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ABSTRACT
Background  Social innovation in health is a 

community-engaged process that links social 

change and health improvement, drawing on 

the diverse strengths of local individuals and 

institutions. However, there are few studies that 

examine community engagement, financing and 

outcomes. The purpose of this study is to use a 

qualitative descriptive analysis to assess 40 social 

innovations in health identified through a global 

open call.

Methods  This qualitative analysis examined 

social innovation case studies from low- and 

middle-income countries identified by a global 

social innovation network. A crowdsourcing 

open call identified projects and key components 

of each social innovation were evaluated by 

an independent panel. We used a US Centers 

for Disease Control and Prevention framework 

to measure community engagement as 

shared leadership, collaboration, involvement, 

consultation or informing. We used descriptive 

statistics to examine key aspects of community 

engagement, financing, health outcomes and 

non-health outcomes.

Results  Data from 40 social innovations were 

examined. Social innovations were from Africa 

(21/40), Asia (11/40), and Latin America and 

the Caribbean (8/40). Community engagement 

was diverse and robust across the cases and 

60% (24/40) had either shared leadership or 

collaboration. Financing for social innovation 

came from research grants (23), national or 

provincial government support (15), revenues 

from sales (13), donations (13) and local 

government support (10). Social innovations 
reported health and non-health outcomes.
Conclusion  Our data demonstrate social 
innovations had robust community engagement. 
Innovative financing mechanisms provide 
mechanisms for sustaining social innovations. 

WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ON THIS TOPIC
	⇒ Social innovation in health suggests 
innovations may be more effective when 
organically emerging from local actors in 
partnership with community members.

	⇒ Importance of community engagement 
has been recognized but more research 
and action on community engagement is 
needed to ensure sustainability.

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS
	⇒ Data suggests robust community 
engagement across the life of social 
innovations, with over half of the cases 
meeting criteria for shared leadership or 
collaboration.
Diverse funding sources support 
social innovations and these financing 
mechanisms enable the sustainability of 
social innovations.

HOW THIS STUDY MIGHT AFFECT RESEARCH, 
PRACTICE AND/OR POLICY

	⇒ Community engagement is a critical 
component of social innovations which 
should be highlighted for programmatic 
and policy considerations.

	⇒ Exceptional innovation opens space for 
the implementation of both health and 
non-health outcomes; further research is 
needed.
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Further research on health and non-health outcomes of social 
innovation is needed.

INTRODUCTION
Health systems and services remain largely implemented 
through an expert-driven, top-down process which often 
fails to recognise community engagement as a key feature 
of improving health and well-being. However, the field of 
social innovation in health suggests that innovation may 
be more effective when it organically emerges from local 
actors in partnership with community members, especially 
people in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs). 
Social innovation in health is a community-engaged 
process that links social change and health improvement, 
drawing on the diverse strengths of local individuals and 
institutions.1 Social innovation provides innovative solu-
tions to address healthcare delivery challenges, engaging 
community from multiple sectors.

Drawing on the expanding social innovation in health 
movement, the Social Innovation in Health Initiative 
(SIHI) was launched in 2014.2 SIHI is a diverse network 
of community members, innovators, researchers and 
government leaders focused on creating an enabling envi-
ronment for social innovation and engage countries in 
advancing social innovation through research, capacity 
strengthening and advocacy. SIHI aims to unlock the 
capacity of all health system actors and stakeholders, 
including innovators, policymakers, front-line workers 
and academics, and to advance community-engaged 
social innovation. Community engagement, defined as the 
process of working collaboratively with groups of people 
who are affiliated by geographic proximity, special inter-
ests or similar situations with respect to issues affecting 
their well-being,3 remains a critical factor in driving this 
culture shift. While the importance of community engage-
ment has been recognised for decades,4 there has been 
more research and action on community engagement to 
ensure sustainability. In addition, non-health collabora-
tions can help social innovations to have impact on social, 
environmental and other outcomes.

There is limited research on social innovation 
in health.5 Few studies have examined community 
engagement or financing related to social innovation. 
In addition, research has not explored relationships 
between Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and 
health and non-health outputs emerging from social 
innovations. Better understanding community engage-
ment, financing and outcomes related to social inno-
vation will help to expand this field and increase 
the rigour of research.6 TDR (the UNDP/UNICEF/
World Bank/WHO Special Programme for research 
and training in tropical diseases), the WHO and other 
organisations have underlined the importance of high-
quality research on social innovation.5 7

In this paper, we assess social innovation cases iden-
tified through a crowdsourcing open call approach.8 

Crowdsourcing has a group of individuals solve all or part 
of a problem and then share solutions with the public.9 The 
comprehensive open call process appointed independent 
expert panels to review key aspects of each social innova-
tion. The crowdsourcing open call was conducted in 2015 
and subsequent open calls resulted in selection of a total 
of 40 case studies conducted by SIHI researchers. These 
solutions have increased access to affordable and effec-
tive healthcare delivery and strengthened public health 
systems. This analysis uses descriptive case study research 
methodology to investigate mechanisms of operation 
and learn transferable lessons from social innovations, 
including critical elements of community engagement. 
The purpose of this study is to use a qualitative descriptive 
analysis to assess 40 social innovations in health identified 
through a global open call to better understand commu-
nity engagement, financing and social determinants.

METHODS
Scope
The overarching goal was to gain insights from existing 
case studies of social innovations used across Africa, 
Asia and Latin America, to determine best practices 
and gaps to be addressed. A qualitative analysis of 40 
social innovations identified characteristics of success-
fully initiating community-led or community-engaged 
innovations to enhance healthcare delivery.

Study design
The study adopted a qualitative analysis of case studies 
identified by the SIHI network. We used textual 
methods to identify themes and extract relevant data on 
community engagement and other characteristics from 
40 selected social innovation case studies. This quali-
tative analysis involved an iterative process combining 
elements of content analysis and thematic analysis. We 
also examined the depth and nature of engagement 
using the community engagement framework.3

Case study recruitment
The SIHI network has periodic global and regional 
crowdsourcing open calls to identify social innovation. 
More details about crowdsourcing open calls can be 
found in the TDR/SESH/SIHI practical guide.10 The 
network has consensus guidelines on implementing 
open calls.11 The first crowdsourcing open call took 
place in 2015, with subsequent regional open calls 
during 2017–2018. The open calls invited individuals 
and organisations from all backgrounds and sectors to 
nominate social innovation initiatives that help to solve 
local healthcare delivery challenges. Nominations 
were received through a dedicated online platform 
and open during a 6- to 8-week period. To review and 
select innovations, SIHI appointed independent panels 
comprising external experts to review submissions 
received through the call according to a predefined 
criteria: degree of innovativeness, affordability, inclu-
siveness and effectiveness. Each project was reviewed 
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by at least two panel members and high scoring projects 
proceeded to a second round of review. This second 
review assessed the extent to which cases contributed 
to knowledge about social innovation in health. SIHI 
researchers then travelled to each local partner to see 
the implementation and collect additional data in the 
form of document reviews, participant observations 
and semistructured interviews. This resulted in a total 
of 40 case studies.12

Data extraction
We used qualitative data analysis methods to examine 
text in the case studies. Thematic content analysis 
addresses a priori issues embedded within the data 
while allowing enough flexibility to incorporate new 
and hitherto unconsidered issues. Specific themes 
generated prior to coding were merged with existing 
data-driven codes to develop analytical and descriptive 
themes, respectively. Three coders individually coded 
the case studies. During coding, if a theme was unclear, 
it was discussed within a core group of five authors for 
resolution.

Data analysis
Following extraction of key elements of community 
engagement and other characteristics of social inno-
vations from detailed descriptions of 40 selected case 
studies, content analysis was carried out using induc-
tive and deductive coding. Our coding drew on a 

community-based participatory research framework 
developed by the US Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention.13 This framework (figure  1) was devel-
oped which aligned with the levels of engagement 
framework as defined as: Inform (provides community 
with information); Consult (gets information or feed-
back from the community); Involve (involves multi-
participation with community on issues); Collaborate 
(forms partnerships with community on each aspect of 
the project), and Shared Leadership (strong or long-
term partnership structure is formed).14 We also used 
content analysis aligned with community engagement 
framework3 to generate themes that are potential 
facilitators and barriers of community engagement. A 
summary codebook was then used to code each case 
study submission separately. An analysis of descrip-
tive characteristics of social innovations were similarly 
examined to facilitate understanding of phenomenon 
across social innovations.

We also categorised each social innovation according 
to which SDGs it could potentially address. We under-
took this analysis because social innovations often 
reach beyond the health sector,1 and this provides a 
more rigorous framework for categorising non-health 
values in a structured way.

RESULTS
Among the 40 case studies (table 1), more than half of 
them, that is, 52.5% (21/40) were from Africa. 27.5% 

Figure 1  Spectrum of community engagement demonstrated in social innovation in health projects. Categories adapted from the 
US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention framework.
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(11/40) of cases were from Asia. 20.0% (8/40) of cases 
were from Latin America and the Caribbean. Nearly 
half of the social innovations 47.5% (19/40) focused 
on provision of primary healthcare services whereas 
others provided maternal and child health, malaria 
and HIV services. Regarding the health system focus 
of these social innovations, slightly more than a third 
aimed at improving service delivery while 17.5% (7/40) 
of them were focused on improving health workforce 
and community service delivery.

Majority of the beneficiaries of the social innova-
tions were women (87.5%), children (77.5%) and 
men (70.0%). It was noted that most of these social 
innovations 57.5% (23/40) were financed through 
research grants. We observed substantial community 
engagement across the cases studies. The largest group 
of social innovation projects was classified as shared 
leadership (n=13, 32.5%), followed by collaborate 
(n=11, 27.5%), involve (n=9, 22.5%), consult (n=4, 
10%) and inform (n=3, 7.5%). Shared leadership 
demonstrated strong and often long-standing relation-
ships, grounded in shared principles, co-ownership or 
partnerships between social innovators and commu-
nity stakeholders. Processes of inclusive training and 
capacity building were shown in shared leadership 
cases (online supplemental table 1). One team provided 
medical and management training programmes to 
faith-based primary care clinics, nurturing mentorship. 
This service also provided access to drug delivery and 
medication insurance.

Collaborative cases involved community partners 
at several steps. One case study had teachers facil-
itate school-based malaria detection and treatment 
referral in Malawi. Community members, especially 
parents, were mobilised to develop and evaluate the 
programme. The District Health and Education offi-
cials supervised and supported teachers on a monthly 
basis.

In ‘involving cases’, communities participated in 
only some processes of the project. Another social 
innovation had community partners providing knowl-
edge, materials and craftsmanship to build and main-
tain boats used for the intervention. Boats were then 
assigned to midwives in each of the village health 
stations. In consultative cases, community stakeholders 
participate in either the initial stages being required 
for information or offered feedback or both. Lastly, 
in informative cases, social innovators directly spread 
information or provided suled by local nursesrveys 
to community members. One project in Kenya deliv-
ered health promotion and disease screening services 
in a neighbourhood-based primary healthcare chain at 
affordable private rates.

Our analysis identified a wide range of financing 
mechanisms to localise support for social innovation 
projects, studies and pilots. Social innovation financing 
came from research grants (23), national or provincial 
government support (15), revenues from sales (13), 

Table 1  Characteristics of social innovation case studies 
included in this analysis (n=40)

Variable n

Continent

 � Africa 21

 � Asia 11

 � Latin America and the Caribbean 8

Health focus

 � Primary healthcare 19

 � Maternal and child health 7

 � Malaria 6

 � HIV 3

 � Neglected tropical diseases 4

 � General 3

 � Others* 7

Areas of interest

 � Private providers 6

 � Community mobilisation 14

 � Alternate care providers 3

 � Community health workers 5

 � Digital technology 7

 � Last mile distribution 3

 � Franchising 3

 � Health research 5

 � Health education 5

 � Service delivery 6

 � Others† 34

Health system focus

 � Service delivery 14

 � Healthcare financing 4

 � Community service delivery 7

 � Health workforce 7

 � Information systems 4

 � Medical products and technologies 3

 � Others‡ 9

Beneficiaries

 � Women 35

 � Men 28

 � Children 31

 � Families 5

 � Others§ 14

Financing

 � Research grants 23

 � National or provincial government support 15

 � Local government support 10

 � Revenues or sales 13

 � Private sector 5

 � Donations 13

*Community health, Sexually transmitted diseases, Tuberculosis, Infectious disease.
†Indigenous people, Health promotion, Disease prevention, Cross-sector 
collaboration, Intercultural health, Education sector involvement, Transport 
and logistics, Disease control and elimination, Community Health, Community 
engagement, Renewable energy, Crowdsourcing, Medical technology, Public–
private partnerships, Women’s health, Community empowerment, Financial risk 
protection, Maternal and child health, Maternal health, Technology, Community 
health insurance, Child care.
‡Community empowerment, Health insurance, Medical resources, Leadership/
governance, Logistics, Information.
§Health offices, Health facilities, Healthcare workers, Non-government 
organisations, Community-based organisations, Faith-based organisations, Teaching 
institutions, Community leaders, Decision-makers, Policymakers and Businesses.
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donations (13), local government support (10) and 
private sector contributions (5). Although financing 
mechanisms included both foreign and domestic 
sources, there was a prominent trend towards localisa-
tion and strong local municipal, regional and national 
support. The often long-standing relationships between 
social innovators and local community stakeholders 
were leveraged to create resources for the develop-
ment and maintenance of the social innovation. One 
social innovation in China15 was initially supported by 
foreign grants, but then support was transitioned to a 
mix of foreign and domestic research grants. In addi-
tion, strong links between social innovators and bene-
ficiaries provided mechanisms for revenue generation.

We also identified innovative mechanisms to finance 
social innovations for health (figure 2). These include 
community-based health insurance and nurse fran-
chising. One community-based health insurance 
model16 provided coverage for hard-to-reach rural 
areas in Malawi. A Rwandan project created a system 
of rural health centres led by local nurses.17 Nurses 
with at least 5 years of experience can join the network 
and have access to a rent-free building in their village 
to provide health services as part of a franchise system. 
They received training on essential primary care 
services and then generated income by charging small 
fees with services. Partnerships with the Ministry of 
Health increased the likelihood of sustainability as 
they were able to scale or embed the initiative more 
broadly.

Social innovations reported on both health and 
non-health outcomes. The most frequently reported 
health outcomes focused on improving disease-specific 
services (n=22). Other health outcomes included an 
increase in the overall efficiency of healthcare service 
delivery (n=10), improving maternal and child health 
(n=8) and providing health education (n=4). When 
mapped against the SDGs (table 2), all social innova-
tions addressed SDG3 (Good Health and Wellbeing). 
However, some health-related benefits may have a 

dual impact by addressing multiple SDGs (table  2). 
This can be seen with interventions that provide health 
interventions embedded within education (SDG3 and 
SDG4) as well as health interventions that improve 
industry, innovation and infrastructure (SDG3 and 
SDG9).

Figure 2  Localisation of financing demonstrated in social innovations.

Table 2  Social innovation health and non-health impacts 
mapped against the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

Social innovation outcomes Frequency SDGs

Health
 � Improved disease-specific services
 � HIV
 � Tuberculosis
 � Malaria
 � Chagas disease
 � Schistosomiasis
 � Leprosy
 � All diseases

2
1
2
3
1
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

 � Increased efficiency of healthcare service 
delivery

 � Improved child health
 � Improved antenatal care
 � Improved maternal and child health
 � Improved sexual health services
 � Decreased malnutrition
 � Improved sanitation
 � Health education
 � Reduce harms from counterfeit drugs
 � Affordable medical diagnostics

10
3
1
8
1
1
1
4
1
1

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3, 4
3
3, 9

Non-health
 � Community engagement
 � Capacity building
 � Digital innovation
 � Housing reform
 � Women’s empowerment
 � Stigma reduction
 � Transportation
 � Employment
 � Task shifting
 � Public–private partnership
 � Financial risk protection
 � Improved infrastructure
 � Clean energy

15
16
8
3
2
3
2
3
3
2
1
1
1

10, 17
4, 17
9
9
5
10
9, 10
8
17
17
8
9
7
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The non-health social benefits of the innovative 
community-based interventions were substantial. 
The most common non-health impact was commu-
nity engagement (n=15) which is characterised by 
reducing inequities (SDG10) and strengthening part-
nerships (SDG17). Other common outcomes included 
capacity building (n=16), fostering digital innova-
tion (n=8), building resilient infrastructure through 
housing reform (n=3) and empowering women and 
girls (n=5). Additional health and non-health impacts 
related to SDGs are highlighted in table 2.

DISCUSSION
This qualitative study analysed social innovation case 
studies from LMICs to assess community engage-
ment, financing and outcomes. Our data suggest 
robust community engagement across the life of the 
social innovations, with over half of the cases meeting 
criteria for shared leadership or collaboration. Diverse 
and novel financing mechanisms were used in these 
cases. Non-health outcomes captured social benefits 
from the interventions. Our study extends the litera-
ture by focusing on social innovation in LMICs, exam-
ining non-health outcomes related to social innovation 
and measuring community engagement.

Our study showed robust community engagement 
across all types of case studies included. This finding 
contrasts a broader literature showing minimal commu-
nity engagement18 19 and is consistent with other social 
innovation research. While shared leadership projects 
achieved long-term investments in community part-
nerships and empowered the community to make their 
own decisions, projects with a lower level of commu-
nity engagement were still able to increase awareness 
and knowledge in the community. Our study provides 
insights on community engagement that could similarly 
be organised in other LMIC settings. Potential expla-
nations for the higher level of community engagement 
include more diverse funding, engagement of commu-
nity leaders and local government stakeholders20 
and involvement of beneficiaries in the planning of 
social innovations.21 We speculate that the increased 
community governance in social innovation research 
studies may allow for greater sustainability, but further 
dissemination and implementation research is needed.

Our data show diverse funding sources to support 
social innovation. In addition to traditional scientific 
research grants, governments at all levels supported 
social innovation through funding, in-kind support, 
policy support and advocacy. This is important 
because cooperation between organisations and the 
public sector plays a key role in creating an environ-
ment conducive to social innovation. Social innovation 
collaboration between organisations and public sector 
partners can accelerate universal health coverage 
programmes and contribute to SDGs.1 In addition, 
sustainable funding is essential for health services, 
especially services for marginalised groups like people 

living with HIV. These diverse funding sources increase 
the likelihood of sustainability.

The study suggested that many social innovation 
projects addressed health service delivery gaps. Simi-
larly, other studies noted that health innovations 
improve health service delivery in LMICs.22–25 The 
focus on health service delivery may be related to the 
importance of this topic within LMIC health systems. 
In addition, this finding may have been related to 
many social innovations directly related to primary 
care services. Many studies indicate that comprehen-
sive primary healthcare services are an essential part of 
strengthening the health system.26 27 This suggests the 
importance of social innovations in expanding primary 
care services to achieve universal health coverage.

Our analysis of social innovations demonstrated 
non-health outcomes that align with the framework 
of the SDGs. Social innovations are wide ranging 
and encompass products, services, behavioural prac-
tices, and models or policies which can work to solve 
various community challenges. Improving health-
care delivery involves influencing the social determi-
nants in the environment. As a result, it is important 
to explore innovations that can alter environments 
through non-health spillover effects and indirectly 
improve health. Our research shows that social inno-
vations may have direct and non-direct mechanisms 
for improving health outcomes. Cocreation through 
community engagement provides an opportunity for 
stakeholders to contribute and learn processes that 
affect their health and can influence scale-up and 
sustainability. For example, social innovations that 
build modern home infrastructure to facilitate vector 
control show how health and non-health outcomes are 
often tightly linked. Research on non-health outcomes 
and spillover effects produced by social innovations is 
warranted.

A few limitations should be considered when inter-
preting the study findings. First, this is a small sample 
of social innovations and is not representative of the 
various community-based solutions present within 
the selected contexts. As a result, the study was not 
powered to assess differences in community engage-
ment, financing or other key outcomes. However, 
our sampling frame was determined through a global 
consortium that intentionally focused on LMICs. 
Second, the data collected were limited to the compen-
dium text alone. Qualitative research is needed to better 
understand the social context of social innovation and 
community engagement. Third, the extent of commu-
nity engagement was not completely captured in the 
case study texts. At the same time, each social innova-
tion was assessed by an external expert panel.28 Fourth, 
our data did not include detailed information about 
the evolution of financing over time, mechanisms for 
securing government support and how financing could 
work outside of SIHI hubs. Each of these financing 
issues is worthy of further consideration.
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In conclusion, finding appropriate ways to fund social 
innovations and tailoring solutions to local conditions, 
social structures, emergencies and constraints, is more 
likely to address health issues across services. Embed-
ding local stakeholders and communities in any stage of 
the ideation, implementation and evaluation of social 
innovations can also enhance the uptake and sustain-
ability of interventions. Social innovations can provide 
direct and indirect health and non-health outcomes 
that catalyse the achievement of the SDGs. There is 
a need for more rigorous community engagement 
research to better understand underlying elements to 
emulate in similar conditions. From a policy perspec-
tive, this study demonstrates the funding mechanisms 
that may be useful for social innovators and partner-
ships to support future social innovation initiatives.

Author affiliations
1Faculty of Infectious and Tropical Diseases, London School of Hygiene and 
Tropical Medicine, London, UK
2Makerere University College of Health Sciences, School of Public Health, 
Kampala, Uganda
3University of North Carolina Project-China, Guangzhou, Guangdong, China
4Faculty of Public Health and Policy, London School of Hygiene and Tropical 
Medicine, London, UK
5Pan-African Community Initiative on Education and Health, Enugu, Nigeria
6UNICEF/UNDP/World Bank/WHO Special Programme for Research and Training 
in Tropical Diseases (TDR), Geneva, Switzerland
7Institute for Global Health and Infectious Diseases, University of North Carolina 
at Chapel Hill, Chapel Hill, North Carolina, USA

Twitter Joseph D Tucker @JosephTucker

Acknowledgements  We thank the authors of the studies included 
in this review, as well as the SIHI team members who helped to 
identify, assess and report on these social innovations: Rachel 
A Hounsell, Juliet Bamulagayo, Maxencia Nabiryo, Barwani 
Msiska,Vincent Jumbe, Arturo M Ongkeko, Jana Deborah Mier-
Alpaño, Martha Milena Bautista, Diana Castro Arroyave and Uche 
Amazigo.

Contributors  PM, EA, PA and JDT developed the original idea for 
this study. JL, XS, YT and LVN identified data and helped organise 
data. PM and JDT wrote the first draft of the manuscript. BH, 
PA, and JDT supervised the study. All authors approved the final 
version.

Funding  The work received support from the TDR, the Special 
Programme for Research and Training in Tropical Diseases 
cosponsored by UNICEF, UNDP, the World Bank and WHO. 
TDR is able to conduct its work thanks to the commitment and 
support from a variety of funders. These include our long-term 
core contributors from national governments and international 
institutions, as well as designated funding for specific projects 
within our current priorities. For the full list of TDR donors, 
please visit TDR’s website at https://www.who.int/tdr/about/​
funding/en/. TDR receives additional funding from Sida, the 
Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency, to 
support SIHI.

Disclaimer  The authors alone are responsible for the views 
expressed in this article, and they do not necessarily represent the 
decisions or policies of PAHO or TDR. In any reproduction of 
this article, there should not be any suggestion that PAHO or TDR 
endorse any specific organisation services or products.

Competing interests  None declared.

Patient and public involvement  Patients and/or the public were not 
involved in the design, conduct, reporting or dissemination plans of 
this research.

Patient consent for publication  Not required.

Ethics approval  Not applicable.

Provenance and peer review  Not commissioned; externally peer 
reviewed.

Data availability statement  Data are available in a public, 
open access repository. All data are available and listed in the 
supplementary material.

Open access  This is an open access article distributed in accordance 
with the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Unported (CC BY 
4.0) license, which permits others to copy, redistribute, remix, 
transform and build upon this work for any purpose, provided 
the original work is properly cited, a link to the licence is given, 
and indication of whether changes were made. See: https://​
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

ORCID iDs
Patricia Moscibrodzki http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4754-1213
Yusha Tao http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1816-9993
Lindi Van Niekerk http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8614-611X
Joseph D Tucker http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2804-1181

REFERENCES
	 1	 Halpaap BM, Tucker JD, Mathanga D, et al. Social innovation 

in global health: sparking location action. Lancet Glob Health 
2020;8:e633–4.

	 2	 Halpaap BM, Reeder JC. Social innovation: engaging 
communities in improving their own health. Ethiop Med J 
2019;57.

	 3	 NIH Publication No. 11-7782. Principles of community 
engagement, second edition Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, National Institutes of Health, Health Resources 
and Services Administration, U.S. Department of Veterans 
Affairs; 2011.

	 4	 Rifkin SB. Alma Ata after 40 years: primary health care and 
health for all-from consensus to complexity. BMJ Glob Health 
2018;3:e001188.

	 5	 van Niekerk L, Manderson L, Balabanova D. The application 
of social innovation in healthcare: a scoping review. Infect Dis 
Poverty 2021;10:26.

	 6	 Kpokiri EE, Chen E, Li J, et al. Social innovation for health 
research: development of the SIFHR checklist. PLoS Med 
2021;18:e1003788.

	 7	 van Niekerk L, Ongkeko A, Hounsell RA, et al. Crowdsourcing 
to identify social innovation initiatives in health in low- and 
middle-income countries. Infect Dis Poverty 2020;9:138.

	 8	 Social Innovation in Health. Social innovation in health: case 
studies and lessons learned from low- and middle-income 
countries, 2017.

	 9	 Tucker JD, Day S, Tang W, et al. Crowdsourcing in medical 
research: concepts and applications. PeerJ 2019;7:e6762.

	10	 WHO/TDR/SESH/SIHI. Crowdsourcing in health and health 
research: a practical guide. Geneva WHO/TDR; 2018.

	11	 Han L, Tang W, Ritchwood T, et al. Joint international 
consensus statement on crowdsourcing challenge contests in 
health and medicine: results of a modified Delphi process. BMJ 
Open 2021;11:e048699.

	12	 Social Innovation in Health Initiative. Social Innovation in 
Health Initiative | Cases & Country Profiles. Available: https://​
socialinnovationinhealth.org/resources/cases-country-profiles/ 
[Accessed 08 Feb 2021].

	13	 Holkup PA, Tripp-Reimer T, Salois EM, et al. Community-
Based participatory research: an approach to intervention 
research with a native American community. ANS Adv Nurs Sci 
2004;27:162–75.

	14	 Petkovic J, Riddle A, Akl EA, et al. Protocol for the 
development of guidance for stakeholder engagement in health 

 on A
ugust 8, 2022 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://innovations.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J Innov: first published as 10.1136/bm
jinnov-2021-000902 on 10 June 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

https://twitter.com/JosephTucker
https://www.who.int/tdr/about/funding/en/
https://www.who.int/tdr/about/funding/en/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4754-1213
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1816-9993
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8614-611X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2804-1181
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(20)30070-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2018-001188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40249-021-00794-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40249-021-00794-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003788
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40249-020-00751-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.6762
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2021-048699
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2021-048699
https://socialinnovationinhealth.org/resources/cases-country-profiles/
https://socialinnovationinhealth.org/resources/cases-country-profiles/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00012272-200407000-00002
http://innovations.bmj.com/


8 Moscibrodzki P, et al. BMJ Innov 2022;0:1–8. doi:10.1136/bmjinnov-2021-000902

Processes and systems

and healthcare guideline development and implementation. 
Syst Rev 2020;9:21.

	15	 Chater R, Van Niekerk L, WHO. Social entrepreneurship 
for sexual health (SESH), China. social innovation in health 
Initiative case collection. Geneva Social Innovation in Health 
Initiative; 2018.

	16	 Jumbe VC, Msiska B, Van Niekerk L, WHO. Kaunda 
community-based health insurance initiative. Malawi, Geneva 
Social Innovation in Health Initiative; 2018.

	17	 van Niekerk L, Chater R, One Family Health R, WHO. One 
family health, Rwanda. social innovation in health Initiative 
case collection. Geneva Social Innovation in Health Initiative; 
2016.

	18	 Cyril S, Smith BJ, Possamai-Inesedy A, et al. Exploring the 
role of community engagement in improving the health of 
disadvantaged populations: a systematic review. Glob Health 
Action 2015;8:29842.

	19	 M King K, Tchouankam T, Keeler H. Conceptualization 
and utilization of community engagement approaches in 
translational research: a scoping review. J Transl Sci;7.

	20	 Summerbell C, Swainston K, Flynn D. The effectiveness of 
community engagement approaches and methods for health 
promotion interventions: rapid review: phase 1 University of 
Teesside; 2006.

	21	 Nyirenda D, Sariola S, Kingori P, et al. Structural coercion 
in the context of community engagement in global health 

research conducted in a low resource setting in Africa. BMC 
Med Ethics 2020;21:90.

	22	 Lester RT, Ritvo P, Mills EJ, et al. Effects of a mobile phone 
short message service on antiretroviral treatment adherence 
in Kenya (WelTel Kenya1): a randomised trial. Lancet 
2010;376:1838–45.

	23	 Zulu JM, Hurtig A-K, Kinsman J, et al. Innovation in health 
service delivery: integrating community health assistants into 
the health system at district level in Zambia. BMC Health Serv 
Res 2015;15:38.

	24	 Vijay D, Monin P. Poisedness for social innovation: the genesis 
and propagation of community-based palliative care in Kerala 
(India). M@n@gement 2018;21:1329–56.

	25	 Srinivas ML, Yang EJ, Shrestha P, et al. Social innovation in 
diagnostics: three case studies. Infect Dis Poverty 2020;9:20.

	26	 Bitton A, Ratcliffe HL, Veillard JH, et al. Primary health care 
as a foundation for strengthening health systems in low- and 
middle-income countries. J Gen Intern Med 2017;32:566–
71.

	27	 Kruk ME, Porignon D, Rockers PC, et al. The contribution of 
primary care to health and health systems in low- and middle-
income countries: a critical review of major primary care 
initiatives. Soc Sci Med 2010;70:904–11.

	28	 Ntabe AC. Rethinking the practice of community engagement 
in health research: the case of the tenofovir trials in Cambodia 
and Cameroon, 2020.

 on A
ugust 8, 2022 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://innovations.bm

j.com
/

B
M

J Innov: first published as 10.1136/bm
jinnov-2021-000902 on 10 June 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13643-020-1272-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/gha.v8.29842
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/gha.v8.29842
http://dx.doi.org/10.15761/JTS.1000418
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12910-020-00530-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12910-020-00530-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)61997-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-015-0696-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-015-0696-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.3917/mana.214.1329
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40249-020-0633-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-016-3898-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.11.025
http://innovations.bmj.com/

	Social innovation in health, community engagement, financing and outcomes: qualitative analysis from the social innovation in health initiative
	Abstract


