
and power dynamics would prove beneficial.
More specific tools can also be created to improve
the building of these partnerships even more. A
toolkit could provide an easy-to-use resource to
frame, pursue, and operate within an effective
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partnership archetype. As well, the archetype
model can be used to take an inventory of and
categorize partnerships in a region to benchmark
best practices and better monitor economic
impact.
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