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Based on scientific literature analysis, the article examines the complex nature of the responsible innova-
tion concept and provides the conceptual integration of a self-organisation perspective into the concept of
responsible innovation within industry. Self-organisation characteristics are presented and argued as useful
constructs for a better understanding of responsible innovation processes.
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Remiantis moksline literataros analize, straipsnyje siekiama apzvelgti kompleksiska atsakingyjy inovacijy
samprata, pristatyti saviorganizacijos sampratg ir pagrindinius komponentus bei konceptualiai pagristi savi-
organizacijos perspektyvos taikymg atsakingosioms inovacijoms industrijoje nagrinéti.
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Introduction i.e., global societal, ecological, economic
and ethical issues, like social inequality and
discrimination, sustainable development,
climate change (Lund Declaration, 2009).
Innovation also plays a role in this context,
because its outcomes can positively or neg-
atively affect the environment and society,

thus contributing to the grand challenges

Innovation as a phenomenon is a highly
complex and creative process. The way how
and to what direction innovation is devel-
oped within the firm heavily depends on
the societal context the firm is embedded
in. Firms are constantly adapting their in-

novative behaviour based on the emerging
social norms and the industrial environ-
ment (Buenstorf, 2000; Pyka, Windrum,
2003). Therefore, in this paper, innovation
is understood as an evolutionary process
interacting with the social context.
Currently, changes are seen towards the
arising awareness to the grand challenges,

(Owen, Bessant, Heintz, 2013). However,
the responsibility is shared among the firms
and societal members and only collective
action can mitigate the grand challenges
(von Schomberg, 2013). In this context, the
concept of responsible innovation emerged
in order to search for solutions and more
responsible development of innovation
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(Lubberink et al., 2017). Since firms play
a key role in innovation commercializa-
tion, it is crucial to search for solutions
how firms can include wider society into
the innovation process and make a posi-
tive contribution into society and the envi-
ronment (Berkhout, 2014; Scholten, Blok,
2015).

In this context, the concept of respon-
sible innovation emerged and has been
studied by a variety of scholars (Helstrom,
2003; Owen, 2009; Sutcliffe, 2011; Arm-
strong, et al., 2012; Owen, Bessant, Heintz,
2013; Pandza, Ellwood, 2013; Stahl, 2013).
The notion of responsible innovation has
caught important attention in recent re-
search on innovation management rec-
ognizing its role in a long-term success
(Owen, Macnaghten, Stilgoe, 2012; Pavie,
Scholten, Carthy, 2014; Scholten and Blok,
2015). Responsible innovation is sug-
gested as a new approach to innovation
governance taking into account the socio-
ethical aspects of innovation towards soci-
ety and the environment, also by involving
wider society into the innovation process
(von Schomberg, 2013; Stilgoe, Mac-
naghten, Owen, 2013). At the same time,
responsible innovation is a complex con-
cept that includes different stakeholders
of society, requires coordinated actions of
various stakeholders, implementation of
new ideas, activities and resources towards
mitigating the grand challenges. Respon-
sible innovation as a concept demands a
systemic view and understanding.

The current nature and components of
the concept of responsible innovation cor-
relates well with a self-organisation per-
spective. Self-organisation is an emergent
process consisting of multiple agents and
their non-linear interactions (Grumadaite,
Jucevicius, 2017). Self-organisation cap-
tures the interconnectedness of different

stakeholders that cause complex evolution
of new routines, processes and emergence
of standards (Buenstorf, 2000). Therefore,
the self-organisation perspective is useful
to understand the complex nature of re-
sponsible innovation in industry. Thus, we
attempt to make a theoretical contribution
to responsible innovation studies by pre-
senting a relationship between self-organ-
isation and responsible innovation in the
private sector.

The research question of this paper is:
How a self-organisation perspective could
be applied in responsible innovation in in-
dustry?

Consequently, the aim of this paper is
to reveal the conceptual link between self-
organisation and responsible innovation
in industry.

The objectives of this paper are:

o To explore the role of a social context
of responsible innovation;

o To reveal the complexity of respon-
sible innovation in industry;

o To define and integrate the self-organ-
isation perspective in responsible in-
novation in industry.

To achieve the objectives of this paper,
the method of literature analysis is em-
ployed.

The role of social context
in responsible innovation

The social context of a company is formed
by society and its reactions to innova-
tions and technological progress (Cas-
tells, 2011). Firm’s innovation depends
on how society reacts to the innovation.
There are many reasons and aspects that
lead to societal acceptance or rejection re-
garding the innovation. Some of them are
discussed in the following paragraphs.
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First, a possible reason for the rejection
of an innovation is society’s distrust due to
human nature, i.e., sometimes authorities,
institutions or firms make decisions with-
out having enough of the competence or
all the possible knowledge (von Schom-
berg, 2013). This is especially relative re-
garding radical innovation, when there is
no previous context or experience about a
new product. In the case of innovations,
pooling different knowledge and skills
can enhance the possibility of forecasting
the positive outcomes of an innovation
(Palm, Hansson, 2006). However, in such
a situation, it is possible that even with the
best intentions of innovators to come up
with the positive outcomes, some negative
aspects of innovation might arise after its
commercialisation (Grinbaum, Groves,
2013; Grunwald, 2014). In most cases,
innovators are just not capable of antici-
pating all the possible outcomes of an in-
novation. Moreover, there are cases, when
the innovative product was used for a
negative purpose by other societal mem-
bers, for example, the dynamite, and the
innovator could not forecast such a radi-
cally different use of the innovation.

Second, innovators and/or employees
working at firms are citizens themselves,
and should act in such a way as they were
the end consumers of what they develop
and commercialise into the market (Pavie,
2012). However, the reality is that there
are many cases when firms fail in develop-
ing innovations in a responsible manner,
and individuals, who belong to a firm, are
constrained by corporate contracts and
affraid of losing jobs or financial status.
Thus, the innovation process is complex
and sistematic, involving different actors
and affecting the whole ecosystem. This
situation could be described as “organised
irresponsibility” (Beck, 1997). Therefore,

R. Owen et al. (2013) suggest that it is ne-
secary to share the responsibility in order
to achieve more positive outcomes of an
innovation.

Also, companies start to show some
motivation for developing innovation in
a more responsible manner, taking into
account not only internal organisational
responsibility, but the external as well,
which concerns society and the environ-
ment (Ceicyté, Petraité, 2014). On the one
hand, organisations are forced to integrate
the higher level of responsibility, because
this is part of being competitive among
other organisations. On the other hand,
firms seek for the trust of society, since
its norms and requirements are chang-
ing towards more responsible behaviour
(von Schomberg, 2013). According to B.
C. Stahl (2013), organisations must have
their fundamental normative principles
by seeking to evaluate if the developing
innovation is acceptable for society.

Although innovation is usually regard-
ed as a positive source of the economy,
T. Hellstrom (2003) notes that society fac-
es the problem of modernity by focusing
only on the techno-economic progress in-
stead of developing innovation upon the
normative principles. Therefore, negative
aspects of the innovation are remaining
mostly unnoticed. Possible negative con-
sequences of the innovation can increase
the so-called grand challenges that in-
clude social inequality and discrimina-
tion, sustainable development, climate
change, etc. (Lund Declaration, 2009). As
the grand challenges are caused by multi-
ple and complex actions of societal mem-
bers, including firms, these global prob-
lems are difficult to manage and mitigate.
Therefore, the grand challenges are also
referred as “wicked problems” (Rittel, We-
ber, 1973). Furthermore, there is a need
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to integrate a wider range of the related
stakeholders into the innovation develop-
ment in order to foresee possible negative
consequences of the innovation (Stilgoe,
2013). This would allow to holistically de-
velop the innovation towards the benefit
of society and the environment and soci-
ety would have a possibility to participate
in the innovation process, which could
lead towards the societal acceptance of an
innovation. Thus, the concept of respon-
sible innovation that has emerged it is im-
portant to explore in this context.

The complexity of responsible
innovation in industry

The concept of responsible innovation
emerged as a need to assess and govern
controversial socio-ethical aspects of
emerging technologies like nanotechnol-
ogies, big data, genomics, etc. (Scholten,
Blok, 2015). Responsible innovation can
be defined as a new approach to innova-
tion governance taking into account the
ethical acceptability, sustainability and
societal desirability of innovations (von
Schomberg, 2013). Responsible innova-
tion is defined as “a transparent, interac-
tive process by which societal actors and
innovators become mutually responsive
to each other with a view to the (ethical)
acceptability, sustainability and societal
desirability of the innovation process and
its marketable products (in order to al-
low a proper embedding of scientific and
technological advances in our society)”
(von Schomberg, 2013, p. 9). Since long-
term effects of innovation are notoriously
difficult to predict, responsible innovation
is being used as a framework to mitigate
the unintended negative consequences
of innovation by including related stake-

holders into the innovation process of the
firm (Blok, Lemmens, 2015).

The question is then how a company
can make use of the responsible innova-
tion concept in its innovative practice?
In literature on responsible innovation,
there are few different approaches to de-
velopment of the framework of respon-
sible innovation. Some scholars suggest
technology assessment (Hellstrom, 2003;
von Schomberg, 2012a; Grunwald, 2014),
value sensitive design (van den Hoven,
2013), design thinking (Pavie and Carthy,
2013).

However, the most dominant in the
responsible innovation literature (Bur-
get, Bardone, Pedaste, 2017) is the AIRR
framework proposed by R. Owen, P. Mac-
naghten and J. Stilgoe (2012). They sug-
gested the four responsible innovation
dimensions, such as anticipation, inclu-
sion, reﬂexivity and responsiveness. Each
principle raises its own specific questions
which help to assure that ideas are exam-
ined in a broader perspective towards re-
sponsible innovation. The first dimension
is anticipation, which is defined as involv-
ing “systematic thinking aimed at increas-
ing resilience, while revealing new oppor-
tunities for innovation and the shaping of
agendas for socially-robust risk research”
(Stilgoe, et al. 2013, p. 1570). Inclusion
of various stakeholders is important of-
fering more opportunities to solutions
when dealing with the grand challenges
(Cagnin, Amanatidou, Keenan, 2012)
and sharing different, maybe even op-
posing opinions, combining contrasting
interests, etc. (Blok, Hoffmans, Wubben,
2015). Reflexivity, the third dimension of
responsible innovation, is determined as
institutional and scientific practice, which
is “holding a mirror up to one’s own ac-
tivities, commitments and assumptions,
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being aware of the limits of knowledge
and being mindful that a particular fram-
ing of an issue may not be universally
held” (Stilgoe et al., 2013, p. 1753). The
last dimension, responsiveness, is about
being capable of changing or shaping the
direction of an innovation in response to
values of stakeholders and wider society
(Lubberink et al., 2017).

The aforementioned responsible inno-
vation dimensions also reflect the need to
have a systematic view for the concept of
responsible innovation. Firms are inter-
connected with society, and basically act
as complex adaptive systems (McKelvey,
2001, Plowman et al., 2007). Ifa traditional
approach to innovation is changing from
mechanistic towards a complex view, then
the responsible innovation concept inte-
grates and demands even more complex-
ity. As R. von Schomberg (2013) suggests,
firms should integrate stakeholders and
become mutually responsive to each oth-
er. This means that the firm’s innovation
process is shared with the firm’s stake-
holders, therefore, they should evolve into
one system. Although in the responsible
innovation literature it is required to in-
clude non-economic stakeholders like
citizens, public groups, etc., firms are al-
ready intensively including their partners
and suppliers, or are involved in clusters
and associations that usually represent
economic stakeholders. Since firms have
skills of including economic stakehold-
ers, it is important to understand how
they can be motivated to include non-
economic stakeholders, as well and how it
could be understood as a positive action.
Since innovations are driving most of the
economies, it is possible that innovating
firms are involving in self-organisational
processes with other stakeholders (Big-
giero, 2001; Rycroft, Kash, 2004).

The changing societal context towards
the awareness of societal, ecological, eco-
nomic and ethical issues is noticed by
companies, because they scan the changes
of norms and societal behaviour (Petraité
et al., 2017). Firms are constantly experi-
encing instability and they tend to change
their behaviour regarding new challenges
that arise in their environment. The more
firms are in a higher instability, the more
they are capable of changing their be-
haviour (Plowman et al., 2007). Such the
endogenous and exogenous co-evolution
is referring to the phenomenon of self-
organisation. Self-organisation is most
noticed in inter-organisational collab-
orative activities in highly complex sec-
tors like bioengineering, aircraft or tele-
communications (Rycroft, Kash, 2004).
Such collaborative innovation networks
“are able to combine new scientific and
technological capabilities and recombine
old ones without the intervention of a
central controller” (Rycroft, Kash, 2004,
p. 187), therefore, these collaborative
networks have experience and further
potential to self-organisation. In the fol-
lowing section, the connection of respon-
sible innovation and self-organisation is
analysed.

Self-organisation perspective
application in responsible innovation

Acoording to G. Buenstorf (2000, p. 126),
self-organisation is seen as a “process of
emergent order at the system level gener-
ated by the non-linear interaction of the
system components. In turn, macro-level
properties influence the components’ be-
havior”. The fundamental research ques-
tion that studies in the self-organisation
field seek to answer is “Where does order
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come from?” (Pyka, Windrum, 2003). At
the systemic level emerge new structure
and order that primarily are based on the
systems components (agents) interac-
tions without centralised control (Allen,
Lesser, 1991). The interaction of interde-
pendent agents of the system is described
by information exchange, taking actions
and continuous adaption to the feedback
about other’s action instead of conform-
ing to centralised control (Chiles, Meyer,
Hench, 2004). Because agents act upon
new emerging properties and structures
that are new and unplanned, agents come
up with new solutions and processes
(Plowman et al., 2007). Such an interac-
tion between agents gives ability for a
system to co-evolve. A self-organising
system distinguishes itself by a clear sense
of identity, norms and culture. The most
important indicators for a self-organising
system is high level of confidence and
co-operation, open and transparent com-
munication. Regarding responsible in-
novation, transparency is one of the key
characteristics.

It is important to achieve common
collective behaviour, otherwise, chaotic
behaviour can dominate. Collective be-
havior is described by the fitness. In the
self-organising system, agents are co-
evolving by improving their fitness re-
garding the environment. Therefore, the
fitness is based on the decisions of other
agents in the self-organising system. It is
crucial for agents to avoid self-pragma-
tism and self-interest. Such egoistic be-
haviour would have a negative impact on
the whole self-organising system, because
they start to compete instead of co-oper-
ating. Thus, the self-organisation frame-
work helps to describe and understand
the development processes of complex
systems (Buenstorf, 2000).

The self-organization perspective
gives an opportunity to understand the
complex behavior of the firm and how
the firm interacts with the environ-
ment, which consists of culture, norms
and institutions (Buenstorf, 2000). Also,
self-organisation emphasizes “the het-
erogeneity of firms, the rules that govern
their individual behaviour, and the rules
governing the interaction between firms”
(Pyka, Windrum, 2003, p. 247). There-
fore, regarding responsible innovation, if
one firm or a related stakeholder starts to
implement responsible innovation, this
act influences other firms as well.

How the characteristics of self-organ-
isation can enhance the understanding
about responsible innovation? In this pa-
per, disequilibrium state, non-linearity of
interactions, positive and negative feed-
backs, and emergence are used to better
understand how responsible innovation
could be employed in industry.

Disequilibrium state. The more the
system is not disturbed, the more higher
level of order appears (Buenstorf, 2000).
Disequilibrium state means that the sys-
tem is disturbed by the micro-level agents
(Allen, Lesser, 1991). They are creating
tensions (Uhl-Bien, Marion, McKelvey,
2007) or triggers that include new ideas,
information, activities, resources, etc.
(Chiles et al., 2004). Regarding responsi-
ble innovation in industry, the current sys-
tem is experiencing disequilibrium state,
because of the changing norms of society
towards responsibility. New ideas about
how innovation should be processed, what
should be the outcomes of the innovation
are disturbing the way how the industrial
system currently works. The institutional
context also plays a role by creating new
policy incentives towards mitigating the
grand challenges. Therefore, new activities
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and resources are required to imple-
ment into the firm’s innovative activities
to meet the new social context. How-
ever, new ideas, activities and resources
are explored and implemented in a self-
organising system that usually have an
entity responsible for the system’s core ca-
pabilities and new direction of innovative
activities. In this system, firms are trans-
ferring new behaviour into their own in-
novation activities (Rycroft, Kash, 2004).
For responsible innovation, it means that
a firm or any kind of organisation should
come up with new ideas how to adapt to
the new societal requirements and form
a self-organising network in which firms
and different stakeholders should develop
and implement new innovation practices
towards mitigating the grand challenges
and including wider society from the ide-
ation phase.

Non-linearity of interactions. In the
self-organization literature, non-linearity
appears in multiple interactions among
the actors of a system. These interac-
tions appear from time to time, including
numerous feedback loops. Positive and
negative feedback loops exist among the
actors of the system, between lower and
higher hierarchical levels (Pyka, Win-
drum, 2003). Non-linearity of interac-
tions shows the ability to connect the ac-
tors and evolve into a one self-organising
system. This characteristic is also relative
to the responsible innovation process. It
combines multiple interactions among
different stakeholders of society. Firms
with stakeholders should be able, howev-
er, to interact and evolve together towards
responsible innovation.

Positive and negative feedback.
Through the feedback loop the self-organ-
ising system is able to reorganise itself into
a new structure (Buenstorf, 2000). Sur-

prisingly, negative feedback is more use-
ful than positive, and it correlates with re-
sponsible innovation as well. The positive
feedback helps a self-organising system
to lock-in into specific paths. For some of
the time lock-in situation helps the self-
organising system to maintain advantage
by being a standard in the market. Usu-
ally, positive feedback leads to an emer-
gence (Pyka, Windrum, 2003), which is
described in the following paragraph.
Since the positive feedback mechanism
exists, the self-organising system is only
evolving from the inside, i.e., the feed-
back from the outside is not making an
impact on the system anymore. Therefore,
positive feedback can lead to the edge of
chaos, because the system becomes closed
and not developing itself anymore by in-
cluding new ideas and activities (Buen-
storf, 2000). Therefore, negative feedback
is playing a crucial role by helping a self-
organising system to avoid chaos and con-
stantly develop itself and evolve. Eventu-
ally, self-organisation is a mix of positive
and negative feedback (Buenstorf, 2000).
Regarding responsible innovation, nega-
tive feedback is also emphasized by in-
cluding stakeholders with their oppos-
ing opinions regarding innovation. Thus,
inclusion of wider society into the firm’s
innovation processes can lead to critical
situations with negative feedback, but at
the same time, a firm could avoid a cha-
otic situation. When a firm tries to avoid
negative feedback and only seeks for posi-
tive feedback, it cannot evolve and adapt
to the new environment.

Emergence. As mentioned earlier, the
positive feedback is leading to the emer-
gence of some specific new behaviour or
standards that a self-organising system es-
tablished. Emergence is a bottom-up situ-
ation, when agents from a micro-level get
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the positive feedback to their newly estab-
lished ideas and actions (Pyka, Windrum,
2003). Positive feedback gives a confirma-
tion to a self-organising system that they
are adequate to the new environment
with their actions. The emergence of new
behaviour of the self-organising system
leads to the institutionalisation, which is
expressed by tagging mechanisms, i.e.,
new brands, symbols, certificates, etc. The
tagging mechanisms reveal the new or-
der and identity, through which certain
cultural behavior and norms are revealed
to society (Witt, 1987). Thus, micro-level
initiative can become a new standard at
the macro-level (Pyka, Windrum, 2003).
The existing tagging mechanisms cur-
rently include some of the practices re-
lated to responsible innovation, like cor-
porate social responsibility (CSR), cradle
to cradle, sustainable development, etc.
Societal members and firms self-organ-
ised into a system with the goal to reflect
the existing issues and develop new stan-
dards. In case of responsible innovation,
currently, many initiatives arise from the
European Commission (European Com-
mission, 2008; 2011; 2012). Therefore, it
is important to better align the concept of
responsible innovation with the industry
(Scholten, Blok, 2015), so that firms could
also contribute to the new self-organising
process towards responsible innovation
within each firm.

Conclusions

In this paper, the perspective of self-or-
ganisation was employed in responsible
innovation in industry. Due to the com-
plexity of the concept of responsible inno-
vation in industry, self-organisation seems
to be a suitable approach to better under-

stand how responsible innovation could
be implemented in the firms’ innovative
practice. In this paper, four characteris-
tics (disequilibrium state, non-linearity of
interactions, positive and negative feed-
back, and emergence) of self-organisation
were analysed in terms of responsible in-
novation in industry. Disequilibrium state
revealed the possibility for responsible
innovation to emerge in firms practice.
The changing societal context towards
mitigating the grand challenges is leading
firms to the disequilibrium state. There-
fore, firms have to self-organise into new
clusters or networks, which could help to
better understand the urgent matter for
more responsible practice in innovation
development. Via a self-organising system
that includes both firms and related stake-
holders, new ideas and practices reflect-
ing responsible innovation concept could
be implemented in firms’ innovative ac-
tivities. Non-linearity of interactions re-
flects the multiple and interactive nature
of agents of the system. This characteristic
helps to better understand how firms and
their stakeholders are interconnected, and
reveals the need to integrate stakeholders
into the responsible innovation processes
within the firm. The included stakehold-
ers are crucial for their positive and nega-
tive feedback. The positive feedback of
stakeholders regarding responsible in-
novation can lead into the emergence of
newly established practices and cultural
norms within the self-organising system.
If responsible innovation became a new
standard among self-organising firms
and stakeholders, this standard would be
followed by other firms as well. But the
negative feedback of stakeholders is even
more important, because of the critical
insights of stakeholders towards the firm’s
innovation. The negative feedback of
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included stakeholders can help to sus-
tain a continuous improvement and ad-
aptation to changes in the environment,
therefore constantly reflects the issues
and evolve towards the right direction, in
this case, towards the implementation of
responsible innovation within the firm.
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SAVIORGANIZACIJOS PERSPEKTYVA ATSAKINGOSIOMS INOVACIJOMS INDUSTRIJOJE

Santrauka

Atsakinguyjy inovacijy idéja ir samprata nagriné-
jama daugelio inovacijy srities autoriy (Helstrom,
2003; Owen, 2009; Sutcliffe, 2011; Armstrong,
Cornut, Delacote ir kt., 2012; Owen, Macnaghten,
Stilgoe, 2012; Pavie, 2012; Owen, Bessant, Heintz,
2013; Pandza, Ellwood, 2013; Stahl, 2013; Stahl,
McBride, Wakunuma, Flick, 2013). Atsakingyjy
inovacijy koncepcija nukreipta i inovacijas gene-
ruojanciy organizacijy poreikj suderinti skirtingy
suinteresuoty grupiy ir asmeny (angl. stakeholders)
interesus vykstant inovacinés veiklos procesui bei
siekiant rezultaty. Atsakingujy inovacijy motyvas —
siekti vartotojams priimtiny, jy sociokultarines
vertybes ir aplinkosaugos orientacijas atitinkanciy
produkty, tadiau taip pat norima i§vengti inovacijy
socioetinés, aplinkosauginés ir ekonominés rizikos.
Atsakingyjy inovacijy tyrimai koncentruojami j su-
balansuotg inovacijy kirimo process, siekiant po-
zityviy inovacijos rezultaty visuomenés ir aplinkos
atzvilgiu ilgalaikéje perspektyvoje pasitelkiami ir

socioetiniai aspektai (von Schomberg, 2013; Blok,
Lemmens, 2015, Ceicyte, Petraité, 2015).
Atsakingyjy inovacijy tyrimams reikalingas sis-
teminis poziaris, nes atsakingyjy inovacijy sampra-
ta ir tikslai keliami sisteminiu principu, t. y. siekiant
teigiamy inovacijos rezultaty, inovacijy procese
suvienijami skirtingi veikéjai (Dodgson, Gann ir
Phillips, 2014). Atsakingosios inovacijos yra kom-
pleksiné samprata, siekianti integruoti j inovacijy
procesa skirtingus visuomenés narius, reikalau-
janti naujy normy bei elgesio standarty dél ikilu-
siy naujy visuomeniniy ir aplinkosaugos is$tkiy.
Pastaruoju metu didéja visuomenés démesys vadi-
namiesiems ,Didiesiems i$§tukiams“ (angl. Grand
Challenges), kurie apima tokius socialinius, etinius,
ekonominius bei ekologinius i$§ukius kaip socialiné
nelygybé, klimato kaita, vandens tarsa ir kt. (Lund
Declaration, 2009). Tai skatina jmones integruoti
naujus visuomenés iSkeltus tikslus j inovacine vei-
klg ir mazinti galima neigiamg jtakq visuomenei ir
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aplinkai. Tampa aisku, kad jmonéms bitina derinti
inovacinius procesus su besikei¢ianc¢iu kontekstu,
taciau atsakingujy inovacijy tyrimuose vis dar sto-
kojama sisteminés perspektyvos j atsakinggsias ino-
vacijas industrijoje.

Atsakinguyjy inovacijy samprata koreliuoja su
saviorganizacijos teorija, teigiancia, jog saviorga-
nizacija yra naujos tvarkos karimas aukstesniame
sistemos lygmenyje, inicijuotas Zemesnio lygmens
veikéjy saveiky be centralizuoto valdymo (Buens-
torf, 2000; Grumadaiteé, Jucevidius, 2017). Siame
straipsnyje siekiama saviorganizacijos perspektyva
iSnagrinéti atsakinggsias inovacijas industrijoje.

Atsizvelgiant j iSdéstyta problema, $io tyrimo
klausimas: kaip saviorganizacijos perspektyvos tai-
kymas gali padéti geriau suprasti atsakingyjy inova-
cijy procesus industrijoje?

Atitinkamai tyrimo tikslas yra konceptualiai
pagristi saviorganizacijos perspektyvos taikyma at-
sakingosioms inovacijoms industrijoje.

Tyrimo tikslui pasiekti ikelti $ie uzdaviniai:

o Atskleisti socialinio konteksto vaidmenj atskin-
gosioms inovacijoms.

o Apibrézti atsakingyjy inovacijy kompleksigku-
mg industrijoje.

o Teoriskai apibrézti bei pagristi saviorganizaci-
jos perspektyvos taikymg atsakingosioms ino-
vacijoms industrijoje.

Tyrimo metodai. Straipsnyje iskeltg tyrimo
problema teoriniame lygmenyje siekiama i$spresti
remiantis mokslinés literatiiros analizés metodu.
Mokslinés literatiiros analizé atlikta remiantis dau-
giausia uzsienio mokslininky atliktais tyrimais.



