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Executive Summary 

This Deliverable provides a preliminary set of methods for the evaluation of the implications of SI at different 
levels, and provide instructions for their test in pioneer case studies in Work Packages 5 and the analysis of 
policy in Work Package 6.  

The results from the pioneer case studies will be used to improve and refine the set of methods and tools, and 
in particular the starting point (i.e. the list of questions for data collection), the sampling strategy, and 
identification of impacts to create a consolidated version to be explained in training CS Teams, and used in the 
evaluation of case studies (Work Package 5) and in analysis of policy processes (Work Package 6). This will 
refine its applicability for use in the full set of case studies in 2018 (Work Package 5), and finalised in 
Deliverable 4.3 as a manual of methods to assess social innovation and its impacts.  

Using an evaluation approach, Deliverable 4.2 refers to the set of options proposed to design, test, refine and 
finalise an innovative methodology for assessing and evaluating social innovation in marginalised rural areas at 
the local level. The foundation of any evaluation approach is its framework. An evaluation agenda is developed 
for the assessment and evaluation in which the key dimensions of SI are defined. It includes the key steps, 
interconnections and relationships to be considered in evaluating social innovation across all of its phases, and 
the key determinants, dimensions and consequences of SI (e.g. supporting conditions, blocking processes, 
participants, outputs and impacts, etc.).  

The evaluation framework proposed draws on the theoretical underpinning of work in SIMRA on social 
innovation and marginalised rural areas, and the engagement with stakeholders in the Social Innovation think 
Tank (SITT), and the theory of change. These underpin the identification of a set of core dimensions for 
addressing SI process, SI project and related SI effects (Section 4), and a detailed analysis of the sub-
dimensions, components and variables for assessing and evaluating SI (Section 5). One of the core dimensions 
of the e┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴk is けageﾐI┞げ, iﾐ pヴoIesses of ヴeIoﾐfiguヴatioﾐ of soIial pヴaItiIes. AgeﾐI┞ ヴefeヴs to 
the initiator and developer of SI in a territory (not necessarily as a single individual but rather a network or 
organisation), as well as to one of the key respondents in the assessment process. It is the starting point for 
exploring why and how the SI initiative emerged in a certain marginalized rural area, for understanding the 
process of social innovation, and the role of small networks amongst actors as the initial aggregation (clique) 
that initiate the change.  

A second core dimension is the reconfiguring of–reconfigured social practices. This dimension can be 
Ioﾐsideヴed as the けHlaIk Ho┝げ of soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ iﾐ ﾏaヴgiﾐalized ヴuヴal aヴeas. The evaluation framework seeks 
to deepen understanding of the components and variables that explain this process of changing relations, 
conditions and ultimately social practices. These key sub-dimensions are new governance arrangements, new 
networks and new attitudes. Finally, special attention is given to the effects of SI initiatives, included 
measurable immediate outputs, outcomes on direct beneficiaries of the SI initiative, and impacts on both 
direct and indirect beneficiaries in a given territory.  

Social innovation initiatives may be established in a marginalised rural area within a EU or non-EU 
Mediterranean target country. In the approach developed, any SI initiative is considered to comprise of two 
parts requiring evaluation in conjunction with each other. The first part is the SI process, and the second is the 
SI project. The SI process occurs with the emergence of the SI idea through the reconfiguration of social 
practices. The SI process in based on the following dimensions: perceived context, agency (actors and 
preparatory action), from reconfiguring to reconfigured social practices (i.e. new governance arrangements, 
new networks, new attitudes). Once these dimensions have occurred, the SI project emerges based on inputs, 
activities and outputs. These t┘o paヴts deteヴﾏiﾐe outIoﾏes aﾐd iﾏpaIts ふideﾐtified as け“I effeItsげぶ iﾐ the 
economic, social, environmental and institutional domains.  

In setting the evaluation methodology, the assumption is that the local level (in spatial, jurisdictional and social 
scales) is the most relevant for assessing and evaluating a SI initiative and its impacts in a marginalized rural 
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area. SI often happens at lower spatial levels, and in particular, at the local level where individuals, single 
organisations and local networks matter in project implementation. The majority of the SIMRA database of 
examples of SI are developed at a local level, within relatively limited territorial areas and size. Even if SI 
emerges in a multi-level context and its dimensions, sub-dimensions and components refer to different spatial 
levels, their effects are typically local. For example, while triggers that lead to the emergence of a SI may occur 
at any spatial level (e.g. international, national, regional or local), they become salient for SI when their effects 
and reactions are at a local level.  

The local level at which the SI occurs in a certain territory can have distinct boundaries (e.g. a group of 
landowners within the same municipality) or indistinct boundaries (e.g. a private-public hybrid network 
engaged in different nearby areas but not in the same municipality). Different solutions are proposed for the 
evaluation, depending on specific circumstances of the case study. A link to higher jurisdictional and spatial 
levels is provided by the policy analysis included as a key part of the evaluation. Local effects of regional or 
national policies are identified, and if incongruences or inconsistencies between policies (e.g. policy gaps) are 
identified, the matching between local and the higher levels is explored through interviews with policy 
experts.   

The focus for data collection is at the micro-level, and the statistical units of analysis are individuals or single 
organisations or local networks that act in SI initiatives. The focus on SI impacts is at the meso-level of analysis, 
and the statistical units of analysis are the specific SI initiative (i.e. the case study) as well as the territory 
where the SI project is implemented. Primary data are collected at the local and or territorial level while 
secondary socio-economic, institutional and environmental data, often available at regional, national, 
European and other macro-regional spatial levels, can be found in various databases (but the data availability 
and level of aggregation have to be checked on a case-by-case basis). In terms of the momentum when the 
evaluation is carried out with respect to the SI initiative phase of development, in SIMRA only ex-post 
evaluations are possible. SI cannot be foreseen or planned, but it emerges spontaneously due to the 
convergence of factors (e.g. an innovator having an idea, supporting perceived context conditions, social 
dynamic processes that lead to develop the initial idea until its implementation in practice). Then, the 
proposed evaluation approach and set of methods can be integrated with existing frameworks, for example 
the EC Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework. The proposed methods for data collection, processing 
and evaluation integrate both qualitative approaches and tools (e.g. focus groups, semi-structured interviews, 
document analysis), and quantitative approaches and tools (e.g. structured interviews based on closed and 
open coded questions, indicators and complex indices for measuring the SI initiative performance in terms of 
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, sustainability, impact and other evaluation criteria). Final reporting is 
preliminary designed for triangulating information collected by means of qualitative-oriented tools (and 
described by narrative texts) with data collected by means of quantitative-oriented tools (and described by 
means of performance indicators, numbers and figures).  

An impact evaluation will be applied in SI case studies by adopting two different approaches, the choice 
between which depends upon the case. An impact evaluation is an assessment of the causal effect of a 
project, a programme or a policy on beneficiaries (compared to non-beneficiaries). It uses a counterfactual to 
estimate what the state of the beneficiaries would have been in the absence of the programme (the control or 
comparison group), compared to the observed status of beneficiaries (treatment group), and to determine the 
intermediate or final outcomes attributable to the intervention (in this case, the SI initiative).  

In SIMRA, an impact evaluation based on robust statistical techniques will be applied only in those specific SI 
case studies where such a type of impact evaluation is technically feasible (i.e. where the cause-effect relation 
between the SI and its impacts can be identified and measured separately with respect to the effects due to 
other factors). The identification of the cases to be evaluated using statistical techniques of impact evaluation 
will be performed by the CS Teams on a case by case basis in the initial steps of the evaluation process, in 
collaboration with Work Package 5. Those case studies that have the minimum basic characteristics for being 
evaluated using the proposed statistical techniques will be used as explicatory case studies to demonstrate SI 
impacts in MRAs, to check how an impact evaluation of this type should be implemented in practice. They will 
be used for cross-IheIkiﾐg ┘hetheヴ the aﾐal┞sis Hased oﾐ stakeholdeヴsげ peヴIeptioﾐs of Ihaﾐges ふHased oﾐ 
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primary data and qualitative methods) is consistent/aligned with the findings based on the statistical 
techniques of impact evaluation (based on secondary data and quantitative methods). To focus the evaluation 
on key impacts (to reduce costs and capture the real meaning and consequences of SI), the method is based 
oﾐ the ideﾐtifiIatioﾐ of けsigﾐifiIaﾐt aspeIts aﾐd iﾏpaItsげ oﾐ the eIoﾐoﾏiI, soIial, eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal aﾐd 
iﾐstitutioﾐal doﾏaiﾐs. “peIifiI Iヴiteヴia aﾐd ﾏethods foヴ ideﾐtif┞iﾐg けsigﾐifiIaﾐt iﾏpaItsげ aヴe pヴoposed.  

Finally, the preliminary set of methods and tools developed and presented was co-created, taking into 
consideration the suggestions provided by members of the SIMRA SITT and the literature on SI evaluation and 
other fields of evaluation. This includes reports published by other EU–funded research projects on SI, i.e. it 
integrates the requests expressed by practitioners, evaluators, and experts in agriculture, forestry and rural 
development with the scientific knowledge on, and technical solutions for, evaluation. 

Deliverable 4.2 is divided into four Parts. The review of existing methods is in Part I. Part II explains the 
relationship between the general theoretical background and the evaluation framework proposed (Section 4) 
and provides details of the dimensions and variables proposed for evaluation (Section 5). The architecture of 
the proposed SIMRA evaluation approach, process, framework and set of methods is in Part III (Section 6). The 
instructions for testing the preliminary set of assessment and evaluation methods is in Part IV (Section 7) are 
operational and include the preliminary questions in Annex 1, and a list of key terms to facilitate the 
comprehension by CS Teams in Annex 2. The questions by target population (i.e. the questionnaires to be 
submitted - by means of face-to-face interviews - to the different categories of actors in the case study) are 
provided in Deliverable 5.1. As a demonstrator, additional supporting resources for assessment and evaluation 
are accessible on the SIMRA Web Site (www.simra-h2020.eu/resources), including the methods identified and 
the database of the methods analysed. 

Each part of this deliverable can be read standalone. To facilitate the reading, target readers and users are 
identified for each Part.  

Part I - EXISTING KNOWLEDGE provides a review of the methods analysed in Section 2 and a detailed analysis 
of consultation with members of SIMRA SITT in Section 3. The list of identified and analysed frameworks, 
approaches, methods and tools (as a Word file) and the database with the methods analysed (as an Excel file) 
are available online in SIMRA Web Site. The main target readers and users of Part I are SIMRA partners and 
SITT members.  

Part II - SETTING THE SCENE: WHAT WE NEED TO EVALUATE AND WHY contextualises the rationale for the 
development of the evaluation framework in Section 4 and describes the phases, dimensions, sub-dimensions, 
variables and related interconnections that likely characterise social innovation in marginalised rural areas 
(Section 5). These elements represent the core contents of the evaluation, responding to questions of what we 
need to evaluate and why. Section 5 describes in detail the evaluation framework, designed for the specific 
purpose of targeting methods and tools of evaluation that address the different elements of an SI initiative. 

The main target readers and users of Part II are leaders and project partners in Work Packages 5 and 6. 

Part III – SETTING THE METHODS: HOW TO ASSESS AND EVALUATE SI IN MRAs provides the fundamentals for 
understanding the proposed evaluation strategy. Section 6 provides a detailed summary of the elements and 
sub-elements of the evaluation approach adopted in SIMRA and contextualises them within the overall 
architecture for assessment and evaluation that SIMRA will have by the end of the project. Based on the 
evaluation framework proposed in Section 5, it distinguishes the three phases of SI innovation (SI Process, SI 
Project and SI Effects), and identifies the spatial and temporal levels for evaluation, as well as a set of 
preliminary questions for assessing their relationship to standard evaluation criteria (relevance, efficiency, 
effectiveness, impact and sustainability). It provides a specific section on the conditions for carrying out impact 
evaluation, assuming that two approaches to impact evaluation are possible in SIMRA. The main target readers 
and users are leaders of Work Packages 5 and  6, and the CSs Teams. 

Part IV - INSTRUCTIONS FOR PILOT ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION OF SI IN MRAs FOR WORK PACKAGEs 5 
AND 6 specifies the steps and operational instructions that SIMRA CS Teams will follow to test the preliminary 
set of methods and tools in pilot SI CS initiatives (Section 7). It also specifies the steps and operational 

http://www.simra-h2020.eu/resources
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instructions that Work Package 6 will adopt for the analysis of policy processes, including questions on policy 
issues that will need to be used in a complementary way in the evaluation of CSs at a local level. Information 
relevant to policy analysis will be collected at local level by CS Teams using the guide for semi-structured 
interviews. This will use the questions in Annex 1 once be tested in Work Packages 5 and 6. A list of key terms 
to facilitate the interpretation and translation of questions and other elements of the method (e.g. 
identification of persons to be interviewed) into the local languages of case studies completes this part (Annex 
2). The main target readers/users are WP5 and WP6 Leaders and pilot CSs Teams.  

A final set of concluding remarks (Section 8), acknowledgements and references complete the document.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Objective and Purpose 

The overall goal of SIMRA Work Package 4 (WP4) is さto Huild up aﾐ iﾐﾐo┗ati┗e, iﾐtegヴated set of ﾏethods to 
evaluate a range of aspects/impacts of social innovation (SI) activities/organisations/networks on, in 
conjunction or separately according to the needs, economic, social, ecological/environmental and 
institutional/governance components of territorial capital in marginalised rural areas (MRAs) across the target 
regionざ ふ“IM‘A Gヴaﾐt Agヴeeﾏeﾐt ヶΑΑヶヲヲ: ンヱぶ. The fiヴst oHjeIti┗e of WPヴ is to de┗elop aﾐd test aﾐ iﾐﾐo┗ati┗e, 
draft set of methods to measure SI in MRAs, its impacts and related policy implications. In order to reach this 
stated research objective, two series of research Tasks and related Deliverables were planned. The main 
output of Task 4.1 was Deliverable 4.1 (Secco et al., 2016). It provided guidelines for the identification and 
analysis of existing frameworks, approaches, methods and tools of evaluation for used or adaption for the 
evaluation of social innovation and its impacts in relation to the economic, social, environmental and 
institutional and governance domains, as well as to its policy implications. The main goal of D4.1 was to 
provide a standardised tool for exploring what other projects and publications had reported (i.e. how to 
explore and analyse the literature).  

This deliverable aims to provide instructions on the evaluation practice and the data collection in the SI case 
studies in order to assess SI, its impacts and related policy processes in each case study (for use in Work 
Packages 5 and 6). More specifically, it provides guidelines for an initial application of the proposed method in 
a few pioneer1 case studies. The main aim of such pilot application is to test the applicability (the practical 
assessment) of the preliminary set of methods and related tools that are proposed for use in SIMRA. This 
deliverable describes the background on how the set of methods has been developed and how it should be 
applied in practice. To do this, it combines: a) the analysis of existing frameworks, approaches, methods and 
tools to evaluate SI and its impacts that have been identified in literature (Task 4.2); b) the analysis of the 
existing qualitative frameworks, approaches, methods and tools to evaluate policy implications of SI (Task 4.3); 
c) the opinions expressed by the members of the SITT at their workshop in Bratislava (October 2016), and in 
the second online consultation (July 2017); d) a step-wise process of development of an integrated and 
innovative set of methods and tools, that will be tested and refined during the next months of the project on 
the basis of the pioneer case studies and pilot tests results.   

The purpose of Deliverable 4.2 is as a set of instructions to guide the design of assessment and evaluation 
and test the collection of first empirical results of SI initiatives and their impacts in pioneer SIMRA case studies 
(WP5), and in selected political processes (WP6). Feedback on its implementation will be used to refine the 
proposed set of methods and tools, and develop a more advanced version to be used in 2018 to collect 
empirical results across all SIMRA case studies and policy processes. In doing so, Deliverable 4.2 prepares the 
ground for the final manual (Deliverable 4.3, i.e. the main expected output of WP4 at the end of SIMRA) that 
will be used by evaluators to assess SI in marginalised rural areas (MRAs), its impacts and policy implications. 
The final, integrated set of methods for use in SIMRA, will be a timely and novel element for supporting 
decision-making, based on SI assessment and evaluation2.  

                                                           
1
 Pioneer case studies are SI case studies identified in the SIMRA online database of social innovation in marginalised rural 

areas (Bryce et al., 2017) which the preliminary set of methods will be on with, to check the assessment in practice. They 
aヴe iﾐteﾐded to He さpilot testsざ, to ┗eヴif┞ ┘hetheヴ the pヴoposed e┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴk, ﾏethods aﾐd tools aヴe Ioﾏplete, 
clear, functional to the evaluation purposes, and understandable by data collectors and analysts (CS Teams, WP5 and 
WP6). They will be piloted in the testing of the proposed methodology.  
2
 Despite these two terms being often used synonymously, they specify two different concepts: while assessment means 

さthe aItioﾐ of assessiﾐg soﾏethiﾐgざ, e┗aluatioﾐ ﾏeaﾐs さthe ﾏakiﾐg of a judgeﾏeﾐt aHout soﾏethiﾐgざ ふO┝foヴd DiItioﾐaヴ┞ 
online, 2017). SI assessment includes all those activities that are necessary (e.g. identification of methods, data collection, 
etc.) for completing the evaluation (i.e. for having a final judgement) of a SI initiative. The term evaluation used in D4.2 
includes also the term assessment (unless differently specified). 

http://www.simra-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/D4.1-to-Identify-and-Analyse-Existing-Methods-to-Assess-Social-Innovation-and-Impacts.pdf
http://www.simra-h2020.eu/index.php/simradatabase/
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Deliverable 4.2 provides the rationale, and a first attempt at specifying the key dimensions on which to focus 
the evaluation of SI in marginalised rural areas (MRAs). It proposes a specific and innovative approach to the 
assessment and evaluation in a field as diverse and complex as that of social innovation in MRAs in relation to 
agriculture, forestry and rural development, to be tested in Work Packages 5 and 6.  

1.2. An Overview of Work Package 4 Activities 

An assessment and evaluation framework3 for social innovation, its impacts and related policy processes needs 
to be specific and strictly connected to the definition of SI, yet broad enough to include the variability and 
breadth of cases of social innovation in marginalised rural areas throughout Europe and non-EU 
Mediterranean areas. The various steps and paths towards developing the SIMRA evaluation methods and 
tools for evaluating SI and its impacts and policy implications, briefly recalled in the previous paragraph, are 
presented in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Paths to the development of evaluation methods and tools for use in SIMRA. (Source: SIMRA 
research team). 

Phase 1 consists of the development of the Guidelines for identifying and analysing, following a standard 
approach, existing methods to be used in or adapted to the evaluation of social innovation in marginalised 
rural areas (Secco et al., 2016). At the same time, members of the SIMRA Social Innovation Think Tank (SITT) 
members are consulted on methods for evaluation in a world café session held at the SITT workshop 
(Bratislava, 28th October 2017). The main outputs of Phase 1 are reported in Secco et al. (2016; D4.1) 

                                                           
3
 Fヴoﾏ ﾐo┘ oﾐ┘aヴds さassessﾏeﾐt aﾐd e┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴkざ is さe┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴkざ.  
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Deliverable 4.1 and the summary report to stakeholders on the results of the consultation. These outputs 
derive from completion of Tasks 4.1 and 2.1 (Polman et al., 2017).  

Phase 2 comprises the compilation of an Excel file for analysing the identified existing methods, and a more 
detailed analysis of the results that emerged from consultations with members of the SITT at the workshop 
(Bratislava, 2016) and online (July 2017). The principal ain outputs of Phase 2 are internal to SIMRA, and 
consist of: (i) a database of existing methods, analysed in detail (in an Excel structure, provided in Secco et al., 
2016; D4.1)4, and (ii) main observations and suggestions made by SITT members in the consulations. These 
documents have driven the development of the evaluation framework and the related proposed methods and 
tools.  

Phase 3 comprises the development of the evaluation framework in its conceptual and operational 
fundamentals. It includes two sub-phases:  

(i) the compilation of a document collecting and organising potentially useful 
ideas/methods/variables, extracted from the analysis of existing methods and consultation with 
members of the SITT (Figure 1, Phase 3.a), and  

(ii) the development of an evaluation framework and related methods and tools, specifically designed 
for targeting such methods and tools to the various dimensions and aspects of SIs in MRAs (Figure 
1, Phase 3.b).  

The main output of Phase 3 is this deliverable, which provides:  

(i) a detailed explanation of the requirements for the assessments and evaluations in order to 
understand a SI initiative, its impacts and related policy implications;  

(ii) an overview of the SIMRA approach and methods proposed to assess and evaluate a SI initiative 
and, finally, the guiding operational instructions to WP5 and WP6 for understanding and testing 
this preliminary set of methods and tools.  

Phases 4 and 5 of the development process will be reported in Deliverable 4.3. 

  

                                                           
4
 This database in available online in the SIMRA Web Site at www.simra-h2020.eu/resources.  

http://www.simra-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/D4.1-to-Identify-and-Analyse-Existing-Methods-to-Assess-Social-Innovation-and-Impacts.pdf
http://www.simra-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/SIMRA__reporting_Brastislava.pdf
http://www.simra-h2020.eu/resources
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 PART I – EXISTING KNOWLEDGE 
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2. Literature Review: A Brief Overview of Existing Methods  

This Section provides an overview of the literature analysis5 on existing frameworks, approaches, methods and 
tools for evaluation that could be applied or adapted to the case of social innovation in marginalised rural 
cases. In the following we provide: i) an outline of the methodological steps used for the literature analysis, 
and ii) a synthesis of main results. The SIMRA database of frameworks, approaches and methods, with detail of 
analysis and specifications of evaluation tools, are accessible in the SIMRA Resources webpage (see 
www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/) 

2.1. Materials and Methods of Literature Analysis 

The selection of publications for the analysis was carried out separately for each domain (economic, social, 
environmental, and governance/institutional). However, the selection criteria used were common. An initial 
screening enabled the identification of a number of publications in each domain, presenting frameworks, 
approaches, methods and tools used in different fields for evaluation. An electronic search aimed at 
identifying the frameworks, approaches, methods and tools in Scopus, Google Scholar and Web of Science 
databases was carried out using text terms with appropriate truncation and relevant indexing terms6. 
Additional publications were identified from the reference lists of reviews retrieved within the electronic 
search.  

The search was not limited to any language or country of publication. However, not all the identified 
publications were relevant to social innovation and/or social innovation in marginalised rural areas. To be 
included in the analysis, a framework, approach, method and related tool needed to respect the following 
criteria: i) to refer to the specific domain of the sub-task (economic, social, environmental or 
governance/institutional); ii) to encompass, directly or indirectly, social issues; iii) to be accessible, so that 
judgement of its relevance based on the other criteria was feasible. The full text the publications and studies 
fulfilling the inclusion criteria were collected and evaluated for relevance according to the aim of the review. 
Reviewing the scientific literature provided few insights, so the search was expanded to include white papers, 
grey literature and other reports. As a result, the above procedure was repeated on Google and Bing search 
engines rather than only in scientific databases7.  

The main inclusion/exclusion criterion applied to all the domains was that of relevance to the specific domain8. 
However, overlaps between domains have been identified. For example, some frameworks, approaches and 
methods are related to social and environmental domains, but use economic (monetary) terms and/or borrow 
heavily from methods developed in the discipline of economics. Several tools have been excluded due to the 
fact that they are not free to use.  

                                                           
5
 Secco et al. (2016) in Deliverable 4.1 provided guidelines for the identification of existing frameworks, approaches, methods and tools 

of evaluation and a standardized reporting form for their analysis (Annex - Excel file). The literature review was carried out by SIMRA 
sub-Tasks 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.3 and 4.2.4 on economic, social, environmental and governance/institutional aspects of SI, as well as by Task 
4.3 on qualitative methods for policy analysis. Work Package 4 Leader focused on the evaluation frameworks developed by the EU, 
large research and evaluation consortia, and think tanks and studies more explicitly focused on social innovation. 
6
 The search in the economic domain was in the form: [economic terms] and [evaluation terms] and [area/sector terms] and [social 

innovation terms]. The search terms used were: economic, cost, investment, benefit, turnover, value added, wealth, income, 

employment, wage, development, growth, capital, spending, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, evaluation, valuation, assessment, 

framework, approach, tool, toolkit, toolbox, method, rural, urban, peri-urban, local, regional, agriculture, forestry, social innovation, 

innovation, NGO and social enterprise. 
7
 In the example of the economic domain, the search in the Tools and Resources for Assessing Social Impact database 

(http://mckinseyonsociety.com/social-impact-assessment/what-is-social-impact-assessment/) used the criteria:  i) Approach: Tool, 
Method, Best Practice; ii) Purpose: Assessment; iii) Organisation: Social Enterprise, Social Investor; iv) Sector: General Applicability; v) 
Focus: Organisational Effectiveness, Impact, Outcomes, Outputs; vi) Geography: Developed Countries; vii) Techniques: Benchmarking, 
Cost Analysis, Descriptive Statistics, Expert Review, Mapping Methods, Multidimensional Indices, Regression Methods, Strategic 
Assessment. 
8
 A situation often encountered by the economic subtask was that economic aspects were confused with individual user benefits or 

broader social impacts, such as the valuation of changes in amenity or quality of life factors (e.g. health, safety, recreation, air or noise 
quality). As a result, these kinds of frameworks, approaches and methods were excluded, except insofar as they examined an area's 
level of economic activity. 

http://www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/
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Where relevant, frameworks, approaches or methods have been included if designed for applications in the 
field and potentially applicable at a local scale (with minor or major changes and based on data availability). 
However, references to social innovation aspects as defined by SIMRA is not guaranteed.   

For each framework, approach or method identified through the search, general information on the overall 
assessment method and related tools were provided. The level of specificity of the method in relation to social 
innovation was considered, its domains and territorial sector described, and the evaluation characteristics 
speIified iﾐ detail. Aﾐ o┗eヴ┗ie┘ of the fヴaﾏe┘oヴks, appヴoaIhes aﾐd ﾏethods iﾐ the さhot-spotざ ha┗e been 
provided9.  

2.2. Main Findings  

In total, 163 frameworks, approaches and methods were collected, but only the most relevant (n. 111) were 
analysed fully. Often, a single framework, approach and/or method comprises a number of assessment or 
evaluation tools. Consequently, within the 111 analysed sets, 214 tools were identified and described. 
Although diffeヴeﾐt ﾏeaﾐiﾐgs ﾏa┞ He used, ヶヲ.ヲ% of the tools ﾏeﾐtioﾐed the ┘oヴd さfヴaﾏe┘oヴkざ, さappヴoaIh, 
oヴ さtoolざ iﾐ the te┝t, aﾐd ヶΓ.ヴ% use the teヴﾏ さﾏethodざ. The ﾏajoヴity of the methods have a full reference 
(97.3%), and in 73.9% of the cases a website address is also provided. Less than half of the cases (45%) include 
an evaluation design. The main source of information is scientific articles (approximately half), followed by 
technical manuals, books and webpages. In the majority of cases, the intended context of application is not 
specified, and in only 30.9% of cases the focus is explicitly on rural areas (Figure 2). The scale of application is 
very often global (54.1%), or for Europe (32,4%), with few in Africa and Asia (Figure 2).  

 

 

Figure 2. Applications of the frameworks, approaches and methods analysed, in terms of geographical region, 
and context (Source: SIMRA research team based upon the SIMRA database of frameworks and methods). 

                                                           
9
 As an example, in the economic domain the main observations about frameworks were that: i) IRIS has a very rich database with 

metrics; ii) SIMPACT (an FP7 EU-funded project) is very relevant to the SIMRA approach but, at the time of our literature survey, has 
not published its assessment framework; iii) TEEB has provided a standard for environmental valuation, and is applied in economics; iv) 
MIAA framework provides concrete and detailed explanations of how it should be applied (which is useful for the development of 
“IM‘A ﾏethodsぶ; ┗ぶ さAssessiﾐg soIial iﾏpaIt iﾐ pヴi┗ate ┗eﾐtuヴesざ aﾐd さDouHle Hottoﾏ liﾐeざ fヴaﾏe┘oヴks aヴe IolleItioﾐs of tools; vi) 
Poverty and Social Impact Analysis is addressed for use at a higher scale, but some methods might be adjustable to local use; vii) Bill & 
Melinda Gates Foundation contains important methods and tools; viii) the UK HM treasury is the only one referring to stated 
preference methods, but relatively basic examples; ix) making the most of it, economic evaluation in the social welfare field has 
interesting case studies and narrative; x) some (e.g. the polyhedral model) are very new and it is not possible to obtain much 
information In terms of approaches and methods. Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA), Cost Effectiveness Analysis (CEA) and Social Return on 
Investment (SROI) are the most popular methods. The Local Multiplier 3, Stated Preference Surveys and Revealed Preference Surveys 
are the most widely used. 
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Scientists are the main developers or proponents of individual frameworks, approaches or methods and 
related tools, sometimes in collaboration with other categories (e.g. institutional organisations)10. Target users 
are heterogeneous and principally comprise the scientific community (73%), policy programme and project 
evaluators (62%), consultants (47%) and community-level organisations (39%) (Figure 3). 

 

 

Figure 3. Developers of the frameworks, approaches and methods by community of origin, and intended 
target users (Source: SIMRA research team based upon the SIMRA database of frameworks and methods) 

Over two-thirds of the analysed methods do not explicitly mention social innovation. In a few cases the topic is 
secondary or an indirect area of interest, while only in the remaining cases (21.6%) is it the main scope of 
application. Amongst the evaluation frameworks specifically focused on social innovation, there are several 
EU-funded projects, included: CrESSI (Creating Economic Space for Social Innovation), TEPSIE (The Theoretical, 
Empirical and Policy Foundations for Social Innovation in Europe), TSI (Third Sector Impact), SI-DRIVE (Social 
Innovation: Driving Force of Social Change), BENISI (Scaling Social Innovation), and SIMPACT (Boosting the 
Impact of Social Innovation in Europe trough Economic Underpinnings). However, they are typically oriented 
towards urban areas and other types of innovation. The innovation to which publications and reports refer in 

                                                           
10

 Joint development of frameworks, approaches and methods by more than one community (e.g. scientists together with institutional 
organisations, or with NGOs) is the reason for the total percentage being greater than 100%.  
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the evaluation frameworks are mainly organisational (87.5% of cases), with a smaller percentage dealing with 
innovative processes (54.2%), products and markets.  

Several frameworks, approaches and methods of evaluation do not directly relate to social innovation. 
However, they were included in the analysis because they deal with analysing or assessing issues related to 
one of the four domains of interest for SIMRA (i.e. economic, social, environmental, and institutional). The 
largest group of frameworks, approaches and methods (35 in total) deals with the social domain, which 
includes a broad literature on social capital and network theory. All those identified have also been fully 
analysed in the Excel file.  

In the economic aspects domain, 18 frameworks, approaches and methods have been identified; all of them 
have been analysed in detail and provided in the Excel file. In the environmental aspects domain, there are 28; 
only a sub-set of them have been fully analysed in the Excel file, focusing on those with promise in relation to 
social innovation issues. Forty-seven frameworks, approaches and methods have been identified on 
governance and institutional aspects. However, only a few have been included and fully analysed in the Excel 
file, as in many cases they were considered inappropriate for the operationalization of assessment and 
evaluation in the field and at local level.  

Governance/institutional aspects can be distinguished into two main categories: i) governing related; ii) 
institutional change/institutional environments. The former is observed in the forms of acting, interacting, 
steering, and the latter as existing frames, rules and regulations, norms, and administrative systems. These 
two categories interrelate.  

The reasons for a noticeable lack of methods in the literature is related to there being few operative 
approaches to evaluate governance and institutions (especially at local level), and because the topic addresses 
many interrelated issues, several of which overlap with other domains. These include social network analysis, 
stakeholder analysis, dialogue instruments/conferences, participatory methods, GIS mapping, and cost-benefit 
analysis. Many of these approaches and methods are included in the social or economic domains, as well as in 
the cross-sectoral, interdisciplinary and general sets of frameworks, approaches and methods. The latter have 
been analysed as a separate category (39 in total). Finally, a set of 8 frameworks, approaches and methods 
have been identified and analysed as qualitative methods specifically oriented to policy analysis.  

Some of the frameworks, approaches, methods or tools specifically apply to the primary sector: 33.3% refer to 
agriculture, 21.6% to livestock and 23.4% to forestry. Other sectors identified are food, energy, cultural 
heritage, business, defence, education, industry, fishery, environment, medicine, mining, policy, and water. 
Rural developed is referred to by 39.4% of methods, and 29.8% to land use management. These typically 
adopt a multi-sector and multi-functionality focus.  

At least 54.6% of the evaluation frameworks, approaches and methods require an external evaluator, while 
24% of them can be used for self-assessment. Counterfactual analysese are used by 27.9%.  Almost a third of 
cases can be applied to any phase (30.8%). Of those proposed for use in a typical final policy cycle phase 41.3% 
are for evaluation. Of those applied to the initial or intermediate phases of the typical policy cycle, 10.6% were 
in conception, 8.7% in formulation and 8.7% in implementation. As for the momentum (phase) of evaluation 
when the framework, approach or method can be applied, in 31.1% of the cases it is not specified, while in 
30.1% it is for an ex-post evaluation. Only 16.5% are applied for ex-ante evaluations (see Figure 4). A few 
methods are designed specifically for application at the local scale.   
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Figure 4. Percentage of frameworks and methods intended for different phases of evaluation and 
different phases in the policy cycle (Source: SIMRA research team based upon the SIMRA database of 

frameworks and methods). 

Few methods adopt specific evaluation criteria, but the main ones are: impact (55%), effectiveness (45%), 
relevance (41.4%) and efficiency (33.3%). Other minor criteria are: equity, capacity and sustainability.  Explicit 
use of indicators as main judgement references are used by 66.3%. Amongst them, the majority are focused 
on results, outcomes and impacts rather than process and inputs. The main source of data derives from 
primary data (76.8%), and indicators are based both on perceptions and objective facts. Only a few indicators 
respect the quality criteria for being considered SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and 
Timebound), or RACER (Relevant, Accepted, Credible, Easy and Robust) indicators.  

Of the methods analysed, 42.3% propose a participatory approach assessment, involving multi-stakeholders as 
beneficiaries, policy makers, citizens, experts, community representatives, farmers, decision makers, NGOs, 
companies, suppliers, public operators, households. Specific software is required 33.7%, for example for 
modelling, Social Network Analysis and GIS mapping.  

More than 200 specific tools for assessment and evaluation were collected and described. These tools are 
used both for mixed (quantitative and qualitative) analysis (27.1%); or focus on the use of quantitative (36.4%) 
rather than qualitative data (31.3%). The majority (54.2%) require primary data collection, and only 10.3% are 
based on secondary data (Figure 5).  

Figure 5. Tools identified for qualitative and quantitative analysis from both primary and secondary data 
collection sources (Source: SIMRA research team based upon the SIMRA database of frameworks and 

methods). 

Each framework, approach, method and tool which was analysed was described in a qualitative way. The 
strengths and weaknesses were considered in detail, whether or not the frameworks, approaches or methods 
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refer explicitly to social innovation. Consideration was given to their applicability, replicability and adaptability 
to the assessment of SI in marginalised rural areas, within the SIMRA project. All these details can be found in 
the list of frameworks, approaches and methods, in the SIMRA Frameworks and Methods database, which 
includes the specifications of evaluation tools and their characteristics. Full references are also provided. This 
material is accessible in the SIMRA Resources webpage (www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/). 

 

 

  

http://www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/
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3. Consultation with SIRA SITT  

3.1. Consultation Process 

In 2016, the SIMRA Consortium invited experts and stakeholders to join the SIMRA Social Innovation Think 

Tank (SITT). Since its creation, SIMRA has carried out three consultations, two online (July 2016 and July 2017), 
and one face-to face workshop (Bratislava, Slovakia, October 26 to 28 2016). The approach adopted in WP4 
was to use the consultations as a guide to the development of the evaluation methods through a participatory 
approach.  A summary report was produced of the consultations of the SITT workshop in Bratislava.   

This section provides insights and results obtained from the consultation with the SITT in the workshop and 
the online survey in July 2017 (Box 1). The summary of the first online consultation was provided in SIMRA 
Deliverable 4.1 (Secco et al., 2016). 

Box 1. Consultation of SITT members on evaluation methods (WP4): meeting in Bratislava (October 2016) 

and second online consultation (July 2017) 

The objectives of the consultation on evaluation methods were to: 1) identify the most appropriate and useful 
approaches, frameworks, methods and tools that could be used for assessing SI, based on the experience and 
expertise of the members of the SITT; 2) understand the types of outputs stakeholders would have liked to 
obtain from an assessment of SI in marginalised rural areas, in terms of types of data and information, format 
and level; and 3) describe and classify the frameworks, methods and tools for assessing SI by economic, social, 
environmental, governance/institutional domains.  

The consultation session on evaluation methods was divided into two parts. For the first part of the session, 
the world café participatory approach was adopted. Four topics were addressed in three rounds of discussions 
focusing on issues related to approaches, assessment frameworks, methods and tools. There were rich 
discussions in all four groups. The issues covered were: 1) outcome-oriented versus process-oriented 
evaluation methods; 2) participatory versus experts-based evaluation methods; 3) primary and secondary 
data; and 4) qualitative versus quantitative methods.  The underlying guiding questions were: what 
information would you like to obtain from an evaluation of social innovation? If you were tasked, how would 
you evaluate social innovation? How would you measure SI? What would you expect from those methods? 
What are their pros and cons? During the second part of the session, participants were encouraged to 
brainstorm potential indicators to evaluate SI. 

The results were based on the joint work of four facilitators and four rapporteurs. The results are derived from 
the posters (see Figure 7) and the notes taken by the group rapporteurs. Each round of discussions was 
recorded with permission of SITT members and the recording used to complete the rapporteur notes. 

The second online consultation (July 2017) was led by WP2 by means of SurveyMonkey. For WP4, the SITT 
members were asked for their reflections on a fifth dichotomy: 5) the use of a descriptive versus a normative 
approach in assessing SI. The specific aim was to understand the opinions of members of the SITT, and 
suggestions on when it would be best and/or feasible to adopt either or both approaches. The questions 
comprised a set of three main and sub-questions. Replies were received from 18 members of the SITT. 

The following sections contain the results of the consultation process. Details are provided because of the 
relevance of the results in guiding the development of the evaluation methods and their inclusion in the 
preliminary list of questions proposed in Annex 1. These results are presented by topic, as discussed in the 
consultation workshop held in Bratislava, and the online consultation in July 2017. These include tables in 
which are summarised the strengths and weakness as identified by SITT members, a preliminary list of 
suggested indicators, and a summary of how suggestions were used in development of the evaluation method.  

http://www.simra-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/SIMRA__reporting_Brastislava.pdf
http://www.simra-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/D4.1-to-Identify-and-Analyse-Existing-Methods-to-Assess-Social-Innovation-and-Impacts.pdf
http://www.simra-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/D4.1-to-Identify-and-Analyse-Existing-Methods-to-Assess-Social-Innovation-and-Impacts.pdf
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3.2. Topic A: Outcome-oriented Versus Process-oriented Evaluation 

The discussion on process-oriented versus outcome-oriented evaluation11 revealed the opinions of stakeholder 
on the role of two different types of evaluation in relation to SI, outcome-oriented and process-oriented 
evaluations (Table 1, Figure 6). Some SITT members highlighted how the evaluation depends on whether SI is 
defined as a process or as a result, and on the length of the project or activity. Other members of the SITT 
suggested that both process and result requires to be evaluated because of the relevance of the importance of 
the relationship between process and outcome. In all the cases, a process-oriented evaluation was seen as a 
learning process.  

Stakeholders highlighted the importance of measuring the tangible (hard) and intangible (soft) elements of SI, 
and identifying factors that contributed to success or failure in the SI process. Ex-ante evaluation was viewed 
as helping to reflect on strategies for selecting case studies for the evaluation of SI. Different starting points for 
SI (e.g. the degree of social involvement is different in different places), and the continuing development of 
the SI, was seen as a challenge to analysing results and outcomes. Different national contexts mean that what 
is SI in one country may be standard practice in another. Therefore, the social improvement to be measured as 
an outcome depended upon the context.  

For some SITT members, there were different opinions on the measurement of social improvement, outcomes 
are the starting point for identifying the elements that led to failure or success; while the opinion of other 
members of the SITT was that evaluation should start with the situation (context analysis), then the 
assessment of process and outcomes. In both outcome and process-oriented evaluations, the use of common 
indicators was identified as important for comparability. In conclusion, it was agreed that a definition of SI was 
needed to enable the identification of what to measure and how that should be done (See Box 2 for the 
detailed results of the discussion). 

Table 1. Summary of responses of SITT members on Topic A: outcome-oriented versus process-oriented data. 

Outcome-based evaluation Process-based evaluation 

 Fulfills political expectations.  

 A limited set of indicators may be enough to 
measure the concrete results of a project, but 
may not be enough to identify it as a SI or not.  

  

 Process is an important element in SI  

 Process-oriented evaluation is a learning process  

 Evaluation needs to rely on participatory 
approaches  

 It needs to focus on the informality of process 

 It needs to address motivation of participants  

Source: SITT workshop, Bratislava, 28th October 2016 (Topic A). 

 

                                                           
11 Process-oヴieﾐted e┗aluatioﾐ is defiﾐed H┞ the OECD Glossaヴ┞ of Ke┞ Teヴﾏs iﾐ E┗aluatioﾐ aﾐd ‘esults Hased Maﾐageﾏeﾐt as: さE┗aluatioﾐ of the internal 
dynamics of implementing organisations, their policy instruments, their service delivery mechanisms, their management practices, and the linkages 
aﾏoﾐg these. ‘elated teヴﾏ: foヴﾏati┗e e┗aluatioﾐざ ふOECD, ヲヰヱヰ: ンヰぶ OutIoﾏe-oヴieﾐted e┗aluatioﾐ is defiﾐed as: さA stud┞ IoﾐduIted at the eﾐd of aﾐ 
intervention (or a phase of that intervention) to determine the extent to which anticipated outcomes were produced. Summative evaluation is intended 
to pヴo┗ide iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐ aHout the ┘oヴth of the pヴogヴaﾏﾏe. ‘elated teヴﾏ: iﾏpaIt e┗aluatioﾐ oヴ suﾏﾏati┗e e┗aluatioﾐざ ふOECD, ヲヰヱヰ: 35, see: 
www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/2754804.pdf)  

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/2754804.pdf
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Figure 6. Results of the discussion on outcome-based versus process-based evaluation (SITT workshop, 
Bratislava, October 2016). 

 

Box 2. The detailed contents of discussions on Topic A  

 

During the 1
st

 round of discussions, stakeholders expressed the need to clarify the meaning of evaluation, 
including whether what matters for evaluation is to understand how the process is developed, and how the 
nature of the outcome is related to SI. According to other members of the SITT, there are differences between 
results and outcomes. Consequently, for evaluation purposes everything depends on whether or not SI is 

defined as a process or as a result, and on which types of SI SIMRA is considering. More specifically there are 
two levels of results: (1) the SI itself, and (2) the impact of the SI on the elements addressed, such as the 
improvement of health in a community.  

In relation to the last point, and following discussions in meetings of the SITT workshop with SIMRA Working 
Packages 2, 3 and 5, stakeholders highlighted the importance of measuring the tangible and the intangible 

elements of SI. Specifically, the recommendation was for the work on evaluation methods (WP4) to focus on 
different elements in relation to process versus outcome-oriented evaluations.  

In relation to process-oriented evaluation, the objective is to improve processes. Therefore, the evaluation of 
SI in process-oriented evaluation requires focusing on the intangible features of development (e.g. SI 
processes comprising participation and interactions between different types of actors, with proactive or 
reactive attitudes), and on failures. In cases where results have not been achieved, reviewing the process may 
enable the identification of the factors that led to failure.  

In relation to outcome oriented evaluation, it is important to have clarity from the outset about the results 
being sought. If the evaluation is of a specific project, then the results matter. If the results are good, then 
process matters. This statement was discussed at length reflecting the different visions of the stakeholders. 
This discussion highlighted the importance of process oriented approaches to the evaluation of successful 
projects.  

During the 2
nd

 round of discussions, a shaヴp diffeヴeﾐIe iﾐ ┗isioﾐs eﾏeヴged Het┘eeﾐ the pヴoIess ふthe けho┘げぶ of 
the “I aﾐd the outIoﾏe ふthe けho┘ ﾏuIhげぶ of the “I. The disIussioﾐ aHout さho┘ざ highlighted that outIoﾏe-
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oriented evaluation was important, should be adopted first, and should include the evaluation of process: 
さfirst ┞ou look at outIoﾏes aﾐd theﾐ, depeﾐdiﾐg oﾐ the results ふpositi┗e/ﾐegati┗eぶ ┘e look to the proIessざ. This 
view underlined the challenge for evaluators in changing the frames of evaluations from outcome-oriented to 
process-oriented, and raised questions such as which parameters are the easiest to obtain?  

Discussion considered whether these indicators related to process or outcomes. Indicators relating to process 
are generally soft indicators, whilst indicators relating to outcomes are hard indicators. Hard outcomes are 
easieヴ to e┗aluate aﾐd tヴaﾐsfoヴﾏ oヴ tヴaﾐslate iﾐto ﾐuﾏeヴiIal estiﾏates: さPolitical expectations are always 

outcome oriented so you have to get them doneざ.  

The seIoﾐd e┝pヴessed ho┘ the さdifference between SI and other iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ is related to the proIessざ. 
According to this view, in SI the important element is the process, so process-oriented evaluation is the most 
iﾏpoヴtaﾐt, aﾐd should He aHle to addヴess the けiﾐfoヴﾏalit┞ of pヴoIessesげ iﾐ “I. To aIhie┗e this, it would be 
important to deal with unrealistic expectations, and to find ways to motivate actors to participate in 
evaluation processes. Stakeholders also highlighted that ways for dealing with a process-oriented evaluation 
could be different. They noted that with greater levels of involvement in evaluation, the more participatory 
the process could be, and the more opportunity of establishing a successful learning process through 
evaluation. A further item highlighted was the importance of the relationship between process and outcome 
and the need to evaluate both. For example, in the LEADER Programme the focus should be on both the result 
and whether it was more effective than a top-down approach.  

During the 3
rd

 round of discussions, it was stated that while policy makers like outcome-oriented, process-
oriented are equally important, and more valuable to other actors. As noted in the 2nd round of discussions, an 
opinion expressed was that consideration should not be of process-oriented versus outcome-oriented, but 
both. For example, in the case of cooperatives, the results approach may indicate that they are unsuccessful 
because of networking failures, and yet a process-oriented evaluation captures their role.  

Stakeholders highlighted that the choice of process versus outcome-oriented evaluation depends upon the 
objective of the evaluation. While the objective of outcome-oriented evaluation is clear, that of process-
oriented may not be. The process may not be interesting in itself, but it is in relation to the results. Process 
ends with outputs, whilst the evaluation of outcomes draws on baseline indicators to evaluate impacts. 
However, since SI is not well defined, it is difficult to capture all the issues. Therefore, it was concluded that 
there are different levels of evaluation, which involve different stakeholders, with interests in different aspects 
of addressing the complexity of the process.  

Finally, stakeholders highlighted how the focus is generally about socio-economic evaluation. However, it is 
also important to measure environmental impacts of SI if we understand SI as a sustainability issue, even if 
they are not defining SI. This led to a final observation about the added value of SI of measuring its 
environmental impacts. 

Source: SITT workshop, Bratislava, 28th October 2016 (Topic A) (Facilitator: Elena Pisani, UNIPD; rapporteur: 
Diana Valero, Perth College). 

3.3. Topic B: Participatory Versus experts-based Evaluation 

The discussions in roundtable on participatory versus experts-based evaluations highlighted their strengths 
and weaknesses, and the complementarity of the approaches (Table 2, Figure 7). Expert-based approaches 
were considered to have more credibility associated with the results, while examples supported the use of 
participatory processes to legitimate, increase ownership and ultimately adoption and implementation. For 
example, participatory approaches were seen as IヴuIial foヴ assessiﾐg the けfeeliﾐgげ oヴ iﾐtaﾐgiHle aspects of 
those involved in SI (e.g. in the evaluation of LEADER) through indicators of trust, involvement of the 
community in innovative approaches, connection to other actors, and the level of acceptance and exchange of 
new practices. One of the perceived risks of participatory approaches was the loss of interest of participants 
(e.g. public).  
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SITT members also highlighted the importance of evaluating the impacts of social innovation through actual 

changes in policy. The group concluded that it was important to understand さho┘ ┞ou follo┘ a stor┞ざ, and 
how you look at long-term impacts of SI (See Box 3 for the detailed contents of the discussion on Topic B). 

Table 2. Summary of responses of SITT members on Topic B: participatory versus expert-based data. 

Expert-based Participatory-based 

 Avoid bias, strive for objectivity 

 More experience in evaluation  

 Credibility of report results  

 Creates recommendations derived from 
participatory approaches 

 Effective for quantitative evaluations 

 Ensure validity of feedback to qualitative 
methods 

 Increase confidentiality of personal opinions 

 Possibility to generalise  

 More effective from the perspective of end-users  

 Can validate results 

 Can be designed by experts  

 Ensures legitimacy 

 Enables capturing of process 

 Ensures ownership of results  

 Enables bottom-up mobilisation/lobbying 

 Allows scaling-up of results 

Source: SITT workshop, Bratislava, 28th October 2016 (Topic B). 

 

 

Figure 7. Findings of the expert-based versus participatory-based evaluation approaches (SITT workshop, 
Bratislava, October 2016). 
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Box 3. The detailed contents of discussions on Topic B 

During the 1
st

 round of discussion, the group considered the advantages and disadvantages of adopting expert 
and/or participatory based approaches for the evaluation of social innovation. On the one hand, expert-based 
evaluation was seen as avoiding bias, being more objective, lending credibility to the evaluation and to the 
recommendations that were proposed. It was also seen as increasing confidence in participatory processes, by 
setting up the methodology, analysis and reporting. On the other hand, participatory approaches were seen as 
a way to include different stakeholders (さthe ┗isioﾐ of the eﾐd-user is very importantざぶ, ┗alidate suヴ┗e┞s ふ┘hiIh 
could be expert-based), and provide legitimacy to the evaluation, although problems of bias were raised. It 
was argued that participation increases the ownership of the results obtained for the evaluation. For example, 
stakeholders suggested that the evaluation could be expert-based but the process participatory.  

“takeholdeヴs agヴeed that Hoth s┞steﾏs Iould He iﾐtegヴated, ┘ithout Heiﾐg ﾏutuall┞ e┝Ilusi┗e: さyou can have 

the best of both worlds, by asking the right questionsざ. For example, a climate change adaptation strategy that 
could have been developed over a short timescale by experts, instead was developed over a two-year period 
to ensure that stakeholders were involved at each stage of the process. This secured the implementation of 
the strategy. Better implementation (through the involvement of many stakeholders), as well as the division of 
responsibility, were identified as consistent with SI.  

A second example discussed was that of food security. One stakeholder suggested that it was necessary to 
involve civil society in the evaluation of the flow of information required in securing access to food. In this 
example, the involvement of civil society was consistent with the definition of SI.  

A third example was the provision of community health services: experts are needed to undertake a situation 
analysis, develop a strategy with goals and objectives, and to identify quantifiable indicators. However, the SI 
is about adoption: how you convince people to adopt this plan. A similar example was provided for agricultural 
programmes where farmers were encouraged to provide their opinions in a process leading to a plan they 
could adopt.  

During the 2
nd

 round of discussion, expert-based evaluation was identified as important in qualitative 
methods because it ensured a more objective perspective, and a better basis for generalising the results. 
PaヴtiIipatoヴ┞ iﾐteヴaItioﾐ ┘as seeﾐ as IヴuIial foヴ assessiﾐg the けfeeliﾐgげ oヴ iﾐtaﾐgiHle aspeIts of those ┘ho ┘eヴe 
involved in social innovation. The example of public-private partnerships in LEADER was identified as difficult 
to evaluate, and it was agreed that simple proportion (between public and private actors) was not enough to 
capture more intangible features such as power dynamics and quality of the relationships. One suggestion was 
to measure: 1) trust, by analysing before and after situations, 2) involvement of the community, for example in 
cooperatives where people with disabilities work, 3) connection to other actors, and 4) the level of acceptance 
and exchange of best practices. It was agreed that contracts were not enough to show the strength of a 
network. Instead, a plan for joint activities, both formal and informal, was needed. Finally, one of the 
limitations of the participatory approaches was the loss of participant interest: さif ┞ou do ﾐot keep people 
involved during a participatory process, and follow up on their suggestions, then they will become less inclined 

to collaborateざ.  

During the 3
rd

 round of discussion, the group focused on the importance of assessing SI through the process of 
social mobilisation, and to evaluate the impacts of social innovation through actual changes in policy. The first 
e┝aﾏple ヴefeヴヴed to foIused oﾐ ﾏeasuヴiﾐg the pヴoIess of de┗elopiﾐg a ┘oﾏeﾐげs deIlaration on climate 
change within international negotiations. This was seen as an example of bringing people together, bottom-
up. The second example concerned social farming, which illustrated the importance that experts (law-makers) 
can play in the process of achieving specific results by helping to tell the story of those working at the 
community level. In this example, the result was changes in legislation supporting public procurement of social 
farming products. The group concluded that it was important to understand さho┘ ┞ou follo┘ a stor┞ざ, and 
suggested reflecting on measuring social return on investment of these efforts, and long-term impacts of SI. 

Source: SITT workshop, Bratislava, 28th October 2016 (Topic B) (Facilitator: Catie Burlando, UNIPD; rapporteur: 
Martin Špaček, IFE “A“). 
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3.4. Topic C: Primary Versus Secondary Data 

The discussions highlighted the lack of secondary data on social innovation, the importance of primary data 

to identify the specific context of social innovation, and the need to use them both complementarily (Table 
3). Stakeholders suggested the following methods for data collection: 1) focus groups and participatory 
methods; 2) semi-structured interviews; 3) longitudinal surveys for studying pre- and post- conditions; and 4) 
stakeholder analysis, emphasising the importance of gathering soft data on interactions, feelings and activities. 
These types of data could be collected internally or externally, but should be seen as a two-way 
communication process. Key points raised were that: 1) data should be comparable; 2) triangulation should be 
used to verify the quality of data; and 3) data should be made publicly available.  

Secondary data are considered relevant and useful for analysis at a large scale (e.g. national level), whereas 
pヴiﾏaヴ┞ data aヴe Ioﾐsideヴed ﾐeIessaヴ┞ as soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ is loIall┞ speIifiI. Moヴeo┗eヴ, さsoft dataざ, suIh as 
perception, vision, expectation, preferences of stakeholders and involved actors, are considered particularly 
relevant for social innovation evaluation. Data should be easy to use and interpret, available, recent and 
reliable. SITT members suggested the use of participatory approaches to gather soft data on interactions, 
feelings and activities but urged reflection to avoid the risks of subjective biases and negligent answers.  

Table 3. Summary of responses of SITT members on Topic C: primary versus secondary data. 

Secondary data Primary data 

 Data on economic and environmental impacts is 
difficult to access and interpret with respect to SI 
(e.g. green energy) 

 Data on enterprise innovation is available in 
some countries but without an evaluation of 
impacts (e.g. Czech Republic – Innovation 
Survey) 

 Cheaper and processed 

 Support analysis at large scale [i.e. local] (but 
need to define first at what scale the SI happens) 

 Not available for the evaluation of SI 

 No data on activities and social impacts of SI 

 Reflection: does secondary data actually help SI 
evaluation? 

 Primary data are necessary! SI is locally specific 
and needs primary data 

 Local data should be of broad use, for various 
purposes and relevant for policy and research 

 The focus should be on processes  

 さ“oft dataざ is ke┞: peヴIeptioﾐs, ┗isioﾐs, 
expectations, preferences, gaps 

 Analyse impact on different groups  

 Analyse intermediate impacts  

 Self-assessment 

 Data should be directly usable (easy to interpret), 
available, easy to use, recently collected, reliable 

 Enable a two-way communication process 

 Collected internally or externally 

 Requires time, money, and generally not 
supported by institutions 

 Careful with data transfer and generalisations 

 Potential for subjectivity in data collection 

Source: SITT workshop, Bratislava, 28th October 2016 (Topic C) (Facilitator: Riccardo Da Re, UNIPD; rapporteur: 
Andrej Udo┗č, IFE “A“ぶ.  

3.5. Topic D: Qualitative Versus Quantitative Methods  

Members of the SITT agreed that evaluation methods and tools should be tailored to: 1) the needs and 
purpose of the evaluation; 2) the type of project being evaluated; and 3) the object of measurement. 
Qualitative and quantitative approaches were identified as complementary and suitable for use in the context 

of a specific evaluation. Used together that can be used in triangulation, yielding different types of results 
which support each other by providing in-depth information on the process and results of a project. It was 
agreed that the objectives and framework for evaluation needs to guide the approaches and methods used, 
and the use of when to use internal and external evaluations. Quantitative methods are not always popular 
amongst practitioners but are considered useful (or fundamental) when lobbying policy makers and funders. 
Qualitative methods provide in-depth information, providing insight on what different groups of stakeholders 
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obtain from a project or activity (e.g. SI), and their perceptions of the benefits. Qualitative approaches were 
considered necessary when describing results (see Table 4 and Table 5).  

Table 4. Characteristics of qualitative and quantitative methods identified by SITT members. 

 Qualitative Quantitative 

Focus Process 
Soft skills 
Peopleげs peヴIeptioﾐ of the pヴojeIt 
Quality of the project 
Quality of the network: e.g. frequency of 
exchanges 

Outcomes/Results 
 
 
 
 
 

Stage of the project
12

 Beginning 
During the project 

End of the project 

Methods/tools Semi-structured interviews 
Surveys 
Personal paths  

Statistical models (e.g. Logit models) 

Source: SITT workshop, Bratislava, 28th October 2016 (Topic D). 

The discussion focused on the difference between quantitative methods and quantitative results (Figure 8). 
SITT members had different perspectives. Some SITT members reported that there are techniques for 
transforming data collected with qualitative-based methods (e.g. face-to-face interviews) into quantitative 
data (e.g. numbers or indexes). These techniques could help inform policy makers with synthetic reports based 
on figures, graphs and numbers that are easily understood and accessible for decision-making. The evaluation 
could be based on a multi-criteria analysis involving combinations of indicators. Such indicators should be as 
synthetic as possible. It was noted that for small or new projects, it might be difficult to measure long-term 
impacts.  

Finally, the importance of both an internal and external evaluation was raised, including an evaluation carried 
out by local, internal evaluators and an evaluation carried out by national or international experts who do not 
know the local conditions and the needs or aspirations of the local people who initiated the social innovation. 
Perception of actors directly involved in the initiative might significantly differ from those of external 
evaluators. A suggestion made was to identify and evaluate the level of satisfaction of those involved in the 
initiative SI. Box 4 summarises the contents of the discussion on Topic D.  

Table 5. Summary of responses of SITT members on Topic D: qualitative versus quantitative methods. 

Qualitative methods Quantitative methods 

 More suited to measure SI because it explains 
how and why the project was successful 

 In-depth information about a case study and the 
process 

 Used to assess short-term impacts of projects 

 Used to collect information that can be 
transformed into quantitative data 

Drawbacks: 

 Subjective 

 Training of evaluators can be lengthy  

 Requiring further resources  

 Easier to communicate to policy-makers   

 Easier to measure 

 Can be used to assess longer-term impacts of 
project 

 Quantitative data are important for policy makers  

Drawbacks: 

 Data analysis can be subjective  

 

Source: SITT consultation, Topic D, Bratislava, 28th October 2016. 

                                                           
12

 This sequence was the most commonly cited during the three rounds but the opposite sequence was also mentioned as 
happening and relevant depending on the type of project. 
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Figure 8. Results of the discussion on qualitative versus quantitative methods. 

 

Box 4. The detailed contents of discussions on Topic D 

During the 1st
 round of discussions, several issues were identified and are listed below.  

ヱ. さI doﾐげt like ケuaﾐtitati┗e ﾏethods Hut the┞ aヴe iﾏpoヴtaﾐtざ.  

2. Stakeholders raised the importance of measuring the number of different types of networks and the 
diversity of the stakeholders who are involved in that network as well as the quality.  

3. Benchmarking of the impacts of SI and how they influence other aspects of the project. For this, there is a 
need for synthetic indicators, and a combination of indicators.  

4. Stakeholders expressed support for seeing complementarity between qualitative and quantitative methods 
rather than qualitative versus quantitative.  

5. さPeヴsoﾐal pathsざ oヴ life stoヴies Iould He used to follo┘ aﾐ iﾐdi┗idualげs peヴsoﾐal histoヴ┞.  

6. さ“ileﾐIeざ Iaﾐ He aﾐ iﾐdiIatoヴ of the le┗el of a peヴsoﾐげs iﾐ┗ol┗eﾏeﾐt oヴ attitude to┘aヴds a pヴojeIt ふe.g. eitheヴ 
a lack of engagement, or tacit approval).  

7. A さWelIoﾏe ┞ouヴ ヴeﾏaヴksざ Ho┝ ﾏa┞ He a useful ┘a┞ to oHtaiﾐ feedHaIk fヴoﾏ HeﾐefiIiaヴies.  

8. For small or new projects, analysis could focus on the short-term impacts of the project. These may be 
qualitative, with a significant challenging to obtain quantitative results, and costly to evaluate.  

Satisfaction with the project, self-confidence, self-esteem and capacity building are characteristics that can 
develop in people and are important to measure. For example, for people with a disability, regular meetings of 
the team over 2 years led to important improvements in their skills. This points to the importance of 
monitoring and an integrative assessment to analyse workers, funders, users, feedback from the local 
community, and supporting communications with the outside world. 
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During the 2nd
 round of discussions, some issues were reiterated and new ones raised by SITT members. The 

suggestions are listed below.  

1. Individual approaches are insufficient. A mix of approaches is needed.  

2. Results depend upon the evaluation being undertaken: an evaluation framework and design for a system 
analysis is created initially, preferably in as part of a participatory process.  

3. Discussion considered what constituted qualitative and quantitative evaluations. Qualitative data is about 
the desIヴiptioﾐ of ヴealit┞ iﾐ the paヴtiIipaﾐtげs o┘ﾐ ┘oヴds. It ┘as desIヴiHed as siﾏilaヴ to けduﾏﾏ┞ ┗aヴiaHles iﾐ 
eIoﾐoﾏetヴiIs.げ Quaﾐtitati┗e e┗aluatioﾐ ┘as suﾏﾏaヴised as Heiﾐg aHout ﾐuﾏeヴiIal iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐ: さWhen I use 
those ﾐuﾏHeヴs iﾐ a s┞steﾏ appヴoaIh theﾐ it is ケuaﾐtitati┗e.ざ E┝aﾏples of ﾏethods disIussed at this stage 
included multi-criteria assessments, which can take both qualitative and quantitative methods into account, 
illustrating that qualitative and quantitative methods are not exclusive, they can complement each other, and 
can be used to triangulate results. Methods to transform qualitative information and/or conversation into 
numerical representation and scales are available. Qualitative results can be compared to quantitative ones. 
For example, in a project on new market opportunities for farmers, a quantitative measure might be the share 
of products sold through a shop, or the increase in their income. However, this does not explain anything 
about the underlying process. For that, a qualitative method may be a valuable accompaniment. To measure 
the degree of satisfaction on a scale is a qualitative process. Thus, qualitative aspects of the SI require using 
qualitative methods. SITT members noted that policy makers are not interested in qualitative methods, 
preferring quantitative information on subjects such as the amount spent (e.g. econometrics to measure 
marginal effects or a system approach). So, where possible, qualitative data are translated into quantitative 
data.  Discussion considered other approaches, such as system analysis noting that for this it is necessary to 
have steps that can be measured, and inferential statistics. Methods exist to measure complex things, 
however as all SI cases are context specific, it is better to add a qualitative description to the results.  

During the 3rd
 round of discussions new insights on qualitative and quantitative methods were provided by 

SITT members. Although qualitative approaches are about telling stories, it is possible to extract numerical 
data out of stories, and to tell stories out of numbers. However, the capability of researchers to do so may be 
limited by experiences by discipline or familiarity with certain methods.  

Discussion identified the importance to funder of quantitative outcomes. Throughout a process or project, 
qualitative methods may be used, and then quantitative methods to measure results. The type of quantitative 
indicators or measures can be the さﾐuﾏHer of people reaIhed H┞ the prograﾏﾏeざ. For example, in a screening 
programme for cancer research, the cure is in getting rid of the disease, while the palliative measure is 
relieving pain without dealing with the cause. The effectiveness of the palliative measure can be assessed on a 
qualitative scale. Discussion about the type or quality of quantitative data considered how meaningful it can 
be. i.e. the number of people who are involved does not tell you about the SI process, but rather whether or 
not and how much they are involved or active.  

1. Qualitative approaches provide rich and deep information, but which have overheads of the close 
involvement of the evaluator, requiring time and training.  

2. Consideration was also given to changes in the SI process, and the need for quantitative methods to provide 
some final evaluation.  

3. Both types of methods have positive and negative aspects. Quantitative information helps to communicate, 
and can be objective. For example, the pulse of a patient may be 70 beats per minute (a quantitative 
measure). But to what extent can the pulse be considered to be weak? This can be very subjective.  

The disadvantages of qualitative methods are their subjectivity. For example, the accuracy of impressions of 
what is happening rather what is really happening will largely depend upon the respondent. A key question for 
qualitative approaches is whether a story can provide the information required for an evaluation? An internal 
evaluation of the group may help to understand how people involved in the process feel. An external 
evaluation might come to a different conclusion. Obtaining results is important, but it is the quality of the 
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process that enables good results to be obtained. It was reiterated that SI is about process and it would be 
wrong to focus on results alone. Social network analysis was identified as one approach to the measurement 
of networks and strength of links within it, both before and after the project. In an evaluation this would mean 
studying the situation before the programme started to create a baseline or situational analysis, against which 
the results could be compared. It was suggested that there may also be a need for a baseline for process-
oriented evaluations. Learning from previous experience could also provide something of a baseline. Mixed 
methods approaches were discussed, stressing the benefits of complementary methods. However, it was 
recognised that one type of method might be more important or useful than another in any given situation. 
Sometimes, quantitative approaches might be easier and cheaper to conduct than qualitative ones.  

Source: SITT workshop, Bratislava, 28th October 2016 (Topic D) (Facilitator: Laura Secco, UNIPD; rapporteur: 
Carla Barlagne, HUT). 

3.6. Indicators Suggested by SITT Members 

Members of the SITT were asked to suggest possible indicators during the workshop in Bratislava, as well as on 
the July 2017 online consultation. O┗eヴaヴIhiﾐg iﾐdiIatoヴs suggested H┞ ﾏeﾏHeヴs of the “ITT iﾐIluded さケualit┞ 
of lifeざ, さhappiﾐess/satisfaItioﾐざ, さ┘ell-Heiﾐgざ, oヴ the ヴole of learning. Some indicators specifically related to 
networks in terms of the quality of relationships, regular activity, size, and/or structure. Consultation feedback 
included recommendations that focus attention on policy issues. Some of these indicators (general and 
specific) have been considered and included in the list of indicators developed for the set of methods. The full 
set of indicators proposed is listed in Table 6. 

Table 6. Candidate indicators for the evaluation of SI and its impacts, suggested by SITT members. 

Indicators 

Happiness as a complex indicator reflecting all four dimensions 

Life satisfaction/happiness 

Impacts on the quality of life 

Quality of products before and after 

Indicator of well-being with respect to economy, goal achievement, goal met, and overall consensus on 
leadership 

What has been learned? 

Increase capacity  

Number of network members and change over time to measure the effects of policy interventions 

Quality of linkages between network members to measure the sustainability of the network 

More active/regular networks 

Measure the connectedness of the network through an index of quality and quantity of linkages between 
network members 

Marginalised people IoﾐﾐeIted ┘ith さotheヴsざ 

Number of informal networks over the long-term 

Changes in policy 

Policy responses 

New measures and regulation of SI 

Number of different actors involved 

Number of sectors involved 

Number of partners involved 

Diversity of enterprises and number of networks 

Number of self-employed enterprises 

Implementing healthcare plan in rural area 

Number of people (inhabitants) in rural areas 

Social return on investment 

Programmes and communication on TV channels on marginalised rural areas  
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Increase animal production 

Quality of a service or a project 

Perceptions of project and benefits gained 

Soft skills enhancement: self-confidence, self-esteem, capacity building 

Intensity of the network: how often people interact and exchange within the network (e.g. number of ties in 
a network and strengths of those ties before and after a project; frequency of exchange) 

Peopleげs attitude iﾐ ﾏeetiﾐgs ふe.g. さsileﾐIeざ of a peヴsoﾐ ﾏight iﾐdiIate dissatisfaItioﾐぶ 
Successes as well as failure and reasons that can explain it 

Meaningfulness of a programme 

Peopleげs iﾐ┗ol┗eﾏeﾐt iﾐ a pヴogヴaﾏﾏe ふe.g. ﾐuﾏHeヴ of people ヴeaIhed H┞ the pヴogヴaﾏﾏe, le┗el of 
involvement and activity) 

Internal and external evaluation 

Short-term impact of a project on new/innovative projects 

Number of different types of networks and diversity of the stakeholders involved in the network (i.e. 
quantity and quality of networks) 

Number of new jobs 

Various impacts of SI  

External communication (e.g., social media, press releases) 

Income of the household 

Source: SITT consultation, Bratislava, 28th October 2016 and online consultation in July 2017. 

3.7. Descriptive Approach Versus Normative Approach for Assessing SI 

The second online consultation with members of the SITT was carried out in July 2017 under the coordination 
of Work Package 2. An explanation of the two terms, descriptive and normative, was provided. Descriptive 
ﾏeaﾐs さdesIヴiHiﾐg oヴ Ilassif┞iﾐg soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ iﾐ aﾐ oHjeIti┗e, ﾐoﾐ-judgeﾏeﾐtal ┘a┞ ふe.g. さfouヴ people 
were the iﾐitial iﾐﾐo┗atoヴsざ, さthe iﾐitiati┗e ┘as puHliIl┞ aﾐﾐouﾐIed oﾐ the ┘eHsiteざぶ; normative means 
establishing or deriving from a standard or a pre-defiﾐed さgoodざ ヴeケuiヴed foヴ soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ ふe.g. さfouヴ 
people are the right number for starting social innovation because there is a ﾐeed foヴ a ﾏiﾐiﾏuﾏ ﾐuﾏHeヴざ, 
さthe iﾐitiati┗e ┘as tヴaﾐspaヴeﾐt HeIause the iﾐﾐo┗atoヴs puHlished aﾐ aﾐﾐouﾐIeﾏeﾐt oﾐ the ┘eHsiteざぶ.  

The introduction explained that while it is accepted that we can describe social innovation (e.g. how it is 
structured, who are the actors involved, how it works, etc.), there is an on-going debate on adopting 
ﾐoヴﾏati┗e staﾐdaヴds foヴ e┗aluatiﾐg ┘hetheヴ a soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ iﾐitiati┗e is さgoodざ oヴ ﾐot, iﾐ its ┗aヴious phases. 
Responses to the questions are provided in Box 5, with the wording presented as submitted.  
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Box 5. Summary of the second online stakeholder consultation process (July and August 2017) 

In July and August 2017, a second consultation was carried out with members of the SITT. Eighteen 
members of the SITT responded. Four questions were included for the development of the evaluation 
method, the responses to which follow (wording unedited): 

1. If you were tasked to evaluate social innovation, would you use a descriptive approach with respect 

to the process phase of social innovation (ideation and development of the initiative)? 

 
The descriptive indicators suggested were: 

 Number of actors initiating the process  

 Number of actors participating in the process, representatives of different groups (this was 

shared by most respondents) 

 Motivations (i.e. expected benefits)  

 Roles and contributions towards solving the societal issue at hand  

 Resources (i.e. human, financial, technological) in support of the process development  

 Existence of a process coordinating body  

 Institutions (i.e. rules of the game) that support the process and its sustainability 

 Number of social groups engaged 

 Number of local community members (population) who benefit from SI 

 Number of innovative products that the SI process brought 

 Number of innovative solutions (examples of good practice) that can be used by other 
communities, municipalities, regions 

 Number of new non-profit supporting SI established, or initiatives or networks created 

 Number of new jobs for local residents created by SI  

 Indicators about dissemination of information (e.g. information about SI, in the local media, 
seminars, workshops...) 

 Reaching goals and targets 

The sources of information suggested were: primary data from questionnaires and surveys, and regular 
monitoring of progress of the SI, local offices, public speeches, social media, institutional communication, 
statistical information and research studies. One stakeholder further summarized the critical factors of 

success of social innovation in the following list: 

 Setting clear and ambitious targets early in the process  

 Involving the widest possible range of stakeholders, including trained and professional experts  

 Securing a division of tasks and responsibilities among all involved actors and ensuring mutual 
trust among them  

 Setting realistic expectations and time frames, including benchmarks  

 Linking the ongoing project, process or initiative to a broader framework 
Designing and developing a wide range of scenarios and proposals for alternative solutions  
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 Presenting the project or process outputs in terms of benefits to the public  

 Ensuring regular meetings and discussion forums for both addressing key tasks and resolving 
possible conflicts  

 Using the available means to provide information to the local media  

 Gaining support and interest in the proposed solutions from local self-government, state 
administration, opinion leaders, entrepreneurs, NGOs, and both the local community and the 
wider public  

 Securing a partnership between the lead partner responsible for the project's implementation 
(activities) and project initiators  

 Clearly formulating the requirements for securing the sustainability of the project's solution, 
including measurable parameters (indicators). 

2. If you were tasked to evaluate social innovation, would you use the descriptive approach with 

respect to the results phase of social innovation (outcomes, impacts and scaling up)? 

 
In the second questions, stakeholders clearly expressed support for using a descriptive approach in 
relation to the results of the social innovation. The indicators proposed for this phase include: 

 Positive outcomes that the SI is likely to result in  

 Benefits for the participating agents and the community the SI targets  

 Institutions and resources to facilitate the transfer of the outcomes across communities 

 Employment created 

 Number of visitors 

 Reduction in costs 

 Population change 

 Number of individuals/groups profiting from SI (improved social status, life, well-being, and 
increased income/economical profit) 

 Number of activities derived by the action people involved after the starting of the process and 
new actions for developing the results 

 Number and type of stakeholders involved  

 Investment made (expenditure)  

 % of rural population covered by the social innovation  

 % of rural population benefiting from the social innovation 

 Consensus on the results 

 Inclusiveness 

One respondent noted that descriptive indicators can also be perceived as input and output indicators. 
However, it is difficult to provide examples of descriptive indicators as they depend on the type of 
project/social innovation (and its objectives) and context of its implementation. Another stakeholder 
suggested open discussion with the community. 
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3. A descriptive evaluation is usually feasible. Is it also possible and advisable to evaluate social 

innovation using normative standards of "good" social innovation? 

 

4. If you were tasked to evaluate social innovation by using a normative approach, what standards, 

thresholds, requirements, etc. would you adopt for judging whether SI is "good" or not? Please 

provide us guidance and suggestions (e.g. links to documents, specific examples). 

 I would assess a SI as "successful", "progressive" or "unsuccessful" with respect to its ultimate 
goal, which first needs to be quantified (by using indicators). I would not use the "good" or "not 
good" classification as it does not provide any direction for policy action. 

 It depends on the nature of SI: if it is focused /has potential to involve/influences whole 
community or certain groups. Involvement/influence of 50% of potential participants seems to 
be a very good threshold, but I would prefer relative measures - comparisons in %. 

 It is very difficult to exclude particular standards, requirements, because it depends on a case by 
case basis. For me it would be more important to use the group of standards (for example 
environmental standards, economic standards...). The same would hold with regards to the 
requirements. 

 We may use criteria and indicators to assess the SI. Defining an initiative as good or bad is tricky 
and should be based among others on evidences from surveys/analysis of success and failures of 
SI initiatives. Score cards or tracking tools may be used in evaluation, especially at project level. 

 The standards, thresholds, requirements will probably rely upon on the particular types of social 
innovation, territories, or target groups. However, there are standards as in any evaluation, e.g. 
acknowledge the context, provide useful information, efficient (relation between costs and 
utility), reliable, objective, need to involve all the stakeholders. 

 Well defined social need; Innovative approach; Sustainability of the results. 

 I would refuse to use them since I doubt their usefulness in valuing. 

 Environmental sustainability, justice and equity. 

3.8. How SITT Member Suggestions are Integrated into SIMRA Methods 

Early engagement with SITT members provided suggestions that were included in the development of the 
evaluation approach, method, and the preliminary list of questions (Annex 1) for the analysis of pilot case 
studies (SIMRA WP5) and selected policy processes (SIMRA WP6). These include the following important 
guidelines. 

The evaluation of a social innovation initiative must consider both process and outcomes, and be based on 

learning the dynamics that foster or hinder social innovation. The evaluation framework accounts for the 
dynamics that occur at different temporal phases of the social innovation (from trigger to outcomes), from 
different perspectives. The evaluation questionnaire reconstructs the storyline using a calendar of events, the 
dynamics of the process using through tools of social network analysis and qualitative assessment of 
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motivation/competence/capacities/actions, and the impacts and effects of the social innovation using 
indicators of the social, environmental, economic and institutional domains. The actors are: (1) experts/key 
actors; (2) the clique; (3) the reconfiguring network; (4) project partners; and, (5) beneficiaries. The elements 
of SI captured in the questionnaire are both tangible (e.g. the number and role of participants in the clique and 
in the reconfiguring network; the number of beneficiaries reached), and intangible (e.g. motivation, attitude, 
enthusiasm, voice).  

While participatory evaluation of social innovation can increase legitimacy, sense of ownership and adoption of 

the results, expert-based evaluation can increase the validity and credibility of results for policy-makers. The 
evaluation questionnaire proposed has been designed for combining self- or participatory-based evaluation 
with expert-based evaluations. By targeting different actors, the aim of the questionnaire seeks the inputs of 
diffeヴeﾐt peヴspeIti┗es to uﾐヴa┗el けho┘ ┞ou follo┘ the stoヴ┞げ. 

The dearth of secondary data on social innovation processes calls for greater emphasis on the collection of 

primary data that is comparable, can be triangulated, is reliable and publicly available. Results of a survey 
using an evaluation questionnaire cannot always be made publically accessible due to the loss of anonymity in 
some aspects of methodologies. However, the structured questionnaire, with both open and closed questions, 
enables the evaluator to obtain and report on data that are comparable, reliable and that can be triangulated 
across the different target respondents. 

Qualitative and quantitative methods are needed to reach policy-makers and funders, as well as support 

understanding of perception, motivation, quality of the network, and organisational capacity. The evaluation 
questionnaire combines qualitative and quantitative questions. The variables obtained can be converted into 
individual indicators, and aggregated into composite indicators and indexes. One stakeholder noted: 
さQualitative is about telling stories, but you can take ﾐuﾏHers out of stories aﾐd tell stories out of figuresざ. 

A descriptive approach can guide the evaluation not only of process, but also of results (outcomes and 

impacts), whereas the application of a normative approach would depend on the targets and objectives 

defined. The evaluation questionnaire provides space space for a description of the evolution and organisation 
of the SI. In addition, the evaluation questions seek to verify whether SI has positive or negative, intended or 
unintended impacts and asks respondents to state their own judgement and perspectives of the intervention. 

Indicators suggested by SITT stakeholders are relevant for evaluating some of the key dimensions of SI (e.g., 

networks, attitudes). The following indicators were suggested by the SITT members: 

 Satisfaction of different categories of actors (perceptions on benefits gained) 

 Motivations of different categories of actors (expected benefits) 

 Impacts on the quality of life 

 Lessons learned 

 Change in capacity 

 Quantitative and qualitative characteristics of networks and their dynamics 

 Quantitative and qualitative characteristics of different types of networks (e.g., of the actors initiating 

the process, of those participating in the process) 

 Level of civil society engagement: roles and contributions of actors towards solving the societal issue,  

 Mechanisms of coordination 

 Policy changes 

 Demographic data 

 Social return on investment and other socio-economic outcomes (e.g., employment, cost, 

inclusiveness) 

 Changes in soft skills 

 Stories and factors of successes and failures 

 Resources in support of the process development 
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 Iﾐstitutioﾐs ふi.e. けヴules of the gaﾏeげぶ to suppoヴt “I aﾐd tヴaﾐsfeヴ it aIヴoss Ioﾏﾏuﾐities 

 Number and characteristics of beneficiaries 

 Number and quality of innovative products and services that the SI initiative brought 

 Best practices and innovative solutions used by other communities in other places 

 Communication about the SI initiative 

 Expected and real outcomes 

 New activities promoted by the SI initiative 

 Percentage of rural population interested (covered by the SI, benefiting from the SI) 

 Social needs 

 Consensus on the results of SI 

 Sustainability of the SI results  

Currently, questions in the structured interviews proposed for data collection of primary data on SI in the 
pioneer SI case studies (see Part IV and Annex 1) include the variables and aspects highlighted by the 

indicators that the SITT stakeholders suggested. However, specific indicators and analysis of qualitative data 
will be developed and carried out once the pilot testing of the set of methods and tools proposed in Part IV in 
selected pioneer SI case studies and policy processes is carried out. When the data for the proposed variables 
are available and functional to the SI evaluation, the variables will be combined to identify the most useful 
indicators.  
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PART II – SETTING THE SCENE: WHAT WE NEED 

TO EVALUATE AND WHY 
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4. Towards a SIMRA Evaluation Framework  

An evaluation agenda requires a clear framework for evaluation that defines the key dimensions of SI and 
visualises the steps, interconnections and relationships within an SI initiative (e.g. supporting conditions, 
limiting processes, participants, outputs and impacts). The SIMRA evaluation framework needs to be 
functional to guide an effective evaluation practice.  

The first step in building the SIMRA evaluation method is based on the identification of the key dimensions 
and sub-dimensions, phases, changes and variables for measurement that are expected to be connected to SI 
initiatives and related processes and impacts. The evaluation framework aims to provide the basis for 
informing evaluation of SI, by describing the methods and tools that are most appropriate to use to evaluate 
the different components of a SI initiative.  

The key dimensions and sub-dimensions, phases, changes and variables of SI and their interconnections, 
validduring the SI initiative and once it is completed, are explained in detail and used to guide the creation of 
the SIMRA evaluation method in Section 5. Specific assessment tools (e.g. questions for use in interviews with 
local actors) and evaluation approaches (e.g. integration of quantitative and qualitative methods) for each of 
these elements are outlined in Part IV and listed in Annex 1. These are to guide the preliminary testing of SI 
case-studies (WP5) and policy processes (WP6), in a few selected pilot/pioneer cases.  

The SIMRA evaluation framework is grounded on theory (See Polman et al., 2017, D2.1; Kluvánková et al., 
2017, D2.2), introducing innovative insights aimed at advancing existing knowledge for evaluation of SI. The 
concept of social innovation draws from a wealth of research and work in a variety of fields, including 
economics, sociology, ecology and political sciences and is defiﾐed iﾐ “IM‘A as, さthe reconfiguring of social 

practices, in response to societal challenges, which seeks to enhance outcomes on societal well-being and 

necessarily includes the engagement of civil society actorsざ ふPolﾏaﾐ et al., 2017; D2.1). Specifically, innovation 
theory, endogenous and neo-endogenous development, social capital, socio-ecological systems, regional 
development and social enterprises and entrepreneurship are considered prominent precursors to social 
innovation in marginalised rural areas (see Polman et al., 2017, D2.1; Kluvánková et al., 2017, D2.2; Slee et al., 
submitted). These have dynamics in marginalised rural areas related to the level of rurality, physical 
geography, limited access to infrastructure and often negative population trends (e.g. depopulation, ageing, 
loss of youth) (Price et al., 2017; D3.1). To operationalise an evaluation framework capable of addressing the 
specificities of social innovation, Deliverable 4.2 combines theoretical insights on social innovation in MRAs 
with an approach using theory of change (Morra Imas and Rist, 2009; Khandher et al., 2010; see Part III for 
more details and Secco et al., 2016; D4.1).  

Figure 9 shows the connections between the interdisciplinary theoretical background adopted for the SIMRA 
definition of social innovation (Polman et al., 2017, D2.1; Kluvánková et al., 2017, D2.2)13, the characteristics of 
marginalised rural areas (Price et al., 2017; D3.1) and the evaluation framework proposed. It also shows how 
the evaluation framework expands on the abovementioned work to identify the core factors and variables of 
SI for the specific purposes of evaluation. To do this, it identifies SI dimensions (i.e. elements of assessment), 
sub-dimensions (i.e. sub-elements of assessment), components and possible interconnections.  

The development of specific concepts leads to the identification, for each sub-dimension, of components of SI 
that can be assessed by means of measurable variables and/or their aggregations (see Pisani et al., in print).  
Finally, the evaluation framework proposed in SIMRA sets the scene for developing indicators, which are 
derived from both quantitative and qualitative data, and measured from the data collected at the case study 
level (see Part IV for instructions for data collection and evaluation). These indicators are proposed as principal 
instruments for the evaluation of SI in SIMRA (see Part III for more details on their development).  

                                                           
13

 Details are provided in Polman et al. (2017; D2.1) and Kluvánková et al. (2017; D2.2).  
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Figure 9. Relationship between the general theoretical framework and the evaluation framework.                  
Source: SIMRA research team. 

 
The theory of change approach provides the basis for identifying key questions for collecting data on the 
different elements that constitute SI in MRAs. In the evaluation framework proposed, key questions are used 
to collect both quantitative and qualitative data on SI. First, this will be undertaken in the pioneer case studies, 
from which feedback will enable the revision of the questionnaires, which will then be used in the selected 
case study areas (WP5).  

The collection of data at the local level is carried out using questionnaires that are submitted in structured 
interviews, while the analysis of policy processes, guided by the WP6 Leaders, is carried out using a guide for 
semi-structured interviews. The questions are tailored for use with each of the different types of actors. 
Specific details on the evaluation approach and questions are provided in Parts III and IV, and the list of 
questions for pilot testing is provided in Annex 1.  
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5. Explaining the SIMRA Evaluation Framework 

5.1. General Approach 

The emergence of social innovation processes depends on factors that vary according to sector(s) and targets 
for implementation, as well as geographical, territorial, socio-economic and policy contexts (Polman et al., 
2017, D2.1; Kluvánková et al., 2017, D2.2; and Ludvig et al., 2017, D6.1) and that have special characteristics in 
marginalised rural areas (Price et al., 2017; D3.1). In this section, the proposed SIMRA evaluation framework if 
described, with detailed analysis of the dimensions, and interrelationships amongst different dimensions, sub-
dimensions and variables. 

To analyse the emergence, development and impacts of social innovation, a structure agency framework 
based a multi-level, cross-scale approach is used (Sewell, 1992; Hays, 1994). The structure agency framework 
seeks to provide a unified understanding of collective action for social innovation, by bringing together the 
analysis of both process and outcomes (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Howaldt et al., 2015). According to Sewell 
ふヱΓΓヲ: ヱΓぶ, さstヴuItuヴes aヴe sets of ﾏutuall┞ sustaiﾐiﾐg sIheﾏas aﾐd ヴesouヴIes that eﾏpo┘eヴ aﾐd Ioﾐstヴaiﾐ 
soIial aItioﾐ aﾐd that teﾐd to He ヴepヴoduIed H┞ that soIial aItioﾐざ, a IoﾐIept ┘hiIh is used aﾐd adapted as 
(perceived) context iﾐ the fヴaﾏe┘oヴk ふ“eItioﾐ ヵ.ヲ.ヲぶ. Iﾐ otheヴ ┘oヴds, さ[s]tヴuItuヴes eﾏeヴge at the ﾏaIヴo le┗el 
as a ヴesult of the aItioﾐs of the ageﾐts aﾐd theiヴ iﾐteヴaItioﾐs ┘ith otheヴ ageﾐtsざ aﾐd Ihaﾐge slo┘l┞ ふJaﾐsseﾐ 
and Ostrom, 2006).  

AgenI┞ さis the aItoヴ's IapaIit┞ to ヴeiﾐteヴpヴet aﾐd ﾏoHilize aﾐ aヴヴa┞ of ヴesouヴIes iﾐ teヴﾏs of Iultuヴal sIheﾏas 
otheヴ thaﾐ those that iﾐitiall┞ Ioﾐstituted the aヴヴa┞ざ ふ“e┘ell ヱΓΓヲ: ヱΓ; see also Jeﾐseﾐ aﾐd MeIkliﾐg, ヱΓΑヶぶ. 
This peヴspeIti┗e ヴeIogﾐises ageﾐI┞ as さembracing social choices that occur within structurally defined limits 
aﾏoﾐg stヴuItuヴall┞ pヴo┗ided alteヴﾐati┗esざ, aﾐd ┘heヴe さhuﾏaﾐ ageﾐI┞ aﾐd soIial stヴuItuヴe, theﾐ, ha┗e a 
siﾏultaﾐeousl┞ aﾐtagoﾐistiI aﾐd ﾏutuall┞ depeﾐdeﾐt ヴelatioﾐshipざ ふHa┞s, ヱΓΓヴ: ヶヵぶ. Rather than privileging an 
actor-centered perspective or a context-dependent perspective (e.g. Turker and Vural, 2017), the structure 
and agency framework draws on an understanding of SI as emerging from the actions of individuals embedded 
in networks, or a collective, who operate within the enabling and constraining conditions of their own social, 
economic, environmental and institutional environments to reconfigure practices that seek to improve 
wellbeing (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Howaldt et al., 2015; Haxeltine et al., 2016; Turker and Vural, 2017). The 
fヴaﾏe┘oヴk ヴeIogﾐises a ヴelatioﾐal fヴaﾏiﾐg of the “I pヴoIess, ┘hiIh sees ageﾐI┞ ふaﾐd Iogﾐitioﾐぶ as けdistヴiHutedげ 
across a system (Chilvers and Longhurst, 2015: 3) rather than easily attributed to individual actors or groups, 
and reproduced by the practices and commitments of multiple actors (ibidem).  

Cajaiba-Santana (2014) develops a conceptual framework that draws from the dialectic relationship between 
structure and agency to address how social innovation can lead to change and new social practices that seek to 

enhance outcomes on societal well-being. In this sense, social innovation should not be considered as a 
さﾐeutヴal pヴoIessざ, i.e. just a Ihaﾐge; ヴatheヴ, it should He Ioﾐsideヴed foヴ its IapaIit┞ to lead to something new 
as compared with historical and/or recent trajectories in social action (Pike et al., 2010; Moulaert, 2013; 
Nicholls and Ziegler, 2015).  

The focus on practices has enabled the academic debate to bring together concerns for the ways in which 
structures facilitate and constrain individual and collective actions, and the ways in which agency is indeed 
aHle to さﾏake IhoiIes that ha┗e tヴaﾐsfoヴﾏatioﾐal IoﾐseケueﾐIesざ ふHa┞s, ヱΓΓヵ: ヶヲぶ さiﾐ Iヴeati┗e aﾐd iﾐﾐo┗ati┗e 
┘a┞sざ ふ“e┘ell, ヱΓΓヲ: ヴぶ14. As explained by Howaldt et al. ふヲヰヱヵ: ンヰぶ, さPヴaItiIe theoヴies o┗eヴIoﾏe the 
dichotomies between structure and action, subject and object, rule and application, society and the individual, 
that aヴHitヴaヴil┞ defiﾐe ﾏiIヴo aﾐd ﾏaIヴo le┗els oヴ soIiologiIal けヴealit┞ ヴulesげ さふLatouヴ aﾐd Lépiﾐa┞, ヲヰヱヰ, p. ヱヱヴ, 
as cited in Howaldt et al., 2015; Giddens, 1979). In short, they allow us to see how new practices may 
                                                           
14

 ‘efeヴヴiﾐg to Giddeﾐsげ さdualit┞ of stヴuItuヴeざ, “e┘ell e┝plaiﾐs: さho┘, iﾐ a gヴeat ┗aヴiet┞ of tiﾏes aﾐd plaIes, stヴuItuヴes aヴe 
in fact dual: how historical agents' thoughts, motives, and intentions are constituted by the cultures and social institutions 
into which they are born, how these cultures and institutions are reproduced by the structurally shaped and constrained 
actions of those agents, but also how, in certain circumstances, the agents can (or are forced to) improvise or innovate in 
structurally shaped ways that significantly reconfigure the very structures that constituted themざ ふヱΓΓヲ: ヵぶ. 



This project has received funding from the 
Euヴopeaﾐ Uﾐioﾐげs Hoヴizoﾐ ヲヰヲヰ ヴeseaヴIh 
and innovation programme under Grant 
Agreement No 677622 

 

 

36 
 

reproduce existing structures, or conversely, lead to new social systems being created and institutionalised (or 
up-scaled), a key issue in the study of social innovation (Hays, 1994; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Haxeltine et al., 
ヲヰヱヶぶ. Fヴoﾏ this peヴspeIti┗e, “I Iaﾐ He seeﾐ as さa HlaIk Ho┝ざ, to He assessed aﾐd e┗aluated thヴough the 
analysis of its components and their interactions.  

Figure 10 represents the components and interactions of social innovation that may be suited to evaluation.  

 

Figure 10. SIMRA evaluation framework proposed to evaluate SI and its impacts in MRAs. Source: SIMRA 
research team informed by the theoretical framework in Kluvánková et al. (2017; D2.2). 
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The following Sections describe the key phases and dimensions of social innovation identified in the 
framework. The explanation follows a linear, step-wise, and temporal process (i.e. from the initial drivers of SI 
and factors that determine the emergence of SI, to the intermediate stages of changing social practices, and 
the outputs/outcomes and impacts that derive by SI). However, this should not be considered as a strictly 
deterministic approach15. Rather, it should be reflected as an operational-functional approach required for an 
evaluation based on the theory of change and on a result model, i.e. based on identifying the stages, 
dimensions and variables of a SI (and the changes that a SI may induce) that are to be analysed and 
さﾏeasuヴedざ. 

5.2. Key Dimensions for the Evaluation of Social Innovation 

The framework proposed for the evaluation of social innovation and its impacts includes the following key 
diﾏeﾐsioﾐs: さIﾐdi┗idual aﾐd IolleIti┗e ﾐeedsざ, さPeヴIei┗ed Ioﾐte┝tざ, さAgeﾐI┞ざ, さ‘eIoﾐfiguヴiﾐg aﾐd ヴeIoﾐfiguヴed 
soIial pヴaItiIesざ, さAIti┗itiesざ, さOutputholzsざ, さOutIoﾏes aﾐd iﾏpaItsざ, さLeaヴﾐiﾐg pヴoIessesざ ふsee  

Figure 10). These are explained in two sub-Sections: the first provides an overview of the main concepts, and 
the seIoﾐd pヴo┗ides さpヴaItiIal iﾏpliIatioﾐsざ foヴ the “IM‘A e┗aluatioﾐ ﾏethods aﾐd tools. To aid iﾐtヴoduItioﾐ, 
some text used in the first Section has been restated in the second part.    

5.2.1. Trigger, individual and collective needs  

Foヴ the puヴposes of e┗aluatioﾐ, t┘o ke┞ eleﾏeﾐts aヴe IoﾐﾐeIted to the set of ┗aヴiaHles さIﾐdi┗idual aﾐd 
IolleIti┗e ﾐeedsざ ideﾐtified iﾐ Klu┗áﾐko┗á et al. (2017; D2.2). These ke┞ eleﾏeﾐts aヴe さtヴiggeヴざ aﾐd さﾐeedsざ.  

5.2.1.1. Trigger and needs: an overview  

The evaluation framework proposed starts from the premises of a trigger and response model: unmet social 
needs, societal challenges and governance shifts16,17 aヴe fヴaﾏed as the けﾐeedsげ ふoヴ uﾐ┘ell-being) to which 
agency (comprising actors with their own ideas, visions and trust, willingness to act, reflexivity and capacity to 
Ihaﾐgeぶ ヴespoﾐds follo┘iﾐg a けtヴiggeヴげ at aﾐ┞ le┗el, i.e. loIal, ﾐatioﾐal oヴ iﾐteヴﾐatioﾐal. Uﾐﾏet soIial ﾐeeds, 
societal challenges and governance shifts are the focal challenge to which a SI responds. In principle, a 

                                                           
15

 More in-depth considerations on the non-linearity of SI initiatives, are discussed from a theoretical point of view in 
Kluvánková et al. (2017; D2.2), and included in Part III. 
16

 We refer to unmet social needs, societal challenges and governance shifts as the focal challenge to which a SI responds 
following a trigger (BEPA, 2011). Unmet needs can be individual or collective. Mulgan et al. (2007) identify the areas with 
a さdefiIitざ of soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ, aﾐd thus a poteﾐtial ﾐeed, as: ヴisiﾐg life e┝peItaﾐI┞, Iliﾏate Ihaﾐge, gヴo┘iﾐg di┗eヴsit┞ of 
countries and cities, stark inequality (leading to rising violence and mental illnesses), rising incidence of health-related 
long-term conditions and diseases, behaviour problems of affluence, difficult transitions to adulthood, as well as 
happiﾐess. Heヴe, さthe ﾏisﾏatIh Het┘eeﾐ gヴo┘iﾐg GDP and stagnant well being and declining real welfare according to 
soﾏe ﾏeasuヴes ヴeケuiヴes ﾐe┘ ┘a┞s of thiﾐkiﾐg aHout puHliI poliI┞ aﾐd Ii┗iI aItioﾐざ ふMulgaﾐ et al., 2007: 9). To identify 
and categorise the different types of needs for the purposes of evaluation, we found particularly useful to follow the 
three approaches to social innovation proposed by BEPA (2011). Social innovation can respond to (i) social, economic, 
environmental and institutional demands of vulnerable groups which are not traditionally addressed by the market of by 
e┝istiﾐg iﾐstitutioﾐs ふappヴoaIh ヱ: “I ヴespoﾐds to speIifiI さsoIial ﾐeedsざぶ; ふiiぶ soIietal Ihalleﾐges iﾐ ┘hiIh the Houﾐdaヴ┞ 
between social and economic blurs, and which are directed towards society as a whole (approach 2: SI responds to 
Hヴoadeヴ さsoIietal Ihalleﾐgesざぶ; aﾐd ふiiiぶ s┞steﾏiI Ihaﾐge peヴspeIti┗e to He ヴeaIhed thヴough a pヴoIess of oヴgaﾐisatioﾐal 
de┗elopﾏeﾐt, aﾐd Ihaﾐges iﾐ ヴelatioﾐs Het┘eeﾐ iﾐstitutioﾐs aﾐd stakeholdeヴs ふappヴoaIh ン: “I ヴespoﾐds to さgo┗eヴﾐaﾐIe 
shiftsざ, i.e. tentative experiences of creation of new relationships between public and private spheres, new role adopted 
by public authorities in managing the society) (BEPA, 2011: 43). 
17

 B┞ けgo┗eヴﾐaﾐIe shiftsげ, ┘e refer to inadequacies in governance shifts, where governance models are no longer adapted 
to changing circumstances. This may happen when governance shifts towards network-oriented and participatory-based 
models without designing effective mechanisms, public institutions may not be qualified, prepared or well-resourced to 
address the shift properly, public administration may be obsolete and bureaucracy not flexible. However, governance 
shifts that positively stimulate SI (e.g. efforts at networking or engaging citizens in decision making) have to be taken into 
consideration as well.  
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possibility for addressing unmet needs may create an opportunity for the emergence of SI. Unmet social needs 
may refer to the realms of society, economy and environment, and in SIMRA, refer to agriculture, forestry and 
rural development, and on the special features characterising marginalised rural areas (e.g. remoteness, 
isolation or depopulation – see Price et al., 2017; D3.1). However, it is not only a matter of a lack of societal 
well-being: in certain circumstances, an alternative social practice may improve well-being and be considered 
a social innovation.   

The trigger may take the form of a natural or environmental disaster (flooding, drought), social, economic or 
financial crises, shortage of funding, deliberative or participatory movements which attempt to tackle 
さ┘iIkedざ pヴoHleﾏs. It ﾏa┞ also ha┗e positi┗e Ioﾐﾐotatioﾐs. Foヴ e┝aﾏple, the tヴiggeヴ Iould He aﾐ uﾐe┝peIted 
enabling factor such as a new charitable bequest, or a new subsidy that provides unexpected resources. Thus, 
the trigger may emerge in connection to a single time-bound event (e.g. a three-days extreme flooding event); 
an accumulation of unmet needs (e.g. a prolonged period with worsening social life because of depopulation); 
or from a long-term process, whereby a situation becomes untenable (e.g. a critical demographic situation 
reached as consequence of a process of ageing and abandonment of a mountain area).  

Examples of negative triggers are: consistent emigration flows because due to unemployment; abandonment 
of the territory; extreme climatic events such as flooding, landslides, earthquakes, and drought; uncontrolled 
consequences of climate change; deep recessions and economic crises; health pandemics; conflicts and wars; 
unbalanced demographic trends; and natural resources loss and degradation (e.g. biodiversity loss and 
depletion, water, air and soil pollution, pest outbreaks, invasion of alien species, deforestation).  

Triggeヴs aヴe also IoﾐﾐeIted to the IoﾐIept of distuヴHaﾐIes. さDistuヴHaﾐIes18 can be sudden, i.e. a shock, but 
ofteﾐ gヴadual Ihaﾐges iﾐ aﾐ e┝ogeﾐous dヴi┗eヴ ふe.g. the ヴeduItioﾐ of pヴiIe suppoヴt o┗eヴ tiﾏeぶ.ざ ふPeeヴliﾐgs et al., 
2014: p.). Positive events (e.g. changes toward enabling policy, effective decentralisation, subsidies for local 
aItioﾐ oヴ a IhaヴitaHle Heケuest, positi┗e soIial Iapitalぶ Iaﾐ also さopeﾐ upざ the stヴuItuヴe of oppoヴtuﾐit┞, allo┘ 
leaders to initiate actions towards SI, and facilitate the emergence of networks and purposeful action. This 
process may not involve any radical changes, but may lead to an overall improvement of the current system19. 
Finally, as noted above, the trigger may emerge from participatory movements or mobilisation, whereby 
actors peヴIei┗e aﾐ oppoヴtuﾐit┞ as a possiHilit┞ foヴ Ihaﾐge due to Ihaﾐgiﾐg Ioﾐditioﾐs, aﾐd けヴefヴaﾏeげ a pヴoHleﾏ 
into an opportunity for starting an innovation.  

As described in Polman et al. (2017; D2.1), environments which promote social innovation can include: i) 
periods of major social-political turmoil; ii) situations where particular regions or socio-ecological systems are 
confronted by long-standing and widely-ヴeIogﾐised, soﾏetiﾏes さ┘iIkedざ pヴoHleﾏs that e┝istiﾐg poliI┞ 
structures have been unable to address satisfactorily; iii) situations where there has been a major, 
unanticipated, socio-ecological disturbance and in its wake a proliferation of responses includes SI (flood, 
earthquake, nuclear accident); iv) situations where there are major socially, economically, or politically 
structured divergences in welfare or opportunities between different groups; v) situations where there are 
major divergences in belief systems within countries, especially in religious and ethical beliefs; vi) situations 
where there is a power vacuum, or major failings or delivery gaps in state institutions (power); and (vii) 
situations where the state has dramatically reduced the range of services (Box 5.1 in Polman et al., 2017; 
D2.1). All of these situations can directly or indirectly lead to the emergence of a trigger. However, while 
tiggeヴs aヴe usuall┞ seeﾐ as さe┝teヴﾐalざ to the aItoヴs aﾐd iﾐdepeﾐdeﾐt fヴoﾏ theiヴ peヴIeptioﾐ aﾐd ヴeIogﾐitioﾐ, iﾐ 
the proposed evaluation framework, it matters as to how each specific situation is perceived, framed and 

                                                           
18

 Peerlings et al. (2014ぶ fヴaﾏe these IoﾐIepts as: さIﾐ the Ioﾐte┝t of the faヴﾏ, distuヴHaﾐIes aヴe defiﾐed as e┗eﾐts that 
disrupt a farm business (see, for example Janssen and Ostrom, 2005). Disturbances can be idiosyncratic in nature, e.g. a 
farm family crisis or the impact of an outbreak of an animal disease or extreme weather conditions. On the other hand, 
disturbances can also be structural in nature – i.e. affecting the whole farm sector or all farm businesses in a certain 
sector, e.g. policy reforms (see, for example Dries and Ciancian [2012] for an analysis of the impact of idiosyncratic and 
structural shocks on farm employment in the EU)ざ. 
19

 BヴuIe ふヱΓΓンぶ uses the e┝aﾏples of teIhﾐologiIal iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ to desIヴiHe ho┘, さ┘heﾐ conditions are right, a new 
iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ Iaﾐ set iﾐ ﾏotioﾐ さa Ioﾐtiﾐuiﾐg seケueﾐIe of IoﾐﾐeIted e┗eﾐtsざ ふIitiﾐg Buヴke, ヱΓΑΒ: 12). 
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interpreted by the actors themselves. Thus, a situation becomes problematic (or enabling) when it is perceived 
as such, and thus recognised as problematic (or enabling) by actors.   

5.2.1.2. Trigger and needs: details for SIMRA evaluation  

Trigger and needs are potentially interconnected (Figure 11). For the purposes of evaluation, we consider 
trigger to be an event that determines or accentuates needs to the point of deserving a response and a change 
in practice.  

 

Figure 11. Relationships between trigger and social needs. Source: SIMRA research team. 

The trigger could take the form of a discrete event or emerge from a long-running process that is perceived as 
problematic by individuals or local communities.20 However, it becomes a trigger when it leads to strongly-held 
perceptions that the s┞steﾏ ┘ill Iollapse Helo┘ a Ieヴtaiﾐ thヴeshold ふi.e. さeﾐough is eﾐoughざぶ. Tヴiggeヴs ﾏa┞ He 
easily identifiable as leading to the onset of a SI, or the┞ ﾏa┞ He ideﾐtified H┞ the leadeヴs of the aItioﾐ as けthe 
Iauseげ of theiヴ aItioﾐs. The┞ ﾏa┞ He stヴategiIall┞ fヴaﾏed21 by leaders as the root cause of their demands. Thus, 
if the trigger is a catastrophic event, it may determine the subsequent needs. In this case, a catastrophic event 
can be identified objectively, since it happens and it is recorded. Conversely, if needs accumulate over time, 
and determine the trigger they may be subjective (i.e. different persons/communities might have different 
thresholds as to ┘hat Ioﾐstitutes さeﾐoughざぶ. 

If accumulated needs are subjective, the trigger may emerge from participatory movements or mobilisation22, 
whereby actors identify, appヴopヴiate, aﾐd けヴefヴaﾏeげ a speIifiI ﾐeed as a pヴoHleﾏ oﾐ ┘hiIh to staヴt aﾐ 
innovation. Thus, the trigger can spur actor(s) to purposefully begin a series of actions and engage in a process 

                                                           
20

 See Biggs et al. (2010) for examples of triggers that foster innovation, and Biggs et al. (2012) for a discussion on 
ecological regime shifts and consequent loss of resilience in social-ecological systems brought about by trigger. 
21

 Framing, as the practice of attributing opportunity for action to a trigger, and attributing opportunity in the resources 
identified under perceived context, may be key to a leader, for starting and developing a process of social innovation.  
22

 Using different terms, social movement theory provides a dynamic account of triggers, described in this case as 
opportunities or threats: "rather than look upon 'opportunities and threats' as objective structural factors, we see them 
as subject to attribution. No opportunity, however objectively open, will invite mobilisation unless it is i) visible to 
potential challengers and iiぶ peヴIei┗ed as aﾐ oppoヴtuﾐit┞. […] Attribution of opportunity or threat is an activating 
mechanism responsible in part for the mobilisation of previously inert populations" (McAdam et al., 2001: 43). The need 
to act may have been pall along, but the trigger provides the spark for action. 
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of reconfiguration, which eventually leads to SI. From this perspective, the trigger23 does not exist as an 
objective category, but is seen and used as an opportunity for starting actions that will lead to social 
innovation by agency.  

Perceived unmet needs may incude both individual basic (physiological and safety) and higher-level needs 
(belonging, knowledge, self-esteem and self- actualisation) (see Maslow, 1943; 1954 in Figure 12 and Box 6), as 
collective needs, such as self-determination in the case of ethnic minorities or indigenous groups. Needs are 
not necessarily standardised and equal for everybody, but depend upon cultural, social, economic, 
environmental and political contexts24.   

While needs are always present in a community to varying degrees, we hypothesise different scenarios: i) 
needs may be recognised as salient by the general public and raise political discussion and policy action (e.g. 
poverty); or ii) needs may be not be recognised as salient by the general public and may not be captured 
statistically at the regional or territorial level, yet deeply affect a minority of the population (e.g. homelessness 
foヴ siﾐgle paヴeﾐts, け┘oヴkiﾐg pooヴsげ, isolated aﾐd ヴeﾏote fヴaItioﾐs of sﾏall ┗illages iﾐ ヴuヴal aヴeasぶ. Iﾐ Hoth 
cases25, the tヴiggeヴ ﾏa┞ Hヴiﾐg the けﾐeedげ to the foヴe aﾐd Ioﾏpel speIifiI aItioﾐ to addヴess it ふsee  

Figure 10).  

SIMRA aims to identify social and societal needs and characteristics of governance shifts in the context of 
marginalised rural areas in EU and non-EU Mediterranean countries. In such territories, trigger-needs 
relationships are typically characterised by remoteness, limited access to services through public mobility, lack 
of employment, lack of prospects for career building, low income and poverty, population ageing, population 
loss, lack and loss of services, social problems (e.g. gender inequalities), and lack of IT connectivity (see Price et 

al., 2017, D3.1, for a full analysis).  

In Table 7, we propose a preliminary and non-exhaustive list of social needs, societal challenges and 
governance shifts that are likely to characterise MRAs in the SIMRA target area. The list is structured around 
the three focal challenges and corresponding approaches to SI as suggested by BEPA (2011)26. Approach 1 
refers to SI as a response to the social demands of vulnerable groups (i.e. it is grounded on specific unmet 
social needs); approach 2 refers to SI as a response to societal challenges directed towards society as a whole; 
approach 3 refers to SI as a response to governance shifts (i.e. systemic change in relations between public 
authority and the society).  
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 Triggers also lead to processes of upscaling, for example when a new social innovation itself acts as a trigger for its 

replication (scaling out) or for its inclusion in changes in policy at a higher level (scaling up) (Moore and Westley, 2011). 
24

 According to Sen (1999), improvements in well-being depend oﾐ peopleげs IapaHilities as ┘ell (see Box 5).  
25

 In case (a), while some action may be taken, needs may simply (i) not be well addressed from the perspectives of those 
most vulnerable in terms of equity and effectiveness, or (ii) be considered by the general public and policy-ﾏakeヴs as けtoo 
Hig to taIkleげ. Iﾐ Iase ふHぶ, the ﾐeeds that aヴe ﾐot ヴeIogﾐised H┞ the puHliI as salieﾐt, ふけﾏaヴgiﾐalised ﾐeedsげ ﾏa┞ ヴefeヴ to 
those that are not generally considered in a context analysis), may be disregarded by policy makers. However, a specific 
action of SI may include a statistical or qualitative analysis that specifically describes the marginalised context and raises 
the profile of the けneedげ to the general public (e.g. violence against women, work placement for people with a disability, 
youth suicide, dementia among the elderly). Within SIMRA, we need to clarify how the context generates the needs and 
what is the difference between context and needs. For example, if the context variable is the percentage of population 
over 65 years, related needs may be halting or inverting the process of population ageing, lack of a dynamic social life, job 
prospects or opportunities that lead to youth emigration; lack of support for young families and thus lower natality rates; 
or loss of land based activities and traditional knowledge in agriculture and forestry. The relationship between context 
and needs are a core aspect for the evaluation of SI initiatives at the local level. 
26

 See footnote 16  
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Approach 1: The social demand perspective of vulnerable groups 

The fiヴst appヴoaIh ヴespoﾐds to the ケuestioﾐ さWhich are the main social demands that are traditionally not 

addressed by the market or existing institutions
27

 aﾐd are direIted to┘ards ┗ulﾐeraHle groups iﾐ soIiet┞?ざ 
suggested by BEPA (2011: 37).  

Table 7. The social demand perspective in MRAs. Source: SIMRA research team based on BEPA, 2011. 

Vulnerable groups in MRAs Examples of social needs and demands 

Minorities or local indigenous people groups
28, e.g. groups 

with strong and ancient cultural identities, generally not 
recognised as culturally distinct and excluded from the 
dominant culture.  

 Integration 

 Recognition 

 Dignity 

 Respect 

 さVoiIeざ aﾐd さ┗oteざ iﾐ deIidiﾐg loIal 
development paths 

Women, e.g. low qualified and low skilled, typically engaged in 
the provision of child care or elderly assistance, limited by lack 
of rural occupational opportunities, or excluded from them for 
cultural reasons. 

 Resources allocated for child care  

 Hospital assistance for childbirth and 
post-natal care 

 Options for carrier development  

 Recognition of their key role  

People with intellectual and physical disabilities, e.g. people 
affected by physical inabilities in areas with limited transport 
and physical barriers, lack of job placement opportunities, or 
with learning difficulties. 

 Health assistance centres for therapy 

 Options for leisure  

 Social integration  

 Work placement 

 Reduced architectonical barriers 

 Public transport facilities 
Long-term unemployed, e.g. low qualified local residents and 
migrants, men and women, employed in the past in an 
industrial sector or district29.  

 Employment opportunities in loco  

 Avoid relocation and outmigration  

 Take care of family and maintain 
personal connections 

Offenders, e.g. local people well known in the community but 
unable to reintegrate because of their criminal record and 
face difficulties to re-build social relations and reputation.  

 Being re-accepted without prejudice  

 Being given a second chance 

 Reconstructing their social networks 

 Regain respect  

 Have employment opportunities like the 
others 

Elders, e.g. lack of access to transport (personal car or access 
to public transport), cannot drive or are simply too old for 
driving; those who face mobility barriers; are limited during 

 Remain engaged in society with their 
values and capacities 

 Access to resources for health care 
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 In several countries (e.g. Austヴiaぶ, the ﾐeeds of ┗ulﾐeヴaHle gヴoups aヴe addヴessed H┞ さe┝istiﾐg iﾐstitutioﾐsざ as ┘ell as H┞ 
market (e.g. cooperatives, third sector). At the national level, there may also be laws that recognise minority groups, as 
well as specific programmes for low qualified women and other vulnerable groups. SI initiatives attempt at addressing 
these issues through niches initiatives, led by the voluntary engagement of civil society, e.g. social gardening with 
refugees and minority (migrant) women; or social enterprises aimed at long-term unemployed groups. These initiatives 
are partly financed through public funds or recieve other types of public support. However, despite attention, they may 
not always work in practiIe. Thus, ┘heﾐ BEPA ヴefeヴs to “I iﾐ ヴelatioﾐ to さtヴaditioﾐall┞ ﾐot addヴessed H┞ ﾏaヴket oヴ e┝istiﾐg 
iﾐstitutioﾐsざ ふヲヰヱヱ: ンΑぶ, ┘e ヴefeヴ to it as Heiﾐg tヴaditioﾐall┞ ﾐot properly addressed by market or existing institutions.   
28

 e.g. Cimbri population in the Veneto region, North-Eastern Italy.  
29 

e.g. The eyewear industry in the Belluno province was flourishing up until the 1990s in the Cadore valleys, but residents 
lost their jobs due to the international competition of Chinese producers and the collapse of the local industries. Many 
people remained in the area (now marginalised) because of family relationships and duties, while others emigrated 
towards urban areas, thus contributing to the further decline of the social tissue. 
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Vulnerable groups in MRAs Examples of social needs and demands 

extreme weather events (snow, heavy rains heat); or receive 
declining welfare resources.  

 Access to public assistance  

 Access to mobility options  

 Access to meeting and leasure centres 
(not only those managed by churches 
or small local NGOs) for active social life 

 Home care 

Children and young people, e.g. limited access to school 
options, cultural activities, sports facilities; engaged in family 
working activities such as farms, or with parents who work 
some distance away; limited resources allocated for school 
improvements and professional education and consequently 
limited chances of professional careers if they remain in the 
local area; long distance commutes to high schools and higher 
costs for mobility; limited internet connection in remote 
areas.  

 Options for choosing sports 

 High quality school options  

 Options for vocational training 

 Access to affordable public transport 
and leisure centres 

 Internet connection 

 Options for building friendships and 
connections (cinemas, bars, swimming 
pools, disco dances, theatres, music 
concerts) (active social life) 

Poor families, e.g. low income families, often with one job, 
unstable, subject to moving in/outside of a community 
(sometimes not open and flexible as urban communities) 

 Minimum salary 

 Dignity 

 Employment opportunity 

 Housing 

 

Approach 2: The societal challenge perspective 

The second approach ヴespoﾐds to the ケuestioﾐ さWhich examples of societal challenges
30

 are both social and 

eIoﾐoﾏiI iﾐ ﾐature, aﾐd are direIted to┘ards soIiet┞ as a ┘hole?ざ, as suggested by BEPA (2011: 38). Societal 

challenges refer to social, economic, institutional and environmental challenges that require adaptation. 
Examples include natural disturbances such as negative trends in the availability or access to natural resources 
due to climate change and resource and landscape loss and depletion, or social change, such as ageing, in- and 
out-migration, declining population, conflict, war and social unrest, or criminality.  

Adapting to a natural disturbance may refer to survival after an environmental disaster, including the decision 
to remain and re-build houses and social life; adapt agricultural or forestry practices to reduced availability and 
access to natural resources; implement new climate-sensitive ways of producing and distributing green 
products and services, or finding new products and services that are sought by society. These refer to new 
social uses of forests for improving general health (e.g. green care), short value chains of local agricultural and 
forest products and specialties, community-based and rural tourism activities, or nature-based businesses.  

Adapting to soIial Ihaﾐge ふofteﾐ ヴepoヴted as けsoIial distuヴHaﾐIesげぶ ﾏa┞ iﾐ┗ol┗e fiﾐdiﾐg ┘a┞s to ﾏaﾐage the 
long-term care of elderly residents in MRAs during a time of public budget constraints, increasing the 
attractiveness of marginalised rural areas for young families, for example by guaranteeing basic public 
services, creating new jobs, creating cultural events and promoting a dynamic social life). It may also involve 
improving infrastructure and services to reduce out-migration towards urban areas, or integrating newcomers 
into the local economy and community. Survival after a conflict/war, adaptation to social unrest and resistance 
to criminality are other examples that require adaptation in marginalised rural contexts.  

 

 

                                                           
30

 Societal challenges include environmental-related challenges (e.g. climate change) that have both social and economic 
IoﾐseケueﾐIes. Thus, e┗eﾐ if the teヴﾏ さeIologiIalざ is ﾐot e┝pliIitl┞ ﾏeﾐtioﾐed iﾐ the ケuestioﾐ posed H┞ BEPA, it is iﾏpliIitl┞ 
included as a component of societal challenges.  
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Approach 3: Systemic change perspective 

Governance shifts include attempts at adopting citizen engagement mechanisms, increasing information 
exchange and disclosure, facilitating network creation and managing new roles for the public sector (e.g. 
process facilitator). Governance shifts are often characterised by inadequacy, i.e. by a limited or absent 
capacity of the governance model to adapt to continuously fluctuating circumstances. Examples of 
inadequacies that are obstacles to shifts towards new models and mechanisms include the lack or ineffective 
involvement of civil society, community and citizens in decision-making processes and lack of voice; 
unbalanced representation of women in positions of responsibility (e.g. mayors, presidents, CEOs); an 
overwhelming bureaucracy or obsolete and rigid legal framework, brittle and inflexible public administrations 
ふi.e. aﾐ adﾏiﾐistヴatioﾐ ┘ith liﾏited iﾐstitutioﾐal  IapaIit┞ uﾐaHle to addヴess soIiet┞げs ﾐeedsぶ, IoﾐfliIts of 
interest as well as corruption in public and private organisations. Thus, governance inadequacy refers to top-
down, managerial systems of control (Holling and Meffe, 1996), which are brittle, inflexible, and lack the 
capacity to face social, environmental and economic change (societal challenges). They refer to the lack of 
capacity to steer governance systems involving public and private partners. In marginalised rural areas, this 
can be due to unproper decentralisation or neo-centralisation processes (e.g. Secco et al., 2017), or, more 
simply, to a progressive reduction in the amount of resources allocated to peripheral (local) governments 
following financial and economic crises and spending reviews. Thus, governance shifts may fail to address the 
needs of the most vulnerable groups, leading to greater inequality and overall social instability. It is also 
possible for governance shifts to be positive. Shifts may be well structured and properly organised, supporting 
emerging SI initiatives. Both options should be considered in the evaluation.  

Box 6– Main methods that inspired the development of the SIMRA method for addressing the dimension 

Individual and collective needs 

From the survey of methods to assess SI and its impacts, different approaches were influential. For example, 
Maslo┘げs P┞ヴaﾏid ふヱΓヴン; ヱΓヵヴ iﾐ Figure 12), in which needs are ranked, is heuristically useful, even though 
e┝teﾐsi┗e Iヴitiケue has Ihalleﾐged the けhieヴaヴIhizatioﾐげ of ﾐeeds aﾐd aヴgued that ﾐeeds aヴe peヴIei┗ed 
differently across cultures, ages, gender, class and between individualistic and collective societies (e.g. Wahba 
and Bridwell, 1976; Hofstede, 1984; Cianci and Gambrel, 2003). 

 

Figure 12. Hierarchy of needs (Maslow, 1943; 1954). Source: http://blog.readytomanage.com/wp-
content/uploads/2012/11/maslow-pyramid.png accessed 21.03.2017 

Needs aヴe also IoﾐﾐeIted ┘ith the IoﾐIept of さケualit┞ of lifeざ ふNussHauﾏ aﾐd “eﾐ, ヱΓΓンぶ aﾐd the さsuHstaﾐtive 
fヴeedoﾏsざ de┗eloped iﾐ “eﾐげs さIapaHilit┞ appヴoaIhざ ふ“eﾐ, ヱΓΓΓぶ. AIIoヴdiﾐg to “eﾐ ふヱΓΓΓ: ヴ-5) rather than 
guaヴaﾐteeiﾐg a Ieヴtaiﾐ le┗el of iﾐIoﾏe oヴ GDP peヴ Iapita, de┗elopﾏeﾐt さヴeケuiヴes the ヴeﾏo┗al of ﾏajoヴ souヴIes 
of uﾐfヴeedoﾏざ, iﾐIludiﾐg po┗eヴt┞, t┞ヴaﾐﾐ┞, さpooヴ eIoﾐoﾏiI oppoヴtuﾐities, s┞steﾏatiI soIial depヴi┗atioﾐ, 
ﾐegleIt of puHliI faIilitiesざ aﾐd soIial Iaヴe. “e┗eヴal t┞pes of eIoﾐoﾏiI, soIial aﾐd politiIal fヴeedoﾏs pla┞ a ke┞ 
ヴole さiﾐ eﾐhaﾐIiﾐg aﾐd eﾐヴiIhiﾐg the li┗es that people aヴe aHle to leadざ ふiHideﾏ:  Γぶ. さThe life that a peヴsoﾐ 
leads can be seen as a combination of various doings and beings, which can be generally called functionings. 
These functionings vary from such elementary matters as being well nourished and disease-free, to more 

http://blog.readytomanage.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/11/maslow-pyramid.png%20accessed%2021.03.2017
http://blog.readytomanage.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/11/maslow-pyramid.png%20accessed%2021.03.2017
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complex doings or beings, such as having self-respect, preserving human dignity, taking part in the life of the 
Ioﾏﾏuﾐit┞ aﾐd so oﾐ.ざ ふNussHauﾏ aﾐd “eﾐ, ヱΓΓン: ンぶ. Theヴefoヴe, ﾐeeds aヴe ﾐot ﾐeIessaヴil┞ staﾐdaヴdised, as 
they depend on cultural contexts and dominant ┗alues. Thヴough his studies, “eﾐ tヴied さto e┝ploヴe a paヴtiIulaヴ 
approach to well-Heiﾐg aﾐd ad┗aﾐtage iﾐ teヴﾏs of a peヴsoﾐげs aHilit┞ to do ┗aluaHle aIts oヴ ヴeaIh ┗aluaHle states 
of Heiﾐgざ ふ“eﾐ, ヱΓΓン: ンヰぶ.  

If ┘e Ioﾐsideヴ さfヴeedoﾏs as the pヴiﾏaヴ┞ eﾐds of de┗elopﾏeﾐtざ31, we can argue that guaranteeing substantive 
fヴeedoﾏs ﾏeaﾐs satisf┞iﾐg peopleげs ﾐeeds. The fi┗e t┞pes of HasiI fヴeedoﾏs iﾐIlude: さヱぶ politiIal fヴeedoﾏ; ヲぶ 
economic facilities; 3) social opportunities; 4) transparency guarantees and 5) protective security. Each of 
these distiﾐIt t┞pes of ヴights aﾐd oppoヴtuﾐities helps to ad┗aﾐIe the geﾐeヴal IapaHilit┞ of a peヴsoﾐざ ふ“eﾐ, ヱΓΓΓ: 
10). They are all interconnected.  

Ho┘e┗eヴ, if ┘e Ioﾐsideヴ that さsoIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ […] seeks to eﾐhaﾐIe outIoﾏes oﾐ soIietal well-Heiﾐgざ ふ“IM‘A 
defiﾐitioﾐぶ, “eﾐげs さIapaHilit┞ appヴoaIhざ Iaﾐ help us to defiﾐe ┘ell-Heiﾐg. さThe IapaHilit┞ appヴoaIh to a peヴsoﾐげs 
advantage is concerned with evaluating it in terms of his or her actual ability to achieve various valuable 
functinionings as a part of living. The corresponding approach to social advantage, for aggregative appraisal as 
well as for the choice of institutions and policy, takes the sets of individual capabilities as constituting an 
indispensable and central part of the relevant iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐal Hase of suIh e┗aluatioﾐざ ふ“eﾐ, ヱΓΓン: ンヰぶ. This 
approach differs from approaches focused on personal utility (e.g. based on pleasures or happiness), absolute 
or relative opulence (e.g. based on income), or absence of freedoms (Sen, 1993).  

Fヴeedoﾏ to lead diffeヴeﾐt li┗es is ヴefleIted iﾐ a peヴsoﾐげs IapaHilit┞ set, ┘hile the IapaHilit┞ of a peヴsoﾐ 
depends on factors such as personal characteristics and social arrangements. In addition, papers and methods 
that have inspired development of the preliminary set of SIMRA methods and tools are: Dawson and Daniel 
2010; Bock 2012; AngloAmerican 2012; McLachlan et al., 2015; SIMPACT, and Peerlings et al. (2014). More 
information is provided in the SIMRA Resources Web Site (see www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/).  

 

Box 7 – What we evaluate for the dimension Individual and collective needs 

 Befoヴe aﾐd afteヴ: the Ioﾐte┝t of iﾐdi┗idual aﾐd IolleIti┗e ﾐeeds ふsee “eItioﾐ oﾐ けPeヴIei┗ed Ioﾐte┝tげぶ 
 Trigger as a discrete event or long-running process 

 Framing processes 

 Identification and explanation of the relationship between trigger and needs  

 Analysis of how the trigger may change perception of needs and thus compel individual or groups to action 
(e.g. psychology of the individual, psychology of the group, storyline of strategic framing) 

 Specific unmet social needs, societal challenges and/or governance shifts to which SI responds 

 

5.2.2. Perceived context 

5.2.2.1. Perceived context: an overview  

Context refers to the conditions that enable or constrain SI. In the SIMRA evaluation framework, it includes 
two sub-dimensions: i) a static one, based on existing context and resources; and ii) a dynamic and subjective 
one, based on the perceptions and framing of actors of what is an opportunity or a threat (perceived 
opportunities and threats). The first sub-dimension, Context, refers to the SI context set of variables (see 
Kluvánková et al., 2017; D2.2)32,33. Context typically includes the regulatory frameworks (laws, legislation and 

                                                           
31

 Sen further Ioﾐsideヴs fヴeedoﾏs as the さpヴiﾐIipal ﾏeaﾐs of de┗elopﾏeﾐtざ ふヱΓΓΓ: ヱヰぶ.  
32

 The SI context includes existing enabling and constraining conditions that influence the actions of actors, and thus 
deteヴﾏiﾐe the さaItioﾐ aヴeﾐaざ (Kluvánková et al., 2017; D2.2).  
33

 In the SIMRA evaluation framework, the SI context includes eleﾏeﾐts of the さヴesouヴIe s┞steﾏsざ aﾐd the さヴesouヴIe 
uﾐitsざ, as ┘ell as of the さgo┗eヴﾐaﾐIe s┞steﾏsざ aﾐd さaItoヴsざ desIヴiHed iﾐ MIGiﾐﾐis aﾐd Ostヴoﾏ ふヲヰヱヴぶ ふsee Kluvánková et 

al., 2017, D2.2; Section 5.2.2.2 of D4.2). 
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policy); overall governance and institutional arrangements, both formal and informal; material resources such 
as availability of funding, raw materials, natural resources and existing infrastructures; and intangible 
resources such as social memory, culture and identity, discourses, and historical background. These resources 
are identified as the five capitals (social, natural, human, financial, cultural) (Goodwin, 2003) or considered as 
dimensions of a territory, e.g. social, financial, legislative, economic, technological and natural territorial 
systems (Osti, 2010).  

The second sub-dimension, Perceived opportunities and threats (POT), refers to the subjective understanding 
and perception of the context. The latter focuses on the resources or obstacles that are perceived as such by 
the agents and actors of a system. The existence of a specific set of assets (resources) does not imply that they 
are visible (identified and recognised), available and/or accessible and at the disposal of actors/agents ready to 
implement a SI. As described under trigger and needs (Section 5.2.1 above), context is not objectively defined, 
Hut ヴatheヴ, it is suHjeIt to the IolleIti┗e attヴiHutioﾐ of けoppoヴtuﾐitiesげ oヴ けthヴeatsげ. Iﾐ oﾐe Iase, the Ioﾐte┝t 
Iould offeヴ a set of oppoヴtuﾐities that to otheヴs aヴe thヴeats. Coﾐte┝t ﾏust He ┗isiHle aﾐd けseeﾐげ H┞ aﾐ 
agent/actor for SI initiative to start34, and for this reason, it is case-specific at the local level.35  

Perceived context refers to all the tangible and intangible resources that are available, accessible to, 
recognised and used by, actors/agents (or conversely, that hinder actors) in the process of reconfiguring 
relations and social practices and putting in place mechanisms for SI. 

5.2.2.2. Perceived context: details for SIMRA evaluation  

In the context of SIMRA evaluation, the dimension Perceived context is distinct from trigger and needs. Trigger 
ヴefeヴs to a disIヴete e┗eﾐt oヴ a situatioﾐ さthat causes something to startざ ふCaﾏHヴidge DiItioﾐaヴ┞, ヲヰヱΑぶ, aﾐd, 
in the case of SI, that causes agency to start. Perceived context refers to the structure of opportunity, 
external to the agency, at any scale, which integrates how actors perceive the contextual situation (e.g. the 
institutional environment) and which enables or constrains the action of the innovator. According to this 
definition, in the evaluation, it is assumed that perceived context is identified by both a context analysis (i.e. 
さIoﾐte┝t iﾐdiIatoヴsざ, oﾐ ┗aヴious t┞pes of e┝istiﾐg ヴesouヴIesぶ aﾐd a さPOTざ aﾐal┞sis ふi.e. aﾐal┞sis of PeヴIei┗ed 
Opportunities and Threats)36. Analysis of both sub-dimensions provides the baseline for the evaluation, i.e. the 
scenario before the SI, against which change can be measured 

Perceived context is case-specific at the local level, because it constitutes site-specific resources (also available 
at other levels) that are visible, culturally and socially identified and defined; and types of access that the 
agent/agency has to resources which are tangible (e.g. financial, physical resources) or intangible (e.g. 
knowledge, discourses, symbols). For indentifying and analysing key resources in the evaluation of the 
diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さPeヴIei┗ed Ioﾐte┝tざ, the IoﾐIept of Iapitals is used.37,38 Natural Capital is connected to 
environmental resources, Infrastructural Capital to human-constructed facilities and resources, Financial 

                                                           
34

 See footnote 22 for reference to the social movement theory (McAdam et al. 2001). 
35 Power relations can shape perceived context and the kinds of relationships which develop as a result of agency and the 

SI initiative. However, power relations are more connected to the specific strengths and weaknesses of the agent/agency 
iﾐ usiﾐg ヴesouヴIes, aﾐd aヴe thus e┝ploヴed uﾐdeヴ the diﾏeﾐsioﾐ of さAgeﾐI┞ざ.  
36

 The POT is a SWOT analysis but the Ioﾏpoﾐeﾐts さOppoヴtuﾐities ふOぶざ aﾐd さThヴeats ふTぶざ are considered and seen from 
the specific perspective of the agency as factors external to agency, i.e.i.e. in relation to what is recognised and perceived 
as an enabling or constraining component by the agency itself. In evaluation, these could be identified through 
storytelling. Other methods will also be considered if necessary and possible. 
37

 When used in the contest of Sustainable Rural Livelihoods, capitals have been used to show a multidimensional 
approach to assets and associated to analyses of poverty. This "recognises human agency and examines the ways in which 
household livelihood strategies are built around protecting, substituting, increasing and using assets to produce security 
and achieve other goals.ざ (Hulme and Sheperd, 2003: 414). It also contributes to the delivery of interventions that are not 
sector-based but recognise that interactions among capitals affect choices and opportunities. 
38

 In using key words connected with capitals, we are aware that this terminology over-emphasises their role and can be 
seen to fix them into categories. The approach does not imply support for a materialist and economist view of local 
development connected with SI. Rather, the approach is adopted for operational reasons, because of its relative ease of 
use for identifying the elements of the sets of resources for inclusion in the evaluation. 

http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/cause
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/start
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Capital to financial resources, Human Capital to human resources, and Social Capital to social resources (Table 
8).  

Table 8. Key components of various types of capital and their possible links to different types of resources. 
Source: SIMRA research team based on various sources. 

Resources Type of capital Definition Key components 

Environmental/
natural 
resources 

Natural Capital The [┘oヴldげs] stoIks of ﾐatuヴal assets 
which include geology, soil, air, water and 
all living things (World Forum on Natural 
Capital, 2017). 

Natural resources such as 
water, soil, ecosystems, 
forests, pastures, energy, 
geology, land. 

Human-
constructed 
resources 

Infrastructural 
Capital 

The basic physical and organisational 
structures and facilities (e.g. buildings, 
roads, power supplies) needed for the 
operation of a societ┞ oヴ eﾐteヴpヴiseざ 
ふO┝foヴd DiItioﾐaヴ┞, ヲヰヱΑぶ; oヴ さ“tヴuItuヴes, 
systems, and facilities serving the 
economy of a business, industry, country, 
Iit┞, to┘ﾐ, oヴ aヴeaざ ふDiItioﾐaヴ┞.Ioﾏぶ. 

Infrastructure such as 
airports, bridges, roads, 
railways, schools, hospitals, 
ITC infrastructures, 
buildings, machines, 
equipment. 

Financial/ 
economic 
resources 

Financial 
Capital 

さFiﾐaﾐIial Iapital is any economic 
resource measured in terms of money 
used by entrepreneurs and businesses to 
buy what they need to make their 
products or to provide their services to 
the sector of the economy upon which 
their operation is based, i.e. retail, 
corporate, investment banking, etI.ざ 
(Wikipedia) 

Funds, investments, 
charities, short-term loans, 
medium-term loans, 
deposits, venture capital, 
equity, debts, leasing, 
financial instruments (e.g. 
futures, options, 
derivatives, investments 
funds, bonds), insurance. 

Human 
resources 

Human Capital さThe kﾐo┘ledge, iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐ, ideas, 
skills, aﾐd health of iﾐdi┗idualsざ ふBeIkeヴ, 
1964). More recently, the definition 
developed a more collective-oriented 
ﾏeaﾐiﾐg. さThe IolleIti┗e skills, 
knowledge, or other intangible assets of 
individuals that can be used to create 
economic value for the individuals, their 
eﾏplo┞eヴs, oヴ theiヴ Ioﾏﾏuﾐit┞ざ 
(Dictionary.com).  
Oヴ, さThe skills, kﾐo┘ledge, and 
experience possessed by an individual or 
population, viewed in terms of their value 
oヴ Iost to aﾐ oヴgaﾐisatioﾐ oヴ Iouﾐtヴ┞ざ 
(Oxford Dictionary Online).  

Skills, information, 
education, knowledge, 
health, ideas, values, social 
and personality attributes 
included creativity, 
motivation, competences, 
experiences, habits, 
culture.  

Social resources Social Capital さNet┘oヴks togetheヴ ┘ith shaヴed ﾐoヴﾏs, 
values and understandings that facilitate 
Ioopeヴatioﾐ ┘ithiﾐ oヴ aﾏoﾐg gヴoups.ざ 
(Healy and Côté, 2001: 41). 
Different types of SC: cognitive, relational 
and structural SC; bonding, bridging and 
linking SC.  

Networks, relations, trust, 
shared norms, shared 
values, exchange of 
information, cooperation, 
cultural identity, social life, 
collaboration attitudes, 
solidarity, social groups, 
inclusion vs. exclusion, 
collective action, conflicts.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Entrepreneur
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Business
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Investment_banking
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Resources Type of capital Definition Key components 

Institutional/ 
governance 
resources 

Institutional 
Capital 

Despite institutional capital is referred as 
important to SI, not clear definition 
seems available39.  
 
 

Government and non-
governmental 
organisations, actors 
(included civil society 
representatives), networks, 
decision making rules, 
operational rules, property 
rights systems (included 
access rights), monitoring 
and sanctioning rules, 
security, legality, access to 
information, empowerment 
of different social groups. 

MIGiﾐﾐis aﾐd Ostヴoﾏげs fヴaﾏe┘oヴk oﾐ soIio-ecological systems (2012) (see Box 8 and Kluvánková et al., 2017; 
Dヲ.ヲぶ pヴo┗ides t┘o useful Iategoヴies of IoﾐIepts: さ‘esouヴIe “┞steﾏsざ aﾐd theiヴ speIifiI uﾐitaヴiaﾐ Ioﾏpoﾐents 
ふi.e. さ‘esouヴIe Uﾐitsざぶ, aﾐd さGo┗eヴﾐaﾐIe “┞steﾏsざ aﾐd theiヴ speIifiI uﾐitaヴiaﾐ Ioﾏpoﾐeﾐts ふi.e. さAItoヴsざぶ. The 
first category can be conceptually linked to Natural, Financial and Infrastructural Capital, and the second one 
can be linked to Institutional, Human and Social Capital. 

In the SIMRA evaluation approach, we propose two sequential and complementary steps. First, identifying 
context indicators for natural, human-constructed, financial, human, social and institutional resources at the 
appropriate level of disaggregation (regional and/or local, when possible). Second, carrying out a POT analysis 
for the resourses in Table 8, as identified by the social innovator and its network. This analysis uses different 
means of interpretation40, including: presence/lack of the resource; whether the resource is supportive or 
hinders the SI; whether the resource is identified as a resource or is not recognised. This approach allows an 
assessﾏeﾐt of eﾐaHliﾐg ふさpヴeseﾐIe of…ざ, さsuppoヴt to…ざぶ aﾐd Ioﾐstヴaiﾐiﾐg ふさlaIk of…ざ; さoppositioﾐ to…ざぶ 
conditions for SI. The social innovator can directly identify the opportunities and threats as external factors41 
primarily through storytelling and narrative, whereas context indicators are based on secondary and 
quantitative data, when available at the appropriate level of analysis.  

Box 8 – Main methods that inspired the development of the SIMRA method for addressing the dimension 

Perceived context 

The sub-diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さCoﾐte┝tざ dヴe┘ oﾐ: ふaぶ the concepts of the five capitals that are at the basis of territorial 
systems, identified by economists and social scientists (e.g. Coleman, 1988; Becker, 1993, Goodwin, 2003; Osti, 
2010); and (b) the basic components of the socio-ecological system framework (McGinnis and Ostrom, 2012; 
2014). The approach and use of these specific frameworks is related to the relevance of natural resources and 
socio-ecological systems in the analysis of SI in marginalised rural areas (See                   Figure 13).  

In identifying the sub-dimension さふPぶOTざ, reference is made to the theory of access (Ribot and Peluso, 2003). 
AIIoヴdiﾐg to these authoヴs, "[…] aIIess aﾐal┞sis iﾐ┗ol┗es iぶ ideﾐtif┞iﾐg aﾐd ﾏappiﾐg the flo┘ of the paヴtiIular 
benefit of interest; ii) identifying the mechanisms by which different actors involved gain, control, and 
maintain the benefit flow and its distribution; and iii) an analysis of the power relations underlying the 
mechanisms of access involved in instances where benefits are derived" (Ribot and Peulos, 2003: 160-161). 

 

                                                           
39 The Iﾐstitutioﾐal Capital is ヴefeヴヴed as さthe human, financial, technical, facilities, and other resources necessary to 

achieve an iﾐstitutioﾐげs ﾏissioﾐ aﾐd goalsざ (http://oirap.rutgers.edu/msa/Standard-3.htm), but this meaning is not 
appropriate for the analysis of the institutional resources in a territory.  
40

 The order of collection of information is not necessarily the one used to illustrate the main contents of the analysis. 
41

 Strenghts and Weakenesses (as internal factors with respect to the SI) are analysed in relation to other dimensions of 
soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ ふiﾐ paヴtiIulaヴ, the diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さAgeﾐI┞ざぶ. 

http://oirap.rutgers.edu/msa/Standard-3.htm
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Figure 13. The socio-ecological systems (SES) framework and its specific components. Source: McGinnis and 

Ostrom (2012) as explained in Kluvánková et al. (2017; D2.2).42 

The concept of access to resources is multifaceted, involving access control, access maintenance and gaining 
access. Access can be explored in relation to access to technology and access to resources mediated by 
technology (Bunker, 1985; Barham et al., 1994), to capital, to markets, to labour and labour opportunities, to 
knowledge, to authority; it can be facilitated by social identity, via the negotiation of other social relations 
(Ribot and Peluso, 2003: 165). In SIMRA, social innovation is often about changing access and control to 
common pool resources (i.e. disused hotels which reopen the use of abandoned villages, social agriculture 
which opens farming to people with a disability, terraces which are adopted or used by others).  

Social innovation allows the reopening of previously closed areas/lands, changing access conditions for 
different groups of people or organisations. Reference is made to the Q methodology, which uses input from 
psychology (Stephenson, 1963) and action research to analyse subjective attitudes and perceptions that are 
difficult to quantify with other means (Barry and Proops, 1999; Brown, 1996; Watts and Stenner, 2012; Nijnik 
et al., 2016). Its results are case and context specific and rewording is needed for different types of 
respondents at the national, subnational and local levels.  

Other sources that supported the analysis of the dimension of Perceived context are: EU projects on social 
innovation such as SI-DRIVE (www.si-drive.eu/), TRANSIT (http://transitsocialinnovation.eu/; Wittmayer et al., 
2015) and CRESSI (www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/faculty-research/research-projects/creating-economic-space-social-
innovation-cressi); and Stirling and Mayer, 2001; De Boer and Bressers, 2011; Bock 2012; AngloAmerican, 
2012; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Katonáné Kovács et al., 2016; and Dudwick et al., 2006. More information is 
provided in the SIMRA Resources Web Site (see www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/). 

 

                                                           
42

 https://blog.waterdiplomacy.org/blog2014/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/SESepanded.png. 

https://www.si-drive.eu/
http://transitsocialinnovation.eu/
https://www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/faculty-research/research-projects/creating-economic-space-social-innovation-cressi
https://www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/faculty-research/research-projects/creating-economic-space-social-innovation-cressi
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Box 8 – What we evaluate for the dimension Perceived context 

 The baseline for the evaluation 

 Context indicators: natural, human-constructed, financial/economic, human, social and 
institutional/governance resources – in their multifaceted key components (see Table 8) 

 Perceived Opportunities and Threats (POT): how resources are interpreted and used by the social 
innovator, in terms of presence/absence, access to/not access to, power on/not power on, supporting or 
obstacling resources 

Note: the level of analysis is local to where the SI takes place 

5.2.3. Agency 

5.2.3.1. Agency: an overview  

In the SIRMA evaluation framework, we consider agents (actors and drivers of their actions) and actions as key 
sub-dimensions of agency. AgeﾐI┞ is さthe aItoヴ's IapaIit┞ to ヴeiﾐteヴpヴet aﾐd ﾏoHilize aﾐ aヴヴa┞ of ヴesouヴIes iﾐ 
terms of cultural schemas other than those that iﾐitiall┞ Ioﾐstituted the aヴヴa┞ざ ふ“e┘ell ヱΓΓヲ: ヱΓぶ. Agency is 
also seeﾐ as さﾏeaﾐiﾐgful huﾏaﾐ Heha┗iouヴ, iﾐdi┗idual oヴ IolleIti┗e, that ﾏakes a sigﾐifiIaﾐt diffeヴeﾐIe iﾐ the 
natural and/or social worlds, either by direct, unmediated action or through the mediation of tools, machines, 
dispositifs, iﾐstitutioﾐs, oヴ otheヴ affoヴdaﾐIesざ ふMoulaeヴt et al. 2016: 169). In a context more specific to SI, 
ageﾐI┞ さヴefeヴs to the IapaIit┞ of “I-ageﾐts to tヴaﾐsfoヴﾏati┗e Ihaﾐgeざ ふHa┝eltiﾐe et al., 2016: 23), including by 
さﾏodif┞iﾐg, eliﾏiﾐatiﾐg oヴ Iヴeatiﾐg ﾐe┘ iﾐstitutioﾐs aﾐd e┗eﾐtuall┞ ﾐe┘ soIial s┞steﾏsざ ふCajaiHa-Santana, 
2014: 47).  

Agency if referred to as including specific values, visions and trust, willingness to act, reflexivity and capacity for 

change,
43

 which influence how actors or groups of actors (agents) seek to change practices to respond to 

specific needs, but also their level of motivation and power to actually act and sustain their action toward 

specific goals (Sewell Jr., 1992; Janssen and Ostrom, 2006; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014). In this Section, 
interconnections amongst these concepts are briefly explained. Developing a framework based on agency and 
stヴuItuヴe さヴeケuiヴes gaiﾐiﾐg iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐ aHout ho┘ ageﾐts ﾏake theiヴ deIisioﾐs, ho┘ the┞ foヴeIast futuヴe 
developmeﾐts, aﾐd ho┘ the┞ ヴeﾏeﾏHeヴ the pastざ ふJaﾐsseﾐ aﾐd Ostヴoﾏ, ヲヰヰヶぶ, thus fittiﾐg iﾐto the t┞piIal, 
driving questions of an evaluation.  

Agents and action 

As described by Sewell (1992: 20), さagents are empowered to act with and against others by structures: they 
have knowledge of the schemas that inform social life and have access to some measure of human and 
ﾐoﾐhuﾏaﾐ ヴesouヴIesざ. “I-agents can include individual and collective human actors but also ideas, objects, 
activities, discourses and narratives of change (Haxeltine et al., ヲヰヱヶ: ヲンぶ. The さoHjeIts, aIti┗ities, disIouヴses 
aﾐd ﾐaヴヴati┗es of Ihaﾐgeざ desIヴiHed iﾐ the Tヴaﾐsfoヴﾏati┗e “oIial Iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴk ふHa┝eltiﾐe et al., 2016) 
are considered part of the action. Actors-agents embark on individual or collective actions, which may lead to 
either individual or societal benefits (see also Schouten et al., 2013).  

We hypothesize that actions44 seeking societal (collective) benefit typically lead to social innovation. Action 
refers to all those activities that social innovators (actors-agents, as individuals or group/s) may carry out for 

                                                           
43

 As explained by Caijaba-“aﾐtaﾐa ふヲヰヱヴぶ iﾐ ヴelatioﾐ to soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ, さ…aItoヴs aヴe IoﾐIei┗ed as puヴposeful, 
knowledgeable, and reflexive. [Taking from Giddens], the idea of けヴefle┝i┗it┞げ iﾏplies that aItoヴs ha┗e the IapaIit┞ to 
monitor routinely their actions by reflecting upon them and acting according to their intentions. Reflexivity stands for the 
continuous monitoring of the social context and the activities taking place within this context. Agents' actions have the 
power of changing institutions, but are at the same time constrained by institutional practices. The social innovation 
process requires attention to the individual persons; more specifically, to what they think, to what they value, to how 
they behave, and to how interrelations between actors and social systems take place.ざ (p. 48) 
44

 Individual actions intended for individual benefits (e.g. internal reorganisation of a company proposed by the director) 
typically refer to technological innovations that may lead to societal benefits but do not include a reconfiguring of social 
practices and/or the engagement of civil society. As such they are outside the scope of the SIMRA evaluation framework. 
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preparing the process of reconfiguring. These could include conducting a context analysis of benchmarking, 
identifying and contacting potential partners/stakeholders, seeking legal information on options for types of 
business that could be created, finding consultants where required, introducing the idea in meetings, and 
raising awareness by communicating the idea (narrative building). These actions, connected with ex-ante 
transaction costs (Williamson, 1985: 20), are implemented to lay the ground for collective action, whereby 
networks, institutions and attitudes change during the process of reconfiguring.  

Characteristics of Agency 

In some cases, SI agency may originate from a well-defined organisation where organisational aspects are 
established and well known. In other cases, agency may take a more distributed form, emerging from an 
informal group of people where the determinant characteristics of an organisation may be not identifiable at 
that time, but a network may be identifiable. In the first case, agency is consistent with, but not synonymous 
of, the concept of organisation as defiﾐed H┞ Hodgsoﾐ ふヲヰヰΑ: Βぶ, iﾐ┗ol┗iﾐg: さふaぶ Iヴiteヴia to estaHlish theiヴ 
boundaries and to distinguish their members from non-members, (b) principles of sovereignty concerning who 
is iﾐ Ihaヴge, aﾐd ふIぶ Ihaiﾐs of Ioﾏﾏaﾐd deliﾐeatiﾐg ヴespoﾐsiHilities ┘ithiﾐ the oヴgaﾐisatioﾐざ. Iﾐ the seIoﾐd 
case, the emphasis is on collective efforts for collective action, where Haxeltine et al. ふヲヰヱヶぶ ヴefeヴ to さageﾐI┞ 
as distヴiHuted, ヴatheヴ thaﾐ easil┞ attヴiHutaHle to iﾐdi┗idual aItoヴs of gヴoupsざ, ┘hile Westle┞ et al. (2013) refer 
to さstヴategiI ageﾐI┞ [as] t┞piIall┞ ﾐot assoIiated ┘ith just oﾐe iﾐdi┗idual, ヴatheヴ is pヴoduced through the 
strategies of a number of actors, each of whom takes actions that help the system progress through different 
stages of innovation and transformation (Garud and Karnoe, 2005, Hahn et al., ヲヰヰヶぶざ.  

Agency is determined by ideas and values (e.g. ethical, moral). In the commonly used sense, values are broad 
preferences concerning appropriate courses of action. They tend to influence attitudes and behaviour; they 
Iaﾐ He defiﾐed as さHeliefs aHout ┘hat is ヴight aﾐd ┘ヴoﾐg aﾐd ┘hat is iﾏpoヴtaﾐt iﾐ lifeざ ふO┝foヴd Oﾐliﾐe 
Dictionary, 2017). Values are linked to, and corroborated by, interrelated beliefs and assumptions on cause-
effeIt ヴelatioﾐships. Values guidiﾐg ageﾐI┞ aヴe さiﾐteヴﾐal ┗aluesざ, ┘hiIh Iaﾐ He Ioheヴeﾐt oヴ Ioﾐtヴast ┘ith the 
dominant external values of the society or historical period; and can be individual values or shared values 
within a community (e.g. if the agency is a group) (Polman, 2002). Thus, social innovation derives from, and is 
driven by shared ethical arenas, which are context-specific and a core aspect of social innovation. SI can also 
have a negative side, with trade-offs betweenother groups of persons (with different values). This is despite 
the SIMRA definition of social innovation of its seeking to enhance outcomes of societal well-being (Polman et 

al., 2017; D2.1).  

Leadership, motivation, networks, learning, diverse cultural and knowledge systems, worldviews, values and 
perception, as well as self-organisation toward sustainability can be analysed as part of the agency guiding 
changes in practices through social innovation (Westley et al., 2013; McGinnis and Ostrom, 2014). Further, 
different actors and coalitions of actors play different roles. They can be active in supporting the social 
innovation, by connecting, pushing forward, and actively committing time; or inactive, by awaiting preliminary 
results or hesitating to commit for now. They may also reject the innovation and either oppose it during the 
reconfiguring phase, or fail to play a role in future actions. Actors who reject SI in the first phases could 
become active again in other phases. Roles can change in different situations and over time45. Finally, agency is 
not necessarily local but can rely on cross-scale and cross-level interactions with different organisations, 
foundation and research institutes (Cash et al., 2006; Westley et al., 2013). 

                                                           
45

 For the sake of simplicity, さiﾐaItioﾐざ aﾐd さヴejeItioﾐざ aヴe ヴepヴeseﾐted iﾐ the fヴaﾏe┘oヴk only in connection to the initial 
phase of the SI initiative ( 
Figure 10).  
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5.2.3.2. Agency: Details for SIMRA evaluation  

In this Section, we describe: i) who belongs to agency and what are the methods that can be used for data 
collection in the evaluation, depending on the type and structure of the agency, and the different aspects of 
agency during different SI phases46; ii) preparatory actions that agents carry out for starting an SI initiative.  

Who belongs to agency: agents/actors? 

Agency includes people/individuals who collectively share individual and collective values, ideas, willingness to 
act, reflexivity and capacity for change towards SI. Individuals may be living in the same community, or 
working in the same organisation (e.g. private/business, NGO, public-private partnership, etc.). In exploring the 
sub-dimensions of agency in relation to social innovation, leadership theory is of particular relevance, as 
leadership47 is expected to influence development paths and needs to be measured (see Kluvánková et al., 
2017; D2.2).  

For evaluation, it is assumed that four types of people or organisations interact: a) Innovators have an idea 
that may be visionary but not necessarily applicable in practice given prevailing conditions; b) followers decide 
to believe and take up the idea, and make it acceptable, feasible, and often amplify and implement it in its 
initial stages; c) transformers adopt the idea early on and contribute to network change and growth; and d) 
implementers realise and consolidate the idea. The final group can be internal or external to an organisation. 
These actors interact in the emerging process of SI.48,49  

Innovators are key leaders as the first drivers of innovation. They are identifiable and either had the idea, 
invented it, discovered it or were attracted to it (e.g. a group of 4 people who had the idea of building a wind 
turbine in the Udny community, in UK and started the initiative). Innovators can be members of an 
oヴgaﾐisatioﾐ/assoIiatioﾐ Hut aIt さautoﾐoﾏousl┞ざ to staヴt the iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ. In doing this they can change 
relationships within their community and respond to societal challenges (in the case of Udny, a marginalised 
rural area in UK, the abandonment of the community and the lack of economic resources for the well being of 
the same community). Innovators can be members of the local community (e.g. they belong to the same rural 
community and area where the social innovation ideas emerge), or be external. In the latter case, innovators 
leave a rural area to obtain qualifications and training, spend time away from the community, and then return 
, or they were new to the community and started a new initative. Different types of local development 
approaches (endogenous, neo-eﾐdogeﾐous aﾐd e┝ogeﾐousぶ Iaﾐ He assoIiated ┘ith the diffeヴeﾐt さoヴigiﾐsざ of 
the innovators (Box 9). 

 

 

                                                           
46

 Agency always includes individuals as actors, even when agency refers to an organisation. Depending on the phase of SI 
to be evaluated, the target population may be different (more details are provided in Parts III and IV). 
47

 Leadership refers to the capacity of an individual to lead collective action, be recognized and respected as a leader 
based on previous experiences and accountability (Westley et al. 2013). It can also refer also to enterpreneuership (Bund 
et al. 2015), administrative and political leadership (Bekkers et al. 2013) or community leadership (Ostrom, 2005) 
(Kluvánková et al., 2017; D2.2). 
48 The dynamic is shown in a video: www.youtube.com/watch?v=RXMnDG3QzxE&feature=youtu.be 
49

 The Amoeba Lite model supported thinking about change and innovation (AtKisson Inc., 2015). The model uses the 
amoeba as a methaphor for innovation and change processes and identifies other types of people that may be involved in 
the innovation. さLaggaヴdsざ delay adoptiﾐg a Ihaﾐge as loﾐg as possiHle; さヴeaItioﾐaヴistsざ resist change and innovation and 
are highly motivated to stop it from spreading; while さiIoﾐoIlastsざ raise the problems, and critique those who are 
peヴIei┗ed to He IoﾐtヴiHutiﾐg to the pヴoHleﾏ; さIuヴﾏudgeoﾐざ aヴe fuﾐdaﾏeﾐtall┞ pessiﾏistiI aHout Ihaﾐge; さヴeIluseざ hold 
back from engaging in the process of change. For SIMRA, only the four main ones have been explored, innovator, 
followers, transformers and implementers, even though we are aware of the importance of other actors as well, i.e. 
reactionary actors. However, the case studies might help to highlight the role of other actors. The model and other tools 
for sustainabilty transformation are available at:  http://atkisson.com/acceleratorlite/. All material is under copyright. 
 

www.youtube.com/watch?v=RXMnDG3QzxE&feature=youtu.be
http://atkisson.com/acceleratorlite/
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Box 9 – Endogenous, neo-endogenous and exogenous development approaches: an overview 

LoIal pヴoIesses of soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ that ha┗e a teヴヴitoヴial ヴatheヴ thaﾐ seItoヴal foIus ,aﾐd that oIIuヴ けfヴoﾏ 
┘ithiﾐげ ┘ithout poliI┞ support, are referred to as endogenous development approaches (Van der Ploeg, 1994; 
Shucksmith, 2000; Vázquez-Barquero, 2003). They emerge from a place and may gain support without policy 
backing their action, or base their actions as a response to top-down policies, as with social mobilisation. 
Endogenous approaches satisfy the requirement for relevancy, but may need to be evaluated for efficiency, 
effectiveness, impact and sustainability. Given that communities are not homogenous, other criteria would 
need to be evaluated, based on trade-offs in distribution of benefits. As High and Nemes (2007: 6) suggest, 
さeﾐdogeﾐous de┗elopﾏeﾐt is aligﾐed ┘ith a logiI of e┗aluatioﾐ that is eﾏHedded aﾐd iﾐteヴ-subjective, 
compatible with modes of knowing of the local heuristiI s┞steﾏざ. 

Shifts towards place-based policies, which support rural development, have been referred to as the New Rural 
Paradigm (OECD, 2006, pp. 55–78; p. 15) or neo-endogenous approaches (Ray, 2006). Ray (2000a p. 4) defines 
neo-endogenous development, as さ…eﾐdogeﾐous-based development in which extra-local factors are 
recognised and regarded as essential but which retains a belief in the potential of local areas to shape their 
futuヴe.ざ Neﾏes aﾐal┞ses the s┞ﾐthesis iﾐ teヴﾏs of iﾐtegヴated ヴuヴal de┗elopﾏeﾐt, as a situation where the 
exogenous and endogenous institutions of rural development reinforce rather than oppore one another 
(Nemes, 2005; Nemes et al., 2006). While neo-endogenous approaches build on local resources and needs, 
they may need to be evaluated for relevancy, to ensure consistency between the needs the policy is meant to 
address and the actual impacts (Bosworth et al., 2016a; Dax et al., 2016). 

Hypothetically, exogenous processes are unlikely to lead to social innovation because of their reliance on 
Ioﾏﾏaﾐd aﾐd Ioﾐtヴol appヴoaIhes: さThe daﾐgeヴ is that Ieﾐtヴe-led projects can be disruptive of established 
economic and social relations (Beckman and Dissing, 2005), eroding cultural and natural values. There is 
therefore often an ongoing tension between the formal institutions of the political centre and the needs and 
estaHlished ┘a┞s of doiﾐg thiﾐgs iﾐ de┗elopiﾐg ヴegioﾐsざ ふHigh aﾐd Neﾏes, ヲヰヰΑ: ン-4). Given common goals, 
ends may not match the means, and top-down approaches may work only if accompanied by consensus 
building at the local level, institutional innovation, and if addressing a significant need. As with most 
development interventions, the process of how an innovation is introduced is more important than the 
innovation itself, and innovative ways of introducing innovations should not be discounted in the initial stages 
of the evaluation of social innovation. Exogenous processes would need to be evaluated for relevancy, 
efficiency and equitability, with success stories perhaps demonstrating the presence of a neo-endogenous 
appヴoaIh. As ﾐoted H┞ High aﾐd Neﾏes ふヲヰヰΑ: ヶぶ, さThe HasiI ﾏetaphoヴ of ﾏuIh top-down, exogenous 
e┗aluatioﾐ pヴaItiIe is oﾐe of ﾏeasuヴeﾏeﾐt; Hased oﾐ the e┝peヴiﾏeﾐtal ﾏethods of the ﾐatuヴal.ざ 

It is likely that an EU evaluation of social innovation initiatives will: i) focus on neo-endogenous approaches, 
which support social innovation, or ii) consider the opportunities for scaling out and scaling up a local 
(endogenous) innovation through neo-endogenous approaches. As explained above, the only criteria to 
change would be relevancy (see Lowe et al., 1995). 

Follower(s) are the first to adopt or support the idea of the innovator, they can be co-creators or identify a 
good idea and identify a practical approach to take it forward. They can be skilled at its promotion and 
disseﾏiﾐatioﾐ at eaヴl┞ stages ふe.g. iﾐ the AﾏoeHa Lite ﾏodel, the latteヴ aヴe Ialled さtヴaﾐsfoヴﾏeヴsざ - AtKisson 
Inc., 2015). Together with the innovator, followers constitute the first clique and start to implement the idea, 
which is later consolidated by implementer(s). The clique represents the core of agency, together with the 
idea, values, willingness to act, capacity to act and reflexivity. Once started, transformers can expand the SI 
initiative and related network in its initial implementation steps, with the initiative later consolidated by the 
implementers. Implementers adopt the new idea later on and help to realise it in practice, spreading it outside 
the initial network. They are called mainstreamers in the Amoeba Lite model  (AtKisson Inc., 2015). 

Organisations, individually or as a group of people, can also be innovators. An organisation in itself can be the 
innovator, yet the current legal representative, e.g. director or president, might not be the original innovator 
and might not know the storyline of the innovation. The SI can be a product of interactions amongst 
individuals inside an organisation. The organisation can be: a company (e.g. micro-company, family company); 
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a SME (with an internal structure, different offices and tasks, interrelated groups of persons with different 
tasks and competences; a recognised legal status); a NGO (with an internal structure, but different dynamics of 
decision-making, activities, roles and assignment), or a network (e.g. a Local Action Group within the EU 
LEADER Programme).  

As represented in Figure 14 and explained in Section 6.2.2, SI has different phases of development, which 
range from the conception and formulation, to implementation and evaluation. In the initial phases those 
involved are mainly innovators and followers, while in the intermediate phases (i.e. implementation or 
practical realisation of the social innovation idea), the SI initiative involves other people and organisations. 

During the process of SI development, networks amongst individuals and organisations, and the number of 
links (both internal links of the initial clique and network, and external links of the clique/network) are 
expected to increase and include the clique as well as direct beneficiaries. Indirect beneficiaries become 
involved in social innovation de facto (through its effects) once the SI has advanced to produce 
outcomes/impacts, and the initiative has expanded, consolidated and implemented with effects on those who 
directly partecipated in the project and on the community. On a temporal scale, the different phases of social 
innovation may start from a simple situation where only a few people are directly involved (clique), and evolve 
to a more complex situation, involving indirect beneficiaries within the community (see Figure 14).  

 

Figure 14. Representation of who is involved in SI in different phases of SI, and the related type of network. 
Source: SIMRA research team. 

Analysing agency also means addressing some critical challenges relating to what agency means (e.g. access to 
privileged conditions), what it is and how it is structured, and the ways in which agency (and agents) share 
ideas and engage in action. We hypothesise characteristics of innovators and followers to influence diverse 
pathways towards social innovation. These may include gender, age, employment and position, honorary 
positions in the community, whether they are directly affected by the trigger/need, internal or external 
residents of the territory (or internal or external organisation), internal or external to a public institution or an 
association/NGO (at local or higher levels), ethnicity, attitude as a leader or as a prospective leader, ethical and 
moral principles that inspired action, and experience in actively participating in voluntary initiatives and 
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projects (see also Boltanski and Thévenot, 1991). Characteristics of human and social capitals are important, 
including whether they have capabilities or skills as well as relations of trust. The evaluation method aims to 
capture these identity, aspirations, awareness and capabilities of actors.   

Preparatory Action 

Action refers to all those activities that innovators, followers, and agents, may carry out at a preliminary stage 
to けset the stageげ foヴ ヴealisiﾐg the soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ iﾐ pヴaItiIe. It ヴefeヴs to all those aItioﾐs that ﾏa┞ He 
necessary for preparing the process of reconfiguring50. The action could He seeﾐ as the phase of けoヴgaﾐisatioﾐal 
appヴopヴiatioﾐげ ふMIAdaﾏ et al., 2001) whereby the ground is prepared for more systematic collective action. 
These actions do not refer to the activities related to the process of changing social practices, through 
collective action51.  

The fiヴst step foヴ uﾐdeヴstaﾐdiﾐg the diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さPヴepaヴatoヴ┞ aItioﾐざ is to ideﾐtif┞ the aIti┗ities Iaヴヴied out. 
They can include benchmarking, identifying partherships needed and contacting possible partners, seeking 
legal and technical information for business and contractual agreements, communicating the idea to the local 
community for improving awareness and building consensus, and screening potential consultants to be hired 
for future programming and planning.  

Initially, action is led by agents (individually or in a clique), while the enlargement of the network and 
organisation of participatory activities occurs in the process of reconfiguring. Frequently, action is based on 
the voluntary contribution of a few people interested and highly motivated in the SI idea. They may invest 
their human (skills, experience, competence), social (relationships), and economic (money, time) resources in 
such a preparatory phase. People living in small rural communities may have a strong cultural and personal 
identity directly connected with their own territory and may want to do something to support their 
community. As a result, action often refers a group of people who act for collective benefit and start the 
preparation of what is needed for it to be achieved. 

From the phase of action to the phase of reconfiguring, there might be a shift from an informal institution (e.g. 
a group of friends sharing a common goal) to a formal institution (e.g. an extended network of organisations 
signing a contract of collaboration). These dynamics of changing relations can be evaluated through Social 
Network Analysis. Action is not necessarily innovative (as the reconfiguring is) and can still fail, e.g. the SI idea 
may not progress because of problems of leadership, lack of time, emergence of latent conflicts and lack of 
resources for moving to the next step. However, as action prepares the set for the SI, it can emerge at a later 
stage.  

Once the preliminary action is identified and described, the evaluation can also ask whether it is efficient and 
effective with respect to the stated goals of the SI. Voluntary work can sometimes be very efficient because 
enganged people are motivated and can act faster than in other circumstances. Figure 15 illustrates proposed 
dimensions and sub-dimensions for the evaluation of the SI dimension of Preparatory action52.  

                                                           
50

 In the initial phase relationships may start to change and adaptations of governance arrangements may be possible, 
and attitudes of engaged innovators and followers can change. The diﾏeﾐsioﾐ けPヴepaヴatoヴ┞ aItioﾐげ aﾐd that of 
け‘eIoﾐfiguヴiﾐg aﾐd ヴeIoﾐfiguヴed soIial pヴaItiIesげ paヴtiall┞ o┗eヴlap. The┞ aヴe kept sepaヴated foヴ the purpose of evaluation, 
but in real life they are interconnected. 
51

 Iﾐ the e┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴk, the latteヴ aヴe suﾏﾏed up iﾐ the “I diﾏeﾐsioﾐ けPヴojeIt aIti┗itiesげ. 
52 The types of activities will be refined on the basis of the pilot test results, and complemented by the results of the 

SIMRA case studies evaluation. The aim is to collect a wide range of examples to guide future evaluations of SI in MRAs.    
 



This project has received funding from the 
Euヴopeaﾐ Uﾐioﾐげs Hoヴizoﾐ ヲヰヲヰ ヴeseaヴIh 
and innovation programme under Grant 
Agreement No 677622 

 

 

55 
 

 

Figure 15. Proposed dimensions and sub-diﾏeﾐsioﾐs foヴ the e┗aluatioﾐ of the “I diﾏeﾐsioﾐ けPヴepaヴatoヴ┞ 
aItioﾐげ. “ouヴIe: SIMRA research team. 

 

Box 10 – Main methods that inspired the development of the SIMRA method for addressing the dimension 

Agency 

In the survey of existing methods, we drew principally from the following work: Dawson and Daniels (2010), De 
Boer and Bressers (2011), Young (2011), Banerjee et al. (2013), Cajaiba-Santana (2014), the EU projects BENISI 
and CRESSI, De Vries (2015), Bock (2016), Dietrich et al. (2016), Neumeier (2017) and Windrum 2016. More 
information is provided in the SIMRA Resources Web Site (see www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/). 

 

Box 11 – What we evaluate for the dimension Agency 

 The initiation of the social innovation process 

 Innovators and followers (leadership): who had the idea?, what were the values driving the idea?, who 
had the capacity to act for change?, who were the opponents? (i.e. leaders with different ideas that did 
not want to participate in the development or implementation of the idea or who resisted to the idea) 

 Individual and collective characteristics of people involved in the social innovation (e.g. age, gender, 
education, motivation, reputation, job position)  

 The process in terms of who is involved in its initial phases and its outcomes/impacts in terms of the 
direct and indirect beneficiaries (who belong to which network?) 

 Networks: who is doing what (network and network of networks)?, who had the idea (individuals)?, who 
are the direct and indirect beneficiaries (outcome, impact)?  

 Motivations for action 
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 Contributions of the individuals and clique engaged initially (e.g. voluntary work, economic resources, 
skills) 

 Identification and analysis of similar initiatives (benchmarking, learning from best practices) 

 Idea formulation and initial external communication (value sharing, defining the vision, refining the 
message, writing the concept note and/or draft MoU)  

 Allocation/distribution of tasks and responsibilities 

 Planning of future steps 

 Instruments and strategies for the identification of partners and stakeholders  

 Mechanisms for convincing potential partners to join the initiative 

 Organisation of preliminary informal meetings and other communication tools 

 Methods designed for different target populations (innovators/followers/network/community) and 
different phases of social innovation  

5.2.4. Reconfiguring and reconfigured social practices 

5.2.4.1. Reconfiguring and reconfigured social practices: an overview  

Preliminary actions led by agents within a certain context lead to a process of reconfiguring in (i) governance 
arrangements; (ii) networks (social relationships, e.g. among public and private actors, formal and informal); 
and (iii) attitudes (connected to beliefs and values), i.e. in social and institutional practices. Social practices 
さヴefeヴ to e┗eヴ┞da┞ pヴaItiIes aﾐd the ┘a┞ the┞ aヴe t┞piIall┞ aﾐd haHituall┞ peヴfoヴﾏed iﾐ ふﾏuIh ofぶ a soIiet┞ざ 
ふHoltz, ヲヰヱヴ: ヱぶ. The┞ aヴe けt┞pesげ of Heha┗iouヴ aﾐd uﾐdeヴstaﾐdiﾐg that aヴe siﾏilaヴ foヴ diffeヴeﾐt iﾐdi┗iduals at 
different points of time and locations (Reckwitz, 2002: 250). The process of reconfiguring leads to reconfigured 
social and institutional practices (i.e. new governance arrangements, new networks and new attitudes, in 
different combinations).  

It is pヴoposed to distiﾐguish Het┘eeﾐ the t┘o phases of さヴeIoﾐfiguヴiﾐgざ aﾐd さヴeIoﾐfiguヴedざ HeIause duヴiﾐg the 
reconfiguring phase it is possible to identify the factors that support, hinder or interrupt the emergence of SI. 
The interruption can occur at any stage since conception of the idea. It is more visible if it occurs during the 
action and/or the reconfiguring phase. In particular, if the interruption occurs in the action phase, and action 
remains action (i.e. no reconfiguring follows), then SI does not happen. Figure 12 represents this possibility by 
the break line between the agency and SI boxes.  

If aItioﾐ leads to “I, theﾐ ageﾐI┞ ヴeﾏaiﾐs a ke┞ eleﾏeﾐt of “I ふaﾐd the ヲ Ho┝es さageﾐI┞ざ aﾐd さ“Iざ ha┗e to He 
considered as a unique box). The reconfiguration can occur at any levels along spatial and/or socio-economic 
scales: it might be well-defined at the local level, but less evident and more distributed at higher levels. During 
these phases, it is possible to identify what is reconfiguring, who is involved, how the process is carried, where 
and for how long.  

As described in Howaldt et al. ふヲヰヱヵ: ンヱぶ, soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ Iaﾐ He さiﾐteヴpヴeted as a pヴoIess of IolleIti┗e 
creation in which the members of a certain collective unit learn, invent and lay out new rules for the social 
game of collaboration and of conflict or, in a word, a new social practice, and in this process, they acquire the 
necessary cognitive, rational and organisational skills. Social innovation encompasses new practices (concepts, 
policy instruments, new forms of cooperation and organisation), methods, processes and regulations that are 
developed and/or adopted by citizens, customers and politicians, in order to meet social demands and to 
ヴesol┗e soIietal Ihalleﾐges iﾐ a Hetteヴ ┘a┞ thaﾐ e┝istiﾐg pヴaItiIes.ざ  

Governance or institutional arrangements refer to ways of implementing aﾐd opeヴatioﾐalisiﾐg the けヴules of the 
gaﾏeげ of deIisioﾐ-making process (how decisions are taken and by whom; how they are implemented and by 
whom) (Ménard, 1995; Polman, 2002), including implementation and empowerment (Kjær, 2004). In the 
evaluation framework, changes in governance arrangements refer to formal institutions (as policies, laws, 
regulations, guidelines, codes, standards), as change and adaptation of governance and institutional 
arrangements in relation to the role of public entities and authorities in facilitating social innovation (both 
internally and externally).  
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Net┘oヴks Iaﾐ iﾐIlude さヴulesざ iﾐ teヴﾏs of foヴﾏs of iﾐteヴaItioﾐ aﾏoﾐgst aItoヴs. These foヴﾏs of iﾐteヴaItioﾐ 
include different forms of relationship (e.g. formal/informal, inclusive/exclusive, economic/ social). Changes in 
networks can be explored by looking at the: i) composition of the network; ii) structure of the network; iii) 
relationships; iv) dynamism of boundaries/participation; and v) coordination. The boundaries of networks, 
rules of (internal) governance arrangements, participation in decision-making, coordination mechanisms and 
multiple layers of nested enterprises are essential in designing self-organised robust institutions of relevance 
in marginalised rural areas, such as forest commons (e.g. Kluvánková and Gezik, 2016). In networks, both 
public and different types of private actors and organisations are involved, thus including both civil society 
representatives, such as NGOs, and the market, i.e. businesses and entrepreneurs.  

Attitudes aヴe さsoIial ヴulesざ iﾐ the Hヴoad ﾏeaﾐiﾐg of iﾐfoヴﾏal iﾐstitutioﾐs, Heliefs, ┗alues aﾐd disIouヴses ふNoヴth, 
1990). They are connected with culture. For ease of analysis, in the evaluation framework formal institutions 
aヴe iﾐIluded iﾐ the さgo┗eヴﾐaﾐIe aヴヴaﾐgeﾏeﾐtsざ, aﾐd iﾐfoヴﾏal iﾐstitutioﾐs さIustoﾏs, Heliefs, ふsoIialぶ ﾐoヴﾏs, 
┗alues, histoヴiIal e┝peヴieﾐIes, …ざ aヴe iﾐIluded uﾐdeヴ さattitudesざ to highlight theiヴ ヴole iﾐ soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ 
(Sabatier, 1988; Pascual et al., 2017). The three sub-dimensions of social practices (new governance 
arrangements, new networks and new attitudes) are considered as interactive elements of the same 
reconfiguring process and mutually influence each other. For example, a new network may imply new 
attitudes of actors and require new governance arrangements for managing internal and external relations.   

5.2.4.2 Reconfiguring and reconfigured social practices: details for SIMRA evaluation  

‘eIoﾐfiguヴiﾐg is さtheざ ke┞ teヴﾏ iﾐ the “IM‘A defiﾐitioﾐ of “I. ‘eIoﾐfiguヴiﾐg ふaﾐd the Ioﾐsequent reconfigured) 
ヴepヴeseﾐts the さHlaIk Ho┝ざ of the soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ IoﾐIept. The teヴﾏ ヴefeヴs to Ihaﾐges iﾐ soIial pヴaItiIes, i.e. 
けﾐe┘ ヴules of the soIial gaﾏeげ, ┘hiIh aヴe ヴepヴeseﾐted iﾐ the e┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴk H┞: aぶ go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe 
arrangements, b) networks, and c) attitudes. 

The teヴﾏ けsoIial pヴaItiIesげ iﾐIludes theﾏ all as ke┞ eleﾏeﾐts of “I iﾐ ﾏaヴgiﾐalised ヴuヴal aヴeas as ┘ell as iﾐ otheヴ 
contexts. From an evaluative point of view, the issues is one of the relative importance of these three 
components, i.e. whether one can be considered more important that the others in shaping the process of 
reconfiguring and, ultimately, in leading to social innovation. A further consideration is whether it was possible 
to find variables and data that relate to each of the three components, thus whether data can be easily 
identified, collected and studied to understand the SI process and the complex interactions and changes it 
implies.  

Our initial assumption is that the three components of social practices should have the same importance 
within the evaluation. This is due to the prospect of finding appropriate variables and data for indicators to be 
calculated for some of these practices. For example, it is easier to identify variables and indicators on networks 
than on governance arrangements and/or attitudes53,54. Figure 16 shows the likely imbalance in understanding 
all three social practices (equally important), and the facility to identify significant variables and data to 
calculate indicators (possibly higher for networks, medium for governance arrangements and lower for 
attitudes). 

                                                           
53 Networks can be measured more easily, but this should not impede the capturing and measuring of the other two 

components. We assume these three social practices are always co-existent and interact reciprocally. A change in 
networks will probably induce changes in attitudes (e.g. working in a network can increase collaborative attitudes) and, 
vice versa, acquiring more collaborative attitudes because of increased trust may lead to creating new networks. A 
change in attitudes can lead to new governance arrangements (e.g. a more open public sector is likely to lead to higher 
exchange of information). New governance arrangements can encourage network creation, and so on (in a potentially 
e┝paﾐdiﾐg さ┗iヴtuous I┞Ileざぶ.  
54

 See additional material on existing methods provided online at www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/. 
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Figure 16. The けHlaIk Ho┝げ of “I iﾐ M‘As: ヴeIoﾐfiguヴiﾐg aﾐd ヴeIoﾐfiguヴed soIial pヴaItiIes ┘ith ヴespeIt to 
evaluation issues. Source: SIMRA research team. 

As the けIoヴeげ of soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ, the e┗aluatioﾐ of the ヴeIoﾐfiguヴiﾐg pヴoIess of soIial pヴaItiIes ふaﾐd of the 
consequent reconfigured situation) has to be accurate and detailed, even if it refers to several complex 
aspects. Coﾐsideヴatioﾐ of け┘hoげ is iﾏpoヴtaﾐt. This is iﾐ teヴﾏs of: who is involved?, which represents the nodes 
of the network. nodes can be individuals, groups or organisations. Who is involved determines the quality of 
relationships, the level of trust, the intensity of the links and exchange flows of information or resources.  

The time taken for the reconfiguring process to reach a reconfigured practice/s is another important 
consideration. This is functional to identifying the variables and mechanisms that determined the length of the 
process, and whether it was shorter or longer. Faster processes may be connected to types of local links with 
neighbours, and/or simple and user-friedly governance arrangements that speed up possible bureaucratic 
processes. Slower processes may be connected to a high number of network participants, unclear and complex 
interactions with higher jurisdictional or administrative levels, or hidden conflicts.  

Where the process happens is another key question. This can help in identifying the variables that determine 
diverging paths of the development of SI. For example, a specific site or location can be an obstacle or a 
facilitating factor, due to the biophysical and socio-economic contexts. For reconfigured, the key questions are 
similar, as the approach is to understand the social practices before (the reconfiguring) and after (the 
reconfigured) the process is completed. In addition, it is important to explore which instruments are used for 
establishing the reconfigured social practices (e.g. whether formal types of contracts, and/or informal verbal 
agreements on how to proceed). The social practices of the reconfiguration process can be compared to the 
social practices of the reconfigured situation55, e.g. whether a network has increased or decreased, or how the 

                                                           
55

 The need to explore these aspects in detail is connected with the need to understand the key factors in a specific 
marginalised rural area/case study that support, hinder or interrupt the social innovation. Ideally, successful and 
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structure has changed in term of composition. How the reconfigured practice is functioning, with respect to 
the instruments and/or procedures (e.g. which internal rules and mechanisms, what communication tools, 
what procedures for taking the decisions), and where it is located (e.g. where a new network was established), 
are all important.  

Box 12 – What we evaluate for the dimensions of Reconfiguring and Reconfigured 

 The reconfiguring process of social practices and the reconfigured social practices 

 Specifically, for the reconfiguring: what social practices?, who is in?, how it is carried out?, where it is 
carried out?, how long was the process? 

 Specifically, for the reconfigured: the same as above, and in addition, which instruments are used for the 
formalization?, how it is functioning? and where it is located? 

 Governance arrangements, networks and attitudes before and after the process 

 Insights on the process of shifting from an initial to a new condition 

New Governance Arrangements  

In the proposed framework, governance56 arrangements refer to institutional arrangements, according to the 
meaning of the term suggested by Polman (2002) and others57. New governance arrangements are procedural 
and/or decisional changes and adaptations, which appear in relation to new roles of public entities/authorities 
as supporters of SI (e.g. change in an administrative procedure or in a phase of decision making process to 
support the action of the agency at local level, thus determining a change, i.e. reconfiguring, the governance 
arrangements). They refer to what public authorities do (change/adapt) when involved in reconfiguring 
practices, both as external or internal nodes of the network.  

さAdeケuate go┗eヴﾐaﾐIeざ is ヴepoヴted as oﾐe of the ﾏaiﾐ Ioﾏpoﾐeﾐts that IoﾐtヴiHute to さIヴeate the けﾐatuヴal 
eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtげ foヴ soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ to flouヴishざ ふBEPA ヲヰヱン: ヴヲぶ, togetheヴ ┘ith suppoヴti┗e poliIies, iﾐﾐo┗ati┗e 
finance, capacity building and recognition tools such as incubators and hubs. Key elements to be explored are 
the coordination mechanisms used in and by the SI initiative, the length of standard setting processes, the 
public procurement of innovation, technological and organisational innovations (BEPA, 2013). Coordination is 
particularly relevant (Kluvánková et al., 2017; D2.2). However, governance arrangements that are identified for 
evaluation have to be clearly differentiated from: i) trigger (e.g. different from the restructured governance 
structures or abolishment of laws for environment protection in the USA by President Trump); ii) perceived 
context (i.e. different from the existing legal framework that may allow or limit SI); iii) institutional/governance 
outcome/impact (i.e. different from a policy reform approved by means of a new law driven by social 
movement, e.g. law on social farming approved at national level in Italy); iv) governance elements that belong 
to networks (i.e. public actors that are inside the network). 

                                                                                                                                                                                                      
interrupted SI cases would be evaluated, the latter not necessarily a “I さfailuヴeざ. However, with ongoing SI, evaluation 
might be difficult: actors/agents previously in the SI may be less likely to participate or spend time in long interviews. The 
implications require consideration with WPs 5 and 3 for the pilot test phase of SIMRA evaluation and CSs final selection. 
56

 The teヴﾏ go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe has t┘o ﾏaiﾐ ﾏeaﾐiﾐgs: Hヴoadeヴ as さe┗eヴ┞ ﾏode of politiIal steeヴiﾐg iﾐ┗ol┗iﾐg puHliI and private 
actors, including traditional modes of government and different types of steering from hierarchical imposition to sheer 
information ﾏeasuヴesざ, oヴ ﾐaヴヴo┘eヴ as さt┞pes of politiIal steeヴiﾐg iﾐ ┘hiIh ﾐoﾐ-hierarchical modes of guidance, such as 
persuasioﾐ aﾐd ﾐegotiatioﾐ, aヴe eﾏplo┞ed, aﾐd/oヴ puHliI aﾐd pヴi┗ate aItoヴs aヴe eﾐgaged iﾐ poliI┞ foヴﾏulatioﾐざ ふHéritier 
2002 - cit. by Treib et al. 2007). The framework does not exclude governance arrangements connected to hierarchical-
based models. However, in most SI the narrower meaning of governance is expected to apply. The focus is on public-
pヴi┗ate iﾐteヴaItioﾐs, e.g. iﾐ ヴelatioﾐ to speIial ヴoles of puHliI aItoヴs aﾐd iﾐstitutioﾐs iﾐ defiﾐiﾐg the けヴules of the gaﾏeげ.  
57

 Polman (2002) notes discussion by Ménard, (1995: 175) that an institutional arrangement is a way to implement and 
operationalise 'rules of the game'. Institutional environments define (or constrain) the environment of institutional 
arrangements (cf. Williamson 1996: 5). An institutional arrangement is between economic units that govern ways units 
can co-operate and/or compete. The arrangement may be formal or informal, temporary or long-lasting. Arrangements 
may involve individuals, groups of individuals co-operating, or government (alone or cooperating with others). 
Go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe aヴヴaﾐgeﾏeﾐts ヴefeヴ to さopeヴatioﾐalざ foヴ settiﾐg of ヴules, iﾏpleﾏeﾐtatioﾐ of ヴules aﾐd eﾏpo┘eヴﾏeﾐt of ヴules 
(Kjær, 2004). i.e. how decisions are taken, by whom, using which procedures and mechanisms, with which instruments 
decisions are implemented, who is in charge of monitoring, controlling and sanctioning, and how controlling is performed. 
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Fiﾐall┞, iﾐ additioﾐ to the desIヴiptioﾐ of go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe aヴヴaﾐgeﾏeﾐts, さgood go┗eヴﾐaﾐIeざ pヴiﾐIiples aヴe also 
important. However, rather than assessing the quality of governance with respect to these good governance 
pヴiﾐIiples, ┘hiIh is outside the sIope of “IM‘A aﾐd ┘ould iﾏpl┞ a Ioﾏﾏoﾐ defiﾐitioﾐ of ┘hat is けgoodげ iﾐ 
terms of governance in very different contexts (e.g. EU and North Africa), the evaluation questions seek to 
verify whether SI has positive or negative, intended or unintended impacts on one or more of the most 
frequently adopted good governance principles (e.g. efficiency, effectiveness, accountability, transparency, 
capacity, participation, sustainability). 

New networks 

Over recent decades, agriculture, forestry and rural development programmes and initiatives have led to the 
active participation of heterogeneous types of stakeholders such as: public institutions (communitarian, 
national and regional authorities, and local territorial entities), entrepreneurial actors (companies and SMEs 
working in different economic sectors non exclusively related to agriculture), social and environmental 
organisations (associations, civil society organisations, and individual citizens). Networks are increasingly 
forming with policy makers, stakeholders and practictioners. Networks and related public-private partnerships 
or other types of inter-sectoral forms of aggregation are the basis of several EU programmes and initiatives. In 
the context of rural development, for example, the Local Action Groups (LAGs) within the EU LEADER 
programme are typically public-private inter-sectoral networks. Similarly, the Operational Groups of the 
European Innovation Partnership for Agricultural productivity and Sustainability (EIP-AGRI)58 are networks of 
several partners working in the agricultural sector (e.g. farmers, scientists, agri-business). Networks are also 
increasingly supported at the national level. In Italy, for example, a new legal instrument to specifically 
faIilitate the Iヴeatioﾐ of ﾐet┘oヴks aﾏoﾐg eﾐteヴpヴises ふさﾐet┘oヴk IoﾐtヴaItざぶ59 was introduced in 2009. 
Networks increasingly attract the scientific community, and there are consolidated methodologies (e.g. Social 
Network Analysis) and open-source software for data processing and analysis (e.g. UCINET) for exploring them, 
both in qualitative and quantitative ways. SNA and related methods are extensively used in the fields of 
natural resources management, agriculture, forestry and rural development (e.g. Bodin and Crona, 2009; 
Secco et al. 2014; Hauck et al. 2016; Pisani et al., in print). In social innovation, networks have a prominent role 
(see also Kluvánková et al., 2017; D2.2).   

Different aspects of networks can be explored: i) composition of the network; ii) structure of the network; iii) 
relationships. Figure 17 illustrates the specific components of networks used in the SIMRA evaluation 
framework, considered relevant for SI.  
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 EIP-AG‘I ┘as lauﾐIhed iﾐ ヲヰヱヲ to IoﾐtヴiHute to the EUげs stヴateg┞ けEuヴopeヲヰヲヰげ foヴ sﾏaヴt, sustaiﾐaHle aﾐd iﾐIlusi┗e 
growth. More information at URL: https://ec.europa.eu/eip/agriculture/en/about 
59

 This type of contractual agreement, established by National Law n. 5/2009, can be created amongst enterprises in 
different economic sectors, is more flexible and dynamic compared to existing formal collaborations (e.g. consortia or 
cooperatives). The law provides fiscal facilities and procedural simplifications for network contracts where enterprises in 
agriculture are involved. Business interest is demonstrated by the growth in the number of network contracts from 25 (in 
2010) to c.2,700 (2016; Registroimprese, 2017). The instrument is becoming popular in agricultural and forest sectors, 
and in other rural development-related activities (e.g. rural tourism, such as bike renting in rural areas, social farmings, 
local agencies that promote eno-gastronomic events) are have one registered contract. (Secco and Pisani, 2016). 
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Figure 17. Components and sub-components to be analysed regarding networks in the reconfiguring process. 
Source: SIMRA research team. 

The basic units of a network are at least two connected individuals. Individuals can be aggregated in groups, 
sharing the same interests and working for a common objective. Groups that are already networks can be 
aggregated into larger networks. Smaller and larger networks differ in their nodes:  while in the first case 
nodes are typically individuals, in the second case, they are organisations (in which vision/approach/interests 
ﾏa┞ He さヴepヴeseﾐtedざ, foヴ e┝aﾏple iﾐ puHliI ﾏeetiﾐgs, H┞ iﾐdi┗idualsぶ. Foヴ the puヴposes of evaluation, we can 
refer to the well-known concept of stakeholder60, to include both individuals or those who are invested in the 
organisation (such as employees and shareholders – internal stakeholders), as well as those who have other 
relationships to the organisation (such as workers who are not employees, suppliers, vulnerable groups, local 
communities, and NGOs or other civil society organisations, among others – external stakeholders) (GSSB, 
2016: 28). In terms of composition of the network, involved stakeholders can belong to different sectors (e.g. 
multiple economic sectors, third sector) and/or to different institutional levels (multiple levels) (e.g. a regional 
public authority, a local farmer).  

In terms of openness61 of the network, various situations are foreseen. For example, a network defined by the 
clique during the action is open to other new members, who can join it in the process of reconfiguring (thus 
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 Stakeholders Iaﾐ He defiﾐed as aﾐ さeﾐtit┞ oヴ iﾐdi┗idual that Iaﾐ ヴeasoﾐaHl┞ H┞ e┝peIted to He sigﾐifiIaﾐtl┞ affeIted H┞ 
the oヴgaﾐisatioﾐげs aIti┗ities, pヴoduIts oヴ seヴ┗iIes [iﾐ ouヴ Iase, H┞ the “I iﾐitiati┗e], oヴ ┘hose aItioﾐs Iaﾐ ヴeasoﾐaHl┞ He 
expected to affect the ability of the organisation [in our case, of the SI] to successfully implement its strategies and 
achieve its oHjeIti┗esざ ふG““B, ヲヰヱヶ: ヲΒぶ. 
61

 In rural contexts, networks can be closed and be exclusive for members. e.g. in Ital┞, the さ‘egoleざ aヴe community-based 
ancient institutions whose members can only be from families which have been local residents for centuries. 
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influencing it), or a network is completely fluid and fully based on participation of anyone interested in joining; 
or a network is created but the rules for accessing it (or withdrawing) are strict and thus participation requires 
a high committtment.  

In terms of structure, networks can be analysed as a whole (e.g. in terms of density, centralisation 
(hierarchical/decentralised), isolated nodes, connectivity, legal status or organisational structure of the 
network), in relation to the role of nodes (e.g. centrality, brokerage; reputational power of the single nodes; 
legal status of the single nodes of the network) and/or in relation to the sub-groups that co-exist in the 
network (e.g. clique is already a network, core/periphery, ego-network) (Borgatti et al., 2013).  

Finally, networks can be explored in terms of relationships, both informal and formal. Formal relationships 
iﾐIlude iﾐstitutioﾐal/iﾐstitutioﾐalised agヴeeﾏeﾐts ┘ith puHliI aItoヴs iﾐ┗ol┗ed iﾐ the soIial pヴaItiIe さﾐet┘oヴk. 
The first includes options such as oral agreements, participation in the same events (e.g. if we both participate 
to an event, then we talked, we have the same interests and motivation – objective, participate or not 
participate), social norms, relational roles (e.g. kinship, friendship, professional between colleagues), and 
relational cognition (affective, perceptual).  

New attitudes 

A useful definition of attitude is the one provided by Gobattoni et al. ふヲヰヱヵぶ: さAttitude, as defiﾐed H┞ Ajzeﾐ 
(2001) is an evaluative judgement of an object that can be considered as good–bad, harmful–beneficial, 
pleasant–unpleasant, likeable–dislikeable: this judgement is based on the subjective beliefs we form about 
that object, but it is also influenced by feeling states and emotions (Agarwal and Malhotra, 2005). Attitude is 
affected by the socio-economic context in which people live and, at the same time, attitudes are significant for 
under-standing and predicting social behaviour (Ajzen, 2001). To this aim, it becomes really useful to 
understand the attitude of a community towards traditional activities in order to discern the drivers that guide 
peopleげs IhoiIes iﾐ ヴeﾏaiﾐiﾐg iﾐ the plaIe ┘heヴe the┞ li┗e aﾐd iﾐ adoptiﾐg a sustaiﾐaHle life st┞le.ざ ふGoHattoﾐi 
et al., 2015: 414). Attitudes are somehow connected with beliefs. These concepts are very complex, as they 
deal with the most profound and personal characteristics of each of us, both individually and as members of 
collective entities (families, groups, associations, organisations, institutions, parties, etc.). They should be 
studied and explained in detail by means of philosophical and psychological approaches.  

For the sake of simplicity, we selected a few concepts to be explored as proxy for such a complex issue. This 
simplification is necessary for a specific evaluative need: to identify amenable/measurable variables that can 
describe attitudes and beliefs of individuals and groups involved in the SI initiative. In the framework, we 
adopt the definition of beliefs taken from the Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy which defines them as 
さWhat oﾐe peヴsoﾐ douHts oヴ hopes, aﾐotheヴ ﾏight fear, or believe, or desire, or intend—different attitudes, all 
to┘aヴd the saﾏe pヴopositioﾐざ oヴ ﾏoヴe iﾐ geﾐeヴal Helief aヴe whenever we take something to be the case or 
ヴegaヴd it as tヴue. Most Ioﾐteﾏpoヴaヴ┞ philosopheヴs IhaヴaIteヴise Helief as a さpヴopositioﾐal attitudeざ: さthe 
mental state of having some attitude, stance, take, or opinion about a proposition or about the potential state 
of affairs in which that proposition is true—a mental state of the sort canonically expressible in the form 
さS A that Pざ, ┘here S picks out the individual possessing the mental state, A picks out the attitude, and P is a 
sentence expressing a proposition62. This corresponds to a representational structure of beliefs that we have 
used in order to assess information institutions. The belief can be on any kind of proposition or content (e.g. 
ho┘ ouヴ ┗isioﾐ has Ihaﾐged Ioﾏpaヴed to fi┗e ┞eaヴs ago oヴ iﾐ the Iase of “IM‘A さDo ┞ou believe that さ┞ou li┗e 
iﾐ a ﾏaヴgiﾐalised ヴuヴal aヴeaざ?ぶ. Its stヴeﾐgth Iaﾐ He assessed thヴough diffeヴeﾐt ┗eヴHs or sentences (as: I believe, 
I hope, I fear, I doubt). Our interpretation of belief, for evaluation, is therefore a sum of expectations on the 
project, individual attitude, collective attitude and objective obstacles. To better explain the approach used in 
evaluating this specific sub-dimension, such components are described in Table 9.  
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 For example: Ahmed [the subject] hopes [the attitude] that Alpha Centauri hosts intelligent life [the proposition], or 
Yifeﾐg [the suHjeIt] douHts [the attitude] that Ne┘ Yoヴk Cit┞ ┘ill e┝ist iﾐ fouヴ huﾐdヴed ┞eaヴsざ ふSchwitzgebel, 2015). 
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Table 9. Beliefs, features and questions as a basis of the evaluation. 

Beliefs Features Possible questions at the basis of evaluation 

Expectations of 
the project 

Not alterable over a short term Which are your expectations of the project? 
Do you hope that … ? 

Individual 
attitudes 

Not alterable over the medium 
term 

Do you think you are a positive person? 

Collective 
attitudes 

Alterable over a short term Do you believe that the common project will deliver 
as expected? (sum of individual answers) 

Objective 
obstacles 

- Are things going well, as expected and planned? 

 Source: SIMRA research team.  

Other concepts are connected to attitudes. Shared or individual ethical/moral values influence attitudes. 
Depending on the socio-economic and cultural contexts, on the historical development trajectories and also on 
contingent conditions, personal and collective ethical/moral values are different. Therefore, they are 
necessarily case-specific and momentum-specific, and are also critical from the point of view of evaluation. For 
example, these values can (or not) include the idea that e.g. social inclusion is important, climate change is a 
priority in the political agenda, sustainability is a must, governments should address social justice and equity, 
human rights have to be respected, relations are key to happiness, migrants are welcome, women are 
resources for the societ┞ aﾐd eIoﾐoﾏ┞ of a Iouﾐtヴ┞ ふさﾏeaﾐiﾐgfulﾐess of ヴelatioﾐshipsざ, as suggested H┞ 
Pascual et al. 2017: 15). These values are different from person to person, from place to place, from country to 
country and from historical period to historical period, and are typically confidential63.  

Attitudes Iaﾐ He peヴsoﾐal oヴ IolleIti┗e, iﾐ ヴelatioﾐ to oﾐeげs ﾐet┘oヴks aﾐd/oヴ the ┘hole soIiet┞. Ne┘ attitudes 
can also be influenced by dominant or emerging discourses64, both through public opinion or that of leaders or 
innovators. Individual attitudes can be influenced by dominant institutions, including informal ones, e.g. social 
norms that guide the relationships and behaviours within a certain community (North, 1990)65. The level of 
commitment by individuals or groups towards new attitudes can fluctuate:  the higher the level of 
Ioﾏﾏitﾏeﾐt, the higheヴ the possiHilit┞ that さdeep ﾐoヴﾏati┗e Ioヴeざ Heliefs66 change; in certain cases, the shift 
towards new attitudes is due to monitoring systems and sanctions that may also be social-based, as in the case 
of robust forest commons regime, e.g. Kluvánková and Gezik, 2016).  

Figure 18 illustrates the complexity of attitude with respect to SI, and the challenge of evaluating the different 
components.  
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 A challenge to questions on ethical/moral values in interviews for evaluation is that people may not disclose personal 
values (e.g. political party), and/or they respond differently to what they believe, with potential risks of bias. 
64

 DisIouヴses Iaﾐ He seeﾐ as さaﾐ eﾐsemble of ideas, concepts, and categorisations that are produced, reproduced, and 
tヴaﾐsfoヴﾏed iﾐ a paヴtiIulaヴ set of pヴaItiIes aﾐd thヴough ┘hiIh ﾏeaﾐiﾐg is gi┗eﾐ to ph┞siIal aﾐd soIial ヴealitiesざ ふHajeヴ, 
1993: 8-9). Discourses relate to more than language and communication, contributing to societal constructions of reality 
(Keller, 2006). 
65

 In rural contexts, see for example Kluvánková and Gezik (2016) in relation to robust forest commons regimes, and 
Górriz-Mifsud et al. (2016) in relation to forest governance and social capital. 
66

 さDeep ﾐoヴﾏati┗e Ioヴe Heliefsざ aヴe diffiIult to Ihaﾐge e┗eﾐ over the long term, ┘hile さseIoﾐdaヴ┞ ageﾐtsざ Iaﾐ He easil┞ 
changed due to contingent interests in creating a coalition to pursue common objectives, according to the Beliefs Systems 
model of Sabatier (1988ぶ. さNeaヴ poliI┞ Ioヴeざ aヴe iﾐ aﾐ iﾐteヴﾏediate positioﾐ.  
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Figure 18. Components of the SI sub-diﾏeﾐsioﾐ of ヴeIoﾐfiguヴiﾐg soIial pヴaItiIes さNe┘ attitudesざ. “ouヴIe: 
SIMRA research team. 

Box 13 Main methods that inspired the development of the SIMRA method for addressing the dimension of 

Reconfiguring and Reconfigured social practices 

In the survey of methods to assess reconfiguring and reconfigured social practices, we referred to a number of 
sources: Sabatier (1988), Knack (2002), Polman (2002), McIntyre (2008), Sørensen and Torfing (2009), Soma 
(2010), Seraj (2012), BEPA (2013), Soma and Vant (2014), Gobattoni et al. (2015), Malek and Costa (2015), 
McLachlan et al. (2015), Pradel-Miquel (2015), Dhondt et al. (2016), Soma (2010), Merad et al. (2013), 
Neumeier (2017), Kluvánková and Gezik (2016), Pascual et al. (2017), Schwitzgebel (2015). EU projects of 
relevance were SIMPACT, while for the Social Network Analysis, a recent example is provided in Pisani et al. (in 
print). More information is provided in the SIMRA Resources Web Site (see www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/). 

5.2.5. Project activities 

5.2.5.1. Project activities: an overview  

The process of reconfiguring leads to the reconfiguration of new activities, procedures and practices that are 
needed to implement and realise in practice the SI project/s deriving from the SI idea. Project activities 
describes the actions that characterise the new reconfigured phase (e.g. communication of SI), procedures 
detail how the activities should be carried out (e.g. who should communicate what to whom), while practices 
refer to how procedures are implemented in practice (e.g. when the news about the main outputs of the SI 
project should be circulated and by means of which communication channels). In short, project activities and 
related procedures and practices refer to what is done in the reconfigured social practices67 once the SI 
initiative has become operative through SI projects, to act regularly and have outputs, outcomes and impacts. 
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 As detailed in Polman et al. (2017; D2.1), reconfigured practices and activities can include new investment activities 
(McGinnis and Ostrom, 2014); monitoring activities (Olsson et al., 2006); resource dependency in organisations and 
networks (Bekkers et al., 2013; Krlev et al., 2014); allocation of resources (Bekkers et al., 2013); incubation period (Biggs 
et al., 2010); networking and lobbying activities (McGinnis and Ostrom, 2014; Biggs et al., 2010); and novel property rights 
and regimes (Ostrom, 2009; Vatn, 2005). For evaluation, activities likely to be in initial, preparatory steps of a SI initiative 
ふ“I diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さPヴepaヴatoヴ┞ aItioﾐざ iﾐ the pヴoposed e┗aluatioﾐ framework) are kept separate from those likely to occur in 
a ﾏoヴe ﾏatuヴe phase of the “I iﾐitiati┗e, ┘heﾐ “I pヴojeIts aヴe iﾏpleﾏeﾐted ふ“I diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さPヴojeIt aIti┗itiesざぶ. Ho┘e┗eヴ, 
many such activities are carried out throughout the SI process and its implementation phases.  

http://www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/
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Project activities are located in a different temporal phase with respect to the preparatory actions described in 
Section 5.2.3.2, and are somewhat different in essence and quality. These activities implement the SI in a 
reconfigured situation of social practices, and not for preparing SI before the reconfiguring takes place. For 
example, lobbying can play a relevant role in the preparatory action phase and a secondary role in the project 
activities phase68.  

5.2.5.2. Project activities: details for SIMRA evaluation  

The teヴﾏ さPヴojeIt aIti┗itiesざ, used iﾐ the e┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴk, eﾐIoﾏpasses ﾐot oﾐl┞ aIti┗ities per se but 
procedures and practices too. The term refers to all those daily working tasks, procedures and practical 
solutions that are implemented for managing the SI initiative in its implementation phases (i.e. the 
reconfigured social practices), when SI projects are put in place69. Project activities focus on SI project 
management and planning issues, i.e. what is done on the SI project, by whom, how and by means of which 
instruments, in general terms. Project activities can become recurrent, when the SI project is consolidated. 
Both the flows of activities and the tools used are important elements to understand in the analysis, as they 
can directly or indirectly affect the performance and capacity of the SI initiative in implementing its SI project/s 
and getting expected outcomes/impacts.  

Types of project activities include: organising ad hoc training sessions for SI partners on new communication 
tools, periodically arranging meetings for sharing information about advancements and future projects, 
managing the internal decision making process, paying salaries, selecting suppliers and managing 
procurements, keeping in contact with local authorities not directly involved in the SI, fundraising (e.g. to 
design and implement a crowdfunding), managing human resources, planning future investments, searching 
for educational and training needs with respect to the SI objectives and projects, managing, updating and 
archiving documents, replying to requests of clients or inhabitants interested in the SI project, monitoring the 
“I pヴojeIt ad┗aﾐIeﾏeﾐt aﾐd Ihaﾐgiﾐg plaﾐs if ﾐeIessaヴ┞, e┗aluatiﾐg pヴojeItsげ effeIti┗eﾐess aﾐd otheヴ ヴele┗aﾐt 
aspects. Project activities include all the aspects needed to manage the SI projects as defined by the 
reconfigured social practices.  

Procedures specify how activities should be carried out, within or in relation to the external contexts by the SI 
initiative, in the ordinary working and/or relational activities. Procedures can exist in written form, or be 
simply agreed orally and adopted by everyone in their work. They also imply that different persons, with 
different roles and responsibilities, perform different types of tasks and are engaged in different ways in the SI 
management (in business, this would be managed by means, for example, of organisational flow charts).  

Practices refer to the practical implementation of procedures (informally or formally). Practices may differ 
from procedures, since what is done in practice may be different from what should be done according to the 
procedures.  

 

Box 14 – What we evaluate when analysing the dimension Activities, procedures and practices  

 How the initiative planned for its development  

 How human resources are managed (e.g. law compliance, training, equity on merits) 

 How financial resources are identified, collected and managed (e.g. crowd-funding, fundraising, budget 
allocation, etc.) 

 How infrastructural resources are managed (e.g. work places, facilities, transports) 

 How external interactions are managed (e.g. communication, marketing) 

 How administration is managed (e.g. administration, cloud services, accounting) 

                                                           
68

 The literature on social enterprises and entrepreneurship explores one means by which the third sector fosters social 
innovation through engagement in socially-oriented business practices (Bund et al., 2015; Krlev et al., 2014). Social 
entrepreneurship is a key factor for SI in marginalised rural areas (see Kluvánková et al., 2017; D2.2).  
69

 Fore more details on the evaluation approach in relation to SI process and SI project see Part III.  
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5.2.6. Outputs 

5.2.6.1. Outputs: an overview  

Outputs are often considered together with outcomes and impacts. We consider SI to include: i) agency; ii) 
action; iii) a process of reconfiguring; iv) reconfigured social practices; and (v) consequent project activities, 
these are not the end of the model but focus on SI as a process. This is in line with Cajaiba-“aﾐtaﾐaげs 
affirmatioﾐ that, さ┘hat uﾐdeヴlies the path of soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ is ﾐot a soIial pヴoHleﾏ to He sol┗ed, Hut the 
soIial Ihaﾐge it Hヴiﾐgs aHoutざ ふヲヰヱヴ: ヴヴぶ. ‘eIoﾐfiguヴed soIial pヴaItiIes, aIti┗ities aﾐd pヴoIeduヴes lead to 
outputs, which eventually lead to outcomes and impacts. Outputs are the first, immediate results70 in terms of 
products, services, capacities, that are delivered by and derive from SI, and in particular from SI projects that 
are implemented as a consequence of the SI process. They are identifiable and quantifiable, often tangible, 
and refer to the creation of opportunities for changes in interactions and behaviour. They are results of the SI 
initiative and within the control of the SI implementation agency.  

5.2.6.2. Outputs: details for the purposes of SIMRA evaluation 

Outputs are immediate71 identifiable results. They can be tangible or intangible, but have to be quantifiable 
and measurable. Products and services are typically included in the first category, and information, 
collaboration, ideas for new projects, and the creation of new relationships in the second category. Key 
questions on outputs are about the types of products and services provided (what is provided by SI projects?), 
e.g. iﾐIlusioﾐ of disaHled people iﾐ a faヴﾏげs aIti┗it┞, educational sessions on transition to low carbon energy 
systems or organic farming, e-marketing tools, communication services.  

Another point to be explored is who are the direct beneficiaries of the outputs? (e.g. final users such as target 
vulnerable groups). Outputs should be able to satisfy the initial needs, as these are the reason why agency first 
started the SI reconfiguring process. These are related to the relevance of SI initiative. The key evaluative 
ケuestioﾐ Iould He: さHave the SI outputs addressed the initial social needs, societal challenges or governance 

shifts that characterised the marginalised rural area?ざ Heヴe, the iﾐitial soIial ﾐeeds, soIietal Ihalleﾐges oヴ 
governance shifts are those that determined the SI to emerge in the marginalised rural area. This question 
allows the application of some traditional evaluation criteria, in terms of relevance and effectiveness of the SI 
initiative.  

Box 15 – What we evaluate for the dimension Outputs  

 Products and services (identifiable, both tangible and intangible) 

 Beneficiaries of the SI outputs 

 Satisfaction with respect to the individual, clique and community needs 

 Relevance and effectiveness of the SI initiative 

5.2.7. Outcomes/impacts 

5.2.7.1. Outcomes/impacts: an overview  

Outputs of the reconfigured practices, activities and procedures of the social innovation initiative eventually 
lead to outcomes and impacts. Outcomes are effects of SI at the level of beneficiaries that often emerge over 
the mid-term, and become visible (i.e. measureable) between 18 and 36 months or 18 to 60 months. However, 
this is not only a matter of temporal scale. Rather, is a matter of affected population: outcomes are the effects 
that affeIt けdiヴeIt HeﾐefiIiaヴiesげ of the “I iﾐitiati┗e. DiヴeIt HeﾐefiIiaヴies aヴe those oﾐ ┘hoﾏ the effeIts of “I 
project(s) are targeted; they are primarily affected by the social needs, societal challenges and/or governance 
shifts that were at the basis of the SI, and the reasons for the SI to emerge.  

                                                           
70

 In business sciences, it refers to products or services that are delivered in the short-term (1 to 18 months). 
71

 In business economics, outputs are often considered immediate tangible results that become visible in the short-term 
(e.g. 18 months) (Rane and Deorukhkar, 2007). Another option is to refer to outputs that deヴi┗e fヴoﾏ the さfiヴst seasoﾐざ of 
aIti┗it┞ ふthus the leﾐgth ┗aヴies depeﾐdiﾐg oﾐ the t┞pe of aIti┗it┞: faヴﾏiﾐg, ﾐuヴseヴ┞, li┗estoIk, …ぶ.  
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Outcomes are behavioural changes, both intended and unintended, positive and negative (Binnendijk, 2000), 
that produce new routines, decisions, rules and institutions. The outcomes of SI can have a broader effect than 
in the original rural site of emergence, shifting social arrangements and institutional relations and values at 
higher levels as well (e.g. national policy reform, regional or national reconfiguration of social services). In this 
Iase, ┘heﾐ the┞ affeIt けiﾐdiヴeIt HeﾐefiIiaヴiesげ of the “I iﾐitiati┗e, the┞ shift iﾐto the Iategoヴ┞ of iﾏpaIts.  

Impacts are typically long-term and widespread effects of SI at the rural territory level. They should be 
positive, but there can be negative impacts. These are considered to be long-term changes that result from an 
accumulation of outcomes, leading to concrete benefits for the communities in which SI has took place (e.g. 
creation of goods, improved access conditions) and that have multiple drivers. In marginalised rural areas, they 
can be related to the enhancement of social cohesion and human well-being, competitiveness, self-
organisation and resilience, higher education and skills (see Polman et al., 2017; D2.1). Outcomes and impacts 
of SI can be on four main domains: economy, society, environment and/or governance/institutions.  

5.2.7.2. Outcomes/impacts: details for SIMRA evaluation  

Outcomes/impacts belong to the same category of effects of the SI, but for different groups: while outcomes 
affect direct beneficiaries, impacts have effects on both direct and indirect beneficiaries. They may be 
associated with a different length of time, with outcomes in the mid-term and impacts in the long term. 
However, length72 of time is associated with the direct or indirect connections between the SI initiative and 
the groups of beneficiaries it affects (the closer the link, the faster the effect becoming visible). 
Outcomes/impacts may happen immediately after the SI project is active, or become visible months or years 
lateヴ. IﾏpaIts aヴe ofteﾐ Ioﾐsideヴed さヴesults oﾐ the gヴouﾐdざ ふEﾏeヴsoﾐ et al., 2011). In impact evaluations 
(Gertler et al., 2016), they are also Ialled さfiﾐal outIoﾏesざ aﾐd aヴe assoIiated ┘ith loﾐg-term goals. Figure 19 
shows where outcomes/impacts are positioned in an example of a result-chain.   

 

 

Figure 19. A result-chain used in impact evaluation. Source: Gertler et al., 2016 (Figure 2.1, p. 25, modified).  

IﾏpaIts Iaﾐ He defiﾐed as follo┘s: さIﾏpaIts ヴesult fヴoﾏ the aItioﾐs spuヴヴed H┞ IollaHoヴati┗e d┞ﾐaﾏiIs. 
Impacts are intentional (and unintentional) changes of state within the system context; they are alterations in 

                                                           
72

 For SIMRA evaluations, and which can be adopted is used in business economics can be used, ┘heヴe さﾏedium-teヴﾏざ is 
18-36 months or 18-60 months, さloﾐg-terﾏざ is ン-5 years (www.bytestart.co.uk/planning-short-term-long-term.html).  
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a preexisting or projected condition that has been deemed undesirable or in need of change. Impacts may also 
include the added value of a new social good or technological innovation developed by collaborative action. 
Impacts can be physical, environmental, social, economic, and/or political. They can be specific, discrete, and 
short term or they can be more broadly cast, cumulative in nature, and with longer term impacts. The former 
is much easier to measure and confiヴﾏ, the latteヴ ﾏoヴe Ihalleﾐgiﾐg to ┗eヴif┞ aﾐd e┗aluate. […] PヴefeヴaHl┞, the 
nature and extent of the impacts are consistent with the desired outcomes targeted by the collaborative 
partners during the iterative principled engagement process. The absence of impacts, as well as unintended 
iﾏpaIts ふHoth ﾐegati┗e aﾐd positi┗eぶ, Iaﾐ oIIuヴ aﾐd should He aIIouﾐted foヴざ ふEﾏeヴsoﾐ et al., 2011: 18).  

Box 16 – Main methods that inspired developing the SIMRA method for the dimension Outcomes/impacts 

In the survey of existing methods to assess various types of impacts, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)73 was 
identified as a useful model because GRI Standards refer to three different domains that can be affected by 
the impacts determined by an organisation: environmental impacts, social impacts and economic impacts. 
According to the GRI Standards, organisations that want to comply with sustainability principles and 
communicate their performance to an external audience (e.g. clients, public authorities, public opinion, 
donors) can voluntarily adopt the standards. Even when the standards were initially created for the target of 
private business-oriented organisations (e.g. transnational corporations protecting their reputation in the face 
of environmental and social movements and potential boycotting campaigns), de facto they can be adopted by 
any kind of organisation, including public administratrions, NGOs, public-private ventures, or network-based 
initiatives. The GRI model for impact identification, evaluation and reporting can be adapted to the needs in 
SIMRA. An agency developing a social innovation initiative in a marginalised rural area may be considered 
similar to an organisation, which carries out activities with different types of effects (impacts) on the 
environment, society and the economy in its territory. According to the GRI Standards Glossary (GSSB, 2016: 
Γぶ, iﾏpaIt さヴefeヴs to the effeIts aﾐ oヴgaﾐisatioﾐ has oﾐ the eIoﾐoﾏ┞, the eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐt aﾐd/oヴ soIiet┞, ┘hiIh iﾐ 
turn can indicate its contribution (positive oヴ ﾐegati┗eぶ to sustaiﾐaHle de┗elopﾏeﾐtざ. Fuヴtheヴ, iﾏpaIts Iaﾐ He 
positive, negative, actual, potential, direct, indirect, short-term, long-term, intended, or unintended (GSSB, 
ヲヰヱヶ: Γぶ, aﾐd lead to IoﾐseケueﾐIes foヴ the oヴgaﾐisatioﾐげs ﾏaﾐageﾏeﾐt ﾏodel, ヴeputation, or ability to achieve 
its objectives. This confirms the idea that impacts determine changes in the Perceived context where the social 
innovation is implemented. ToSIA (Tool for Sustainability Impact Assessment of Forest-Wood-Chains) uses a 
data-oriented approach that is very flexible in the focus of the analysis and the selection of indicators of 
sustainability (Lindner et al., 2010: 2197). ToSIA calculates sustainability values as products of the relative 
indicator values (i.e. indicator value expressed per unit of material flow) multiplied with the material flow 
entering the process. Calculated sustainability values are then aggregated for the segments of the FWC or for 
the complete chain. The sustainability impact assessment requires carefully specified system boundaries. 
ToSIA includes both economic, social and environmental indicators. However, the GRI Standards, ToSIA and 
other inspiring tools do not fully cover all the aspects within the fourth domains of interest for SIMRA 
evaluation, i.e. including governance and institutional aspects, and require integration with different 
approaches and methods. We also referred to: TSI, SIMPACT (Dhondt et al. 2016), Sefton et al. (2002), Hornsby 
(2012), Clark et al. (2004), the Vancity Community Foundation and the BC Association of Farmers Markets 
(2013), Allee (2008), AngloAmerican (2012), Cajaba-Santana (2014), Dawson and Daniel (2010), McGinnis and 
Ostrom (2012), Nicholls et al. (2012), ISO 14001:2015 standards, Newton et al. (2006), Kassa et al. (2009), 
Sandker et al. (2010), Millennium Ecosustem Assessment (2005), TEEB (2010) and CICES categorisation of 
ecosystem services (Haines-Young and Potschin, 2013), OECD Better Life Index, OECD Statistics and European 
Values Survey (2008), EUROSTAT, Sustainable Development Goals (UN, 2015), Symes and Hoefnagel (2010), 
Ahmed and Ahmed (2014), Bhatt and Altinay (2013), Temel and Dorjee (2014), GECES (2014), and indicators 
from the OECD Statistics (2017). 

                                                           
73 Sustainability reporting, common since 1997, is aﾐ oヴgaﾐisatioﾐげs pヴaItiIe of ヴepoヴtiﾐg puHliIl┞ oﾐ its eIoﾐoﾏiI, 
environmental and/or social impacts. Through this process, an organisation identifies and discloses its significant impacts 
on economy, environment and society using a globally-accepted standard. Of the world's largest 250 corporations 93% 
report on their sustainability performance and 82% of these use GRI's Standards. (www.globalreporting.org.).  

http://www.globalreporting.org/
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As mentioned above, outcomes and impacts of social innovation in marginalised rural areas can be on 
different aspects, economic, social, environmental as well as governance/institutional aspects. Depending on 
the type, dimension and location of the SI initiative, outcomes and impacts can be relevant to environmental 
aspects (e.g. a SI initiative established in a rural area for a new organic production system, or a rural 
community transition to low carbon energy systems), social aspects (e.g. a SI initiative established for the 
inclusion of newcomers or disabled people into farming practices), economic aspects (e.g. a SI initiative 
established to provide income diversification based on the multi-functionality of forests) or 
governance/institutional aspects (e.g. a SI initiative for creating new private-public coordination mechanisms 
and promoting coalitions to support policy reforms). SI initiatives are also expected to have outcomes and 
impacts on a combination of these aspects. There might be a wide range of aspects connected to each of the 
four domains. In the evaluation framework, each domain is considered in detail.  

Economic aspects 

A social innovation initiative can have different effects on the economy and at different levels. For the 
puヴposes of “IM‘A, ┘e suggest ideﾐtif┞iﾐg thヴee ke┞ t┞pes of さeIoﾐoﾏiI aItoヴsざ Ionnected to the social 
innovation, to determine direct and indirect impacts on the economy. They are: 1) the SI initiative in itself (to 
be considered as the organisation that provides activities, products and services of social innovation), even if in 
some cases, during the initial steps, it may not be formally approved as a legal entity and work through an 
informal aggregation of persons); 2) the network of individuals and organisations directly connected to the SI 
initiative but not part of the organisation (e.g. satellite activities such as suppliers, direct or indirect 
buyers/clients); 3) actors working and living in the territory where the SI initiative is established, not directly 
connected to the SI, but that indirectly benefited (or were negatively affected) for the economic performance 
by the activities, products and services provided by the SI. The elements to be considered in the evaluation for 
addヴessiﾐg t┞pes of iﾏpaIts, aﾐd the ┘a┞s to ﾏeasuヴe theﾏ, depeﾐd oﾐ the t┞pe of さeIoﾐoﾏiI aItoヴsざ 
identified. Whate┗eヴ the uﾐit of aﾐal┞sis, iﾐ “IM‘A, eIoﾐoﾏiI outIoﾏe/iﾏpaIt aヴe defiﾐed as さaﾐ┞ Ihaﾐge iﾐ 
the economy, whether adverse or beneficial, wholly or partially resulting from the activities or products or 
services delivered by the social innovation iﾐ the ﾏaヴgiﾐalised ヴuヴal aヴeaざ ふi.e. H┞ the speIifiI soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ 
initiative that is evaluated). Details on the types and variety of possible economic aspects on which SI might 
have an effect are provided in Part III. 

 

Box 17 – Example of existing methods that have inspired us in developing SIMRA evaluation method on 

economic aspects  

In the case of economic aspects, we drew mainly from the MIAA framework (Methodology for Impact Analysis 
and Assessment), developed by Hornsby 2012. The framework provides very concrete and detailed 
explanation of how to be applied; the methodology aims to look at social-purpose organisations throughout 
the sector, and analysing their impacts in a robust and consistent fashion. To do this, it draws on 
measurements made at the ground level, and accordingly is accompanied by a set of Guidelines for How to 
Measure and Report Social Impact. Another key source was the guide to social return on investment (Nicholls 
et al., 2012). This framework measures and accounts for a much broader concept of value; it seeks to reduce 
inequality and environmental degradation and improve wellbeing by incorporating social, environmental and 
economic costs and benefits. Finally, the guide to the use of economic evaluation in social welfare economic 
evaluation, involving the systematic assessment of costs and outcomes proposed by Sefton et al., 2002 was 
also very useful, as well as all the OECD Frameworks for measuring well-being and progress.  
More information is provided in the SIMRA Resources Web Site (see www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/). 

 

Social aspects 

Iﾐ “IM‘A, ┘e defiﾐe soIial outIoﾏe/iﾏpaIt as さaﾐ┞ Ihaﾐge iﾐ soIiet┞, ┘hetheヴ ad┗eヴse oヴ Heﾐeficial, wholly or 
partially resulting from the activities or products or services delivered by the social innovation in the 
ﾏaヴgiﾐalised ヴuヴal aヴeaざ ふi.e. H┞ the speIifiI soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ iﾐitiati┗e e┗aluatedぶ. Details oﾐ the t┞pes aﾐd 

https://www.academia.edu/11504453/GUIDELINES_FOR_HOW_TO_MEASURE_AND_REPORT_SOCIAL_IMPACT
https://www.academia.edu/11504453/GUIDELINES_FOR_HOW_TO_MEASURE_AND_REPORT_SOCIAL_IMPACT
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variety of social aspects affected by SI are provided in Part III. Box 18 mentions some key methods and sources 
that supported developing the evaluation framework. 

 

Box 18 – Examples of existing methods that have inspired us in developing SIMRA evaluation method on 

social aspects 

In the case of social aspects, we drew mainly from methods and research work focused on social capital, a 
relevant factor to support development processes in rural areas. Many recent studies have focused on the 
ability of social capital to enhance development in areas characterised by socio-economic marginality (e.g., 
Marquardt et al., 2012). Definitions and measures of social capital often conflate inputs (networks, norms) 
with outputs (forms of cooperative behaviour like political participation and social organisations). In 
developing SIMRA evaluation framework, and the overall methodological approach, the work of Pisani et al. (in 
print) on social capital inspired us. By integrating qualitative and quantitative analyses, the identify the specific 
factors that affect economic and social processes of development, and identify and measure various 
dimensions of social capital, namely structural, normative-cognitive, bonding, bridging, and linking forms and 
assess how they combine to determine local development, in the context of EU policy and the LEADER 
Approach. Also Sabatini (2009) was taken into consideration, with his framework for measurement of social 
capital based on five different dimensions of the concept: strong family ties (i.e. bonding social capital), weak 
informal ties (bridging social capital), voluntary organisations (linking social capital), active political 
participation and civic awareness. Another key method that we decided to adopt in SIMRA is Social Network 
Analysis (SNA) (Banerjee et al., 2013; Borgatti et al., 2013).  SNA is about understanding how the relationships 
between agents of a system influence or impact specific outcomes of that system. In relation to social 
innovation, SNA can help understand how the links (what they are and what are their characteristics) between 
agents (actors or institutions) encourage or hinder SI in its different phases. Other inspiring sources are: Bhatt 
and Altinay 2013 (how social capital in Indian social entrepreneurial ventures (SEVs) is leveraged in SI under 
resource constraints); McIntyre 2008 (technicques for engaging with stakeholders and sharing information to 
encourage social learning and co-construction of knowledge); Ban et al., 2015 (measures to assess the impact 
oﾐ householdsげ eIoﾐoﾏiI ┘elfare and social capital); Dax et al., 2016 (quantitative and qualitative analysis of 
LEADER programme performance in some European countries, with insights on methodological instruments); 
Knack 2000 (a multivariate analysis to assess the correlation between different social capital index and quality 
of government based on performance indicators).   
More information is provided in the SIMRA Resources Web Site (see www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/). 

 

Environmental aspects 

In SIMRA, we define environmental impact as さaﾐ┞ Ihaﾐge iﾐ the eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐt, ┘hetheヴ ad┗eヴse oヴ HeﾐefiIial, 
wholly or partially resulting from the activities or products or services delivered by the social innovation in the 
ﾏaヴgiﾐalised ヴuヴal aヴeaざ ふi.e. H┞ the speIifiI soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ iﾐitiati┗e that is evaluated). Details on the types 
and variety of environmental aspects, which SI might have an effect on, are provided in Part III. Box 19 briefly 
refers to some of the key methods and sources that supported developing the evaluation framework. 

Box 19 – Examples of existing methods that have inspired us in developing SIMRA evaluation method on 

environmental aspects  

For addressing environmental aspects, we drew mainly from the international standards ISO 14000 on 
environmental management systems of organisations (versions 1996, 2001, 2004 and 2015). According to 
these staﾐdaヴds, eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal aspeIts aヴe さeleﾏeﾐts of aﾐ oヴgaﾐisatioﾐげs aIti┗ities oヴ pヴoduIts oヴ seヴ┗iIes 
that iﾐteヴaIts oヴ Iaﾐ iﾐteヴaIt ┘ith the eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtざ ふI“O ヱヴヰヰヱ:ヲヰヱヵ, teヴﾏ ン.ヲ.ヲぶ. The environment is defined 
as さsuヴヴouﾐdiﾐgs iﾐ ┘hiIh aﾐ oヴgaﾐisatioﾐ opeヴates, iﾐIludiﾐg aiヴ, ┘ateヴ, laﾐd, ﾐatuヴal ヴesouヴIes, floヴa, fauﾐa, 
huﾏaﾐs, aﾐd theiヴ iﾐteヴヴelatioﾐshipsざ ふI“O ヱヴヰヰヱ:ヲヰヱヵ, teヴﾏ ン.ヲ.ヱぶ. “uヴヴouﾐdiﾐgs iﾐ this Ioﾐte┝t Iaﾐ e┝teﾐd 
from within an organisation to the local, regional and global system. Surroundings can be described in terms of 
biodiversity, ecosystems, climate or other characteristics. Additionally, environmental impact is さIhaﾐge to the 
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environment, whether adverse or benefiIial, ┘holl┞ oヴ paヴtiall┞ ヴesultiﾐg fヴoﾏ aﾐ oヴgaﾐisatioﾐげs eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal 
aspeItsざ ふI“O ヱヴヰヰヱ:ヲヰヱヵ, teヴﾏ ン.ヲ.ヴぶ. AIIoヴdiﾐg to the I“O ヱヴヰヰヱ:ヲヰヰヴ ふp.ヲΑぶ, さthe ヴelatioﾐship Het┘eeﾐ 
eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal aspeIts aﾐd iﾏpaIts is oﾐe of Iause aﾐd effeItざ ふsee Paヴt III on cases where statistical-based 
impact evaluation will be applied). Other relevant approaches are two European Directives. The first one is the 
European Union Directive (85/337/EEC) on Environmental Impact Assessments (know as the EIA Directive), 
initially introduced in 1985 and later on amended three times (in 1997, 2003 and 2009). The updated version is 
Directive 2011/92/EU (European Commission, 2011, published on the 13th of December). The second one is 
the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of plans and 
programmes, i.e. for predicting and evaluating the impact of a strategic action (e.g. a regional planning project) 
on the environment. Seven key areas are required and the aspects of the environment that may be affected 
and thus should be taken into consideration are listed, including populations, fauna, flora, air, soil, water, 
humans, landscape, cultural heritage. Other lists of environmental indicators not specifically connected to data 
collection or evaluation methods, that were checked are the OECD Key Environmental Indicators (2013), the 
UN-Habitat Guidelines for Strategic Environmental Assessment (2004), and the Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment (2005). We also drew from Newton et al. (2006), Lindner et al. (2010), TEEB (2010), Papageorgiou 
and Salmeron (2013), de Vries (2015), Brunner et al. (2016) and Verweij et al. (2016). More information is 
provided in the SIMRA Resources Web Site (see www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/). 

Governance/institutional aspects 

In SIM‘A, ┘e defiﾐe go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe/iﾐstitutioﾐal iﾏpaIt as さaﾐ┞ Ihaﾐge iﾐ the go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe/iﾐstitutioﾐal 
environment, whether adverse or beneficial, wholly or partially resulting from the activities or products or 
services delivered by the social innovation in the maヴgiﾐalised ヴuヴal aヴeaざ ふi.e. H┞ the speIifiI soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ 
initiative that is evaluated). In this domain, there is no single approach for identifying governance/institutional 
aspects, which depend on the types of activities, products and services provided by the SI and on the context. 
In addition, the literature on governance is broad, grounded on diverse meanings of the term. Governance is 
soﾏetiﾏes Ioﾐsideヴed oﾐe of the ﾏost Ihalleﾐgiﾐg けfuzz┞げ ┘oヴds aﾐd IoﾐIepts: Hヴoadl┞ used ┞et ofteﾐ ﾐot 
clearly explained. These characteristics contribute to making this domain the most problematic from an 
evaluative point of view.  

Only a few methods have been developed and tested/implemented for specifically assessing governance 
issues at the local level, at least in the field of natural resources management (Secco et al. 2014), i.e. the level 
at which the SIMRA case studies will be assessed. Details on the types and variety of governance/institutional 
aspects which SI might have an effect on are provided in Part III. Box 20 briefly refers to some of the key 
methods and sources for developing the evaluation framework. 

Box 20 – Examples of existing methods that have inspired us in developing SIMRA evaluation method on 

governance/institutional aspects  

For identifying the main elements for analysing impacts of social innovation in MRAs on governance and 
institutional aspects, BEPA (2011; 2013) was a key resource. Even if it is not focused on rural areas and rural 
challenges specifically, they suggest key aspects of governance that are expected to foster social innovation. 
We can presume that there may be a double-way connection between social innovation and governance: 
さ┘hile the ﾏo┗eﾏeﾐt aﾐd the Iヴeati┗e eﾐeヴg┞ iﾐ the eIos┞steﾏ Ioﾏes fヴoﾏ the aItoヴs aﾐd theiヴ IoﾐﾐeItions, 
the adﾏiﾐistヴati┗e, eIoﾐoﾏiI aﾐd legal eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐt has to He eﾐaHliﾐgざ ふBEPA ヲヰヱン: ヲヱぶ. “I aItoヴs aヴe 
affected by current governance and institutional environment but are also able to influence and change it. 
These aspects may be relevant for fostering social innovation, and when a SI initiative is developed and 
implemented, related mechanisms and tools can stimulate and/or consolidate more systematic governance 
reforms, oriented towards the creation of new networks, adoption of new governance procedures, or 
tヴaﾐspaヴeﾐI┞. Foヴ e┝aﾏple, ┘hile さsoﾏe of the ﾏost ヴesistaﾐt Haヴヴieヴs to soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ aヴe ヴooted iﾐ a laIk 
of Iooヴdiﾐatioﾐ Het┘eeﾐ the ┗aヴious aItoヴsざ ふBEPA, ヲヰヱン: ΒΓぶ, ┘e assuﾏe that ﾐet┘oヴkiﾐg-based SI initiatives 
in a MRA will improve (or at least seek to improve) coordination among actors – including public 
administrations and policy makers. Similar considerations are valid also for other aspects mentioned by BEPA 
ふヲヰヱンぶ, iﾐIludiﾐg: さIollaHoヴati┗e, iﾐfoヴﾏal platfoヴﾏs oヴ pヴogヴaﾏﾏesざ ふp. ヴヲぶ, さIapaIit┞ Huildiﾐgざ ふp. ヲヱぶ, 
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さHeﾐIkﾏaヴkiﾐg aﾐd iﾏpaIt ﾏeasuヴeﾏeﾐtざ ふp. ヲヱぶ, さgood puHliI seヴ┗iIesざ ふp. Γヲぶ, さﾏodeヴﾐisatioﾐ of puHliI 
adﾏiﾐistヴatioﾐsざ ふp. ΒΓぶ, さfasteヴ staﾐdaヴd settiﾐgざ ふp. Γヲぶ, さﾐe┘ iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐ aﾐd IoﾏﾏuﾐiIatioﾐ teIhﾐologiesざ 
ふp. Γンぶ, さe┝peヴiﾏeﾐtatioﾐ ┘ith ﾐe┘ iﾐstitutioﾐal ﾏodels Hased oﾐ soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐざ ふp. Γンぶ, aIIoﾏpaﾐ┞iﾐg the 
puHliI seItoヴ さto┘aヴds ﾏoヴe effeIti┗e, effiIieﾐt aﾐd opeﾐ puHliI adﾏiﾐistヴatioﾐsざ ふp. Γンぶ, さeﾐduヴiﾐg 
paヴtﾐeヴshipsざ Het┘eeﾐ pヴi┗ate aﾐd puHliI seItoヴ ふp. ヵヵぶ, aﾐd さﾏakiﾐg Ioヴpoヴate soIial ヴespoﾐsiHilit┞ a 
s┞steﾏatiI aﾐd esseﾐtial eleﾏeﾐt of aﾐal┞sis aﾐd opeヴatiﾐg ﾏode of all Husiﾐessesざ ふp. ヵヵぶ. Eﾏeヴsoﾐ et al. 
ふヲヰヱヲぶ pヴoposed the IoﾐIept of さIollaHoヴati┗e go┗eヴﾐaﾐIeざ as さthe pヴoIesses aﾐd stヴuItuヴes of puHliI policy 
decision making and management that engage people constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, 
levels of government, and/or the public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that 
could not otherwise be accomplished. This definition allows collaborative governance to be used as a broader 
analytic construct in public administration and enables distinctions among different applications, classes, and 
sIalesざ ふEﾏeヴsoﾐ et al. 2012: 2). This concept is similar to the network governance model, but focuses more 
distinctly on the institutional arrangements and capacity that public institutions ought to develop and 
implement to ensure that network governance works in practice. Emerson et al. ふヲヰヱヲ: ヱヰぶ ヴefeヴ to さa s┞steﾏ 
in which cross-boundary collaboration [among organisations/actors/sectors/levels/scales] represents the 
pヴedoﾏiﾐaﾐt ﾏode foヴ IoﾐduIt deIisioﾐ ﾏakiﾐg aﾐd aIti┗it┞ざ. Iﾐ theiヴ ┗ie┘, IollaHoヴati┗e go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe iﾐIludes 
two components: collaborative dynamics and collaboヴati┗e aItioﾐs. The fiヴst Ioﾏpoﾐeﾐt Ioﾐsists of さI┞IliIal oヴ 
iteヴati┗e iﾐteヴaItioﾐsざ ┘heヴe さpヴiﾐIipled eﾐgageﾏeﾐt, shaヴed ﾏoti┗atioﾐ aﾐd IapaIit┞ foヴ joiﾐt aItioﾐざ aヴe the 
key elements (ibidem). Each of them is expanded into several sub-key-elements that allow to undertstand the 
procedural arrangements for collaboration. The second one is less well developed and specified. The authors 
iﾐitiall┞ aヴgue that it is さusuall┞ seeﾐ as the ﾏajoヴ outIoﾏe of a liﾐeaヴ pヴoIess aﾐd is soﾏetiﾏes Ioﾐflated ┘ith 
iﾏpaItsざ (ibidem: 17), but later propose a list of possibile new mechanisms for collective actions and mention 
さleadeヴship, di┗eヴse ヴepヴeseﾐtatioﾐ aﾐd po┘eヴざ as ke┞ eleﾏeﾐts ふiHideﾏ: ヱΒぶ.. Iﾐ the “IM‘A fヴaﾏe┘oヴk, these 
mechanisms can be considered equivalent to the diﾏeﾐsioﾐ けAIti┗ities, pヴoIeduヴes aﾐd pヴaItiIesげ of the “I. 
Arts and Goverde (2006) adop an institutional perspective within a Governance Capacity Approach (GCA), to 
ヴefeヴ to Hoth さiﾐdiIati┗e go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe IapaIit┞ざ aﾐd さpeヴfoヴﾏati┗e go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe IapaIit┞ざ. Iﾐ the first type of 
go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe IapaIit┞, さthe ke┞ ケuestioﾐ is ┘hetheヴ a Ieヴtaiﾐ poliI┞ aヴヴaﾐgeﾏeﾐt is suIh that ┘e Iaﾐ e┝peIt a 
けIapaIit┞ to go┗eヴﾐげ. This ﾏeaﾐs that theヴe aヴe eﾐough ヴesouヴIes a┗ailaHle, that the ke┞ poliI┞ aItoヴs aヴe 
involved, that the rules of the gaﾏe do ﾐot pヴohiHit appヴopヴiate ふIhaﾐgeぶ Heha┗ioヴ, etI.ざ ふAヴts aﾐd Go┗eヴde, 
ヲヰヰヶ: Βヰぶ. “uIh go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe IapaIit┞ Iaﾐ He assessed oﾐ the Hasis of the ﾐotioﾐ of さIoﾐgヴueﾐIeざ assuﾏiﾐg that 
さa Ieヴtaiﾐ le┗el of IoﾐgヴueﾐIe – respectively among the policy views of different actors, among the dimensions 
of policy arrangements and available resources and rules, and among a policy arrangement and its wider 
institutional context – is needed for any policy arrangement to perform (and, in contrast, a lack of congruence 
iﾏplies go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe failuヴeぶ: [...] the ﾏoヴe IoﾐgヴueﾐIe, the ﾏoヴe ふpoteﾐtialぶ go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe IapaIit┞ざ ふAヴts aﾐd 
Goverde, 2006: 80-81). While the institutional capacity can be assessed on the basis of congruence of a policy 
aヴヴaﾐgeﾏeﾐt, the さpeヴfoヴﾏati┗e go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe IapaIit┞ざ Iaﾐ He assessed oﾐ the Hasis of the IapaIit┞ of poliI┞ 
arrangements to balance among jurisdictional, economic-managerial and political-civic principles of good 
governance that reflect perceptions, needs and strategies of policy actors (Nelissen, 2002). The two types 
(indicative and performative) of governance capacities are clearly interlinked. Finally, for aspects related to the 
normative approach to governance assessement, i.e. based on the so-called principles of good governance, we 
drew from the method and indicators developed by Secco et al. (2014) for assessing governance at local level. 
These indicators focused on forest governance, but can be adapted to the context of agriculture and rural 
development as well as to cases of social innovation. References adopted for developing the SIMRA 
preliminary set of methods include: BEPA (2011), Kjær (2004), UNDP (2009), Masten and Saussier (2000), 
Stirling and Mayer, (2001), Jongeneel e al. (2012), Soma and Vatn (2014), Citroni et al. (2015), Duberry (2015), 
Gobattoni et al. (2015), Pradel-Miquel (2015), Bosworth et al. (2016b), Džiﾐić et al. (2016), Scott and Boyd 
(2016), Ibrahim (2017), Van der Schoor et al. (2016), and Górriz-Mifsud et al. (2016). More information is 
provided in the SIMRA Resources Web Site (see www.simra-h2020.eu/resources/). 
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5.2.8. Innovation and learning processes  

5.2.8.1. Innovation and learning processes: an overview  

In Figure 8, the four types of arrows connecting social outcomes at each of the four levels show the non-linear 
processes that characterise policy and institutional responses and changes to social innovation, as well as 
interactions among actors over time. However, it should be noted that feedback might be relevant in several 
stages of the social innovation and not only at the end of the process74. The four types of arrows show 
responsiveness and the level of expected influence: the continuous black arrow refers to social outcomes at 
the local level, where the reaction of the local context may be faster. The grey discontinuous arrow refers to 
social outcomes with less directly relevant effects at the regional level, unclearer and occurring over a longer 
period of time. The light grey discontinuous arrow refers to less direct and evident social outcome effects on 
the national context, with slow responsiveness and longer-term processes. Finally, the dark grey discontinuos 
arrow refers to even less evident social outcome effects at the international/global level. The arrow from 
activities via outputs to outcomes/impacts suggests also that the social innovation that occurs at the local level 
in a MRA could be scaled up or have effects at larger spatial scales. This feedback loop is consistent with 
Holliﾐg aﾐd Guﾐdeヴsoﾐげs ふヲヰヰヲぶ e┝aﾏiﾐatioﾐ of adaptatioﾐ ┘ithiﾐ ﾐested s┞steﾏs.  

An important aspect of social innovation is the learning process, which can occur through participatory or 
deliberation processes (Dryzek and Pickering, 2017); self-organising activities (McGinnis and Ostrom, 2014) 
and social learning (by failures) (Garmendia and Stagl, 2010; Biggs et al., 2010). These processes can support 
pヴoIesses of sIaliﾐg up oヴ out of the soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ. Follo┘iﾐg Mooヴe aﾐd Westle┞ ふヲヰヱヱぶ, さ┘e use the teヴﾏ 
さsIaliﾐg outざ to ヴefeヴ to the ヴepliIatioﾐ of the saﾏe iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ iﾐ se┗eヴal different locations. In a different 
┗eiﾐ, ┘e use さsIaliﾐg upざ to ヴefeヴ to ﾏo┗iﾐg aﾐ iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ iﾐto a Hヴoadeヴ s┞steﾏ. While SI cases may not be 
initially supported by any policy (endogenous process), their success may lead to their replication (scaling out) 
or to the implementation of neo-endogenous approaches such as focused funding, policies or legislation, to 
scale up the initiative. Scaling up is not always possible, as SI may depend on locally specific social relationships 
and contexts which are not present in different spatial and socio-economic levels.  

Outcomes may have multiplier effects which feed back to the reduction of needs at all three levels: local, 
territorial and macro, albeit with different expected levels of responsiveness (See also McAdaﾏ, ヲヰヰン oﾐ けsIale 
shiftsげぶ. Multiplieヴ effeIts aヴe ofteﾐ diffiIult to He ケuaﾐtified. Iﾐ additioﾐ, “I ﾏa┞ take diffeヴeﾐt path┘a┞s, aﾐd 
iﾏpaIts oﾐ the alle┗iatioﾐ of けﾐeedげ ﾏa┞ ﾐot He diヴeItl┞ tヴaIeaHle iﾐ aﾐ e┗aluatioﾐ pヴoIess to the “I – due to 
the complexity of the social system. Evaluative challenges include confounding effects, path dependency 
processes and unpredictability, non intended effects. These processes are best represented heuristically by the 
three non-linear arrows.  Despite this complexity, efforts should be carried out to reflectively assess effects of 
outcomes at different spatial and temporal scales, in terms of distribution of benefits and trade-offs, 
responding to questions such as, for whom and for what are actions geared? Whose framing (of problem and 
response) is privileged and whose becomes marginalised? These questions seek to highlight the risk of 
justifying the hollowing out (or the restructuring) of the state in relation to welfare interventions 
(Swyngedouw, 2005), and to maintain instead a clear focus on a normative stance towards social innovation. 

5.2.8.2. Learning processes: details for SIMRA evaluation 

In the evaluation framework, the dimension Innovation and learning processes is identified through the sub-
dimensions of feedback loops and multiplier and critical effects. Feedback loops occur both within the local 
level, and in bridging to higher levels. In the first case, sharing results within the local community through 
presentations or specific events can lead to raising interest, debating issues and identifying trade-offs, as well 
as seeking opportunities and implementation beyond the sector or the beneficiaries already reached.  

Feedback on the SI project can also derive from partners, external donors or local politicians. Reflection on the 
results of the SI project can refer to whether the social innovation initiative has reduced the level of 

                                                           
74 We represent learning processes in the framework in Figure 10 only in connection to final phases of social 
innvoation. 
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marginality of the territory, and identified the elements that point to this reduction. Positive and negative 
feedback loops can also be received by participating in events outside of the territory of the case study, or by 
presenting the initiative to regional and national politicians.  

The sub-dimension multiplier and critical innovation effects refers to the assessment of the mainstreaming, 
upscaling and outscaling processes, as well as of critical effects. Mainstreaming refers to the consideration of 
┘hetheヴ the “I iﾐitiati┗e ヴeﾏaiﾐs iﾐﾐo┗ati┗e, aﾐd ┘hetheヴ it is iﾐ the pヴoIess of HeIoﾏiﾐg a けﾐoヴﾏalit┞げ. 
Upscaling considers whether the SI initiative has had an impact at higher scales, including in national policy or 
laws. Outscaling, the evaluation identifies whether the SI initiative has been replicated, adapted or aggregated 
into a body of similar initiatives at the national level.  

Finally, critical effects can be a component of any SI initiative. Adopting specific evaluation terminology, the 
evaluation seeks to identify deadweight, displacement and substitution. It does this by asking whether the 
effects of the SI would have arisen regardless (deadweight), and whether the effects were at the expense of 
another area (displacement) or another person, organisation or enterprise (substitution). 

5.3. Final Remarks on the Evaluation Framework 

The framework offers significant opportunities to address the challenges of evalutation of SI:    

 It responds to the requirement of identifying the elements for analysing and assessing social innovation in 
practice, from its causes (e.g. trigger), its core dimensions (e.g. agency, their networks, activities, etc.) and 
its effects (e.g. outputs, outcomes or impacts). 

 The fヴaﾏe┘oヴk ┘as de┗eloped foヴ さsettiﾐg the sIeﾐeざ of the de┗elopﾏeﾐt of ﾏethods aﾐd tools, eﾐaHliﾐg 
reflection on the steps taken, and understanding the flows of SI initiatives. It will be valuable for use with 
current and completed SIs . It can inform action based research.  

 It places attention on the process of reconfiguration (in governance arrangements, networks and attitudes) 
and on the broader social, political-economic, environmental and cultural contexts which provide a 
perceived context (as framed by enabling and constraining conditions) for the action of agency. 

 It provides a comprehensive framework, which is theoretically grounded in social theory on the 
relationships between structure and agency in shifting practices and values, and in theory of change. 

 It includes attitudes/beliefs as part of reconfiguring. 

 It enables inclusion of reflexivity on what the outcomes are, for whom, and how they can be used in 
learning processes at various levels, thus leasding to innovation occuring elsewhere.  

 It considers the role of the public sector/state in enabling social innovation (potential). 

 The draws on the model of Cajaiba-“aﾐtaﾐaげs due to its eﾏphasis oﾐ situatiﾐg pヴoIesses of soIial 
innovation within a structure-agency framework, but deepens the understanding of: i) the organisation (or 
self-organisation) at the level of agency (where collective action is identified as the result of different 
combinations of individual/public-private collective action for individual/collective benefit); ii) the process 
of reconfiguration (which includes both a reconfiguring and a reconfigured phase); iii) the impact of 
reconfiguration on attitudes/beliefs.  

The framework also faces some challenges which will be a focus of improvement:   

 It does not enable the representation of all aspects of real situations of social innovation, where several 
さヴe┗eヴse loopsざ ﾏight oIIuヴ. i.e. it is liﾐeaヴ aﾐd deteヴﾏiﾐistiI.  

 It is not specific to social innovation in marginalised rural areas. It is more general and generalizable to SI in 
various contexts, which may be a positive characteristic. For the purpose of D4.2, and a specification in 
terms of our target (i.e. MRAs), it will be developed with the identification of the parameters that 
characterise what a MRA at local level (see Price et al., 2017; D3.1), where there may be significant societal 
and biophysical challenges to be tackled, and fewer resources and opportunities comped to urban areas).  
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PART III – SETTING THE METHODS: HOW TO 

ASSESS AND EVALUATE SI IN MRAs  
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6. The Fundamentals of SIMRA Methods to Assess and Evaluate SI in 

MRAs 

6.1. Evaluation: A Brief Introduction 

Aﾐ e┗aluatioﾐ is さa s┞steﾏatiI aﾐd oHjeIti┗e assessﾏeﾐt of aﾐ oﾐgoiﾐg oヴ Ioﾏpleted pヴojeIt, programme or 
policy, its design, implementation and results. The aim is to determine the relevance and fulfilment of 
objectives, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainabilityざ of the implemented actions (OECD, 200075; 
Morra-Imas and Rist, 2009; Kandkher et al., 2010; Gertler et al., 2016). In short, evaluation is a periodic 
analytical assessment76, ┘hiIh seeks to aﾐs┘eヴ け┘h┞げ aﾐd けho┘げ ケuestioﾐs aHout speIifiI peヴfoヴﾏaﾐIe aﾐd 
outIoﾏes. T┞piIall┞, さ[iﾏpaIt] e┗aluatioﾐ seeks to pヴo┗e that Ihaﾐges iﾐ taヴgets aヴe due oﾐl┞ to the specific 
poliIies uﾐdeヴtakeﾐざ ふKhaﾐdkeヴ et al., ヲヰヱヰ: Βぶ. These aﾐal┞tiIal assessﾏeﾐts eﾏphasize さヴeliaHilit┞ aﾐd 
usefulﾐess of fiﾐdiﾐgs. Theiヴ ヴole is to iﾏpヴo┗e iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐ aﾐd ヴeduIe uﾐIeヴtaiﾐt┞ざ ふOECD, ヱΓΓΓ: ヶぶ.  

Typically, the evaluation of any policy, programme and project is based upon principles, standards, types of 
evaluation, criteria, evaluation questions and indicators. These concepts, already introduced in Secco et al., 
(2016; D4.1), are briefly recalled hereafter.  

Principles of evaluation can relate to the design, implementation and delivery of the results, and include 
specific reference to the purposes of the evaluation (i.e. improve future policy), impartiality and 
independence, credibility and usefulness, participation and cooperation (OECD, 1991; 2011; 2013a; 2013b). 

Evaluation quality standards – proposed by the OECD in 2006 – are the key pillars needed for a quality 
evaluation and refer to rationale, purpose, and objectives of an evaluation, evaluation scope, context, 
evaluation methodology, information sources, independence, evaluation ethics, quality assurance, relevance 
of the evaluation results and completeness (OECD, 2006)77. These standards are relevant to the development 
of evaluation methods in the context of participatory approaches such as those to be adopted by SIMRA in the 
case study areas and through the SIMRA SITT. 

Types of evaluation refer to the methods used (qualitative, quantitative and mixed), the manager of the 
evaluation (internal, external), the final use (formative or summative), the use of participatory techniques 
(participatory, not participatory) in relation to the project, and the programme or policy cycle if the evaluation 
is ex-ante, ongoing or interim, final, ex-post (European Commission, 2004). 

Evaluation criteria need to be established to evaluate whether an intervention achieved what was needed and 
led to the intended results, impacts. For the purposes of the definitions, the criteria are those proposed by the 
OECD Development Assistance Committee (OECD, 1991) and adopted by EC DG Agri. These include relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability (OECD, 1991)78

. 
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The DAC Principles for the Evaluation of Development Assistance (OECD, 1991) and Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation 

and Results Based Management (RBM) (OECD, 2000; 2010). 
76

 In contrast to continuous monitoring, evaluations are carried out at discrete points in time and often seek an outside 
perspective from technical experts. In many cases evaluation draws on monitoring activities, although the reverse does 
not happen, i.e. monitoring does not draw on evaluation. さMoﾐitoriﾐg is a continuous process that tracks what is 
happening within a program and uses the data collected to inform program imple- mentation and day-to-day 
management and decisions. Using mostly administrative data, monitoring tracks program performance against expected 
results, makes comparisons across programs, and analyzes trends over time. Usually, monitoring tracks inputs, activities, 
aﾐd outputs, though oIIasioﾐall┞ it Iaﾐ iﾐIlude outIoﾏes, suIh as pヴogヴess to┘aヴd ﾐatioﾐal de┗elopﾏeﾐt goals.ざ ふGeヴtleヴ 
et al. 2016: 7). 
77

 OECD (2006) Evaluation Quality Standards for Test Phase Application. Development Assistance Committee. 
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/30/62/36596604.pdf.  
78

 See the OECD DAC Criteria for Evaluating Development Assistance website: 
www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm 
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1. Relevance refers to the extent to which the objectives of an intervention are consisten with 
HeﾐefiIiaヴiesげ ヴeケuiヴeﾏeﾐts, Iouﾐtヴ┞ needs and policies and global priorities.  

2. Effectiveness is a measure of the extent to which a project reaches its objectives.  
3. Efficiency is a measure of outputs – qualitative and quantitaitive – in relation to inputs, meaning that 

the project uses the less costly resources in order to achieve the outputs. This requires a comparison 
with alternatives to determine whether the most efficient process has been adopted.  

4. Impacts are the positive and negative changes produced by a project, directly or indirectly, intended or 
unintended. 

5. Sustainability refers to the probability of a continuation in the stream of benefits produced by the 
project after the period of external support has ended79

.  

From a practical perspective, to address the above mentioned criteria, the evaluation of an intervention (e.g. a 
SI initiative and its effects) has to start from the identification of the so-called intervention logic. This is defined 
as さthe logiIal liﾐk Het┘eeﾐ the pヴoHleﾏ that ﾐeeds to He taIkled ふoヴ the oHjeIti┗e that ﾐeeds to be pursued), 
the uﾐdeヴl┞iﾐg dヴi┗eヴs of the pヴoHleﾏ, aﾐd the poliI┞ optioﾐs […] a┗ailaHle to addヴess the pヴoHleﾏ oヴ aIhie┗e 
the oHjeIti┗eざ ふEuヴopeaﾐ Coﾏﾏissioﾐ ヲヰヱヵ: ヱヰぶ. Liﾐkiﾐg pヴoHleﾏs ┘ith possiHle solutioﾐs is the ﾏaiﾐ featuヴe 
of the theory of change (see Section 4). The theory of change is typically based on the analysis of a results 
chain detaining the causal sequence beginning with inputs, moving through activities and outputs, and 
culminating in outcomes, impacts and feedback (Morra-Imas and Rist, 2009: 167). While this chain implies 
linear relations which are quite simplistic, multi-causation or results model can draw greater attention to the 
non-linearity of cause and effect (GIZ, 2013)80.  

Adopting this approach, the intervention logic (which can also be represented by means of the theory of 
change) is analysed by means of evaluation questions relating to the design, implementation and results of a 
SI initiative. In geneal, evaluations can address three types of questions:  

 Descriptive questions. The evaluation seeks to determine what is taking place and describes processes, 
conditions, organisational relationships, and stakeholder views. Examples of descriptive questions for 
the evaluation of an SI initiative in MRAs are: (i) What are the goals of the SI initiative from the 
perspective of the different stakeholders of the rural context?; (ii) Where the SI iniatiative has been 
implemented?; (iii) How many marginalised people of the target area partipated to the initiative?  

 Normative questions. The evaluation compares what is taking place to what should be taking place; 
these questions compare the current situation with a specified target, goal or benchmark. It assesses 
activities and whether or not targets are accomplished. Normative questions can apply to inputs, 
activities, and outputs.  Examples of normative questions for the evaluation of a SI initiative in MRAs 
are: (i) Did we meet the objective of including marginalised people in the decision-making process?; (ii) 
Did we reach the goal of including new farmers in social farming initiatives?;  (iii) Was the process for 
including new beneficiaries fair and equitable?  

 Cause-and-effect questions. They allow the determination of what difference the intervention makes.  
Often referred to as outcome, impact, or attributional questions, they attempt to measure what has 
changed because of the intervention. Cause-and-effect questions seek to determine the effects of a 
project, programme, or policy. The┞ aヴe the さso ┘hatざ ケuestioﾐs. Cause-and-effect questions ask 
whether the desired results have been achieved as a result of the programme (Morra Imas and Rist, 
2009: 227). The evaluation examines outcomes and tries to assess what difference the intervention 
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 Sustainability refers in this context to the classical meaning adopted in project evaluation. However, in SI initiatives in 
ﾏaヴgiﾐalised ヴuヴal aヴeas, さe┝teヴﾐal suppoヴtざ iﾐ teヴﾏs of fuﾐds pヴo┗ided H┞ e┝teヴﾐal doﾐoヴs oヴ iﾐ┗estoヴs is ﾐot aﾐ oH┗iuos 
component of the initiative. In some cases, the SI initiative can be initially based on voluntary and free engagement of 
local actors and later be self-funded, or able to generate revenues for self-sustaining – without necessarily depend on 
external resources.  
80

 The GIZ Monitoring and Evaluation Unit does not distinguish between outputs, outcomes, impacts, but simply refers to 
けヴesultsげ. AIIoヴdiﾐg to this ﾏodel, aﾐ┞ output, outIoﾏe, oヴ iﾏpaIt is a goal, aﾐd aﾐ┞thiﾐg that ﾏa┞ He aIhie┗ed, ﾏoヴe oヴ 
less directly or indirectly, is a result. More details on this issue are available in Secco et al. (2016; D4.1).  
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ﾏakes iﾐ outIoﾏesざ ふGeヴtleヴ et al., 2016: 7). Examples of cause and effects questions for the 
evaluation of a SI initiative in MRAs are: (i) Did the SI initiative determine an improved wellbeing of the 
community?; (ii) Did the government increase the financing of new SI initiatives?; (iii) What other 
impacts (positive or negative) did the SI initiative determine on the wider community? 

On the basis of these general premises, the overall evaluation approach is presented below, including its basic 
constituents: framework, methods and tools.   

6.2. The Evaluation Approach  

6.2.1. Elements of the evaluation approach 

The community of evaluators has developed a wide range of categorizations of different evaluation 
approaches.81 To be pragmatic, by evaluation approach in this deliverable we mean the set of options82 that 
we have choosen to design, test, refine and finalise an innovative methodology for assessing and evaluating 
social innovation in marginalized rural areas. Any evaluation approach is typically constituted by three main 
paヴts: the さe┗aluatioﾐ pヴoIessざ, the さe┗aluatioﾐ ﾏethodsざ aﾐd the さe┗aluatioﾐ toolsざ ふEU EuヴopeAid, ヲヰヰヶぶ. 
Each of these parts comprises elements and sub-elements, which are briefly presented in Table 10 to provide 
an overview of the selected set of options in SIMRA. The Table synthetizes the main steps and activities (some 
already implemented, others foreseen) that are necessary for finalising the SIMRA evaluation methods at the 
end of the project. The final manual for the evaluators (D4.3) will be structured on the basis of this Table 
contents.   

Table 10. Elements and sub-elements of the evaluation approach adopted in SIMRA 

Elements of the 

evaluation 

Sub-elements of the 

evaluation 
Elements of the evaluation as proposed in SIMRA 

EVALUATION PROCESS 

Subject of the 
evaluation 

Project, programme, strategy SI initiative in MRA 

Sectors, themes and cross-
cutting issues 

Sectors: agriculture, forestry, rural development 

Scope of the evaluation SI initiative (SI process and SI project) and its impacts  

Scale A SI initiative in SIMRA is assessed at local level 

Timing of the 
evaluation 

Case of stand-alone 
intervention 

Ex-post 

Case of a series of 
interventions 

Depending on the momentum of SI development (initial 
phases, or completed successive cycles). 

Use of the 
evaluation 

Evaluation users Policy makers and public administration on different 
administrative levels, enterprenuers (including social 
enterpreneuers and relevant interest groups) (policy 
target groups and practice target groups) 

                                                           
81 Morra Imas and Rist (2009) propose a comprehensive list of different typologies of evaluation approaches such as: 

prospective evaluation, evaluability assessment, goal-based evaluation, goal-free evaluation, multisite evaluations, cluster 
evaluation, social assessment, enviromental and social assessment, participatory evaluation, outcome mapping, rapid 
assessment, evaluation synthesis, meta evaluations, utilization-focused evaluation, empowerment evaluation, realist 
evaluation, inclusive evaluation, beneficiary assessment and horizontal evaluation. BetterEvaluation, which is an 
international initiative to improve evaluation practice and theory, suggests different types of evaluation approach: e.g. 
apprentice inquiry, beneficiary assessment, case study, collaborative outcomes reporting, critical system heuristics, 
democratic evaluation, innovation history, most significant changes, outcome harvesting, outcome mapping, participatory 
evaluation, participatory rural appraisal, positive deviance, randomased controlled trials, realist evaluation, social return 
of investment, utilization-focused evaluationFor detailed information on the specific features of the different evaluation 
approaches previously mentioned, see the webpage: www.betterevaluation.org/en/approaches  
82

 The selected set of options of the SIMRA evaluation approach are grounded on both theoretical analysis (SIMRA 
Deliverables 2.1, 2.2 and 3.1) and literature review (Task 4.2) and SITT stakeholders consultations (WP2) (see Part I). 

www.betterevaluation.org/en/approaches
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Types of use Help decision making, articulate judgements on SI 
and/or better know and understand SI and its effects 

Dissemination of the 
evaluation 

Online reports and material in the website, scientific 
conferences, etc. as planned by SIMRA project 

The players and 
their roles 

Evaluation manager Responsible for the evaluation: SIMRA WP4 and WP6 
Leaders 

Evaluation team Responsible for data collection, data analysis, 
formulation of judgements and reporting in relation to 
evaluation questions: SIMRA WP5 and CS Teams 

Evaluation stakeholders SITT members, SAB members, stakeholders involved in 
local SI CSs, other SIMRA partners, EU and non-EU 
Mediterranean countries representatives within SIMRA 
project  

(PRELIMINARY) EVALUATION METHODS 

Setting the scene Theoretical framework: 
rational, logic and theoretical 
connections  

Identification and analysis from a theoretical point of 
view of the rational, logic and cross-sectoral theoretical 
connections of SI in MRAs: WP2, WP3  

Evaluation framework  Deconstructing SI concepts (identification of 
dimensions, sub-dimensions, components): WP4   

Policies analysis Identification of policies relevant to SI in MRAs 
implemented at different institutional levels: WP6 

Complementarity with existing 
evaluation 
frameworks/methods 

Identification of and possible integration with existing 
evaluation approaches/frameworks/methods/tools: 
WP4 

Who? Agency and other actors at the core of the SI initiative: 
innovators, followers, transformers, implementers 

Domains of impact SI initiative could have impacts on four different 
domains: economy, society, environment and 
governance/institution 

Evaluation 
questions 

Origins of initial set of 
questions  

Preliminary list of questions based on SITT stakeholders 
consultation (with WP2), identification and analysis of 
existing methods that can be used in assessing SI and its 
impacts on four domains, creation of ad hoc questions 

Selection of questions Test of preliminary list of questions in 2 to 3 pioneer 
CSs: the initial proposed questions have to be selected 
on the basis of the results of pioneer case studies in 
WPs 5 and 6, as well as WP4. 

Questions and evaluation 
criteria 

Refinement and formulation of the final set of questions 
to be applied in all the selected CSs: WP5 and CS Teams 

Further refinement of questions and consequent 
aggregation of questions to answer different evaluation 
criteria (e.g. relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, 
sustainability), depending on the results of the 
assessment in each of the selected CSs. Both qualitative 
and quantitative questions are used. 

Judgement 
references 

From questions to indicators On the basis of evaluation framework and questions, in 
connection with hypothesis of diverging paths (WP2), 
different indicators have to be developed as final 
elements to formulate judgement within SIMRA. 
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Indicators Mainly focused on descriptive indicators on SI 
dimensions, sub-dimensions, components and their 
aggregations. 

Narrative Mainly focused on in-depth interviews with key 
informants and policy experts 

Methodological 
design 

Initial steps Strategy for data collecting and analysis: data collection 
in selected CSs in MRAs at local level 
Selection of investigation areas: depending on the 
status of the SI initiative (in a large and complex SI 
initiative, only one SI project will be analysed) 
Specifically designed tools: guiding questions for semi-
structured interviews and questionnaires for structured 
interviews. 

Design table per indicator For each indicator a design table has to be formulated 
and completed based on the following elements: 
questions, scope of indicator, evaluation criteria which 
it refers to, analysis strategy, type of SI, information 
sources and tools. 

Data collection Evaluation teams (SIMRA CSs Teams) collect primary 
and secondary data in selected CSs in MRAs (WP5). 

Analysis Analysis of change: two approaches are proposed, 
based on the contextual conditions of each CS. One 
approach is based on descriptive and normative 
questions as well as on cause-effect questions 
(counterfactual before-after). Another approach is 
based on cause-effect questions with the application of 
impact assessment (counterfactual dif-in-dif, only when 
applicable). 

EVALUATION TOOLS 

Combination of 
tools 

Toolbox Qualitative and quantitative tools used in combination: 
semi-structured interviews (open questions, 
storytelling), structured interviews (questionnaires with 
open and closed questions), focus groups, survey, 
expert panel, casy study analysis, context indicators, 
POT analysis, social network analysis, stakeholders 
analysis. 

Source: EU EuropeAid, 2006 – E┗aluatioﾐ ﾏethods foヴ the Euヴopeaﾐ Uﾐioﾐげs E┝teヴﾐal AssistaﾐIe.  

 

In the following sub-section, the focus is on the elements and/or sub-elements that require clarification in 
relation to the activities of assessment planned for the next steps, i.e. the application of the preliminary set of 
methods in the pioneer CSs, before it is applied to the other selected CSs of SI in MRAs (in WP5) and policy 
processes (in WP6).  

At this stage some key elements of evaluation are presented in outline with details to be developed after the 
collection and interpretion of feedback from the practical application of the methods and tools in the field.  

6.2.2. Subject of the evaluation: the SI initiative in MRA and its impacts 

In our approach, any SI initiative is considered to comprise two parts, to be evaluated in conjunction with each 
other. The first part is the SI process, and the second is the SI project. The SI process occurs with the 
emergence of the SI idea through the reconfiguration of social practices. The SI process in based on the 
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following dimensions: perceived context, agency (actors and preparatory action), from reconfiguring to 
reconfigured social practices (i.e. new governance arrangements, new networks, new attitudes).  

Once these dimensions have occurred the SI project emerges based on inputs, activities and outputs. These 
t┘o paヴts deteヴﾏiﾐe outIoﾏes aﾐd iﾏpaIts ふideﾐtified as け“I effeItsげ iﾐ Figure 20) on the economic, social, 
environmental and institutional domains.  

 

Figure 20. SI in MRA initiative composed by an SI process, SI project and SI effects. Source: SIMRA research 
team. 

SI initiative processes are of different types: i) initial processes in the initial creation of the social innovation 
through to the reconfiguration of social practices, paving the way to the SI project; ii) project processes 
happeﾐiﾐg iﾐ the iﾏpleﾏeﾐtatioﾐ of the “I pヴojeIt. Iﾐ the Figuヴe ヱ the teヴﾏ さPヴoIess of “I iﾐ M‘Aざ ヴefeヴs to the 
first of these two types.  
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Processes are a continuous movement and it is challenging, within an evaluation study, to capture their 
complex dynamics to understand how they affect the production of results. The same can be said in relation to 
social practices (networks, attitudes and governance arrangements). To reduce this complexity to a 
ﾏaﾐageaHle e┗aluatioﾐ, the appヴoaIh is to Iヴeate さpiItuヴesざ of t┘o t┞pes of pヴoIesses at diffeヴeﾐt ﾏoﾏeﾐts of 
time, allowing the entry of evidence of their effects in the SI iniatitive.  

The teヴﾏ けpヴojeItげ used iﾐ the e┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴk does ﾐot ヴefeヴ e┝Ilusi┗el┞ to opeヴatioﾐs iﾏpleﾏeﾐted due 
to external funds.  A SI project can be and normally is implemented due to the use of the internal resources of 
the individual, organization, institution, network that have identified it. In both the cases (internal and external 
funding) the evaluation plays a central role in specifying what has functioned in the SI process, which are the 
outputs produced by the SI project, and what are the impacts determined by the SI initiative. This evaluation 
framework can be applied in both the cases.  

The sequence of a SI process, that leads to a SI project, and subsequently leads to SI effects, is simplistic and it 
is adopt here only for the needs of evaluation practice. This sequence, as mentioned in Section 4 and Section 
6.1, is aligned with the theory of change (ToC). According to Kusek and Rist (2004), the theory of change refers 
to the assumption that specific interventions will lead to desired results83. The ToC is normally based on a 
model organised in different components: inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts. The ToC is widely 
used at international level for the evaluation of projects, programmes and policies, e.g. by the Common 
Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (CMEF) of the Common Agricultural Policy. Moreover, after the Better 
Regulation Agenda84, which strongly relies on Impact Assessments (IA), all the European policies have to be 
designed and evaluated by using the ToC, which (despite the disadvantages of being a linear approach) has the 
positive elements of making clear the components of the process within the project, and its results and 
effects. This helps in the identification of the cause-effect relationships between an intervention (a SI in a 
MRA) and its effects (impacts).  

The ToC normally assumes that the behavioural change of beneficiaries occurs once the production of outputs 
has been completed, thus determinining the variation in the outcome variables and so the impacts. We 
anticipate that in any SI initiative the behavioural change can happen at different moments of time, and in 
relation to different actors involved in the SI initiative. Different types of actors can be associated to the two 
main parts of the SI initiative.   

Actors of SI process (i.e. innovator(s), follower(s) and transformer(s)) play different roles throughout the SI 
initiative, and can modify their behaviour during the SI process and due to the development of new attitudes, 
new networks and new governance arrangements, and before the production of outputs. The repeated 
interactions amongst actors can reinforce their behavioural change in the longterm. 

Actors of the SI project are multiple (i.e. implementers or project partners and direct and indirect beneficiaries) 
and in their case different hypotheses on behavioural change can be formulated: a beneficiary can change the 
behaviour during the implementation of the project due to the interactions with the project implementers; at 
the end of the project due to the results achieved; after the conclusion of the project due to novel 
interactions. It is possible that the beneficiary will never change their behaviour or that they will return to 
previous habits and behaviours. In the case of implementers, different conditions can determine their 
behavioural change, depending upon whether they took part, as transformers, in the SI process or if they are 
totally new to the SI project.  
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 In the proposed framework and set of methods the assumptions is that the effects of SI depend not only on the types of action 
but also on the specific context, enabling factors and conditions (i.e. the same actions do not necessarily lead to the same 
results).    
84

 The Betteヴ ‘egulatioﾐ Ageﾐda is: さaHout desigﾐiﾐg aﾐd e┗aluatiﾐg EU poliIies aﾐd la┘s tヴaﾐspaヴeﾐtl┞, ┘ith e┗ideﾐIe, 
and backed up by the views of citizens and stakeholders. It covers all policy areas and aims for targeted regulation that 
goes ﾐo fuヴtheヴ thaﾐ ヴeケuiヴed, iﾐ oヴdeヴ to aIhie┗e oHjeIti┗es aﾐd Hヴiﾐg Heﾐefits at ﾏiﾐiﾏuﾏ Iostざ 
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/better-regulation-why-and-how_en  
https://ec.europa.eu/info/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/better-regulation-why-and-how_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
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These multiple issues qualify the differences in the use of ToC within SI initiatives when compared to a 
standard evaluation of projects. These hypotheses will be verified after the application of the method to SI 
case studies in the field.  

6.2.3. Subject of the evaluation: SI initiative at local level  

Three scales85 are of relevance for the evaluation of SI and its impacts in SIMRA are relevant: the spatial, the 
social and the temporal. However, while considerations of the spatial and social scales are reported hereafter, 
the temporal scale is discussed in Section 6.2.3 because it is related to the timing of evaluation.   

Spatial scale 

The spatial or geographic scale of analysis refers to the extent at which a certain phenomenon is analyzed 
within a certain territory, which is the overall size of a study area. Levels of analysis can be global, national, 
regional or local.86 In analysing the phenomena with respect to SI and its impacts in MRAs, spatial scale is 
important in several ways.  

i) The identification of the geographical location of the SI initiative. This is to understand whether it is (or 
not) located in a marginalized rural area (and thus whether it is eligible as a SIMRA case study). For this 
purpose, a set of maps was developed at the regional level, generally NUTS 3 spatial resolution (Price et 
al., 2017; D3.1). However, SI often happens at lower spatial levels, and in particular, at the local level, 
where individuals, single organisations and local networks matter in projects implementation (Secco et 

al. 2014). The majority of the examples of SI that are included in the online catalogue in the SIMRA Web 
Site (Bryce et al., 2017; D3.2) are cases developed at local level, on relatively limited territory and size.  

ii) SI emerges in a multi-level context. The various dimensions, sub-dimensions and components87 of SI may 
refer to different spatial levels, depending on the case, their effects are typically local. We hypothesize 
that the diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さtヴiggeヴ aﾐd iﾐdi┗idual aﾐd IolleIti┗e ﾐeedsざ ﾏa┞ oIIuヴ at aﾐ┞ spatial le┗el ふe.g. 
international, national, regional or local). However, it becomes salient for social innovation when its 
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 Scale refers to the spatial, temporal and institutional/jurisdictional dimensions used to measure a phenomenon, while 
levels are the elements of analysis located at different positions in a scale. Dimensions refer to the unstructured aspects 
of reality or phenomena to which scales are applied, such as space, time and power (Gibson et al., 2000; Veldkamp et al. 
2011). Following this definition, the spatial scale applies to geographical areas, and the main levels are globe, regions, 
landscapes and patches. The temporal scale applies to time frequencies; levels are for example daily, weekly, seasonal, 
annual, etc. but they can also refer to the speed of a process (fast/slow) or durations (long/short). In the jurisdictional 
scale, the analysed dimension refers to administrations. Typically, its levels are inter-governamental (e.g., the EU), 
national, provincial, localities (e.g. municipalities, towns); but others are also used (based for example on aggregations of 
localities – suIh as the さUﾐioﾐs of MuﾐiIipalitiesざ in mountaineous areas in Italy). Scales apply also to social sciences, 
social systems, actors and businesses as well as decision-making processes, that can be analysed by using a social scale, 
that typically refers to micro, meso and macro levels. Other types of scale exist (e.g. institutional, management, networks, 
knowledge, etc.), with related levels. The institutional scale for example refer to rules, and the level are constitutions, 
national laws and regulations, and operating rules. The management scale refers to plans, and levels can be strategies, 
projects, tasks. The network scale refers to links, and levels can be trans-society, society, kin, family. The knowledge scale 
can vary from general to specific and from universal to contextual (Cash et al. 2006). But those we consider relevant for 
the evaluation of SI and its impacts are: the spatial, the social and the temporal scales.  
86

 To analyse physical or socio-economic phenomena, in general we consider administrative boundaries of territories 
(Cash et al. 2006; Gibson et al. 2000). As mentioned in Price et al. (2017; D3.1), SIMRA uses the subdivision of the 
European Union territory provided by EUROSTAT. The EU territory is divided into five levels: three levels of Nomenclature 
of territorial units for statistics (NUTs) and two levels of local administrative units (LAUs). The three NUTs level are the 
following: NUTS1 corresponds to groups of regions within the Country (formally NUTS0); NUTS2 corresponds to the 
regional level at sub-national level while NUTS3 corresponds to the provincial level at sub-national level. The LAU level 
includes the upper LAU level (LAU1, formerly NUTS4), which is defined for most, but not all of the countries; and the 
lower LAU level (LAU2, formerly NUTS5), which corresponds to most detailed level of analysis i.e. the municipal one. 
Depending on the size, not all countries have every level of division: indeed, the upper LAU level (LAU1) is not defined for 
all of the countries, while the lower level (LAU2) is present in the 28 EU Member States. In non-EU Mediterranean 
countries (e.g. North African countries) the administrative subdivision is different.  
87

 The SI concepts have been explicated to guide the evaluation - see the evaluation framework in Part II. 
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effects and reactions appear at local level (Oosterlynck et al. 2013; Baker and Mehmood, 2015). Thus, 
while the sub-diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さtヴiggeヴざ Iaﾐ He iﾐteヴﾐatioﾐal ふe.g. the gloHal fiﾐaﾐIial Iヴises), its effects (e.g. 
loss of joHsぶ aﾐd ヴelated soIietal さﾐeedsざ ふe.g. suppoヴt to iﾐIoﾏe of pooヴ faﾏiliesぶ aヴe t┞piIall┞ loIall┞ 
specific and thus have to be analysed at local level. Similar considerations and dynamics are valid for 
many other dimensions of SI (e.g. perceived context, reconfigured social practices, impacts, etc.).  

The local level at which the SI occurs in a certain territory can both have clear boundaries (e.g. a group of 
landowners within the same municipality) or unclear boundaries (e.g. a private-public hybrid network engaged 
in different nearby areas but not in the same municipality). In the first case, the analysis can refer to a single 
municipality (LAU2); in the second, it can refer to more than one municipality (scaling up to a territorial or 
landscape level), and at different jurisdictional levels88. Only in the first case, when all the actors involved in 
the SI initiative, including the beneficiaries, are located in the same municipality our statistical unit of analysis 
will correspond to a LAU2 unit. In the second case, the unit of analysis will likely be an aggregation of LAU2 
units, the dimension/size and borders of which will depend on the SI initiative and territory where the 
initiative is implemented. For simplicity, even when the analysis refers to a larger spatial unit with respect to a 
LAU2 unit and thus it corresponds to a spatial meso-level of analysis, in our evaluation approach it is referred 
to it as さloIal le┗elざ. This appヴoaIh is ﾏaiﾐl┞ used foヴ the e┝aﾏiﾐatioﾐ of the Iontext (context indicators and 
narrative analysis) and SI impacts (impacts indicators and narrative analysis) (see Part IV for more details).  

A final consideration is needed of those SI initiatives that are structured into different layers, at various 
jurisdictional levels. This is the case, generally, of advanced or mature and well-consolidated SI initiatives, 
which started initially from one (or a few separated) local SI process(es) and/or project(s) and were able to 
scale out and/or to scale up.  

To scale out means they were able to replicate the same innovation in different locations, while to scale up 
means to move the innovation to a broader system, e.g. bringing it to a regional or national level (see Part II, 
section XV on learning processes)89. In this case, local SI initiatives are connected both with SI initiatives 
located in different areas, thus creating horizontal networks, and with entities built at a higher jurisdictional 
level by the horizontally networked SI initiatives. The latter is for the purpose of representing the SI initiatives 
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 For methodological reasons, the relevant spatial level of analysis is the local one. However, multi-level and trans-
boundary interconnections are also considered, especially by identifying links and networks among actors who belong to 
different jurisdictional and spatial levels. The term trans-boundary refers for example to trans-national or trans-regional 
interconnections i.e. the links of SI occurring in a certain territory with other administrative/institutional levels and 
territories: it allows to grasp urban-rural-periurban relationships and linkages existing between organisations involved in 
SI initiatives located in different spaces and should be taken into consideration in evaluating SI impacts. Similarly, 
interconnections between sectors at different levels should also He takeﾐ iﾐto Ioﾐsideヴatioﾐ. さCヴoss-le┗elざ iﾐteヴaItioﾐs 
ヴefeヴ to iﾐteヴaItioﾐs aﾏoﾐg le┗els ┘ithiﾐ a sIale, ┘heヴeas さIヴoss-sIaleざ ﾏeaﾐs iﾐteヴaItioﾐs aIヴoss diffeヴeﾐt sIales, foヴ 
e┝aﾏple, Het┘eeﾐ spatial doﾏaiﾐs aﾐd juヴisdiItioﾐs. さMultile┗elざ is used to indicate the presence of more than one level, 
aﾐd さﾏultisIaleざ the pヴeseﾐIe of ﾏoヴe thaﾐ oﾐe sIale, Hut ┘ithout iﾏpl┞iﾐg that theヴe aヴe iﾏpoヴtaﾐt Iヴoss-level or cross-
scale interactions (Cash 2006). 
89

 One good example of these dynamics is the case of the National Forum of Social Farming (FNAS in the Italian acronym 
of Foruﾏ Nazioﾐale dell’AgriIoltura “oIiale), in Italy. The Forum is a national network of local SI initiatives mainly focused 
on social and employment inclusion of disadvantaged people through their active involvement in farming activities. Some 
of the local SI initiatives are located in marginalised rural areas, but of course the national network also includes 
initiatives in urban areas or in rural areas that are not marginal or marginalised (according to the criteria defined in 
Deliverable 3.1). At local level, the single initiative is based on networks of many actors (e.g., farms, social cooperatives, 
host Ioﾏﾏuﾐities, paヴeﾐtsげ assoIiatioﾐs, e┝peヴts, puHliI authoヴities of the soIial-health sector and others). These local 
initiatives are networked at a higher level into regional forums of social farming (7 out of 21 Italian regions have a 
regional forum formally established). These Regional Forums are then networked at a higher level, into the National 
Forum. However, the National Forum also includes other provincial, regional or national associations (e.g., the Association 
さOヴgaﾐiI-soIial faヴﾏs of Veﾐetoざ, the Natioﾐal AssoIiatioﾐ of OヴgaﾐiI AgヴiIultuヴe, aﾐd ﾏaﾐ┞ otheヴsぶ. The ﾏaiﾐ goal of the 
National Forum is to represent the experience of social farming at national level. More information are available in the 
web site, URL: http://www.forumagricolturasociale.it/ and in the document available at: http://www.maie-
project.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/de/dateien/newsletter_FNAS_Italy_eng.pdf 

http://www.forumagricolturasociale.it/
http://www.maie-project.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/de/dateien/newsletter_FNAS_Italy_eng.pdf
http://www.maie-project.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/de/dateien/newsletter_FNAS_Italy_eng.pdf
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in the political debate at a regional and/or national context, and for obtaining greater visibility and recognition 
by the public authorities and private donors.  

SI initiatives are linked in vertical networks, involving different administrative/jurisdictional levels, from the 
local to the regional, and from the regional and to national. In these cases, the whole SI initiative can be 
considered a network of networks. However, from the perspective of the evaluations in SIMRA, what matters 
(and what can be measured) are the impacts determined by the SI initiative on the social needs and/or societal 
challenges in each context, i.e. again at local level. Therefore, in these complex cases, where the SI initiative as 
a whole is made up of different entities or networks at different levels, the main statistical unit of analysis 
remains the local one.  

The role of the entities involved at higher hierarchical level (e.g. a national association/federation or forum) 
and their interactions with the local SI initiatives will be explored in two directions.  

i) the survey at local level investigates whether and how these national or regional entities/organisations 
have influenced the emergence of the SI in that case, e.g. due to its communication activities for sharing 
information, training options or representativeness of the SI interests in national debates. In this sense, 
the national or regional entity will be understood as one of the conditions of the context (i.e. it is 
explored iﾐ the diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さPeヴIei┗ed Ioﾐte┝tざ of “IM‘A e┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴkぶ.   

ii) The survey at local level investigates whether and how the local SI initiative has provided feedback and 
passed knowledge, best practices or skills to higher levels thus eventually determining changes, e.g. by 
increasing the power and capacity of the national entity to influence policy reforms or to attract funds. 
In this sense, the national and regional entity will be understood as one of the effects of SI in terms of 
further innovation and learning processes (i.e. it is explored iﾐ the diﾏeﾐsioﾐ さLeaヴﾐiﾐg pヴoIessesざ aﾐd 
sub-diﾏeﾐsioﾐs さFeedHaIk loopsざ aﾐd さMultiplieヴ aﾐd IヴitiIal effeItsざ of “IM‘A e┗aluatioﾐ fヴaﾏe┘oヴkぶ. 

We assume that behavioural changes occuring in each SI initiative at local level can contribute to behavioural 
changes at higher levels, but such contributions will be analysed and considered case by case, not in an 
aggregated way. Analysis is case-speIifiI aﾐd the total IoﾐtヴiHutioﾐ Iaﾐﾐot He ﾏeasuヴed as a さsuﾏざ of the 
contributions by the local initiatives.   

Social scale 

The social scale considers socio-economic entities (Blalock, 1979; Krugman et al. 2013), as individuals or 
collective entities that act in the society or in a certain economic sector (e.g. agriculture). In sociological 
sciences, the phenomena that occur at the social scale can occur at three levels90: micro level refers to 
individuals (individual attitudes, face-to-face interactions) or small groups (family); meso level refers to larger 
social groups or networks (e.g. residents in a certain area, cooperative groups, a federation of companies 
working in the same sector), and macro level refers to institutionalized large-scale social processes (e.g. the 
whole population of a country). 

In economics, the micro-level is typically a single company or an individual (e.g. a consumer, a producer); the 
meso level91 can be an association or federation of companies working in the same sector; and the macro level 
refers to the whole economic sector in a country.  

In SIMRA, the micro-level of analysis at a social scale corresponds to a single organisation, a single person, a 
single NGO or association acting for SI; the meso level relates to a cooperation system (i.e. a cluster or network 
of entities, typically collective); and the macro-level refers to a cluster of clusters, i.e. a broader network 
system. The evaluation is grounded on data collection mainly based on interviews with local actors involved in 
the SI initiative, and in particular innovator(s) and follower(s) (i.e. agency), as well as transformer(s) and 
beneficiaries (see Part IV and Annex D.1). 
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 http://www.tropentag.de/2007/abstracts/full/240.pdf 
91

 The meso level is not a generally accepted term in mainstream economics and various proposed definitions are not 
Ioﾐsisteﾐt. Oﾐe of the ﾏost faﾏous defiﾐitioﾐs Ioﾏes fヴoﾏ “Ihuﾏpeteヴげs iﾐteヴpヴetatioﾐ, as さa stヴuItuヴe Ioﾏpoﾐeﾐt of a 
けdeepeヴげ iﾐ┗isiHle ﾏaIヴo stヴuItuヴeざ ふDopfeヴ, ヲヰヱヲ: ヱンンぶ. 

http://www.tropentag.de/2007/abstracts/full/240.pdf
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Summary 

The focus of data collection is at the micro level of analysis, where the statistical units of analysis are 
individuals or single organisations, or local networks that act in SI initiatives. The focus of the examination of 

the SI impacts is at the meso-level of analysis, where the statistical units of analysis are the individual SI 
initiative (i.e. the case-study) and the territory where the SI project is implemented (that can involve more that 
one municipality).   

In terms of data to be collected, primary data are collected at the local and/or territorial level, while secondary 
socio-economic, institutional and environmental data are often available at regional, national, European and 
other macro-regional spatial levels. Specific databases have to be identified and explored for collecting 
secondary data to be used for specific indicators as part of the evaluation process, if available and when 
necessary. More details are provided in Part IV. 

6.2.4. Timing of the evaluation: ex-post/phases 

The proposed evaluation framework analyses cause-and-effects of SI with a sequential temporal scale. Thus, 
we observe drivers of action, changes that have arisen, and short- and long-term consequences. In relation to 
the さtiﾏeざ faItoヴ, ┘e h┞pothesise that:  

i) Trigger and/or needs may occur at any temporal level: over long, short, or intermittent periods 
(Gibson et al., 2000); as mentioned in section 5.2.1, a trigger can be a prompt event (e.g. an 
earthquake that requires immediate interventions), or derive from a long process of change (e.g. a 
progressive decline of population that allows for strategic plans to be developed). Moreover, new 
triggers and needs can happen at any moment. This can be from the outset or during the whole SI 
process, thus affecting the SI dynamics (see Kluvánková et al., 2017; D2.2). Triggers and needs are 
presented only as initial elements of SI in Figure 10. Whether and how a different temporal scale of 
triggering is relevant in SI and its impacts have to be explored by means of SIMRA case studies 
evaluation, to be carried out in Work Package 5;  

ii) Once triggered (i.e. inception), any initiative of SI can be described in its various phases over time, i.e. 
conception, formulation, realization and final evaluation. These temporal phases are very similar to 
the ones of traditional policy cycle (e.g Easton, 1957; Krott, 2005), allowing the evaluation of SI as a 
process, as a project and as a local policy initiative92. The duration of SI with respect to the momentum 
of evaluation is another key aspect. Typically, if the SI to be evaluated is in its conception phase, the 
evaluation can be classified as ex-ante. It allows the identification and description of the enabling 
factors of SI process or who participates in the SI process and the expected impacts (not actual 
impacts). If SI is in its realization phase, when the SI project starts and is implemented, the evaluation 
can be classified as in-itinere, focusing on project processes and outputs. Finally, if the SI process 
and/or project have ceased to exist (i.e. it is completed, ended or stopped), the evaluation can be 
classified as ex-post. In this case, and especially (but not only) if the SI is a long-lasting initiative started 
several years previously, SI impacts can also be sought. Each situation requires a different approach to 
its evaluation. 
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 In the same way, even if they are graphically represented and conceived in our evaluation framework as sequential 
phases of a problem-solving model (and their interlinks as input-activities-outputs-outcomes), we are aware that in any 
ヴeal situatioﾐ of soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ se┗eヴal さヴe┗eヴse loopsざ ﾏight oIIuヴ: the pヴoIess is stopped aﾐd it e┗ol┗ed iﾐ a diffeヴeﾐt  
direction with respect to the initial one; there might be some new triggers emerging that determine a different evolving 
process; the process is nor linear neither consequential; outputs are not always derived from planned activities; outcomes 
might have impacts at various spatial levels, etc. The process represented in Figure 10 and Figure 21 could more usefully 
be designed as a cycle, with outcomes/impacts spurring more action (upscaling and outscaling), but its graphical 
representation would have been more complex and difficult. While it would be more correct from a 
theoretical/conceptual point of view, it would also be less effective for the purposes of the scope of application of this 
framework within an evaluation (see an example in GIZ, 2013). Notwithstanding the inevitable simplifications, such a 
consequential approach allows us to highlight in a simple way the different elements of SI that will need to be evaluated. 
For a discussion on the non-linear nature of SI dynamics see Kluvánková et al. (2017; D2.2). 
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iii) The evaluation is divided into two main phases. In phase 1, the initiative of social innovation may be 
evaluated mainly in terms of configuration process; in phase 2, the initiative of social innovation may 
be evaluated mainly in terms of its consequences. Thus, phase 1 will focus on the evaluation of social 
innovation per se, and phase 2 will focus on the evaluation of its outputs and impacts, starting from 
the reconfigured social practices (i.e. a situation from which SI projects can emerge and be 
implemented). The reconfigured social practices represent – in our view – the passage from the SI 
process to the SI project. We are aware that in practice this step could be much more complex, but as 
pointed out in Part II, the proposed evaluation framework requires a simplification of complex 
interactions and interconnections (see also Figure 20) needed to facilitate the evaluators in their tasks. 
The two phases of evaluation, run sequentially, are presented in Figure 21. Data collection instruments 
and indicators used for the evaluation will be different phase by phase.   

 

 

Figure 21. The temporal phases of social innovation and of evaluation. The reconfigured social practices 
represent – in our view – the passage from the SI process to the SI project. Source: SIMRA research team. 

6.2.5. Setting the scene: complementarity with existing evaluation frameworks/methods 

Social innovation in marginalised rural areas can be co-financed by using already existing EU policies and 
programmes conceptualised and carried out to reduce the level or marginality of European rural contexts. The 
second pillar – Rural Development Programme (RDP) – of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) plays a central 
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role in relation to this aim. The SIMRA evaluation framework should be integrated in such existing evaluation 
frameworks. Figure 22 presents a proposal for connecting the SIMRA evaluation framework to the EU 
Common Monitoring Evaluation Framework (CMEF) of the CAP, via the components of the theory of change 
(ToC). The figure shows the dimensions of SI in its upper part, the corresponding phases of the project cycle at 
the center (i.e. programming, identification, formulation, financing, implementation and evaluation), and how 
these previous elements connects to the ToC of the CMEF and to its indicators in the lower part of the figure.   

In relation to this last post, we recall that the evaluation of RDP is defined within the EU Regulation No 
1303/2013 by using a set of context, input, output, target, result and impact indicators. These indicators are 
refered to the monitoring and evaluation of RDP projects, and they do not take into account the processes, 
which are of central importance in SI initiatives. More specifically, context indicators of CMEF can be used for 
the context analysis of SI initiatives, the input and output indicators of the CMEF can be used for the analysis 
of the same elements in the SI projects, and the result and impact indicators of the CMEF can be used for the 
analysis of the same elements of SI initatitives.  

In this regard, we can observe two different working hypotheses which try to respond to the following 
ケuestioﾐ: さWheﾐ do the phases of ideﾐtifiIatioﾐ aﾐd foヴﾏulatioﾐ of the “I pヴojeIt staヴt?ざ.  

1. The identification and formulation phases of the SI project can overlap with the SI process (Figure 
22, Case A). In this case, social problems determining both the process and the project are exactly the 
same.  

2. The identification and formulation phases of the SI project start once the reconfiguration of social 
practices has been concluded (Figure 22, Case B). In this second case, social problems determining SI 
process changes during the time, thus social problems determining the SI project could be novel ones, 
or a sub-set of the previous ones.  

In terms of evaluation, the practical consequences of these two different working hypotheses are: 

1. In Figure 22, Case A, the evaluation criterium of relevance will consider the same problems both for 
the analysis of the SI process and project; the evaluation criterium of impact will be based on the same 
outcome variables – which is strinctly linked to the perceived social problems – both for the analysis of 
SI process and project (see additional element of specifications in relation to the outcome variable for 
impact analysis in the part of impact evaluation).  

2. In Figure 22, Case B, the evaluation criterium of relevance will consider different social problems in 
the analysis of the SI process and project; the evaluation criterium of impact will be based on different 
outcome variables for the impact analysis of SI process and project. 
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Figure 22. Linking the conceptual framework of SI to the evaluation framework/theory of change typically 
adopted by the European Commission Common Monitoring Evaluation Framework. – Case A above and Case B 
below. Source: SIMRA research team. 
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These are only possible indications on how to adapt the SIMRA evaluation framework to an already existing 
evaluation framework such as the CMEF, thus making the best use of already existing indicators by integrating 
them with our evaluation questions and indicators, which are specific to social innovation. 

6.2.6. Setting the scene: policy analysis 

As specified in section 6.2.2, in evaluation of SI in MRAs scale has a fundamental role. Observations show that 
SI generally arises at the local level rather than at higher jurisdicational and spatial levels. At a local level it is 
possible to analyse several aspects of SI in detail, including why and how it has emerged in a certain context, 
identifying the innovator(s) and the follower(s), how the SI process works in practice and, above all, the 
outcomes for direct beneficiaries and the impacts for both direct and indirect beneficiaries.  

Although the SI may manifest itself or be identified in a local place, SIs are often characterised by significant 
cross-level and cross-scale93 interplay among actors at different levels (through boundary or bridging 
organisations). Scale becomes relevant especially when the SI initiative under study is the result of scaling up 
or it is policy-supported/policy-induced. While SI cases may not be initially supported by any policy 
(endogenous process), their success may lead to their replication (scaling out) or to the implementation of 
neo-endogenous approaches such as focused funding by external donors or financiers, or adaptation, changes 
or development of new policies or legislation, to scale up the initiative. In the field of interest of SIMRA, 
several policies and programmes developed at various levels (from international to local) can support (or 
impede) SI. Examples of different types of policies at different jurisdictional and administrative levels include 
international conventions on climate change, EU rural development programmes, national legislation on 
network contract (e.g. in Italy), regional laws to stimulate investments and local regulations to promote 
employment opportunities for youth. Consequently, in policy analysis, it is necessary and typical to adopt a 
cross-level approach, i.e. to understand what effects have international policies at regional or local levels.  

From a methodological point of view, while SI and impacts of SI can be evaluated at the case study level 
(typically, local), policy implications for SI need to be analysed with a cross-level approach. The two 
approaches require two sets of methods and tools that are complementary. At a local level the focus is on the 
SI process and impacts, and the evaluation is based on interviews and focus groups that will include local 
stakeholders and actors (e.g. innovators, clique, local policy makers). Implications of international or national 
policies for SI at local level can be identified by means of questions to local stakeholders and innovators, such 
as さWhat policies have most affected (negatively or positively) your SI initiati┗e?ざ However, the effect 
perceived by local stakeholders might be different from what is planned, perceived and known about policy 
implications at local level by policy makers who work at higher jurisdictional levels. Thus, there is a need to 
integrate the analysis of policy effects as perceived and emerging at local level (to be done in SIMRA CSs 
evaluation), with the analysis of policy and policy processes based on documents analysis (e.g. texts of EU 
regulations, other policy documents) and/or policy e┝peヴtsげ Ioﾐsultatioﾐ, ┘heヴe poliI┞ e┝peヴts aヴe t┞piIall┞ at 
national or regional levels. Figure 23 represents how the evaluation of SIMRA local case studies are integrated 
with the analysis of policy processes on SI in the evaluation approach.  

 

                                                           

93
 Following Cash et al. ふヲヰヰヶぶ, さIヴoss-le┗elざ iﾐteヴaItioﾐs ヴefeヴ to iﾐteヴaItioﾐs aﾏoﾐg le┗els ┘ithiﾐ a sIale, ┘heヴeas さIヴoss-

sIaleざ ﾏeaﾐs iﾐteヴaItioﾐs aIヴoss diffeヴeﾐt sIales, foヴ e┝aﾏple, Het┘eeﾐ juヴisdiItioﾐs. さMultile┗elざ is used to iﾐdiIate the 
pヴeseﾐIe of ﾏoヴe thaﾐ oﾐe le┗el, aﾐd さﾏultisIaleざ the pヴeseﾐIe of ﾏoヴe thaﾐ oﾐe sIale, Hut ┘ithout iﾏpl┞iﾐg that theヴe 
are important cross-level or cross-scale interactions. 
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Figure 23. Matching national and local scale (where SI generally arises) through two different evaluation 
instruments. Source: SIMRA research team. 

Further information on how the cross-level policy analysis is integrated in the local case study evaluation is 
provided in Part IV.  

6.2.7. Setting the scene: Who? 

AgeﾐI┞ is the さstaヴtiﾐg poiﾐtざ as ┘ell as oﾐe of the Ioヴe diﾏeﾐsioﾐs, oﾐ ┘hiIh the pヴoposed e┗aluatioﾐ 
framework and methods focuses. Agency refers to け┘hoげ has iﾐitiated the “I iﾐ a Ieヴtaiﾐ teヴヴitoヴ┞, aﾐd theﾐ to 
ﾐe┝t de┗elopﾏeﾐt steps. Aﾐ ageﾐI┞げs aItoヴs aヴe the fiヴst ┘ho aヴe iﾐ┗ol┗ed iﾐ data IolleItioﾐ, staヴtiﾐg ┘ith a 
focus group and moving to interviews (the first to be interviewed being innovator(s) and follower(s)). 
However, other actors involved in the sequential phases of the SI initiative development should also be 
included in the survey. Table 11 summaries the actors targeted in the survey, in the different phases of SI. 
Depending on the phase, and thus on the focus of the evaluation, the sampling design and related sampling 
method are different. More details on this are provided in Part IV.   

Table 11. Target population, related network structure and sampling design according to different phases of SI 
as planned for SIMRA case studies evaluation. 

Phases of SI 
Main focus of the 

evaluation 

Actors to be analysed 

(target population) 

Sampling design (and 

sampling method) 

Initial phases (t0) Agency during the ideation 
of SI, it values, ideas, etc. 
ふさthe “I eggざぶ 

Leader(s) 
Follower(s) 
(cliques of individuals) 

Census (identified 
through stakeholders 
analysis) 

Intermediate phases 

(t1) 

The action of reconfiguring 
(the SI process) 

Leader(s) 
Follower(s) 
Implementer(s) 
(network) 
 

Census within the 
network (Social Network 
Analysis methods) 
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Advanced phases (t2) The effects of SI (outcomes 
and impacts on two 
groups: direct beneficiaries 
i.e. the SI network, indirect 
beneficiaries, i.e. the whole 
territorial community) 

Leader(s) 
Follower(s) 
Implementer(s) 
Direct beneficiaries 
Indirect beneficiaries 
(community) 

Sampling (method to be 
defined case-by-case, 
depending on availability 
of data) 

Source: SIMRA research team.  

Several key methodological issues have to be addressed during the evaluation of SIMRA case studies. for 
example, the sampling design, the identification of the boundaries of the statistical unit to be evaluated (i.e. 
who is in and who is out of the analysis, key characteristics of actors/agents to be analysed, and other issues). 
The entity (individual, clique or organisation) that innovates can be analysed by both semi-structured in-depth 
interviews and structured interviews (based on questionnaire). If the use of Social Network Analysis is 
anticipated (e.g. to understand the changes in the local networks and relationships among involved actors94), a 
Ieﾐsus of all the aItoヴs iﾐ┗ol┗ed is ﾐeIessaヴ┞. To ideﾐtif┞ the people to He iﾐteヴ┗ie┘ed, a stakeholdeヴsげaﾐal┞sis 
at the le┗el of さAgeﾐI┞ざ ﾐeeds to He peヴfoヴﾏed at the Hegiﾐﾐiﾐg of the e┗aluatioﾐ. The diffeヴeﾐt aspeIts ﾐeed 
to be evaluated along all three of the main phases of SI development, from t0 to t2, but the focus and the 
methods are different. For example, in the evaluation of advanced phases of SI (at t2ぶ, the iﾐﾐo┗atoヴsげ ideas aヴe 
at the core of the evaluation; and vice versa, in the evaluation of initial phases of SI (at t0), the outcomes and 
impacts are still embrionic (or do not exist yet). More information on this is provided in Part IV.    

6.2.8. Setting the scene: domains of impact 

It is assumed that a SI initiative may determine impacts in four different domains: economy, society, 
environment and governance/institutions. However, for the purposes of the evaluation, more detailed 
components of each domain have to be identified. The initiative can have both positive and negative impacts, 
on one or more of these domains; moreover, the impacts can be different on different components of the 
same domain. For example, with respect to the environment, a SI initiative may have positive impacts on 
biodiversity conservation but negative on water quality; with respect to the economy, a SI initiative may have 
internal positive impacts (e.g. high value added of its services/products) but external negative impacts on 
other actors not directly involved in its SI project (e.g. competition with business-as-usual companies providing 
same products or services). Similar considerations are valid also for the social and institutional domains. A SI 
initiative can have different impacts on different groups or entities, thus implying trade-offs. To deal with 
these trade-offs, the identification of the impacts that derive from a SI initiative should be as accurate as 
possible. For this purpose, lists of possible aspects are integrated in the questions to help respondents to 
qualitatively evaluate related impacts. The lists are neither exhaustive nor fixed, and other aspects can be 
considered. Therefore, it is useful to carry out a preliminary screen of the various aspects, in each domain in 
which the SI can have impacts. More information is provided in section 6.2.10.1, Part IV and Annex 1 
(questions H.e.2.1-2-3-4).  

6.2.9. Evaluation questions 

The SIMRA evaluation approach seeks to aswer evaluation questions based on a set of evaluation criteria. 
Examples of evaluation questions related to the most commonly used evaluation criteria are provided in Table 
12. Questioﾐs aヴe suggested sepaヴatel┞ foヴ さ“I pヴoIessざ, さ“I pヴojeItざ aﾐd the ┘hole さ“I iﾐitiati┗eざ. These aヴe 
preliminary suggestions and questions, in line with what is classically proposed for the evaluation of projects. 
They are provided as general examples of what the evaluators can use. However, other additional criteria (and 
related questions) are expected by the end of the SIMRA project, to be reported in Deliverable 4.3. This will be 
based on the application of the preliminary evaluation method to the selected SIMRA case studies, as social 
innovation issues may arise during the field work in the case studies.    
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 Borgatti et al. (1998) operationalise connections among actors, by identifying their position as either internal or 
external to the actor under study.  Relations within and among actors of a SI initiative can be defined according to the 
following three categories: (i) relationships external to an individual actor , (ii) relationships internal to a collective actor, 
and (iii) relationships external to a collective actor. 
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Table 12. Examples of evaluation questions related to evalution criteria of the SI process, SI project and SI initiative. 

SI 

Evaluation 

questions 

Relevance Efficiency  Effectiveness Impact and sustainability 

SI process  Is the SI process consistent with 
the contextual conditions? 

Is the reconfiguring of social 
practices consistent with the 
aims of local policies?  

 

How much time has the SI 
process required?  

To what extent were/are the 
objectives of the SI process 

achieved/likely to be achieved?   

What were the major factors 
influencing the achievement or 
non-achievement of the 

objectives of the SI process?   

What has happened as a result 
of the SI process? 

 

 

SI project  Is the SI project consistent with 
the contextual conditions? 

Is the SI project consistent with 
the aims of local policies?  

Are the activities and outputs of 
the SI project consistent with the 

 intended impacts and effects?   

Were activities cost-efficient?   

Were objectives of the SI project 

achieved on time?   

Was the SI project implemented 

in the most efficient way  

compared to alternatives?   

To what extent were/are the 
objectives of the SI project 

achieved/likely to be achieved?   

What were the major factors 
influencing the achievement or 
non-achievement of the 

objectives of the SI project?   

Which are the positive and 
negative changes produced by 
the SI project directly or 
indirectly, intended or 
unintended on beneficiaries? 

To what extent did the benefits 
of a SI project continue and 

spread in the local community?   

SI initiative  To what extent are the 
objectives of the SI initiative still 
valid? 

Does the SI initiative display in 
an efficient way? 

 

To what extent were/are the 
objectives of the SI initiative 

achieved/likely to be achieved?   

What were the major factors 
influencing the achievement or 
non-achievement of the 

objectives of the SI initiative?   

What real difference has the SI 
initiative made to the 
beneficiaries?  

What were the major factors 
which influenced the 
achievement or non- 
achievement of sustainability of 
the SI initiative? 
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6.2.10. Judgement references: indicators  

The method being applied for the construction of indicators has been tested and applied in similar research 
relating to the evalution of social capital in local development processes (see Pisani et al. (in print).  

In SIMRA, social innovation initiatives in MRAs, analised at the local level, are deconstructed for evaluation 
purposes by using an abstraction scale which allows to investigate general, intermediate, specific, basic and 
then single unit concepts (Corbetta, 2014). The scale of abstraction is applied to the evaluation of social 
innovation in MRAs, allowing the categorisation of social innovation, its dimensions, sub-dimensions, 
components and indicators. The disaggregation of concepts for evaluation purposes allows the organisation of 
the evaluation by linking the general concept of social innovation in MRA to its intermediate concepts 
(dimensions of SI); the intermediate concepts (dimensions of SI) to specific concepts (SI sub-dimensions); the 
specific concepts to basic components (SI indicators); and finally, the basic components (SI indicators) to single 
unit concepts (variables to be measured). The variables are then linked to questions in the survey and tailored 
to five different categoryies f respondents: the key informants of the SI initiative, the clique, the network 
members, the project partners and the beneficiaries of SI project. All these elements are detailed in Table 13.  
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Table 13. Structure of the evaluation practice for social innovation in MRAs. 

Source: Pisani et al. (in print) – mod.   

Data on the variables will be collected by means of interviews with the five categories of actors. The data 
collection tools are questionnaires (one for each category). The variables included in the proposed evaluation 
method are of different types, depending on how they are constructed. Variables within the Xn type are based 
on a question posed either to one actor or another (i.e. one question can be posed only to one category of 
actor, such as key informants). Variables within the Xn-n type are based on the same question posed to more 
than one category of actor (e.g. X2-2 and X2-4 are based on the same question posed to both clique and 
project partners on the same single unit concept). This approach allows to operationalise a statistical method 
for evaluating SI in MRAs where the different concepts are measured at diverse levels of aggregation. Different 
types of statistical tools will be developed and used, depending on elements to be evaluated. In particular: 

i. Composite indices will be used if referred to the general concept (SI in MRAs) 
ii. Indices will be used if linked to dimensions of SI in MRAs (intermediate concepts) 

iii. Composite indicators will be used if connected to sub-dimensions (specific concepts) 
iv. Indicators - with the same wording for both the evaluation and statistical methods - will be 

used for components. 

The value of each indicator will be calculated from responses to one or more questions, as well as from 
responses across one or more of the five questionnaires. Each question has its own range of responses. For 
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example, they can vary from [0-1] in case of a [No-Yes] answer, to a [1-10] for a Likert scale or to [0-100] in the 
case of a rate. Each indicator is calculated from questions, regardless of the range of responses. The 
methodological process for the calculation of each indicator will follow a standardised format, which will 
include the question or questions from where it is derived (i.e. questionnaire 1, 2, 3, 4, 5), the possible 
responses with coding for each response, as well as the range of the responses (see Figure 24).  

 

Figure 24. Social innovation composite indices, indices, composite indicators and indicators. Source: Pisani et 
al. (in print) – mod.   

Some of the indicators proposed for the evaluation of social innovation and its impacts will be calculated 
through indices used in the Social Network Analysis (SNA), an approach that has been increasingly used in a 
wider set of fields of application because it highlights the central role that networks play in social relations 
(Borgatti et al., 2002 and 2009; Bodin et al., 2006; Ingold, 2008; Borgatti et al., 2009; Secco et al., 2014; Pisani 
et al., in print), and in the evaluation of local development projects and programmes (e.g. Pisani & Laidin, 
2016). As Scott (2013) explains, SNA shows how actors (points or nodes) are connected through relationships 
(lines or ties) visually, through graphs.  

Different types of relationships can be identified through direction and thickness of the lines. SNA uses also 
ﾏatヴiIes of data that aヴe さoヴieﾐtedざ, さﾐoﾐ-oヴieﾐtedざ, Hiﾐaヴ┞ ふヱ = pヴeseﾐIe of liﾐkage; ヰ = aHseﾐIe of liﾐkageぶ oヴ 
e┝pヴessed thヴough ﾐuﾏeヴiIal ┗alues that ideﾐtif┞ the さstヴeﾐgthsざ of ヴelatioﾐships. Iﾐ additioﾐ, “NA uses indices 
that may be grouped as three main typologies: (i) indices which describe the whole network structure, (ii) 
indices referred to the role of actors inside the network, and (iii) measures of the subgroups (Chiesi, 1999). In 
the SIMRA project, SNA will be adopted to analyse (i) exchange of information; (ii) friendship; (iii) informal 
collaboration; (iv) formal collaboration; and (v) trust among members of the network. Each relationship will be 
binary (presence or absence), and non-oriented. Data will be analysed with UCINET, a software package for 
analysing social network data developed by Steve Borgatti, Martin Everett and Lin Freeman (2002) and with 
GEPHI open source software developed by Bastian and Heymann (2009). The main SNA indices that will be 
used will be: density (the proportion between the number of ties and all possible ties among nodes), isolated 
nodes (the number of nodes which have no contacts with any node), measures of centrality (when the position 
of the actor is measured in relation to other actors in the network), and core/periphery analysis (the core is 
the sub-group with the maximum density). These indices will be applied to measure relationships among 
actors depending on the social innovation network considered.  
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As explained above, each indicator will have its own range that will be tied to the scale of measurement of the 
data. The normalisation of the iﾐdiIatoヴげs ┗alues ┘ill He ヴeケuiヴed HeIause the sIales of ﾏeasuヴeﾏeﾐt used aヴe 
different (Figure ZZZ). Comparison between different indicators with different ranges would be possible only 
after normalisation, which would tヴaﾐsfoヴﾏ iﾐdiIatoヴsげ ┗alues to a uﾐiケue sIale [ヰ-1]. The values could then be 
comparable and aggregated at different levels of the abstraction scale. Possible normalization techniques to 
be used arei: (i) normalisation through the maximum and minimum range expected in the indicator; (ii) 
normalisation through the higher and lower values observed in the distribution of data collected in all the case 
studies; (iii) normalisation by using quartiles, where maximum scores are given to values above the third 
quartile, a 0.5 score to values between the first and third quartile, and a null score to values that are below the 
first quartile; (iv) normalisation by clusters, where by looking at the distribution of values obtained, case 
studies are divided in three clusters and normalisation assigns maximum scores to the highest cluster, a 0.5 
score for the cluster in the middle, and a null score to the lowest cluster.95  

Indicators will be calculated at the lower level of the aggregation process, which means that they directly 
derive from the questions (also called single unit concepts) in the survey. At this level, they refer to the 
components of social innovation. At the level of sub-dimensions, the indicators are aggregated into composite 
indicators (or specific concepts), at the level of dimensions the composite indicators are aggregated into 
indices of social innovation (or intermediate concepts). At the higher level (general concepts) the indices are 
aggregated into composite indices of SI and its impacts in MRAs. During the aggregation phase, the same 
weight, by way of a simple mean, will be given to each of the different components considered, independently 
of the number of indicators included. This is the simplest approach to aggregation. Evaluators and researchers 
could adopt a multi-criteria analysis based on expert consultation and use it to differentiate the weights given 
to the identified sub-dimensions. However, further research would be needed to ascertain the impacts of 
different weighting techniques on results. 

6.2.11. Methodological design: analysis of impacts 

IﾏpaIt e┗aluatioﾐ さfiguヴes aﾏoﾐg a Hヴoad ヴaﾐge of Ioﾏpleﾏeﾐtaヴ┞ ﾏethods that suppoヴt e┗ideﾐIe-based 
poliI┞ざ Heiﾐg さa particular type of evaluation that seeks to answer cause-and-effeIt ケuestioﾐsざ ふGeヴtleヴ et al., 
2016: 7). Unlike other types of evaluation, which can answer descriptive or normative types of questions (see 
Section 5.1), impact evaluations are structured around a さHasiI ケuestioﾐ: What is the impact (or causal effect) 

of a prograﾏﾏe oﾐ aﾐ aspeIt of iﾐterest?ざ  (ibidem: 8). Other possible, similar questions are: “How much 

better off are the beneficiaries because of the programme/policy?ざ; さHow would outcomes change if changed 

program design?ざ. What is iﾏpoヴtaﾐt iﾐ iﾏpaIt e┗aluatioﾐ is oﾐl┞ the effeIt oﾐ outIoﾏes that the poliI┞, 
programme/ or event causes directly. Therefore, impact evaluation is used to isolate the effects of a well-
defined cause (e.g. a policy, a programme, a project or an event) with respect to the effects determined by 
otheヴ diffeヴeﾐt Iauses. さAﾐ iﾏpaIt e┗aluatioﾐ looks foヴ the Ihaﾐges iﾐ outIoﾏe that aヴe diヴeItl┞ attヴiHutaHle to 
the pヴogヴaﾏﾏeざ ふiHideﾏ: Βぶ ふoヴ poliI┞, e┗eﾐt, etI.ぶ. さThe foIus on causality and attribution is the hallmark of 
impact evaluations and determines the methodologies that can be used. To be able to estimate the causal 
effect or impact of a programme on outcomes, any method chosen must estimate the so-called 
counterfactual, that is, what the outcome would have been for programme participants if they had not 
participated in the programme. In practice, impact evaluation requires that the evaluator find a comparison 
group to estimate what would have happened to the program partiIipaﾐts ┘ithout the pヴogヴaﾏざ ふGeヴtleヴ et 

al., 2016: 8).  Figure 25 shows a conceptual diagram of the impact evaluation as applied to a SI initiative. In 
practice, as mentioned, the idea is to compare a situation actually observed (i.e. the SI initiative case study to 
be evaluated) with a counterfactual situation (i.e. the same case study area in case there would not have been 
the SI initiative).  
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 In statistics, normalisation can have multiple meanings. In simple terms, normalisation of ratings identifies the adjustment of values 

measured on different scales to a notionally common scale. In more complex cases, normalisation can refer to sophisticated 
adjustments where the intention is to bring the entire probability distributions of adjusted values into alignment (Dodge, 2003). 
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Figure 25. Conceptual diagram of the impact evaluation of SI. Source: SIMRA Research team. 

In summary, impact evaluation is an assessment of the causal effect of a project, a programme or a policy on 
beneficiaries (with respect to non beneficiaries). It uses a counterfactual to estimate what the state of the 
beneficiaries would have been in the absence of the programme (the control or comparison group), compared 
to the observed status of beneficiaries (treatement group), and to determine intermediate or final outcomes 
attributable to the intervention (Giraldo, 2017 – pers. comm.).  

The basic cause-effect question can be applied to many contexts and fields of analysis. As mentioned, impact 
e┗aluatioﾐs aヴe t┞piIall┞ used さto iﾐfoヴﾏ poliI┞ ﾏakeヴs oﾐ a ヴaﾐge of deIisioﾐs, fヴoﾏ Iuヴtailiﾐg iﾐeffiIieﾐt 
programmes to scaling up interventions that work, to adjusting programme benefits, to selecting among 
┗aヴious pヴogヴaﾏﾏe alteヴﾐati┗esざ ふiHideﾏ: Βぶ. Theヴefoヴe, the┞ Iaﾐ He used also to e┗aluate the iﾏpaIts of a 
Ieヴtaiﾐ e┗eﾐt i.e. iﾐ teIhﾐiIal teヴﾏs a さtヴeatﾏeﾐtざ oヴ aﾐ さiﾐteヴ┗eﾐtioﾐざ96 (such as a social innovation initiative 
established in a marginalised rural area) on the economy, society, environment and governance at various 
spatial and administrative levels.  

In SIMRA, it is proposed to use two different approaches to impacts evaluation, depending on the case study 
to be evaluated. In the following, both of which are summarised below.  

6.2.12. SIMRA approach 1 to impact evaluation 

The appヴoaIh is Hased oﾐ the use of IouﾐteヴfaItuals, t┞piIall┞ さHefoヴe-afteヴざ. The ﾏeasuヴeﾏeﾐt of Ihaﾐges 
are based on perceptions of interviewed people and/or secondary data that only show general trends and 
cannot be directly and clearly correlated to the analyzed SI initiative. In this case, observable changes can be 
due to the SI initiative and to other, not clearly identifiable, factors (e.g. a generalized improvement in the 
economic conditions because of global dynamics, a new policy that was introduced in the area not targeted to 
SI, etc.) the effects of which cannot be isolated from those due to the SI initiative. 

Approach 1 to impact evaluation will be adopted in all SIMRA case studies.  

In the proposed data collection tools (semi-structured interviews for the focus on policy analysis and 
structured interviews for the focus on the quantitative data of SI evaluation), specific questions are included to 
identify the perceived changes (i.e. the outcomes and impacts, such as the context in relation to one or more 

                                                           
96 Intervention/treatment/program/policy: A well defined intervention targeted to a well-defined population, whose 

members can in principle be (self-)assigned to/(self-) denied the intervention, with the purpose of inducing a change in a 
Well defined state and/or behaviour of the units exposed to the intervention (source: Giraldo, 2017). 
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of the four domains, after the SI initiative has been implemented). An accurate formulation of questions to 
capture and evaluate retrospectively the events is needed in order to correctly collect data, minimize biases 
and reduce the risk of collecting useless information. Statistical techniques such as the use of diaries, 
checklists, aided recall measures and bounding measures (Van Der Vaart et al. 1995, Belli et al. 2013, Van der 
Zouwen et al. 1993), can be applied to achieving this goal. 

The issue of the identification of impacts (i.e. what impacts are determined by the SI initiative on the 
environment? What impacts on social aspects? etc.) has to be discussed in focus group in each case study (see 
Part IV for more details).  

Any activity developed and implemented by an organisation might have impacts that can be more or less 
relevant, i.e. they have longterm consequences on a large portion of the territory and/or a high number of 
persons, or they do not significantly affect the economy, the society, the environment and the institutions 
because they have only temporary effects at a small scale. It would not be possible to identify and analyse all 
the different impacts on all the four domains in relation to a SI initiative in a MRA. To do this would be time 
consuming and, in certain circumstances, it would not make sense from a technical point of view. If the 
impacts are very limited, for example because the SI initiative is very punctual, and/or it does affect a very 
small group of persons in a small remote area, then it might not be necessary and correct to evaluate them in 
details and/or by using statistical tecniques (see Approach 2 in Section 6.2.10.2). To select those impacts that 
are relevant enough for being evaluated in detail in SIMRA it is proposed the adoption of the concept of 
significant impact

97
. In the case of impacts on environment, the guiding idea is that the SI initiative itself (and 

iﾐ paヴtiIulaヴ the さAgeﾐI┞ざぶ has to ideﾐtif┞ all its poteﾐtial eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal aspeIts ふi.e. all those aspeIts ┘hiIh 
the SI is likely to impact98). However, after a first screening based on broad categories, only those classified as 
significant environmental aspects and impacts will be taken into account and analysed more in detail in the 
evaluation. A similar approach can be adopted in any domain: in relation to environmental aspects, and in 
relation to the economic, social and institutional. In order to facilitate the identification of the aspects, four 
lists (one for each domain) of possible aspects taken from the literature have been drafted. To facilitate the 
selection of the significant aspects and related impacts, a set of guiding criteria is proposed, which includes: 1) 
level of control and influence; 2) sensibility of the context; 3) frequency; 4) intensity; 5) risk. Details on both 
(i.e. lists of aspects and criteria for identifying significant aspects/impacts) are provided in Part IV.  

Whether the lists are complete, comprehensive, clear and functional to the evaluation, the use of the 
significant impact concept and the criteria for its application, as well as details on how to process, analyse and 
interpret the data and interviews results on the outcomes/impacts will be refined after the data collection 
tools are tested in the selected SIMRA case studies. This will enable the selection of a quick, easy and effective 
way to deal with this complex and key issue. The full methodology will be finalized and reported in Deliverable 
4.3. 

6.2.13. SIMRA approach 2 to impact evaluation (in the statistical meaning of the term)
99 

 

Evaluators have to be aware that the evaluation of impacts determined by an intervention/treatment (a policy, 
a programme, or any event such as a social innovation initiative), in the statistical meaning of the term, is a 
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 This was introduced initially by the international standards ISO 14001:2001, recently updated into the ISO 14001:2015 
version, designed for industrial organisations for implementing and keeping under control environmental management 
systems. However, it can be adapted to SIMRA needs. In short, this approach is based on an active role of the 
organisation that wants to identify and keep under control its environmental impacts and that it is evaluated (by an 
external, independent entity, i.e. an accredited certification body) respect to its compliance with the compulsory current 
environmental laws and with this voluntary committment. The guiding idea is that the organisation has to identify, firstly, 
all its さeﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal aspeItsざ, Hut theﾐ oﾐl┞ those that aヴe Ilassified as さsigﾐifiIaﾐt eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal aspeItsざ - i.e. those 
ha┗iﾐg さoﾐe oヴ ﾏoヴe sigﾐifiIaﾐt eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal iﾏpaIt/sざ - will be taken into consideration and analysed in detail during 
the evaluation. Iﾐ oヴdeヴ to seleIt けsigﾐifiIaﾐt eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal aspeItsげ, oヴgaﾐisatioﾐs t┞piIall┞ adopt a set of Iヴiteヴia, 
including: 1) level of control and influence; 2) sensibility of the context; 3) frequency; 4) intensity; 5) risk. 
98

 Lists of possible impacts are provided in Part IV of the current Deliverable 4.3.  
99

 This paragraph was written with the help of Anna Giraldo and Maria Castiglioni.  
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time consuming, technically complex and costly procedure. Consequently, whether and when such an impact 
evaluation is needed and appropriate has to be carefully considered by evaluators on a case-by-case basis. In 
SIMRA, this screening and decision is part of the tasks of the CS Teams, with the support of Work Packages 4 
and 5.  In the following, general guidelines are provided to support them in understanding and dealing with 
this important step of the evaluation. Further details are provided in Part IV.  

In which cases to apply an impact evaluation in the statistical meaning of the term 

According to Gertler et al. 2016 (p. 8), impact evaluatioﾐs aヴe さﾏost effeIti┗e ┘heﾐ applied seleIti┗el┞ to 
answer important policy questions, and they can be particularly effective when applied to innovative pilot 
pヴogヴaﾏﾏes that aヴe testiﾐg a ﾐe┘, uﾐpヴo┗eﾐ, Hut pヴoﾏisiﾐg appヴoaIhざ. Iﾐ geﾐeヴal, this ﾏeaﾐs that it is 
appropriate to perform an impact evaluation when programmes to be evaluated have a large scale of 
application (i.e. having high number of people treated, large areas affected, high amount of financial resources 
allocated), and thus it is likely to have significant impacts. In general, impact evaluation can be useful and 
appropriate when the project/intervention to be evaluated is: innovative, replicable/scalable, strategically 
relevant, influential and when evaluation will fill knowledge gaps (Gertler et al. 2016). It can also be used 
within a programme to test alternatives and improve programmes. However, in some circumstances, impact 
evaluation is neither ethically correct/useful, from a political point of view (e.g. costs of evaluation are too high 
and collected information are too specific for being valuable to guide policy reforms), nor technically feasible 
from a statistical point of view (e.g. the counterfactual case does not exist). Therefore, in defining whether or 
not to use impact evaluation in SIMRA case studies, it is necessary to evaluate the technical feasibility case-by-
case. Details on this issue are provided in Part IV. The application of the method in SIMRA needs to be tested 
and therefore will be finalized in Deliverable 4.3.  

How to design an impact evaluation in the statistical meaning of the term 

This section describes the main evaluation steps and methods that can be used to apply an impact evaluation 
in the case impact evaluation is considered feasible according to Error! Reference source not found.. The 
ﾏethods aヴe foIused oﾐ ho┘ to fiﾐd suitaHle Ioﾏpaヴisoﾐ gヴoups. さThe HasiI foヴﾏ of iﾏpaIt e┗aluatioﾐ ┘ill test 
the effectiveness of a given programme. I will answer the question, Is a given programme effective compared 

to the absence of the programme? […] This t┞pe of iﾏpaIt e┗aluatioﾐ ヴelies oﾐ Ioﾏpaヴiﾐg a tヴeatﾏeﾐt gヴoup 
that received a project, programme, or policy to a comparison group that did not in order to estimate the 
effeIti┗eﾐess of the pヴogヴaﾏﾏeざ ふGeヴtleヴ et al. 2016: 8). The quality of the comparison group makes the 
difference in the accuracy and statistical correctedness of the evaluation. In designing an impact evaluation, in 
the statistical meaning of the term, evaluators have to ask three key questions: i) When the evaluation is 

carried out? ii) What is the scope (in particular, what are the target population, the treatment and the outcome 

variable)? iii) Which are the most appropriate statistical tecniques to apply?  

In the approach proposed, the questions posed are addressed as follows: i) in SIMRA case studies the 
evaluation is always retrospective (i.e. ex-post); ii) the target population, the treatment and the outcome 
variable/s have to be identified case-by-case; and iii) the recommended statistical technique is a combination 
of the propensity score matching with the difference-in-differences method. The following boxes LL, PP and FF 
provide details on each of these questions and motivations for answers. Practical instructions on how to deal 
with these issues in the case studies are provided in Part IV of this deliverable.  
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Box 21 – When the evaluation is carried out? 

Iﾐ aﾐs┘eヴiﾐg the さwhen?ざ ケuestioﾐ iﾐ “IM‘A, e┗aluatoヴs ha┗e to Ioﾐsideヴ the speIial nature of SI, that is a 
spontaneous event, that can be stimulated (or obstructed) but cannot be forced to happen (e.g. by means of a 
public intervention or compulsory rules). As a consequence, only retrospective evaluations100 (Gertler et al. 
2016) are possible, i.e. evaluations that are carried out only once the SI initiative started, and that cannot be 
planned or designed in advance with respect to the SI intervention. This implies that baseline data (when 
existing) are typically poor, and that counterfactual estimates are more difficult. 

 

Box 22 – What is the scope of the evaluation? 

Thヴee ke┞ featuヴes of aﾐ┞ “I iﾐitiati┗e that ha┗e to He e┗aluated aﾐd aﾐs┘eヴ to the ke┞ ケuestioﾐ of さwhat?ざ aヴe 
the following: 1) the target-population; 2) the intervention, and 3) the outcome variable.  

The target population is a well defined set of units upon which the intervention may operate, at a given time; 
units can be, e.g. individuals, households, organisations, networks, villages, or other entities at higher levels of 
aggregation (e.g. municipality, provinces, regions, countries, etc.), the さHoヴdeヴsざ aﾐd IhaヴaIteヴistiIs of which 
should be clearly identified by the evaluators.  

The intervention (or treatment) is the set of activities put in operation by the SI initiative to address an issue of 
the target population. The treatment is intended to have an effect on the outcome variable. The analyst aims  
to assess the effect of the treatment on that variable with respect to no intervention. In order to reduce 
complexity and make the evaluation feasible, an intervention should consists of a single treatment (i.e. of a 
single SI project)101.  

Finally, the outcome variable is an observable characteristic (a measurable aspect) of the units of the 

population, on which the intervention may apply/not apply, and in principle may have an effect on (impact). 
The variable must be a characteristic of the person/unit that can be observable even in the absence of the 
treatment. In SIMRA, we propose that outcome variables are selected among those variables directly 
connected with societal well-being.  

 

Box 23 – Which are the most appropriate statistical techniques to apply? 

The last ke┞ ケuestioﾐ to He aﾐs┘eヴed is さhow?ざ, iﾐ ヴelatioﾐ to the ﾏost ヴeIoﾏﾏeﾐded teIhniques and 
methods for carrying out impact evaluations. The proposal is to perform an impact evaluation is to find a 
comparison group that share the same characteristics of the treated group. The comparison group should be 
identical to the treated group except for the treatment. The differences found in the outcome variables 
between the two identical groups could be then imputed to the treatment. The best way to obtain an identical 
comparison group is a randomization, i.e. units divided randomly to the treated or comparison group. As said 
before SI initiatives are spontaneous, in some sense not planned by the policy makers, and therefore a 
randomization is an unrealistic solution to enrol people in the treatment/comparison group. 

 An ex-post way to proceed is to build a fake comparison group, i.e. a comparison group that has the almost 
the same characteristic of the treated group and it is not affected at all by the treatment. A technique to 
obtain such a comparison group is the matching (Gertler et al., 2016). Called X the characteristics of the 

                                                           
100

 Vice versa, prospective evaluations are developed at the same time that the program to be evaluated is designed. This 
allows for assuring good baseline data, evaluating intended results and defining in advance the treatment and the 
comparison groups. This is NOT applicable in the case of SI in MRAs.  
101

 This means that, in case of multiple treatments (e.g., multiple projects developed and delivered by a single SI 
inititiative to the same target population), the treatment taken into consideration for evaluation will be the most 
important. See Part IV of Deliverable 4.2 for details. It is important to mention that this applies also to the first approach 
adopted for impact evaluation in SIMRA (i.e. the one that is not based on statistical techniques).  
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treated unit, a donor should have the same values of X; in other words the donor should be a clone of the 
treated unit. Since a perfect matching is impossible to find, a techniques that permits to consider as much 
characteristics of an individual and to match based on it, is the propensity score matching.  

A propensity score (defined as the probability to enrol in a treatment conditional to X, Rosenbaum and Rubin, 
1983) is an index that summarizes the characteristics of an individual in number (transform a multivariate 
problem in a univariate one). Therefore, the matching is done on the value of the propensity score. There are 
several methods for choosing the closest match (or matches) based on the propensity score (stratification 
matching, kernel matching, nearest neighbour, etc.). The choice of the best one is conducted on the basis of 
sensitivity analysis (Dehejia and Wahba, 2002). In general, statistical errors and inaccurate measurements due 
to seleItioﾐ Hias oヴ e┝tヴaﾐeous faItoヴs aヴe al┘a┞s possiHle, as さpeヴfeIt Iloﾐesざ of aﾐ┞ tヴeated uﾐits do ﾐot e┝ist 
in practice. However, the biases connected with potential selection errors (depending for example on how the 
treatment group is chosen) and inaccurate measurements can be minimized, or at least reduced, by combining 
different methods.  

One of the methods more frequently used in combination with matching techniques is the so-called 
difference-in-differences (DD, DID or diff-in-diff) method (Gertler et al., 2016). DD is a statistical technique 
typically used in quantitative research in social sciences that uses observational data to study the differential 
effeIt of a tヴeatﾏeﾐt oﾐ t┘o IoﾏpaヴaHle gヴoups, a さtヴeatﾏeﾐt gヴoupざ ┗eヴsus a さIoﾐtヴol gヴoupざ ふi.e. the 
counterfactual). It estimates the effect of a treatment (independent variable) on an outcome (dependent 
variable) by comparing the average change over time in the outcome variable for the treatment group, 
compared to the average change over time for the control group. Although it is intended to mitigate the 
effects of extraneous factors or control group selection bias, DD may still be subject to certain methodological 
problems and potential biases (such as reverse causality or omitted variable bias). Matching techniques, and in 
particular propensity score matching, can help to reduce these problems, as they allow to identify a 
comparison group that is as much similar as possible to the treatment group, in terms of the observable 
variables. The possible drawback of the matching diff-in-diff is related to the availability of data, since 
information on outcome variable is needed not only after the implementation of the SI intervention but also at 
the baseline for both groups treated and control. 

6.2.14. In summary: SIMRA approach to impact evaluation  

On the basis of previous considerations, and because of the nature of impact evaluation, an impact evaluation 
will be applied in SI case studies by adopting two different approaches, depending on the case. An impact 
evaluation based on statistical techniques will be applied only in those specific SI case studies where such a 
type of impact evaluation is technically feasible (if any). The identification of the cases to be evaluated by 
means of statistical techniques of impact evaluation will be performed case by case in the initial steps of the 
evaluation process, in collaboration with Work Package 5 and each Case Study Team. Those case studies that 
have the minimum basic characteristics for being evaluated using the proposed statistical techniques will be 
used as exploratory-explicatory case studies to demonstrate SI impacts in MRAs, for checking how an impact 
evaluation of this type should be implemented in practice. They will be used for cross-checking whether the 
aﾐal┞sis Hased oﾐ stakeholdeヴsげ peヴIeptioﾐs oﾐ Ihaﾐges ふHased oﾐ pヴiﾏaヴ┞ data aﾐd ケualitati┗e ﾏethodsぶ is 
consistent/aligned with the findings based on the statistical techniques of impact evaluation (based on 
secondary data and quantitative methods). To focus the evaluation on key impacts (to reduce costs and 
capture the real meaning and consequences of SI), the method is based on the identification of significant 
aspects and impacts on the economic, social, environmental and institutional domains. The reasons for 
considering an impact as significant have to be explained, by means of storytelling (if secondary data are not 
available at the level of detail required), and/or on the basis of fact-based evidences (if secondary data exist 
and are accessible for free at the needed level). The questions in the SIMRA method will be submitted to all 
the target populations (from innovator(s) to indirect beneficiaries), and/or used to guide the discussion in the 
focus groups, so that triangulations will enable checks on whether the perceptions on impacts are convergent  
between actors.  
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6.2.15. Methodological design: policy analysis  

In this section102, we explain how policies supporting (or hindering) SI can be identified both at higher 
institutional levels, at the local level and how the analysis can be carried out. The methods of data collection 
and analysis of the policy implications for SI follow the Innovation System103 Approach (Rametsteiner et al. 
2005; Weiss et al. 2011), and focus ex-post on actors, institutions and policies that are relevant for the SI.  

A step-by-step approach is proposed for data collection (based on qualitative interpretative approach) that 
focuses on the analysis of policy processes and implications for SI in MRAs. The approach is based on three 
main steps: (i) identification and analysis of policy documents; (ii) analysis of policy implications at the local 
level, i.e. in SIMRA case studies of social innovation; and (iii) validation of findings by cross-checking document 
analysis with surveys of local actors. An additional fourth step might be necessary: matching the results from 
the evaluation carried out at the local level with those from an analysis carried out at higher jurisdictional 
levels (in case policy gaps emerge from the previous steps). The three (plus one) steps are briefly explained 
below. Practical instructions for evaluators (currently, for SIMRA Case Studies Teams) and a scheme to 
graphically represent it within the overall integration between qualitative and quantitative methods are 
provided in Part IV.    

Step 1: Document analysis (desk-top research) 

The first step is the identification of relevant policy documents. This step is intended to identify and examine 
policy assumptions, discourses, problem frames, regulatory approaches and policy instruments that support or 
hamper effects of SI in MRA. Relevant policies are chosen from agriculture, forestry, rural development, 
welfare, labour markets, technological innovation, social innovation, regional development, etc. The focus is 
on policy processes that are relevant at international, national and regional levels but are expected to have 
effects at a local level. The identification of policy documents has to be carried out by both online searching 
(literature analysis, institutional web sites) and interviews of local stakeholders. Documents relating to local 
interpretations of international, national or regional policies (e.g. brochures) should also be taken into 
consideration. The methodology is based on content analysis of documents. This can be done by means of 
IlassiIal appヴoaIhes ふe.g. diヴeIt ideﾐtifiIatioﾐ aﾐd e┝tヴaItioﾐ of さIitatioﾐざ fヴoﾏ the doIuﾏeﾐt te┝tぶ aﾐd/oヴ H┞ 
means of the application of softwares specifically for text analysis (e.g. NVIVO, MAXQDATA or others). Other 
information is provided in Part IV.  

Step 2: Analysis of policy implications at the case-study level (field research) 

This step focuses on an analysis of policy implications based on interviews of local actors. They include 
innovator(s), follower(s), land owner(s), opponent/s, beneficiarie/s, people from political administration in the 
region/area, project partners such as businesses, consumers of SI products and services. These local 
stakeholders (including public authorities) may recognise the existence of policies that support SI directly or 
indirectly; in some cases, they may not be able to recognise the role of policies specifically targeted for social 
innovation, or frame strategically a social innovation against imposed policies to promote a local level 
response. The initial sub-step of this part of the analysis is the identification of actors (see Part IV).  

Knowledge of policies at the local level refers to knowledge of available possibilities (enabling and/or 
constraining) and the (local) perceptions of effectiveness, which need to be validated with an analysis carried 
out at the regional, national or international levels. In the field research, the main methods applied are semi-
structured interviews, based on open-ended questions and possibility for the interviewer/evaluator to interact 

                                                           
102

 The methods for analysing policy implications on SI are developed jointly by Work Packages 4 and 6. 
103

 The approach analysis proposed for the case studies follows the innovation systems approach (Edquist, 1997; Asheim 
and Gertler, 2005). Innovation systems have been categorised into national innovation systems, regional innovation 
systems, local innovation systems, technological innovation systems and sectoral innovation systems (Lundvall, 1985). 
Examples for the application of this approach in innovations in the rural forest sector are provided in Rametsteiner et al. 
(2005), Kubeczko et al. (2006) and Buttoud et al. (2011). While there is no consensus on the exact definition of an 
innovation system, and the concept is still emerging, there is an agreement on the necessity to include dynamic 
influences of actors and institutions on innovation 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_innovation_system
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Regional_innovation_system
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Regional_innovation_system
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Local_innovation_system
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Technological_innovation_system
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with the interviewee in a flexible way (i.e. adapting the sequence of questions to his/her attitudes and flow of 
concepts, statements - storytelling). Details of the proposed structure of the semi-structured interview guides 
for SIMRA policy analysis are provided in Part IV.  

Ke┞ ケuestioﾐs aヴe, foヴ e┝aﾏple: さWhich policies supported you?ざ aﾐd さHow the legal institutions (the policy 

settings and regimes) influence the emergence and maintainance (or withdrawn) of the SI case?ざ These 
questions, in evaluative terms, are not cause-effect questions (see Section 5.1). Rather, they are typically 
descriptive questions that refer to the evaluation of the perceived effectiveness of the policies, and not to an 
evaluation of policies impacts in the statistical meaning of the term (see Section 6.2.10.2). The key aspects that 
the interviews target are: general backgrounds and objectives of the SI; sources of ideas, spill over and 
upscale; the role of policies (e.g. targets, subjective perception of support by policies, types of support in terms 
for example of finances, information, etc.); financial situation and maintenance of the SI; coordination, 
cooperation and conflicts; internal evaluation of the SI initiative (e.g. identification of success or hindering 
factors) and future prospects. An important part of the analysis is the qualitative identification and 
interpretation of impacts, or more correctly, we should consider effects in order to clearly differentiate them 
from those impacts of SI that will be measured by means of statistical techniques).  

Step 3: Validation of findings (mixed-approach) 

In this final step, the method is based on a dynamic activity of cross-checking to be performed by analyst(s). 
The policy analysts (evaluator(s)) have to move back and forward between the field observations (data 
collected in the second step based on interviews and/or questionnaires to local stakeholders and institutional 
authorities) and the documents. After the initial interviews, desktop research is undertaken, followed by more 
iﾐteヴ┗ie┘s, uﾐtil さsatuヴatioﾐざ. Iﾐ pヴaItiIe, ﾏoヴe iﾐteヴ┗ie┘s ┘ith stakeholdeヴs ha┗e to He uﾐdeヴtakeﾐ uﾐtil 
eﾐough iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐ aHout the Iase is oHtaiﾐed. This is Ialled a さﾏi┝ed appヴoaIhざ ふHet┘eeﾐ the desk-based 
text and the field). This final step is necessary for cross-checking consistency between what is stated in the 
policies (e.g. policy document formulated at higher institutional levels, such as EU regulations and regional 
laws) and what happens inpractice (e.g. how policies effects the local scale, in terms of perceptions expressed 
by stakeholders and/or in terms of impacts to be measured by means of statistical tecniques). The desk-top 
step of analysis helps to identify incongruences and/or inconsistencies between the policy as designed, 
communicated and perceived by high level policy makers, and the policy effects in practice at local level. For 
e┝aﾏple, ┘heﾐ a ケuestioﾐ suIh as さWhy does this predefined (and so nicely formulated) regulation not 

produce effects in the field?ざ eﾏeヴges duヴiﾐg the iﾐteヴ┗ie┘s ┘ith a poliI┞ ﾏakeヴ, it helps to ideﾐtif┞ Iases of 
non-effectively activated/delivered policy or regulation, or inconsistencies between conflicting norms. 
Inconsistencies amongst policies and incongruences between policies and practices are important issues to 
understand. Policy-practice incongruencies may have different causes. For example, the innovator(s) were not 
informed of the possibilities for policy support. This lack of information can be due to a lack of communication 
of the policy from higher institutional levels; or, it can be due to a low capacity of the local innovator(s) to 
interact with higher levels (e.g. thye do not have direct contact with higher levels or do not know how to use 
the institutional channels for getting information). Another issue to consider is the way in which actors avoid, 
circumvent or divert regulations. Other constraints can be irrelevancy of the policy to the specific case. By 
means of such a complex and qualitative-interpretative based analysis, the causal relation between a policy 
and its effects is neither automatic nor always clearly identifiable.  

“tep 4: PoliI┞ e┝perts’ Ioﾐsultatioﾐ 

Additional instruments to be used in the SIMRA evaluation method are interviews to policy experts at higher 
jurisdictional levels with respect to the local one. These policy experts can be, for example, representatives of 
public authorities working in the agriculture, forestry and rural development fields as well as on innovation at 
regional or national (or even international, EU) levels. They are typically identified as national experts or key 
informants; they can be, for example, regional rural development planner(s). Whether and how to carry out a 
set of interviews at these higher levels is a matter to be carefully considered case-by-case, as this would 
require an understanding of whether inconsistencies or incongruences exist in the specific SI case. These 
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instruments can be used mainly in the specific case that inconsistencies/incongruencies are identified, to 
complement the analysis carried out at local level.  

This approach has some advantages (e.g. reduction of costs and simplification of analysis) and disadvantages. 
In particular, (i) it does not allow a complete understanding of the positive factors and supporting 
governance/institutional mechanisms that eventually lead to congruences and consistencies (the opinions and 
interpretations of the policy makers at higher institutional levels would be missing), and (ii) it would not 
facilitate access to some information about the effects of SI on policy reforms. While interviewing local actors 
and analysing policy document will enable evaluators to understand implications of policy on social innovation 
(i.e. the cause is the policy and the effect is the social innovation), they would also need to interview policy 
makers and other key informants at higher governance levels to understand whether and how SI possibly had 
effects on policy and governance (i.e. the cause is the SI and the effect is the policy or governance reform at 
higheヴ le┗elぶ. This paヴt is IoﾐﾐeIted ┘ith the さLeaヴﾐiﾐg pヴoIessざ diﾏeﾐsioﾐ of “I as ideﾐtified iﾐ ouヴ e┗aluatioﾐ 
framework (see Part II). However, some techniques exist (e.g. Delphi method) to minimize the efforts of 
possibly complement the analysis carried out at local level with this, as face-to-face interviews are not strictly 
necessary and key informants can be contacted on remote (e.g, by phone or Skype). Other information is 
provided in Part IV of this deliverable.  
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PART IV – INSTRUCTIONS FOR ASSESSMENT AND 

EVALUATION FOR WP5 AND WP6 
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7. Instructions for the Pilot Test of the Assessment and Evaluation 

Methods in Pioneer SIMRA Case Studies  

7.1. Steps of Evaluation Method  

Instructions are provided for both the quantitative analysis of SI in MRAs and its effects for the case studies at 
the local level and the qualitative analysis for related policy processes and implications. These instructions 
describe the five steps on which the assessment activities are based, and directions for Work Packages 5 and 6 
to conduct the pilot test on 2 to 3 selected pioneer SIMRA case studies104. The main aim of the pilot test is to 
check the preliminary proposed set of methods and tools, i.e. to verify whether the overall proposed 
evaluation approach, process, methods and tools are feasible, effective, complete, clear and connected in a 
logical sequence. Instructions also provide guidance on the provision of feedback to Work Package 4 for 
developing improvements in the evaluation framework.  

The evaluation method presented in this Section includes five steps (see Figure 26). These steps are designed 
to integrate two paths: the qualitative-based, focused on policy analysis and its implications on SI in MRAs, and 
the quantitative-based, focused on the evaluation of SI initiatives and its impacts at local level. The five steps 
are outlined below:  

1) Step 1: Consultation of experts and key informants: pioneer Case Study Teams (CS Teams) initially contact a 
small group of key (local) informants to provide overall and introductory information on the actors, events, 
characteristics and dynamics of the SI initiative in the local case study area. 

2) Step 2: Survey design for the analysis of policy processes and local SI case studies: the identified experts 
and key informants are interviewed individually through narrative semi-structured interviews; stakeholders 
and project partners of the SI initiative and a sample of beneficiaries are interviewed through a structured 
questionnaire (see the preliminary list of questions for the assessment and evaluation of SI in Annex 1). 
Both the qualitative list of questions and the quantitative questionnaires aim to address the nine 
dimensions of the SI evaluation framework described in Section 6. As this is a pilot test, only a few actors 
for each category have to be interviewed.  

3) Step 3: Interview data are collected and input to Excel databases, and a test on the processing and analysis 
feasibility carried out. Feedback on the appropriateness of each part of the data collection tools (list of 
qualitative and quantitative questions) are provided by pioneer CS Teams. Examples of narrative, 
qualitative and quantitative (mainly descriptive) indicators are drafted on the basis of data collected from 
the test.  

4) Step 4 (optional): an additional survey of policy experts could be carried out within the analysis of policy 
processes, to verify the results from the local case study, if a need became apparent from the interviews 
(e.g. in case policy gaps are identified). Further, an impact evaluation based on statistical techniques could 
be set up through the selection of a control group for the evaluation of one or more pioneer case studies, if 
technically feasible. 

5) Step 5: The common final reporting is drafted which includes the results from both test analyses. 

                                                           
104

 As previously mentioned (see Part III), these instructions represent a starting point, which the final set of SIMRA 
evaluation methods will be grounded on. The final integrated set of methods to assess and evaluate SI in MRAs has to be 
developed in Deliverable 4.3 by Month 40. The structure, contents, methods as well as the overall approach and process 
of evaluation - also in its practical steps – presented in the current set of instructions will be used as a basis to refine - 
according to both the results of its application in the pioneer case studies (pilot tests) and in all the other SIMRA selected 
case studies of social innovation – the methods. 
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s  

Figure 26. Steps in the assessment and evaluation process in SIMRA. 

The pioneer CSs for the pilot test of the methodology should have characteristics similar to those of the SIMRA 
case studies on which the evaluation method, once refined after testing, will be applied in 2018. As 
mentioned, rather than focusing on results and data analysis, the pilot test aims to collect information on: 

 Challenging unclear or potentially repetitive questions included in the proposed set of questions 

 Missing information from the proposed set of questions 

 Jargon 

 Difficulties in data collection (e.g. management of face-to-face interviews and/or focus groups) 

 Estimated interviews length 

The manual instructs CS Teams on the target population for each set of questions (Table 18), and provides a 
summary of the dimensions, sub-dimensions and components, presented in Section 5, as well as the codes of 
the questions (Table 19), fully listed in Annex 1.  Feedback in a written form will be provided to other activities 
in Work Package 4, and for activities in Work Packages 5 and 6 during the pilot test period (October to 
December 2017). Detail guidelines to pioneer CS Teams for the process of feedbacks provisioning are included 
in Deliverables 5.1 and 5.2.    
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7.2. Step 1: Consultation of Experts and Key Informants  

During the initial phase of the study, the pioneer CS Team will first conduct a preliminary research on the 
context and the issues of concern to the SI initiative from internet sources and local newspapers. First, in this 
phase, relevant policy documents will be preliminarily identified. Second, experts and key local informants will 
be identified for a preliminary consultation, to capture the characteristics of the case study area, identify 
actors, and set up an overall context and timeline for the SI. Experts may be internal to the SI initiative, as 
current leaders or key partners of the SI initiative, and/or external, including researchers or experts with in-
depth knowledge of the context of the case study area. Experts and key local informants will be consulted 
through a focus group. 

Depending on the characteristics of the case study, the CS Team will identify and contact six to twelve experts 
and key informants. Key actors and experts may be identified through the snowball sampling principle, 
mentioned by name and organisation, or through a first mapping of stakeholders involved or knowledgeable 
aHout the “I iﾐitiati┗e. The seleItioﾐ of e┝peヴts follo┘s the pヴiﾐIiple of さsatuヴatioﾐ of kﾐo┘ledgeざ in which 
experts will be invited to the focus group until a stage is reached where all of the information required to 
understand the social innovation can be collected.  

The case study experts and key experts may be: 

1) representatives of the case study area or organisations that currently play a central role in the SI 
initiative (e.g. innovators, project manager, beneficiaries and/or donors); 

2) policy makers directly or indirectly connected to the SI initiative (e.g. local municipal authorities, 
agriculture and forestry sectors, land management authorities or Local Action Groups); 

3) external actors with in-depth knowledge of the SI initiative process and effects (e.g. education, training 
or research organisations, information or advisory services, consultants or funding institutions). 

The panel of experts and key informants selected are first invited to a focus group discussion, and informed of 
a follow up individual and semi-structured interview (second step). 

Focus groups 

Duヴiﾐg the fiヴst step, the C“ Teaﾏ ┘ill oヴgaﾐise a foIus gヴoup, aﾐ さiﾐ-depthざ iﾐteヴ┗ie┘ to a gヴoup of iﾐdi┗iduals 
who share common interests or characteristics. Generally, participants selected will have a common level of 
knowledge of the case study SI initiative. The moderator will facilitate discussion on specific issues to obtain 
group opinions rather than individual responses. During the discussion, participants will be given space to 
express themselves without inhibition, while being encouraged to stay on topic.  

The moderator will only intervene rarely with a few pre-prepared key questions and takes notes by using 
graphical support, such as pens, paper and sticky notes, hanging posters, tape and highlighters. The session 
will be recorded, with one or more assistants taking notes on the content of the discussion and interaction. A 
focus group session will generally last between 30 minutes and one and a half hours.  

The first aim of the focus group is the identification of the history of the SI initiative. Through the focus group, 
the moderator seeks to reconstruct the pathways and sequence of events that led from the initial SI idea to 
the final outputs, aﾐd de┗elops a さIaleﾐdaヴ of e┗eﾐtsざ oヴ stoヴ┞liﾐe. This is doﾐe H┞ pヴo┗idiﾐg Iues to aid 
recollection of the different phases of the SI process. Examples of questions are: 

 Can you remember key phases of the SI initiative? Can you link them to specific dates or events which 
would help respondents remember them? 

 Did the SI initiative occur during a specific event, over a day, a short or a long period of time? 

 Who was involved in each phase of the SI initiative? 

The second aim of the focus group is identification and selection of partners and actors who took part in the SI 
initiative process at different points in time. When possible, these actors are interviewed during the second 
step, through individual face-to-face or online interviews (see Steps 2a and 2b). Actors are identified using a 
snowball sampling principle: respondents name the subjects that took place in the process of SI during 
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diffeヴeﾐt phases of its de┗elopﾏeﾐt usiﾐg a さﾐaﾏe geﾐeヴatoヴ gヴidざ teIhﾐiケue. The foIus gヴoup paヴtiIipaﾐts 
could be re-contacted for a second meeting by the CS Team if the list of names was insufficient. Examples of 
questions are: 

 Who were the creators/first innovators? Who invented, discovered or was attracted by the initial idea? 

 Who were the first followers? Who were the first who thought that the initial idea was valuable? 

 Who was involved in the development of the SI idea during the first phases of reconfiguring? Who was 
contacted to implement the idea and support its transformation? Who were the transformers? 

 Who were the people who adopted the idea early on and shared it with other people in the group? Who 
were the mainstreamers and project partners? Which external actors were involved in the development? 
Who were the key people? 

 Is it possible to identify the final users or beneficiaries of the initiative? Who are the direct beneficiaries? 

The evaluation framework identifies the role of actors during the different phases of the SI process and project 
(see Box 24).  

Box 24 - Actors in SIMRA 

A. FROM AGENCY TO RECONFIGURING-RECONFIGURED [CLIQUE AND NETWORK] 

1. Social innovators: The person who invents, discovers, or fully adopts the idea as their own.  
2. Followers or change agents: A person skilled at promoting new ideas.  
3. First idea adopters or transformers: A person who adopts the idea early on and shares it with other people 
in the network.  
4. Implementers or mainstreamers: A person who follows the crowd, and adopts a new idea only when other 
people do.  
B. FROM ACTIVITIES TO OUTPUTS [PROJECT PARTNERS] 

5. Project coordinator: A person who receives a financial contribution from the Contracting Authority and 
ensures its distribution to the project associated partners (if present) as specified in the partnership 
agreements. The coordinating beneficiary must be directly involved in the technical implementation of the 
project and dissemination of project results.  
6. Project associated partners: Associated partners must contribute technically to the proposal, take 
responsibility for the implementation of one or several project actions, as agreed in the partnership 
agreement, and provide the beneficiary with all the necessary documents required for the fulfilment of its 
reporting obligations to the Contracting Authority. An associated beneficiary may also contribute financially to 
the project.  
7. Project co-financer: A person or organisation which contributes to the project with financial resources, has 
no technical responsibilities, and cannot benefit from the financial contribution. Furthermore, it cannot act, in 
the context of the project, as a sub-contractor to any of the project's beneficiaries.  
8. Project consultants: Sub-contractors provide external services to the project beneficiaries who fully pay for 
the services provided.  
9. Project stakeholders: Individuals or institutions that may, directly or indirectly, positively or negatively, 
affect or be affected by a project or programme.  

C. FROM OUTPUTS TO IMPACTS [ACTORS AT THE COMMUNITY LEVEL] 

10. Beneficiaries: Individuals who benefit directly or indirectly from the implementation of the project. They 
may comprise:  
(a) Target group(s): Group/entity positively affected by the project at the level of the Project Purpose. It may 
include staff from partner organisations. 
(b) Final beneficiaries: Those who benefit from the project over the long term, at the level of society or sector 
at laヴge, e.g. さIhildヴeﾐざ, fヴoﾏ iﾐIヴeased speﾐdiﾐg oﾐ health aﾐd eduIatioﾐ, さIoﾐsuﾏeヴsざ, fヴoﾏ iﾏpヴo┗ed 
agricultural production and marketing.  
11. External actors: Individuals who are not affected by the SI initiatives and projects, but who could be part of 
an Impact Assessment as the counterfactual group. This element has to be evaluated on a case by case basis.  

Source: SIMRA research team.  
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Depending on the case study, the focus group can be used for identifying relevant policies and policy 
documents. The moderator of the focus group may ask about identifying secondary data and available indices 
for describing the marginalisation of the area, or ask questions about the context, outcomes and effects of the 
“I iﾐitiati┗e ふsee ﾐe┝t paヴagヴaphぶ. The “IM‘A E┝peヴts aﾐd Ke┞ Iﾐfoヴﾏaﾐtsげ Questioﾐﾐaiヴe, i.e. the opeヴatioﾐal 
tool for data collection, is part of Deliverable 5.1. 

“tudyiﾐg さsigﾐificaﾐtざ iﾏpacts 

The consultation of experts and key informants includes a preliminary impact evaluation, with a statistically 
robust impact evaluation carried out in Step 4b only if the evaluator finds a feasible and significant control 
group of beneficiaries. It is based on the results obtained in the focus group.  

The preliminary impact evaluation includes three questions (codes refer to Annex 1): 

i. With respect to the initial contextual conditions, what are the environmental, economic, social and 
institutional components that the SI initiative impacted, directly or indirectly? (H.c.1.1-2-3-4.) 

ii. Based on your responses to the previous question, state the main environmental, economic, social and 
institutional effects that a SI initiative has generated, both positive and negative. (H.c.2.1-2-3-4.) 

iii. Select the three main negative and positive social effects based on the selection made in the previous 
question. What are the root causes of each effect, the stakeholders affected, and the management 
measures adopted (if any)? What was the level of control and influence, the responsiveness of the 
local context, the frequency, intensity and the risk (if negative) or opportunity (if positive)? (H.c.3.1-2-
3-4.) 

For the first question, the moderator shows the list of the main environmental, economic, social and 
institutional components for discussion by the group of experts, and subsequent selection of those which have 
been impacted directly or indirectly by the SI initiative. 

Foヴ the seIoﾐd ケuestioﾐ, ┘e pヴopose aﾐ adaptatioﾐ of the さsoヴtiﾐgざ paヴt of the Q-methodology (Watts, 2005). 
All focus group participants are asked to sort a set of items on a scale. The items comprise all the effects in the 
components selected through the previous question. The scale interval is from -2 (negative impact) to +2 
(positive impact).  

Negative Slightly negative No effect Slightly positive Positive 

□ -2 □ -1 □ 0 □ +1 □ +2 

 

The moderator helps the group divide the effects in five piles, trying to respect the proportions shown in 
Figure 27. All neutral effects are placed in the central column of the diagram, with only three items placed in 
the external columns of the positive and negative effects. 

 

Figure 27. Sorting scale inspired by the Q-methodology (Watts, 2005). 
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In the third question, only the three most negative and three most positive items, selected in the previous 
step, are considered. The moderator asks participants to analyse the six effects through three open-ended 
sub-questions and five quantitative scores.  

In the three open-ended sub-questions, the moderator about the root cause of each effect, the affected 
stakeholders, and the management measures adopted (if any). 

Finally, experts provide a score of 0 to 4 for five basic criteria105 that ﾏa┞ He used to defiﾐe さsigﾐifiIaﾐIeざ. 
Table 14 suﾏﾏaヴises the geﾐeヴal, guidiﾐg Iヴiteヴia foヴ defiﾐiﾐg けsigﾐifiIaﾐt aspeItsげ aﾐd ヴelated けsigﾐifiIaﾐt 
iﾏpaItsげ. Table 15 explains how to assign a score to specific aspects/impacts based on a qualitative/narrative 
approach. Only aspects/impacts for which the total assigned score is equal or higher than 10106 are considered 
けsigﾐifiIaﾐtげ107.  

Table 14. Guidiﾐg Iヴiteヴia foヴ defiﾐiﾐg a けsigﾐifiIaﾐt aspeItsげ ふ┘ith けsigﾐifiIaﾐt iﾏpaItsげぶ iﾐ the e┗aluatioﾐ of 
SIMRA case studies. 

Basic criterion 
Definition of 

けsigﾐificaﾐtげ Explanation 

Example of 

application in 

SIMRA 

Main interested 

domains in terms 

of impact 

1. Level of control 

and influence 

Aspects that the SI 
initiative has a 
direct control and 
influence on.  

The SI initiative can 
do something, 
autonomously and 
directly, for 
changing the 
aspect (e.g. 
changing activities, 
practices, products 
or services) to 
reduce the 
negative impacts 
or emphasise the 
positive ones.  

Forest fire brigades 
in Spain: voluntary 
forest fire fighters 
have direct control 
on the 
interventions they 
perform against 
fires.  
 

Social  
Environmental 

2. Sensitivity of 

the context 

Aspects of the SI 
initiative that 
touch a key 
resource for the 
territory and the 
community and/or 
deal with cultural 
and identity issues.  

The oヴgaﾐisatioﾐげs 
activities, products 
or services concern 
resources that are 
vital for the local 
community and/or 
connected to core 
identity values of 
the community 
(cultural heritage, 
religion, ethnicity).   

Trekkers in Norway 
are involved in the 
valorisation of 
natural areas 
(ecosystem 
services connected 
to recreation). 

Social  
Environmental 
Economic 

                                                           
105

 The criteria proposed in these tables have been adopted and adapted from the ISO 14001 standards for environmental aspects to 
the economic, social and governance/institutional aspects. This approach was proposed and used by the Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI) (GSSB, 2016) for social and economic aspects (aside the environmental ones).  
106

 This threshold is defined as the average score (10.0) that can be calculated considering 5 items (first column) and 5 scores (from 0 to 
ヴぶ. The iﾏpaIts/aspeIts ┘ith aﾐ a┗eヴage oヴ higheヴ sIoヴe aヴe けsigﾐifiIaﾐtげ, those ┘ith a sIoヴe lo┘eヴ thaﾐ the a┗eヴage aヴe けﾐot sigﾐifiIaﾐtげ.  
107

 The significant impacts identified in each domain will be used to create specific impact indicators in relation to each single case 
study (see Part III - Judgement references). Examples of such indicators can be: ratio between negative and positive impacts in relation 
to a specific issue and/or domain; sum of total assigned scores ratio between positive and negative impacts, by domain. Moreover, the 
significant impacts will be used for further analysis in Step 4 in those cases when statistical techniques for impact evaluation are 
applicable.  
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3. Frequency Aspects that are 
ordinarily or 
frequently 
repeated by the SI 
initiative.  

The organisation 
carries out the 
activity (products 
or service) on a 
regular basis, as it 
is the core business 
of the social 
innovation.   

Social farming in 
Italy: members of a 
social farm take 
care of disabled 
people 12 months 
a year.  

Social 
Economic 

4. Intensity Aspects of the SI 
initiative that have 
or can have 
irreversible 
consequences, 
both over the short 
or long-term. 

The oヴgaﾐisatioﾐげs 
activities, products 
or services have or 
can have 
consequences 
(positive or 
negative, real or 
potential, intended 
or unintended) 
that affect a high 
number of people 
and/or a large 
area.  

Women 
cooperatives in 
Lebanon: women 
involved represent 
a high percentage 
of the local 
community. 

Social 
Economic 
Environmental 
Governance/institu
tional 
 

5. Risk Aspects connected 
to risks of 
accidents (e.g. 
security of people, 
human health) due 
to the SI initiative. 

The oヴgaﾐisatioﾐげs 
activities or 
products or 
services imply a 
certain level of risk 
of accidents.  

LiberaTerra 
association in Italy: 
provides lands 
confiscated from 
the mafia to social 
farming.  

Social 
Economic  
Environmental 
Governance/institu
tional 

Source: Source: SIMRA research team.   

Table 15. “Ioヴiﾐg Iヴiteヴia foヴ defiﾐiﾐg けsigﾐifiIaﾐt aspeItsげ ふ┘ith けsigﾐifiIaﾐt iﾏpaItsげぶ iﾐ the evaluation of 
SIMRA case studies. 

Basic 

criterion 

Scoring 

Score = 0 Score = 1 Score = 2 Score = 3 Score = 4 

1. Level of 

control and 

influence 

The SI initiative 
has no direct 
control and 
influence on 
the 
aspect/impact. 

The SI initiative 
has no or 
limited direct 
control and 
influence on 
the 
aspect/impact.  

The SI initiative has 
moderate direct 
control and 
influence on the 
aspect/impact. 

The SI initiative 
has good direct 
control and 
influence on the 
aspect/impact. 

The SI initiative 
has direct and 
total control 
and influence 
on the 
aspect/impact.  

2. Sensitivity 

of the local 

context 

The local 
context is not 
sensitive.  
 

The local 
context has a 
few elements 
of sensitive 
(e.g. only one 
minor natural 
resource is 
affected).  

The local context 
has moderate 
elements of 
sensitive (e.g. one 
or more natural 
resources or key 
resources are 
affected and the 
community has not 
yet fully accepted 
the SI).  

The local context 
has high 
elements of 
sensitive (e.g. 
highly protected 
habitats or 
cultural heritage 
are affected by 
the SI, there is a 
latent conflict 
between the SI 

The local 
context is 
extremely 
vulnerable (e.g. 
it totally 
depends on the 
key resource 
affected by the 
SI, cultural 
heritage is at 
risk, there is a 
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and the rest of 
the community). 

conflict in 
relation to the 
SI initiative) 

3. 

Frequency 

The activity, 
products or 
services are 
not provided 
by the SI 
initiative. 

The activity, 
products and 
services are 
not frequently 
provided by 
the SI 
initiative.  

The activity, 
products and 
services are 
frequently, but not 
regularly provided 
by the SI initiative. 

The activity, 
products and 
services are 
regularly 
provided by the 
SI initiative, with 
a high 
frequency. 

The activity, 
products and 
services are 
provided 
continuously, 
as they are the 
core business 
of the SI.  

4. Intensity The SI initiative 
does not have 
any effects.   

The SI initiative 
has limited 
effects (e.g. 
punctual, 
reversible over 
the short or 
medium term) 

The SI initiative has 
moderate effects 
(e.g. in more than 
one site, reversible 
only in the medium 
term)  

The SI initiative 
has strong 
effects (e.g. on a 
large portion of 
the territory, on 
a high number of 
persons, 
reversible only 
over the long 
term)  

The SI initiative 
determines 
irreversible 
effects over the 
long-term 
which affect a 
high portion of 
the territory 
and/or of the 
community. 

5. Risk There are no 
risks 
associated 
with the SI 
initiative.  

There are 
limited risks 
associated 
with the SI 
initiative.  

There are 
moderate risks 
associated with the 
SI initiative.  

There are high 
risks associated 
with the SI 
initiative. 

There are 
extremely high 
risks associated 
with the SI 
initiative 

Source: SIMRA research team.  

Thヴough this appヴoaIh, the “IM‘A ﾏethod is Hased oﾐ the ケualitati┗e ideﾐtifiIatioﾐ of けsigﾐifiIaﾐt aspeItsげ 
because the identification is based on the perceptions of actors of each of the four domains (i.e. economic, 
soIial, eﾐ┗iヴoﾐﾏeﾐtal aﾐd go┗eヴﾐaﾐIe/iﾐstitutioﾐalぶ, aﾐd ヴelated けsigﾐifiIaﾐt iﾏpaItsげ. The iﾏpaIt e┗aluatioﾐ 
based on statistical techniques, only used when technically feasible, should focus on the impacts identified 
during this initial qualitative-based screening.  

The ケualitati┗e ideﾐtifiIatioﾐ of けsigﾐifiIaﾐt aspeItsげ has a Ileaヴ liﾏitatioﾐ iﾐ teヴﾏs of suHjeIti┗it┞: the defiﾐitioﾐ 
of ┘hat is けsigﾐifiIaﾐtげ is Hased oﾐ a suHjeIti┗e gヴoup iﾐterpretation of the situation and existing information, 
data or knowledge by those involved, and affected in some way by the SI initiative. However, it provides an 
easy and quick tool for immediately understanding the core effects of the social innovation on various 
components of the society, the economy and the whole territory. In addition, after the initial screening (the 
さself-ideﾐtifiIatioﾐざ of ┘hat is sigﾐifiIaﾐtぶ, aﾐd a ﾏoヴe aIIuヴate ケualitati┗e aﾐal┞sis Iaヴヴied out H┞ ke┞ aItoヴs iﾐ 
the focus groups, oﾐl┞ the iﾏpaIts ideﾐtified as けsigﾐifiIaﾐtげ oﾐ the Hasis of the sIoヴiﾐg e┝eヴIise aヴe e┝ploヴed iﾐ 
detail using statistical techniques and impact evaluation. This is intended to help evaluators save a significant 
amount of resources (i.e. time, money). 

In the pilot test, the approach proposed is based on the perceptions of key experts of the relevance and 
importance of an impact. To minimise the risk that important impacts may be disregarded or underestimated 
(and thus that possible trade-offs by groups not involved in the SI are ignored), alternative ways to ask these 
questions to a wider sample of actors and collect individual answers should be explored on a case by case 
basis. This way, it is possible to use the Q methodology to categorise actors with similar perceptions of the 
impacts of the SI initiative, and discuss the results at the end of the evaluation.  
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7.3. Step 2a: Survey Design for Analysis of Policy Processes (Work Package 6) 

Instructions108 on analysis of policy processes and implications for SI specifically focus on identifying the factors 
that foster and/or hamper the emergence of SI in local case studies through a narrative approach. To do this, 
an integrated step-by-step approach is adopted. The approach comprises three analyses, one conducted 
during step 2, and two carried out during step 3: 

1) Step 2a. Specific semi-structured interviews with experts and key informants identified in step 1. The 
CS Team interviews local authorities (policy makers) at different scales (local, regional, national and 
international if it applies) and key stakeholders of the CS.  

2) Step 3a (first part). Identification of relevant policy and document analysis documents. The CS Team 
identifies legal texts (policy documents), policy statements, programmes and strategies that are 
potentially valid or were influential in the SI initiative.  

3) Step 3a (second part). Validation of findings with CS results documents. The CS Teams iterate between 
field observations and documents. After initial interviews, desk-top research is undertaken, and then 
ﾏoヴe iﾐteヴ┗ie┘s IoﾐduIted if ﾐeIessaヴ┞, uﾐtil さsatuヴatioﾐざ.  

Instructions for the semi-structured interview guide  

The following questions provide the basic components for the interview guides, to be adapted according to 
the expert and context. However, the structure will be the same for every interview, to ensure consistency and 
to simplify the subsequent cross-case and cross-regional analysis. The sample interview guide for semi-
structured, open interviews is presented for the analysis of policy implications for SI and follows the 
Innovation System Approach (Rametsteiner et al., 2005; Weiss et al., 2011).  

Interview guide109
 

[Note to the interviewer. Before the interview date: schedule the interview and explain the general purpose. 
Preparations at the beginning of the interview: Check if the recorder works, batteries are loaded; put the 
recorder somewhere to the side as people can be irritated if it is placed in between the interviewee and 
interviewer. To make your interviewee comfortable, offer them a glass of water, and set the chairs crosswise 
ヴatheヴ thaﾐ さIoﾐfヴoﾐtatioﾐalざ at the opposite sides of a taHle.  IﾐtヴoduIe ┞ouヴself aﾐd e┝Ihaﾐge Husiﾐess Iaヴds 
or contact details. Explain the purpose of the interview and provide the statement of confidentiality110. Explain 
that the interview focuses on SI. Ask for permission to record the interview, thank them for giving you time 
and start with your first question.] 

Characteristics of the respondent: 

o What institution do you represent? 
o At which scale does it operate? 
o What is the kind of support you provide in the region? 
o In which way is your work related to social innovations? 

                                                           
108

 The instructions on policy processes and implications for SI have been developed in collaboration with BOKU, as part of 
Task 4.3. 
109 When the interviewees for both qualitative and quantitative enquiry are chosen, it must be clear to the CS Team that 

the first set of qualitative questions is dedicated to leading personnel in the municipalities and stakeholders with "support 
functions"; they can be policy officials, from consultancy agencies (regional or rural development, or LAG leaders), or 
social welfare institutions. The second set of questions is dedicated to the innovators themselves, and people active in the 
case (at the farm or in the start-up or in the forest activity etc.). 
110 EthiIs: さAll ヴespoﾐses ┘ill He kept Ioﾐfideﾐtial if ﾐeeded. Iﾐteヴ┗ie┘ ヴespoﾐses ┘ill oﾐl┞ He used foヴ sIieﾐtifiI puヴposes. 
Details will only be shared with research team members and we will ensure that any information we include in our report 
does not identify you as the respondent. When we quote in our report we will not mention the name of the person. 
However, normally, the case and the region are named. Interviewees do not have to talk about anything they do not want 
to.ざ 
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Key questions on policies: 
Relation with the CS: 

o Do you know the SI initiative CS? 
o What is your relationship with the local SI cases? 
o Do you think your policies affected the CS? 
o Which policies did support the project? 
o What exactly was the policy support? Was it financial (e.g. subsidies, tax reduction, reduced loans), 

provision of information, facilitation of networking, previous support in the region by rural 
development policies and other initiatives? 

Information: 
o How would you describe access to information in this region relating to social innovation?  

Perceived context innovation in the region: 
o How would you describe the economic situation in this region when it comes to SI?  
o Based upon your experience, what factors foster and what hinder introducing SI in this region?  
o In your opinion, how high is the level of interest towards the introduction of SI in this region? 
o How would you describe the know-how on developing SI in this region? 
o Based upon your experience, is there anything that could be improved in this respect?  
o What are, if any, the main external enabling and constraining conditions (in terms of events, trends, 

societal framework conditions, institutions, structures and/or discourses), that a SI initiative has to 
face for moving from an idea to action?  

o Before the SI initiative, which were the five objective elements which indicate you were living in a 
marginalised rural area? 

o Have things changed after the SI initiative? 
o Which other positive or negative effects did the innovation have in the region (more/other social 

innovations in the region, economic benefits in the region, ecological impacts)? 
Final (open) question: 

o Is there anything you would like to add on the topic of introducing SI that we did not discuss so far? 

Additional key questions to Innovators: 
[Note to the interviewer: These questions are to leading figures or founders of the innovative cases]. 

1. Individual and colleIti┗e ﾐeeds aﾐd tヴiggeヴs, さstiﾏulusざ foヴ iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ 

o How did you come up with the idea of the project? 
o Why did you decide to start your activity in this area? (How did the need to do what you do come 

about?) 

2. Perceived context 

o What do you think are the main problems in the region that your initiative addresses? 

3. Agents 

o Which people and institutions were involved for starting your activity? 

4. Preparatory Actions 

o Please describe the start-up phases? 
o What resources were you able to draw upon at the beginning? 
o Were there any other resources you would have found helpful? 

5.1. Reconfiguring New networks 
o Which cooperations with other organisations were useful for your activity? 
o Can you expand on the kind of cooperation? 

5.2. Reconfiguring New attitudes 

o What do you think is different about what you do locally, compared to what others do and provide? 
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5.3 Reconfiguring New governance arrangements 

o How are the decisions taken within your project? 

6. Project activities 

o Can you tell us what your project is about? 

7. Outputs 

o What do you think the benefits of your activity are to the people in this area? 

8. Outcomes/impacts 

o What has changed in the region with your activity? 

9. Learning processes 

o If you were to start your project again, what would you do differently today? 
o Why? 

[Notes for the conclusion of the interview. Thank the interviewee for their time and ask for contact details in 
case of further questions, and to send them the final report. Provide the link to the SIMRA webpage, in case 
they did not have it already.  After the interview: Write an Ad hoc Memory protocol to help with recollection 
and structure the most important insights. The transcription will take time to be complete which may lead to 
forgetting the crucial points on which to focus. Transcription of the interviews is necessary for the analysis]. 

A final set of questions are asked to SIMRA pioneer CS Teams to guide their feedback on what worked well and 
what should be improved in the methodology (see Table 16). 

Table 16. Questions for feedback on the pilot test of the semi-structured interview. 

Feedback questions Response from CS Team 

Average time requested to fill the questionnaire  

Questions which did not work   

Questions with unclear terminology or wording  

Questions which could be better formulated   

Difficulties with the data collection techniques (face-to-face, semi-
structured interview, online questionnaire, focus group) 

 

Other comments  

Identification of relevant policy documents 

This step aims to identify and examine policy assumptions, discourses, problem frames, regulatory 
approaches, policy instruments and related documents111 that might support or hamper effects of SI in the 
case study. Relevant policies have to be chosen from agriculture, forestry, rural development, welfare, labour 
markets, technological innovation, social innovation, regional development and others.  

The focus is on policy and policy documents that are relevant at international, national and regional levels and 
expected to have effects at local level. For example, if the case study has been funded by the EU LEADER 
Programme, the CS Team needs to know LEADER provisions specific for the analysed context. CS Teams can 
read the relevant documents and might decide to start with a preliminary open-ended interview with LEADER 
experts before going to the field. It will be necessary to distinguish between direct policies, including LEADER, 
EIP, INTERREG, SI-programmes, and start-up support for social entrepreneurs, and indirectly impacting 
policies, including general regional development programmes, general social support system policies, 
eduIatioﾐ poliIies, aﾐd eﾏplo┞ﾏeﾐt poliIies. The latteヴ oﾐes iﾏpaIt oﾐ the さsoIietal pヴeIoﾐditioﾐsざ iﾐ a 

                                                           
111

 Normatively, public policies regulate the use and protection of resources and steer and govern societal wellbeing. They are 

represented by policy documents, formal rules, such as the constitution, laws, bylaws, ordinances. Such public regulations are 
predefined mechanisms which actors may assert to activate rights and legitimise actions. 



This project has received funding from the 
Euヴopeaﾐ Uﾐioﾐげs Hoヴizoﾐ ヲヰヲヰ ヴeseaヴIh 
and innovation programme under Grant 
Agreement No 677622 

 

 

118 
 

region, and SI may benefit from these as well. Additional policies, not above listed, can be identified by each 
CS Team in the specific case study.  

The identification of policy documents by pioneer CS Teams has to be carried out by online searching 
(literature analysis, institutional web sites) and interviews with local stakeholders in the local case study 
survey. Documents related to local interpretations of international, national or regional policies (e.g. 
brochures) should also be taken into consideration. Provisions are often formulated in general terms and need 
to be individualised and substantiated for the specific cases. 

Once relevant policies and documents are identified, all documents are saved and uploaded by the CS Team 
within a register, and a reference list of secondary literature and policy documents is prepared. 

Step 2b: Survey Design for SI case Study analysis (Work Package 5)  
This section provides information and instructions on: (1) target population of the survey; (2) sampling design; 
(3) interview guidelines; (4) questionnaires; (5) specific questions. 

Target population: actors of the social innovation  

The target population of the survey refers to all actors involved in the SI initiative and project, as well as its 
direct and indirect beneficiaries. The characteristics of the actors are described in Box 20.  A complete 
sampling frame of each category of actors is provided by experts and key informants during the focus groups 
(Step 1). These actors appear in the SI process at different moments but may only respoﾐd to the iﾐteヴ┗ie┘eヴげs 
questions on the SI components with which they are familiar. Table 17 summarises the role of each category of 
actors during the SI process. 

Table 17. List of all possible actors involved in the SI initiative relative to the SI components and expected 
knowledge. 

People to be interviewed Relation to SI components  Expected knowledge on SI components 

Innovators Agency (Actors and Preparatory 
Actions) 

Individual and social Needs 
Perceived context 
Agency (Actors and Preparatory Actions) 
Reconfiguring(ed) 

Followers  
 

Agency (Actors and Preparatory 
Actions) 
 

Individual and social Needs 
Perceived context 
Agency (Actors and Preparatory Actions) 
Reconfiguring(ed) 

First idea 
adopters/transformers 

Reconfiguring(ed) Agency (Actors and Action) 
Reconfiguring(ed) 

Implementers or 
mainstreamers: 
- Project coordinator 
- Project partners 
- Project co-financer 
- Project consultants or 

contractors  
- Project stakeholders 
- Concrete implementers 
- Values takers  

Project activities  Project activities  
Outputs 

Direct beneficiaries  Outputs Outputs 
Outcomes and impacts 
Learning process 

Indirect beneficiaries  Outcomes and impacts Outcomes and impacts 

Experts and key informants  -  The whole process and project  

Source: SIMRA research team.  
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Sampling design 

Sampling design is aligned to the target population. In general, we assume that local case studies do not 
involve an unmanageable number of actors. So, in the instructions we propose a census for the majority of 
target actors. However, ad hoc sampling strategies based on the case study can also be created. There are 
several typologies of sampling designs: probability sampling (as Simple Random sampling, Systematic 
sampling, Stratified sampling, Multistage sampling), and nonprobability sampling (such as Convenience 
sampling, Judgement sampling, Quota sampling, Snowball sampling). It is difficult to identify a priori the 
proper sampling design: each CS Team will choose the one most appropriate to their circumstances112.  

Figure 28 shows how the survey strategy is developed in relation to: (1) target population, (2) network 
structure, (3) sampling design and (4) temporal scale.  

 The targets of the questionnaire in the さAgeﾐI┞ phaseざ are individuals or group of individuals. They are 
the innovators and the initial followers. In Social Network Analysis, these agents are called clique. The 
survey is submitted to all the actors identified in relation to the initial stages of the SI. The T0 moment 
refers to the emergence of SI.  

 Iﾐ the さReIoﾐfiguriﾐg phaseざ, the targets of the questionnaire are the internal and external networks. 
The internal network refers to the relationships amongst actors belonging to the same organisation. Its 
composition is expected to be actors within a micro-organisation, small and medium enterprises 
(SMEs), non-governmental organisations (NGOs), and institutions. The external network refers to an 
enlarged network composed of different individual and collective nodes. The reconfiguring process 
includes all the passages that lead to the establishment of internal and external networks, and thus, to 
a reconfigured network supporting new social practices. The target includes the initial agents, those 
who first proposed the innovative idea (innovator) and those who adopted it as their own (followers), 
aﾐd the tヴaﾐsfoヴﾏeヴs. The suヴ┗e┞ is suHﾏitted to a Ieﾐsus of all aItoヴs ┘ho paヴtiIipate iﾐ the さ‘e-
Ioﾐfiguヴiﾐgふedぶざ phase aﾐd theiヴ ヴelatioﾐships. Iﾐ the e┗aluation framework, this refers to the time T1, 
aﾐd it Ioヴヴespoﾐds to the tiﾏe ┘heﾐ ﾐe┘ soIial pヴaItiIes eﾏeヴge ふsee also the “IM‘Aげs defiﾐitioﾐ of 
SI).  

 The さReconfigured phase through activitiesざ ヴefeヴs to the aIti┗ities that aヴe Iaヴヴied out duヴiﾐg pヴojeIt 
planning and implementation. The implementers identify and formulate a project proposal and in the 
case of a positive ex-ante evaluation by the Contracting Authority, activities are implemented. All 
project partners are included in the survey.  

 Iﾐ the さCommunity phaseざ, the taヴgets of the ケuestioﾐﾐaiヴe aヴe the fiﾐal diヴeIt aﾐd iﾐdiヴeIt 
beneficiaries. A sampling rather than a census approach is used to address the potentially high number 
of beneficiaries. This represents time T2, and it corresponds to the time when the outputs of the SI 
project are produced and the outcomes achieved. The impacts of the SI project on the economic, 
social, environmental and institutional domains are measured through an ex-post evaluation. The CS 
Team will choose how to proceed based upon the case study characteristics113. 

 

                                                           
112

 This will be done with the assistance of Leaders of Work Packages 4 and 5.  
113

 See previous note 7.  
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Figure 28. Target population, network structure, sampling design, T-SI phase. Source: SIMRA research team. 

 

Interview technique  

The questionnaires are designed for face-to-face interviews, but the layout can be adapted for online surveys. 
Interviews are generally time-consuming, but they are an invaluable instrument for collecting the information 
required for the elaboration of SI indicators and indices. In these instructions, the pilot survey questions will 
help the pioneer CS Teams understand if the interview technique is feasible, and highlighting aspects that may 
be missing from the proposed questionnaire in the SIMRA evaluation framework. To conduct the structured 
interview, all the notes suggested for the semi-structured interview remain valid (i.e. the interviewer has to 
start the interview by introducing themselves, explain the reasons for the interview to be conducted, etc. and 
to close the interview by thanking interviewees for their time and availability). All the typical techniques for 
properly and ethically conducting interviews have to be applied.  
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Questionnaires  

The test is applied to three broad categories of interviewees (clique, internal and external network and 
community beneficiaries) through different sampling designs and using different questionnaires. An additional 
questionnaire has been prepared for project partners to ask questions about project activities. Table 18 

provides a schematic representation of questionnaires addressed to each target population.  

Table 18. Questionnaires by target population. 

 

Questionnaire 
to experts and 
key informants  

Questionnaire 
to Clique 

(innovators 
and followers) 

Questionnaire 
to Network 

(transformers) 

Questionnaire 
to Project 
partners  

Questionnaire 
to 

Beneficiaries 

Identification of 
actors (focus group) 

X     

Calendar of events 
(focus group) 

X     

Identification of 
marginalisation 
(focus group) 

X     

A. Needs  X    

B. Context X X X   

C-D. Agency  X X   

E. 
Reconfiguring(ed)ed 

 X X   

F. Activities    X  

G. Outputs    X X 

H. Outcomes X X X  X 

H. Impacts X X X  X 

I. Learning process X X X  X 

Source: SIMRA research team. 

The five SIMRA questionnaires to be used in the pilot test will be included in Deliverable 5.1. Each CS Team is 
responsible for the translation into their local language. A glossary is provided to facilitate the process and 
reduce risks of misinterpretation of terms due to local cultural or linguistic differences.  

Preliminary questions to evaluate SI in MRAs 

The complete list of questions to be tested in the pilot application of pioneer CSs is provided in Annex 1, 
divided by dimensions, sub-dimensions, components and codes of questions. Questions are posed in relation 
to a specific time period, so the test survey is not based on a longitudinal assessment. The questionnaires 
include different types of questions: 

 Dichotomous (Yes/No, presence/absence, relation/no relation) 

 Responses using scales [1-10] or [1-4] 

 Closed with one choice 

 Closed ┘ith ﾏultiple ヴespoﾐse さall that appliesざ 

 Dates  

 Integers [0-∞] 
 Open-ended  

The preliminary set of questions for the pioneer case studies was created by taking into account i) the SITT 
consultation (see Part I, Section 3 of Deliverable 4.2), and ii) existing methods, in particular those developed in 
projects funded by the European Commission.  
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Table 19 lists the dimensions and sub-dimensions of the SIMRA evaluation framework (see Part II, Section 5 of 
Deliverable 4.2). The list of components and coded questions provide an overview of the level of detail 
addressed in the questionnaires. 

Table 19. Dimension, sub-dimension, component and questions with codes at the basis of SIMRA 
questionnaires. Source: SIMRA research team. 

Dimension Sub-dimension Component Questions  

A. Individual and 
collective needs  

A.a. Trigger  A.a.1. Type of trigger A.a.1.1. Idea trigger  
A.a.1.2. Positive-negative trigger 
A.a.1.3. Scale of the trigger 
A.a.1.4. Affected level  
A.a.1.5. Affected scale 
A.a.1.6. Dissatisfaction  
A.a.1.7. Satisfaction motivation 
A.a.1.8. Reaction 

A.b. Social needs  A.b.1. Individual needs  A.b.1.1. Individual needs 
A.b.1.2. Scores of individual 
needs  

A.b.2. Collective needs  A.b.2.1. Collective needs 
A.b.2.2. Scores of collective 
needs 

A.c. Societal 
challenges  

A.c.1. Type of societal 

challenges
114

 

A.c.1.1. Wider challenges 
A.c.1.2. Societal challenges 

A.d. Governance shifts  A.d.1. Type of governance 
shifts 

A.d.1.1. Critical elements of 
governance 
A.d.1.2. Scale of governance 
A.d.1.3. Governance 
dissatisfaction 
A.d.1.4. Governance satisfaction 
motivation 

B. Perceived 
context 

B.a. Context of MRA B.a.1. Level of rurality B.a.1.1. Population density 

B.a.1.2. Evaluator selection
115

 

B.a.2. Physical geography 
marginality 

B.a.2.1. Mountain area 
B.a.2.2. Aridity 
B.a.2.3. Islands 
B.a.2.4. Evaluator selection 

B.a.3. Limited access to 
infrastructure 

B.a.3.1. Access to internet 
B.a.3.2. Local road transport 
B.a.3.3. Evaluator selection 

                                                           
114

 1. Health, demographic change and wellbeing; 2. Food security, sustainable agriculture and forestry, marine and 
maritime and inland water research, and the Bioeconomy; 3. Secure, clean and efficient energy; 4. Smart, green and 
integrated transport; 5. Climate action, environment, resource efficiency and raw materials; 6. Europe in a changing world 
- inclusive, innovative and reflective societies; 7. Secure societies - protecting freedom and security of Europe and its 
citizens. 
115

 Examples of sources for secondary data are: OECD Regional Well-Being Database, Eurostat 
(https://www.oecdregionalwellbeing.org/); Regional Agricultural Statistics, Eurostat (on different issues: estimate of soil 
erosion, at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=aei_pr_soiler&lang=en; structure of agricultural 
holdings at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=ef_r_nuts&lang=en; Regional Demographic 
Statistics, Eurostat (on different issues: indicators on structure of population, 
at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=demo_r_pjanind3&lang=en; life births, 
at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=demo_r_births&lang=en#; Regional Economic Accounts, 
ESA 2010 (on different issues: on Gross Domestic Product - GDP at current market price, 
at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=nama_10r_3gdp&lang=en; employment, 
at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=nama_10r_3empers&lang=en; and many others, such as 
the Regional Science and Technology Statistics and the Regional Tourism Statistics, both in the Eurostat system.    
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Dimension Sub-dimension Component Questions  

B.a.4. Population 
marginalisation 

B.a.4.1. Income 
B.a.4.2. Evaluator selection 

B.a.5. Others selected by 
evaluator 

B.a.5.1. Evaluator selection 
 

B.a.6. Initial perceived 
marginality 

B.a.6.1. Perceived marginality 
B.a.6.2. Elements of MRA 

B.b. Perceived 
opportunity and threats 
(P)OT 

B.b.1. Economic (ECO) B.b.1.1. ECO-POT 
B.b.1.2. ECO-POT score 

B.b.2. Social (SOC) B.b.2.1. SOC-POT 
B.b.2.2. SOC-POT score 

B.b.3 Environmental 
(ENV) 

B.b.3.1. ENV-POT 
B.b.3.2. ENV-POT score 

B.b.4 Institutional (INS) 
 

B.b.4.1. INS_POT 
B.b.4.2. INS_POT score 

B.b.5. Changing 
opportunities and threats 
 

B.b.5.1. Motivation on past (P)OT 
B.b.5.2. (P)OT during the SI 
initiative 
B.b.5.3. (P)OT after the SI 
initiative 

C. Agency - Agents C.a. Innovative ideas C.a.1. Typology of 
innovation 

C.a.1.1. Content of SI idea 
C.a.1.2. Innovation 

C.a.2. Novelty C.a.2.1. Novelty of SI idea 
C.a.2.2. Valuable idea 
C.a.2.3. Source of SI idea 

C.b. Clique  C.b.1. SI innovator(s) C.b.1.1. Characteristics of the SI 
innovatorr(s) 

C.b.2. Followers  C.b.2.1. Characteristics of 
followers 
C.b.2.2. Initial reaction of 
followers 
C.b.2.3. Inspiration 
C.b.2.4. Support of followers 

C.c. Vision and trust  C.c.1. Vision C.c.1.1. Vision 
C.c.1.2. Envisioned role/s 
C.c.1.3. Envisioned effect/s 

C.c.2. Social relationships 
and interpersonal trust 

C.c.2.1. Relation 
C.c.2.2. Trust in innovator 
C.c.2.3. Trust in the clique 

C.d. Willingness to act  C.d.1. Location and 
personal experience 

C.d.1.1. Relation with community 
C.d.1.2. Experience 
C.d.1.3. Competences and skills 
C.d.1.4. Distinctiveness 

C.d.2. Sense of challenge  C.d.2.1. Challenge 
C.d.2.2. Resilience 

C.e. Reflexivity  C.e.1. Reflexivity on 
emergence, development 
and evolution of the SI 
idea 

C.e.1.1. Critical reflection 
C.e.1.2. SI Idea change 
C.e.1.3. Content of change 
C.e.1.4. Evolution of SI idea 

C.f. Capacity for 
change  

C.f.1. Competences C.f.1.1. Skills 
C.f.1.2. Shared competences 
C.f.1.3. Past experiences 

C.f.2. Leadership and 
entrepreneurship 

C.f.2.1. Formal influence 
C.f.2.2. Formal authority 
C.f.2.3. Informal influence 
C.f.2.4. Informal authority 
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Dimension Sub-dimension Component Questions  

D. Agency – 
Preparatory 
actions  

D.a. Availability of 
resources  

D.a.1. Importance of 
resources  

D.a.1.1. Internal resources 
D.a.1.2. External resources 
D.a.1.3. Skills 

D.b. Idea formulation 
and communication 

D.b.1. Social vision and 
expectations 

D.b.1.1. Social vision 
D.b.1.2. Expectations 

D.b.2. Idea 
communication 

D.b.2.1. Communication 
D.b.2.2. Idea protection 

D.c. Information 
collection and 
readiness 

D.c.1. Information 
collection 

D.c.1.1. Preliminary analysis 
D.c.1.2. Data 
D.c.1.3. Markets 

D.c.2. Readiness D.c.2.1. Control of idea 
D.c.2.2. Social business model 

D.d. Identification of 
partners and 
stakeholders 

D.d.1. Identification of 
stakeholders 

D.d.1.1. Identification 
D.d.1.2. Addressing gaps 
D.d.1.3. New contacts 

D.d.2. Engagement of 
stakeholders  

D.d.2.1. Means of contact 
D.d.2.2. Meeting 
D.d.2.3. Declined participation 
D.d.2.4. Expectation rise 

D.d.3. Management of 
stakeholders 

D.d.3.1. Management of 
interactions  
D.d.3.2. Rules 
D.d.3.3. Facilitator 
D.d.3.4. Conflicts management 
D.d.3.5. Conflict resolution 

E. Reconfiguring 
and reconfigured 
social practices 

E.a. New networks E.a.1. Composition of the 
network  

E.a.1.1. Multiple actors  
E.a.1.2. Units and groups 
E.a.1.3. Multiple sectors 
E.a.1.4. Multiple-level. 
E.a.1.5. Openness of the network 
E.a.1.6. Attributes of nodes 

E.a.2. Structure of the 
network  

E.a.2.1. New networks 
E.a.2.2. Innovative elements 
E.a.2.3. Inclusiveness 
E.a.2.4. Representativeness 
E.a.2.5. Capacities 

E.a.3. Relationships  E.a.3.1. Network typology 
E.a.3.2. information exchange 
E.a.3.3. friendship  
E.a.3.4. informal collaboration 
E.a.3.5. formal collaboration 
E.a.3.6. trust 

E.a.3.7. Before and after
116

 

E.b. New attitudes E.b.1. Level of sharing E.b.1.1. Reasons 
E.b.1.2. Intrinsic motivation 
E.b.1.3. Extrinsic motivation 
E.b.1.4. Objectives 
E.b.1.5. Needs 
E.b.1.6. Attitude 

E.b.2. Informal 

institution
117

  

E.b.2.1. Expectations  
E.b.2.2. Individual attitudes 
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 By filling the name grid generator for this question, the evaluator selects the partners of the network who are: 
innovators, followers and transformers. The last are the stakeholders that accepted to join the SI initiative. The 
stakeholders that left the SI initiative – during the reconfiguring process – are not included in the name grid generator.  
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Dimension Sub-dimension Component Questions  

E.b.2.3. Collective attitudes 
E.b.2.4. Changes 
E.b.2.5. List of changes 
E.b.2.6. Proactive individual 
attitudes 
E.b.2.7. Enthusiasm 
E.b.2.8. Objective obstacles 

E.b.3. Level of 
commitment  

E.b.3.1. Voluntary
118

 
E.b.3.2. time spent 
E.b.3.3. monetary contribution 
E.b.3.4. in-kind 
E.b.3.5. engagement of civil 
society 

E.c. New governance 
arrangements 

E.c.1. Internal  E.c.1.1. Innovative internal 
governance 
E.c.1.2. Internal new ways of 
organizing 
E.c.1.3. Coordination mechanism 
E.c.1.4. Formalization of rules 
E.c.1.5. Type of rules 
E.c.1.6. Sanctions 
E.c.1.7. Examples of sanction 
E.c.1.8. Decision-making process 
E.c.1.9. Involvement in decision-
making 
E.c.1.10. Empowerment  
E.c.1.11. Transparency 

E.c.2. External  E.c.2.1. Change 
E.c.2.2. New arrangement 
E.c.2.3. External new ways of 
organizing 
E.c.2.4. Help desk 

F. Project activities F.a. Planning the 
initiative 

F.a.1. Activities F.a.1.1. New mission and 
objectives 
F.a.1.2. List of activities 
F.a.1.3. Definition of tasks 
F.a.1.4. Schedule of activities 
F.a.1.5. Milestones 
F.a.1.6. Business plan 

F.a.2. Procedures F.a.2.1. New mission and 
objectives 
F.a.2.2. List of activities 
F.a.2.3. Definition of tasks 
F.a.2.4. Schedule of activities 
F.a.2.5. Milestones 
F.a.2.6. Business plan 

F.a.3. Practices F.a.3.1. New mission and 
objectives 
F.a.3.2. List of activities 
F.a.3.3. Definition of tasks 
F.a.3.4. Schedule of activities 
F.a.3.5. Milestones 
F.a.3.6. Business plan 

                                                                                                                                                                                                      
117

 Belief = propositional attitude (mental state) refers to i) On a proposition/content (example: vision in 5 years), I believe 

that…, oヴ iiぶ I Helie┗e, I hope, I feaヴ, I douHt, ... Ouヴ iﾐteヴpヴetatioﾐ of Helief as a suﾏ is: Belief = e┝peItatioﾐ oﾐ the project 
+ individual attitude + collective attitude + objective facts (see Part II, Section 5 for details).  

118
 The meaning of the word "voluntary" is in line with that of the SIMRA project. 
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Dimension Sub-dimension Component Questions  

F.b. Human resources 
management 

F.b.1. Activities F.b.1.1. Law compliance 
F.b.1.2. Training for staff 
F.b.1.3. Gender balance 
F.b.1.4. Merit-based system 

F.b.2. Procedures F.b.2.1. Law compliance 
F.b.2.2. Training for staff 
F.b.2.3. Gender balance 
F.b.2.4. Merit-based system 

F.b.3. Practices F.b.3.1. Law compliance 
F.b.3.2. Training for staff 
F.b.3.3. Gender balance 
F.b.3.4. Merit-based system 

F.c. Financial 
resources 
management 

F.c.1. Activities F.c.1.1. Inputs 
F.c.1.2. Budget 
F.c.1.3. Source of funding 
F.c.1.4. National public sources 
of funding 
F.c.1.5. EU sources of funding 
F.c.1.6. Participatory or social 
budgeting 

F.c.2. Procedures F.c.2.1. Inputs 
F.c.2.2. Budget 
F.c.2.3. Source of funding 
F.c.2.4. National public sources 
of funding 
F.c.2.5. EU sources of funding 
F.c.2.6. Participatory or social 
budgeting 

F.c.3. Practices F.c.3.1. Inputs 
F.c.3.2. Budget 
F.c.3.3. Source of funding 
F.c.3.4. National public sources 
of funding 
F.c.3.5. EU sources of funding 
F.c.3.6. Participatory or social 
budgeting 

F.d. Infrastructural 
resources 
management 

F.d.1. Activities F.d.1.1. Transport facilitations 
F.d.1.2. Sustainability 
F.d.1.3. Facilities access 
F.d.1.4. Wifi 
F.d.1.5. Spaces for breaks 

F.d.2. Procedures F.d.2.1. Transport facilitations 
F.d.2.2. Sustainability 
F.d.2.3. Facilities access 
F.d.2.4. Wifi 
F.d.2.5. Spaces for breaks 

F.d.3. Practices F.d.3.1. Transport facilitations 
F.d.3.2. Sustainability 
F.d.3.3. Facilities access 
F.d.3.4. Wifi 
F.d.3.5. Spaces for breaks 

F.e. External 
interaction 
management 

F.e.1. Activities F.e.1.1. Communication 
F.e.1.2. Social media 
F.e.1.3. Marketing 

F.e.2. Procedures F.e.2.1. Communication 
F.e.2.2. Social media 
F.e.2.3. Marketing 

F.e.3. Practices F.e.3.1. Communication 
F.e.3.2. Social media 
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Dimension Sub-dimension Component Questions  

F.e.3.3. Marketing 

F.f. Administration F.f.1. Activities F.f.1.1. Archiving system 
F.f.1.2. Accounting 
F.f.1.3. Administrative staff 

F.f.2. Procedures F.f.2.1. Archiving system 
F.f.2.2. Accounting 
F.f.2.3. Administrative staff 

F.f.3. Practices F.f.3.1. Archiving system 
F.f.3.2. Accounting 
F.f.3.3. Administrative staff 

F.g. Monitoring and 
Evaluation 

F.g.1. Activities F.g.1.1. Monitoring 
F.g.1.2. Transparency 
F.g.1.3. Reporting 
F.g.1.4. Analysis 

F.g.2. Procedures F.g.2.1. Monitoring 
F.g.2.2. Transparency 
F.g.2.3. Reporting 
F.g.2.4. Analysis 

F.g.3. Practices F.g.3.1. Monitoring 
F.g.3.2. Transparency 
F.g.3.3. Reporting 
F.g.3.4. Analysis 

G. Outputs G.a. Products and 
Services 

G.a.1. Tangible G.a.1.1. Considered new 
G.a.1.2. New list 

G.a.2. Intangible G.a.2.1. Information 
G.a.2.2. Collaboration 
G.a.2.3. Vertical collaboration 
G.a.2.4. New projects 

G.b. Beneficiaries G.b.1. Direct beneficiaries G.b.1.1. Existing beneficiaries  
G.b.1.2. New beneficiaries 
G.b.1.3. Characteristics 
G.b.1.4. Marginalised 
G.b.1.5. Minority 

G.c. Satisfying needs G.c.1. Satisfied needs G.c.1.1. Satisfaction 
G.c.1.2. Individual needs 
G.c.1.3. Community needs 
G.c.1.4. List individual 
G.c.1.5. List collective 
G.c.1.6. Success of SI 
G.c.1.7. Satisfied needs 

H. Outcomes and  
Impacts 

H.a. Indirect 
Beneficiaries 

H.a.1. Indirect 
Beneficiaries 

H.a.1.1. Indirect beneficiaries 
H.a.1.2. Community needs 
H.a.1.3. Characteristics 

H.b. Outcomes H.b.1. Societal challenges H.b.1.1. Changes 
H.b.1.2. SI contribution 

H.b.2. Governance shifts H.b.2.1. Shifts 

H.c. Impacts H.c.1. Environmental H.c.1.1. Effects on components 
H.c.1.2. Effects 
H.c.1.3. In-depth analysis 

H.c.2. Economic H.c.2.1. Effects on components 
H.c.2.2. Effects 
H.c.2.3. In-depth analysis 

H.c.3. Social H.c.3.1. Effects on components 
H.c.3.2. Effects 
H.c.3.3. In-depth analysis 

H.c.4. Institutional H.c.4.1. Effects on components 
H.c.4.2. Effects 
H.c.4.3. In-depth analysis 
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Dimension Sub-dimension Component Questions  

I. Innovation and 
learning process 

I.a. Feedback loops I.a.1. Local I.a.1.1. Local community 
I.a.1.2. Events 
I.a.1.3. Project partners’ 
feedback 
I.a.1.4. External donors 
I.a.1.5. Local politicians 
I.a.1.6. Perceived marginality (ex 
post) 
I.a.1.7. Elements of MRA (ex 
post) 

I.a.2. Bridging at the 
higher level 

I.a.2.1. External events 
I.a.2.2. Regional politicians 
I.a.2.3. National politicians 

I.b. Multiplier and 
critical innovation 
effects  

I.b.1. Mainstreaming I.b.1.1. Mainstreaming 
I.b.1.2. Years 

I.b.2. Upscaling I.b.2.1. Effects at higher scales 
I.b.2.2. National laws 

I.b.3. Outscaling I.b.3.1. Replication 
I.b.3.2. N° of examples 
I.b.3.3. Adaptations 
I.b.3.4. N° of adaptations 
I.b.3.5. Aggregation 

I.b.4. Critical effects I.b.4.1. Deadweight 
I.b.4.2. Displacement 
I.b.4.3. Substitution 

To proceed with pilot tests better and faster, pioneer CS Teams will have to become familiar with the terms 
used in the questions and concepts which form the basis of the evaluation framework. Annex 2 provides a 
list119 of the most relevant terms, in the same order in which they appear in the description of the framework 
(Figure 8 and Section 5, Part II), and in the list of questions (see Table 17 above and Annex 1).  

Also in the case of structured interviews based on questionnaires, a final set of feedback questions are asked 
to SIMRA pioneer CS Teams on what worked well and what should be improved in the methodology (see Table 
20). Details are provided in Deliverable 5.1.  

 

Table 20. Questions for feedback on the pilot test of the structured interview (questionnaire). 

Feedback questions Response from CS Team 

Average time required to complete the questionnaire  

Questions which did not work   

Questions with unclear terminology or wording  

Questions which could be better formulated   

Difficulties with the data collection techniques (face-to-face, semi-structured 
interview, online questionnaire, focus group) 

 

Other comments  

Source: SIMRA research team. 

 

                                                           
119 An expanded glossary, with the terms in alphabetical order, is developed as part of Deliverables 5.1 and 5.2, with 

additional specific terms to assist CS Teams in translating questions into local languages.  

 



This project has received funding from the 
Euヴopeaﾐ Uﾐioﾐげs Hoヴizoﾐ ヲヰヲヰ ヴeseaヴIh 
and innovation programme under Grant 
Agreement No 677622 

 

 

129 
 

7.4. Step 3: Data Processing and Analysis  

Information collected in Step 2 is analysed separately and follow the same structure of the dimensions of SI as 
identified in the SIMRA evaluation framework. The qualitative-based policy analysis the semi-structured 
interviews results are complemented by document analysis and validation of findings. The quantitative-base SI 
case study analysis the data are aggregated and normalised into synthetic indicators. The two approaches for 
data processing and analysis will be pilot tested by pioneer CS Teams, and feedback on feasibility provided.  

Policy analysis (qualitative-based)  

Document analysis 

The methodology to process the information/data collected is based on content analysis of documents. This 
can be done by classical approaches (e.g. diヴeIt ideﾐtifiIatioﾐ aﾐd e┝tヴaItioﾐ of さIitatioﾐsざ fヴoﾏ the doIuﾏeﾐt 
text) and/or by using software designed for text analysis (e.g. NVIVO, MAXQDATA). Indicators of qualitative-
based content analysis of policy documents relevant to SI in MRAs are provided in Table 21, which includes 
both さIoﾐteﾐtざ and interpretation. 

Table 21. Indicators for use in the content analysis of policy documents relevant to SI. 

Items to be evaluated Source/ 

Document 

Content, direct 

さCitatioﾐsざ froﾏ 
document 

Commentary from CS 

Team (interpretation) 

Mention Innovation    

Mention Social innovation    

Scope: Local, regional, national, 
EU, global 

   

Thematic/sectoral: R&D, 
Agriculture, forestry, fishery, 
small-scale business, social 
groups, participation of 
stakeholders 

   

Means and instruments 
targeting SI: General 

   

Specific means and instruments 
targeting SI: Financial 

   

Specific means and instruments 
targeting SI: Information 

   

Specific means and instruments 
targeting SI: Creation of new 
institutions 

   

Specific means and instruments 
targeting SI: support of existing 
networks/ cooperation project 

   

Executive authorities     

Definition/conceptualisation of 
SI in the document 

   

Definition/conceptualisation of 
a specific problem/issue to be 
targeted by the policy 

   

Other comments    

Source: SIMRA research team.  
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Semi-structured interview analysis 

Table 22 presents the main criteria for analysing the intervie┘ ヴeIoヴds. The さIoﾐteﾐtざ of iﾐteヴ┗ie┘ ┘ill He 
separated from the interpretation, for use in subsequent analysis and scientific publications. Testing and 
feedback on the Table content will be undertaken by pioneer CS Teams.  

Table 22. Main criteria for analysing interviews.  

Name of interviewee, time and place of interview: 

Criteria 

Main Content, 

direct citation(s) 

from transcript 

Secondary 

Content, direct 

citation(s) from 

transcript 

Summary by CS 

Team 

Commentary 

from CS Team 

(for 

interpretation) 

Characteristics of the 
respondent and 
relationship to the SI 
initiative 

    

Characteristics of the 
case study area 

    

Needs     

Background of the CS 
(perceived context)  

    

Agency  
Actors: Who are the 
actors involved?; 
Preparatory Actions: 
Where do resources 
come from?; Which 
policies are 
supported (e.g. 
information, 
monetary, 
facilitation of 
networks, training)?  

    

Reconfiguration of 
new networks 
(new cooperation) 

    

Difference in 
attitudes 

    

New governance 
arrangements (forms 
of decision taking) 

    

Project content and 
activities 

    

Outputs of project     

Impacts      

Learning processes     

Other relevant 
information 

    

Source: SIMRA research team.  
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Policy analysis report 

The policy analysis report has to be filled out after the semi-structured interviews and the document analysis. 
The analysis follows the sections from the interview guides (Characteristics, Relationship to the CS, 
Information, Innovation in the Region, Final considerations) presented in Step 2a. 

A specific focus on the role of policies responds to the following questions: 

1. What is the relationship between the CS and the local/national/other authorities? 
2. Which policies support the CS initiative? 
3. To what extent is the SI initiative supported by the policies?  
4. What exactly was the policy support?  

 financial, e.g. subsidies, tax reduction, reduced loans,... 

 provision of information,  

 facilitation of networking,  

 previous support in the region by rural development policies and other initiatives? 

The interpretation and analysis of impacts uses the data recorded in Table 23, which is for guiding the 
validation of findings and the final reporting of observations and interpretation. This allows qualitative 
descriptions and estimates of the effects/impacts of the policies. These results should be cross-checked with 
results from a statistical-based evaluation, if undertaken. 

Table 23. Interpretation of impacts of policies (carried out by the CS Team). 

Criteria Description Examples Comments by CS Team 

Identification of the most 
influential policies for SI 

   

Analysis of goals     

Patterns/specificities in the 
region/case (compared to 
other regions) 

   

Weights of the policy: 
relevance, impacts, output 
practice (important (+),not 
important (-) ,very important 
(++), not at all important (--)) 

   

Result: What works well in SI 
practice? 

   

Identification of gaps 
(between policy and 
practice) 

   

Recommendations: What to 
improve? 

   

Other important 
influences/impacts in the 
case 

   

Source: SIMRA research team.  

The final phase of policy analysis is the validation of findings. To do this, the evaluator will use both the field 
observations and the documents. After the initial interviews, desk-top research is undertaken, then more 
iﾐteヴ┗ie┘s IoﾐduIted, iteヴatiﾐg Het┘eeﾐ the t┘o uﾐtil さsatuヴatioﾐざ. Iﾐ pヴaItiIe, the C“ Teaﾏ ┘ill Iaヴヴ┞ out 
iﾐteヴ┗ie┘s ┘ith stakeholdeヴs uﾐtil suffiIieﾐt iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐ aHout the Iase is oHtaiﾐed. This is teヴﾏed a さﾏi┝ed 
appヴoaIhざ.  
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The desk-top analysis step helps to identify incongruences and/or inconsistencies between the policy as 
designed, communicated and perceived by high level policy makers, and the policy effects in practice at local 
level. For example, when a question such as さWh┞ does this pヴedefiﾐed ふaﾐd so ﾐiIel┞ foヴﾏulatedぶ ヴegulatioﾐ 
ﾐot pヴoduIe effeIts iﾐ the field?ざ eﾏeヴges duヴiﾐg the iﾐteヴ┗ie┘s ┘ith a poliI┞ ﾏakeヴ, it helps to ideﾐtif┞ Iases 
of non-effectively activated/delivered policy or regulation, or inconsistencies between conflicting norms. If 
such inconsistences or incongruences (i.e. policy gaps) are identified, an additional investigation to policy 
experts is required (see Section 7.5).  

SI case study analysis (quantitative-based)  

Data collected during face-to-face or online structured interviews based on questionnaires is entered into 
Excel files. These are the basic infrastructure of the databases where collected data are recorded (and later 
processed, analysed and interpreted). The pioneer CS Team may add a descriptive analysis for each question. 
The pioneer CS Team should suggest possible indicators to be created on the basis of collected data and case 
study specificity120. Some of the data121 are to be analysed by means of Social Network Analysis (SNA) and 
specialized software such as UCINET (Borgatti et al., 2001) and R specific packages. However, the data to be 
collected in the pioneer CS will not be complete (only a few actors for category have to be interviewed for 
checking the feasibility of the method), and therefore cannot be used for finalizing the quantitative analysis. 
Rather, the CS Teams have to provide feedback and suggestions on possible indicators that can be created 
according to their observations from the pilot test application of the method, critical issues that can emerge 
during the data processing and analysis phases, any limitations they see in the practical adoption of the 
proposed methodology.   

7.5. Step 4: Additional Instruments for Analysis  

Step 4a: Interviews to policy experts 

In case of policy gaps and remaining questions for non-effective policies for SI are encountered in the case 
study, a final set of questions for key policy experts on the region and the specific problem setting will be 
applied. These questions will be identified according to problem-specific and problem-centred characteristics, 
depending on the type of SI in the region as well as the specific policy gap in question. The policy experts can 
be, for example, representatives of public authorities working in the agriculture, forestry and rural 
development fields as well as on innovation at regional, national or higher level (e.g. EU). The additional 
interviews complement the understanding of learning processes and the analysis carried out at a local level, 
especially for exploring the reasons of policies discrepancies and inconsistences. Procedural details and 
examples of possible questions are outlined in Deliverable 5.1, to guide the pioneer CS Team in formulating 
appropriate case-specific questions.  

 

 

                                                           
120

 In the final set of methods, a quantitative description of each component of the SI initiative is expected to be 
developed through the use of composite indicators, based on the aggregation and normalisation of one or more 
questions. The indicators composition has been described in Part III. 
121 For example, those collected by means of questions questions E.a.3.2.- E.a.3.3.- E.a.3.4.- E.a.3.5.- E.a.3.6.- E.a.3.7. 

listed in Anﾐe┝ ヱ. “oIial Net┘oヴk Aﾐal┞sis Iaﾐ help stud┞ ヴelatioﾐships aﾏoﾐg t┘o oヴ ﾏoヴe aItoヴs ふIalled けﾐodesげぶ. It 
describes the structure of a network based on a single relationship type, through the use of indices and figures. Data 
entry in the Excel files needs adjacency (square) matrices, one per each relationship. In the evaluation framework, we 
analyse the information exchange among actors, their friendship relationship, the informal and collaboration network, 
and the level of trust. Moreover, the collaboration network is analysed across four temporal moments: before the SI idea 
aヴise, duヴiﾐg the “I iﾐitiati┗e, ┘heﾐ the pヴojeIt aIhie┗es the fiヴst outputs, aﾐd afteヴ the pヴojeIt eﾐds. “oﾏe of the ﾐodeげs 
attributes (Questions C.f.2.4. and E.a.2.5.) are used as proxy indicators to measure the reputational power of the actors, 
interpreted both as decision making power (Dahl, 1957) and capacities and the influence of actors within network 
(Haugaard, 2010).  
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Step 4b: Impact evaluation based on statistical techniques and methods 

If possible, an impact evaluation based on statistical techniques and methods should be set up. This approach 
to impact evaluation implies the possibility of selecting a statistically appropriate control group of beneficiaries 
(counterfactual), as the basis on which to measure the impacts specifically due to the SI initiative (cause-effect 
relation), and to isolate them from effects due to other factors. This requires that two technical conditions are 
contemporaneously respected in the case study:    

 the number of treated units is sufficiently high, i.e. the number of the beneficiaries of the SI initiative 
in a certain marginalized rural area is equal to, or more than 30; 

 the policy is not an universal one, i.e. there are units of the target population that are not treated or 
there is the possibility to identify a suitable comparison group of units not treated. For example, when 
a specific mountain valley (e.g. with geographical and/or cultural characteristics that make it unique) is 
subject to a universal treatment, meaning that all the population is treated (e.g. is involved in a SI 
project), then it is impossible to find a proper control group (e.g. there are not valleys that are 
sufficiently similar to the one treated, or there is a very limited number of people living in the area 
among which to identify enough involved with respect to not involved). In such cases, impact 
evaluation can be carried out but there are significant risks that the evaluation results will not be valid, 
or inaccurate, from a statistical point of view.  

When these two conditions are not guaranteed in a case study, when available secondary data are not enough 
and/or when it is too costly for direct surveys to collect sufficient primary data, statistical techniques and 
methods for carrying out an impact evaluation should not be used. Table 24 provides qualitative-based 
screening criteria that the pioneer CS Teams can use to understand whether an impact evaluation is likely to 
be feasible in the case study area. Work Packages 4 and 5 Leaders will support the CS Teams in the screening 
and in the decisions about whether and how to proceed.   

 

 

Table 24. Qualitative-based criteria to guide pioneer CS Teams in pre-screening the feasibility of an impact 
evaluation with statistical techniques and methods in the case study. 

Key aspect (example) Likely feasibility of using statistical 

techniques and methods for impact 

evaluation 

Limited sample size (e.g. only a few individuals involved in 
the social innovation)  

low  

Control group with identical characteristics can easily be 
identified (e.g. the SI is in an area characterized by common 
features) 

 high 

High level of secondary data on several different 
characteristics of individuals or groups in the same country 
where the case study is located (e.g. very detailed and 
updated Ieﾐsus oﾐ the Iouﾐtヴ┞げs populatioﾐ a┗ailaHleぶ 

 high 

Control group small  low  

The SI is expected to have a detectable effect on 
measureable outcome variables (i.e. an effect that is 
measurable and not negligible) 

 high 

Any special condition (e.g. multiple local cases networked in 
a national association)  

To be checked case by case 
 

Source: SIMRA research team.  
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The statistical-based impact evaluation approach considers SI initiatives and projects as causes, the effects of 
which are measured in the evaluation. Designing such an impact evaluation in a case study area might be 
complex. Table 25 summarises general guidelines for designing how to apply an impact evaluation of a SI in 
MRA by adopting statistically robust techniques and methods. Work Packages 4 and 5 Leaders will support the 
pioneer CS Teams in this step. 

 

Table 25. General guidelines for designing a statistically robust impact evaluation in SIMRA case studies. 

Key 

question 

Recommendations on possible 

methods and evaluation 

approaches 

Explanation/notes 

When? In the case of SI, impact 
evaluation is possible only after 
the SI event took place/started 
(i.e. the treatment was delivered 
to the target population). Thus, 
only non-experimental methods 
can be used.  

SI is a spontaneous event that cannot be pre-defined or 
planned in advance or imposed by a public authority 
(there might be supporting or enabling conditions, but 
whether the SI will start or not depends on the existence, 
ideas, willingness, etc. of innovators). Thus, only ex-post 
evaluations (once the SI has started) are possible. 

What? 1. Target population The target population has to be clearly defined since the 
outset, as part of the evaluation design. It consists of the 
units that are treated (i.e. participate at the activities of SI 
initiative directly) and are to be analysed. Units can be 
entities operating at different levels: micro (e.g. a single 
organisation, an individual), meso (e.g. networks) or 
macro (e.g. a whole sector in a country).   

2. Intervention The SI can be seen as a single treatment. But a SI initiative 
can also be seen as delivering multiple treatments if it 
started various SI projects (e.g. targeting different 
┗ulﾐeヴaHle gヴoupsぶ. Iﾐ this latteヴ Iase, the さﾏost 
iﾏpoヴtaﾐtざ ふoヴ the fiヴstぶ pヴojeIt has to He seleIted foヴ 
impacts evaluation.  

3. Outcome variables Variables affected by the intervention/treatment, i.e. 
causally changed by it. These are measurable 
characteristics of the treated units. 

How? The impact evaluation design is 
case-specific.  

The case-speIifiIit┞ applies to Hoth さ┘hatざ to e┗aluate 
aﾐd さho┘ざ to e┗aluate it.  

Matching in combination with 
diff-in-diff is one of the most 
recommended methods. It 
requires: 

The basic idea is that for each treated unit the evaluator 
can select the best comparison unit or units (match) from 
another data source. Matches are selected on the basis of 
similarities in observed characteristics. To avoid the 
problems of matching (its controls for the selection on the 
observable variables but not from the selection on non-
observable), and availability of longitudinal observations 
on the outcome variables for treated and comparisons, a 
combination with the difference in the difference method 
is recommend.  

- a case-specific evaluation design The data to be identified and used vary case by case. In 
some EU countries there are large sets of secondary 
population data available. However, in others  it might be 
necessary to collect data by long and costly direct surveys 
based on interviews or questionnaires. 
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- a counterfactual case that is 
equal (in terms of 
characteristics of population) to 
the social innovation case to be 
evaluated.  

The population to be considered for the choice of the 
comparison group should be as large as possible to enable 
good matches with the treated units.  
 

- that outcome variables are 
available both before and after 
the treatment   

There is a need to have a baseline for the selected 
outcome variable(s).  

Instrumental variables is another 
possible method. It requires an 
instrumental variable that is 
related to the participation in the 
treatment but does not affect the 
outcome variables 
 

The instrumental variable could be of a natural or legal 
nature (i.e. some eligible units are excluded from the 
tヴeatﾏeﾐt due to a ﾐatuヴal さsituatioﾐざ oヴ Ihaﾐge iﾐ the 
laws during or just before the implementation of the SI 
initiative). It is a challenge to predict the possible use of 
this method since it is case-specific, due to the 
instrumental variable being connected to the specific 
situation or case of SI. 

Source: SIMRA research team.   

 

Table 26 reports the main steps that are necessary to set up such a kind of impact evaluation. The steps and 
their practical implementation are case-specific. Therefore, they have to be identified for the case study. Work 
Packages 4 and 5 Leaders will support the pioneer CS Teams in this step. 

 

Table 26. Initial steps in setting up an impact evaluation based on statistical techniques and methods. 

In theory In practice, for SIMRA 

Step 1: Defining questions 
to be answered by the 
impact evaluation 

Decide the focus and objectives of evaluation. The key question can be: 
さWhat is the causal effect of the social innovation initiative on an 

outcome on well-being (of the target group, and/or of the society as a 

┘hole at loIal le┗elぶ?ざ 

Step 2: Constructing a theory 
of change 

Identify the target population, the intervention that has determined 
changes and the outcome variables modified by the intervention. 

Step 3: Developing a results 
chain 

Identify the causal path that leads to the expected results: what 
activities have determined which specific effect on the beneficiaries? 

Step 4: Selecting 
performance indicators 

Select the outcome variables touched by the intervention and how to 
measure them. 

Source: Source: SIMRA research team based on Giraldo, 2017, pers. comm.  

 

 

7.6. Step 5: Common Final Reporting  

The common final reporting includes the results from both of the analyses. The pioneer CS Team tests the use 
of the nine SI dimensions to summarise the results from the case study, using both qualitative and quantitative 
methods and tools. The narrative approach helps to describe the SI process in each step, while the quantitative 
indicators summarise (from 0 to 1) the case study characteristics, the performance of its actors and its 
impacts. Table 27 outlines a possible structure for the integrated analysis and results reporting.  
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Table 27. Tentative structure and types of contents for the final report. 

SI dimension Qualitative description Quantitative description 

1. Trigger and individual and collective 
needs  
 1.1 Trigger 
 1.2 Needs 

Narrative Indicators 

2. Perceived context Narrative Indicators 

3. Agency 
 3.1 Agents 
 3.2 Preparatory actions  

Narrative Indicators 

4. Reconfiguring 
 4.1 New networks 
 4.2 New attitudes 
 4.3 New governance 
arrangements 

Narrative Indicators 

5. Project activities Narrative Indicators 

6. Outputs Narrative Indicators 

7. Outcomes/impacts Narrative Indicators 
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8. Conclusions  

The set of methods and tools developed and presented has the following key characteristics:  

1) It is a preliminary set of methods and tools for the evaluation of SIMRA case studies of social 
innovation and related policy implications in marginalized rural areas, i.e. it is not the definitive and 
exhaustive approach to assess SI and its impacts in MRAs.   

2) It is designed for initial use and testing in 2 or 3 pilot case studies of social innovation in marginalized 
rural areas, i.e. it is not the definitive set of methods and tools to be applied throughout all the case 
studies. The tests results will be used to improve and refine the set of methods and tools, and in 
particular the starting point (i.e. the list of questions for data collection), the sampling strategy, and 
the identification of impacts to create a consolidated version to be explained in training of the Case 
Study Teams, and used in the evaluation of case studies (Work Package 5) and in policy processes 
analysis (Work Package 6).   

3) It explains how the set of methods and tools was co-created by taking into consideration both the 
suggestions provided by the SITT stakeholders and the existing literature on SI evaluation and other 
fields of evaluation. This includes reports published by other EU–funded research projects on SI., i.e. it 
integrates the requests expressed by practictioners, evaluators, experts on agriculture, forestry and 
rural development with the scientific knowledge on, and technical solutions for, evaluations.  

4) It focuses on the operational instructions for data collection in case studies of social innovation (Work 
Package 5) and related policy implications (Work Package 6).. The instructions and methods for data 
processing and analysis will be developed after the pioneer tests using a sub-set of completed and 
refined during the implementation phase of the evaluation in the SIMRA case studies. This will be 
jointly and developed on the basis of the CSs evaluation results in collaboration with Work Package 5 
(databases creation, data input, etc.), and included in the final version of methods and tools (i.e. in 
Deliverable 4.3).   

This deliverable is designed for testing a set of methods for the evaluation of SI. This will enable their 
improvement on the basis of the results of the pioneer test phase in 2 to 3 pioneer case studies. Typically, in 
creating and setting a new instrument of evaluation, a large set of options in terms of aspects to be 
considered, specific questions, explanation of key words and tables are prepared and tested. After the test, 
aspects and/or questions that are redundant, useless and repetitive will be deleted or merged; those unclear, 
incomplete and improperly formulated will be refined; those too long and/or complex will be simplified. At the 
end of the process, the final set of methods and tools will be shorter and simpler, as well as more effective and 
efficient for the purpose of evaluation.  

The approach proposed is mixed qualitative-quantitative-based, which integrates qualitative-pure methods 
ふsuIh as stoヴ┞telliﾐg aﾐd foIus gヴoup disIussioﾐsぶ ┘ith the ﾏeasuヴeﾏeﾐt of aItoヴsげ peヴIeptioﾐs ふHased oﾐ 
declared level of satisfaction, along a Likert scale, in face-to-face interviews), analysis of network structures in 
quantitative and qualitative ways (by means of Social Network Analysis), and impact evaluations. In particular, 
it allows combining in-depth analysis of complex phenomena (e.g. how the SI works directed towards SI 
practictioners and social scientists) with outputs of the evaluation that can be represented by synthetic data 
(e.g. numbers, indexes, and graphs, directed at policy makers), as intimated by SITT stakeholders.  

The approach to evaluation of SI initiatives in marginalised rural areas will be step-wise. It includes an initial 
qualitative-Hased sIヴeeﾐiﾐg of those iﾏpaIts Ioﾐsideヴed ﾏoヴe ヴele┗aﾐt ふけsigﾐifiIaﾐtげぶ H┞ the loIal aItoヴs, 
possibly complemented by a statistically robust analysis of cause-effect links between the social innovation 
and its impacts on one or more domains (economy, society, environment and governance/institutions). This 
second step will be realized only if technically feasible (e.g. secondary data available, counterfactual 
identifiable). The feasibility is case-specific. Therefore, the decision whether implementing an impact 
evaluation (or not) by means of specific statistical techniques will be taken case-by-case together with Case 
Study Teams and those working in Work Package 5.  
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The preliminary set of methods aims to enable the identification and measurement of the effects that SI might 
have on selected groups within society, i.e. the direct and indirect beneficiaries of the SI. Whilst the first group 
(direct beneficiaries) are those directly involved in, and affected by, the initiative, the second group (indirect 
beneficiaries) ideally include a representative sample of society as a whole (at least at a local level. SI is about 
particular groups, often but not necessarily disadvantaged, seizing opportunities and addressing downsides 
and trade-offs. SI may be nurtured by policy which makes the targeting and engagement of disadvantaged 
groups more likely, but they often have the least capacity for SI, so other forms of SI governance and 
collaborations and networks helping advantaged groups may be more common. Moreover, policy is often 
there to support vested interests. Complex interactions, such as those that characterise SI, have intended or 
unintended consequences on various components of socio-ecological systems (economy, society, environment 
and governance/institutions), that are rarely positive for everyone. SI is about choices and trade-offs and the 
room for manoeuvre of different actors and groups. We are confident that the final innovative set of methods 
and tools to evaluate SI, its impacts and policy implications in marginalized rural areas will contribute to better 
uﾐdeヴstaﾐdiﾐg aﾐd ﾏeasuヴeﾏeﾐt of paヴt of these effeIts aﾐd shed light oﾐ the soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ さHlaIk Ho┝ざ, 
ultimately supporting policy makers and potential innovators in the future.  
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Annex 1: Preliminary List of Questions for the Assessment and Evaluation 

of Social Innovation Initiatives in Pilot Case Studies in Marginalised 

Rural Areas   

 

These questions will be asked to one or more categories of respondents as indicated in PART IV.  

 

 

A. INDIVIDUAL AND COLLECTIVE NEEDS 

 

A.a. Trigger  

A.a.1.1. Idea and Trigger 
What triggered your idea? 
- Was it a single time-bound event? Please describe which one: _______________________ 
- Was it an accumulation of events? Please describe which one: _______________________ 
 
A.a.1.2. Positive-Negative triggers 
Did you perceive the event as a positive or a negative trigger?   1. Positive 2. Negative 
Please, motivate your response: ____________________ 
 
A.a.1.3. Scale of the trigger  
What was the geographical/spatial scale at which the trigger happened? (Tick one or more, if pertinent) 

1. Local  
2. Regional 
3. National 
4. International 

 
A.a.1.4. Affected level 
Who was affected by the trigger? (more options) 

1. Myself 
2. My family  
3. My close friends 
4. My community 
5. Others (specify): _____________________________ 

 
A.a.1.5. Affected scale 
How much were you personally affected by the trigger before you decided to act? 
Scale from 1 (totally unaffected) to 10 (totally affected)  

 

Totally 
unaffected 

        Totally 
affected 

          
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
A.a.1.6. Dissatisfaction 
How would you quantify your level of satisfaction with the situation when the trigger happened?  
Scale from 1 (totally unsatisfied) to 10 (totally satisfied)  

 

Totally         Totally 
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unsatisfied satisfied 
          

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
A.a.1.7. Satisfaction motivation. 
Please motivate: _____________________ 
 
A.a.1.8. Reaction 
How long did it take for you to react and respond with an idea of social innovation (SI idea)?   
Please speIif┞ the peヴiod ふda┞s, ┘eeks, ﾏoﾐths, ┞eaヴsぶ: |__|__|__|  ……………..ふ da┞s, ┘eeks, ﾏoﾐths, ┞eaヴsぶ 
 
A.b. Social needs 

A.b.1.1.- A.b.2.1. Individual and collective needs 
Which were the personal and collective needs that you wanted to satisfy with your SI idea? (Please list a 

maximum of 3 for each) 
Individual needs Collective needs 

1. __________________________ 
2. __________________________ 
3. __________________________ 

1. __________________________ 
2. __________________________ 
3. __________________________ 

 
A.b.1.2. – A.b.2.2. Scores of individual and collective needs 
Which of the following category of needs did your SI idea try to satisfy? (Tick one or more if the needs are 

interdependent, and give a score: - the sum of all completed scores must equal 100)  

Category of needs  Individual needs 

(sum to 100) 

Collective needs 

(sum to 100) 

Biological and Physiological needs (e.g., air, food, drink, shelter, 
warmth, sleep, parental care) |__|__|__| |__|__|__| 
Safety needs (e.g., education, health and sanitation, security, law 
and order, stability) |__|__|__| |__|__|__| 
Social needs (e.g., friendship, intimacy, trust and acceptance, 
receiving and giving affection and love, being part of a group, 
family, friends, work) |__|__|__| |__|__|__| 
Esteem and cognitive needs (e.g., curiosity, exploration, 
confidence and self-esteem, knowledge, understanding and 
learning, mindfulness, mastery, achievement, meaningfulness and 
predictability, social responsibility, independence, status, prestige, 
reputational power) |__|__|__| |__|__|__| 
Self/group-actualization needs (e.g., realizing personal potential, 
self-fulfilment, seeking personal/collective growth and peak 
experiences, creativity, appreciation and search for beauty, 
balance) |__|__|__| |__|__|__| 

 

Score sum 100 100 

 

A.c. Societal challenges 

A.c.1. Type of societal challenges  

A.c.1.1. Wider challenges 
Do you think that your idea responds to challenges at a level wider than the local one? 1. Yes 2. No 
A.c.1.2. Societal challenges 
Do you think that your idea addresses any of the societal challenges listed below?  
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 Societal challenges  Yes 

1 Health □ 

2 Demographic change  □ 

3 Wellbeing   □ 

4 Food security □ 

5 Sustainable agriculture and 
forestry 

□ 

6 Water □ 

7 Bioeconomy □ 

8 Secure, clean and efficient energy □ 

9 Smart, green and integrated 
transport  

□ 

10 Climate action □ 

11 Environment □ 

12 Resource efficiency and raw 
materials 

□ 

13 Inclusive societies □ 

14 Innovative societies □ 

15 Freedom □ 

16 Security □ 

17 Others (specify): ______________ □ 

 
 
 
A.d. Governance shifts  

A.d.1.1. Critical elements of governance 
To what extent was your idea aimed at solving critical elements of governance?  
 
 

 Not at all To a 

minor 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a large 

extent 

1. Support the involvement of civil society and citizens in 
decision-making processes  

□ □ □ □ 

2. Support the voice of marginalised citizens □ □ □ □ 

3. Ensure gender balance  □ □ □ □ 

4. Address an overwhelming bureaucracy □ □ □ □ 

5. Address obsolete and rigid legal frameworks □ □ □ □ 

6. Address brittle and inflexible public administrations  □ □ □ □ 

7. Address accountability and transparency of public and 
private organisations 

□ □ □ □ 

8. Address conflict of interests and corruption in public and 
private organisations 

□ □ □ □ 

9. . Others (specify): ________________________ □ □ □ □ 

 
A.d.1.2. Scale of governance 
What was the geographical/spatial scale at which you wished to solve the critical elements of governance? 
(Tick one or more, if pertinent) 

1. Local  
2. Regional 
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3. National 
4. International  

 
A.d.1.3. Governance dissatisfaction 
How would you quantify your satisfaction with the governance situation when you started the SI idea?  
Scale from 1 (totally unsatisfied) to 10 (totally satisfied)  

Totally 
unsatisfied 

        Totally 
satisfied 

          
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
A.d.1.3. Governance satisfaction motivation 
Please motivate: ___________________ 
 
 
B. PERCEIVED CONTEXT  

 
B.a. CONTEXT of MRA 

[These indexes are based on data that the evaluator collects at the lowest available geographical level (e.g. in 

EU countries, the LAU2 level is recommended). These specific indexes of marginalisation in rural areas have 

been selected by WP 3] 

 

B.a.1. Level of rurality  

B.a.1.1. Population density  
[Average or % under 150] 
 
B.a.1.2. Evaluator selection 
[This index is left open for the evaluator to identify together with key local experts] 
 
B.a.2. Physical geography marginality 

B.a.2.1. Mountain areas  
[At least 50% of mountain areas through parameters selected by WP3] 

 
B.a.2.2. Aridity  
(Hyper arid, Arid, Semi-arid, Dry Sub-humid, Humid through parameters selected by WP3)  

 
B.a.2.3. Island  
(see WP3) 

 
B.a.2.4. Evaluator selection 
[This index is left open for the evaluator to identify together with key local experts] 

 
B.a.3 Limited access to infrastructure 

B.a.3.1. Access to the internet from home  
 
B.a.3.2. Local road transport  
 
B.a.3.3. Evaluator selection 
[This index is left open for the evaluator to identify together with key local experts] 

 
B.a.4. Population marginalisation 
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B.a.4.1. Income per-capita  
 
B.a.4.2. Evaluator selection 
[This index is left open for the evaluator to identify together with key local experts] 

 
B.a.5. Others selected by the evaluator  

 
B.a.5.1. Evaluator selection  
[This index is left open for the evaluator to identify together with key local experts] 

 

 
B.a.6. Initial perceived marginality 

B.a.6.1. Perceived marginality 
Do you agree that your territory was marginalised when the SI idea was started?  

1. Yes  
2. No  

 
B.a.6.2. Elements of MRA  
Before the SI initiative, which were the five main elements indicating that your territory could be considered 
marginalised? 
1.____________________ 

2.____________________ 

3.____________________ 

4.____________________ 

5.____________________ 

 
B.b. Perceived opportunity and threats (P)OT 

B.b.1.1/B.b.2.1./B.b.3.1/B.b.4.1. (Table below)  
Which were, if any, the main opportunities and threats (in terms of events, trends, societal framework 
conditions, institutions, structures and/or discourses) that you faced during the initial steps of the social 
innovation, moving from the SI idea to the preliminary activities (action)?  
(max 3 condition per category; leave empty whenever it applies) 
 

 OPPORTUNITIES (ENABLING CONDITIONS) THREATS (CONSTRAINING CONDITIONS) 

B.b.1. Economic 1 ________________________________ 
2 ________________________________ 
3 ________________________________ 

1 ______________________________ 
2 ______________________________ 
3 _______________________________ 

B.b.2.  Social 1 ________________________________ 
2 ________________________________ 
3 ________________________________ 

1 _______________________________ 
2 _______________________________ 
3 _______________________________ 

B.b.3. Environmental 1 ________________________________ 
2 ________________________________ 
3 ________________________________ 

1 ______________________________ 
2 _______________________________ 
3 _______________________________ 

B.b.4 Institutional 1 ________________________________ 
2 ________________________________ 
3 ________________________________ 

1 _______________________________ 
2 _______________________________ 
3 _______________________________ 

 
B.b.1.2/B.b.2.2./B.b.3.2/B.b.4.2. (Table below) 
In a scale from -2 (constraining) to +2 (enabling), how would you evaluate the level of influence of the 
following conditions on the development of your SI idea?  
ふFeel free to add iteﾏs iﾐ the eﾏpt┞ spaIes; if ┞ou Iaﾐ’t thiﾐk of aﾐ┞, lea┗e theﾏ eﾏpt┞ぶ 
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 Constraining aspects Neutral Enabling aspects 

 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 
B.b.1. Economic conditions      
Economic growth       
Economic crises       
Market demand      
Market supply      
Amount of available resources 
(absolute advantage)  

     

Cost of required resources 
(comparative advantage) 

     

Market infrastructure       
Access to ICT technologies      
Productivity      
Access to data       
Labour supply       
Market prices       
Fiscal system      
Financing      
      
B.b.2. Social conditions      
Demographic trends      
Health care system       
Cooperation among social actors      
Civic engagement       
Services to disadvantaged groups 
(elderly, children, global health threats) 

     

Education       
Skills       
      
B.b.3. Environmental conditions      
Protected areas      
Biodiversity      
Natural resources      
Land use      
Sustainable use of resources      
Natural hazards      
Water for human activities and 
consumption 

     

Pollution      
Climate change      
      
B.b.4. Institutional conditions      
Public services to sustain employment       
Lifelong learning policies      
Specific sectoral laws       
Policies sustaining the green economy      
Short-terminism in decision making      

Subsidies and quotes      
Bureaucracy       
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Public-private partnerships      
New governance arrangements      
Property rights      
      

 
B.b.5. Changing opportunities and threats 

B.b.5.1. Motivation on past (P)OT 
Please motivate your responses to the opportunities and threats that you think enabled or constrained your SI 
idea: _____________________ 
 
B.b.5.2. (P)OT during the SI initiative 
Do you think that the opportunities and threats have changed during the SI initiative? 
 
B.b.5.3. (P)OT after the SI initiative 
Thanks to the social innovation initiative, do you think that the opportunities and threats have changed? 
 
 
C. AGENCY-AGENTS  

C.a. Innovative ideas 

C.a.1. Typology of innovation  

C.a.1.1. Content of the SI idea 
What is the innovative idea?  Please describe it. 
 
C.a.1.2. Type of innovation  
Ho┘ do ┞ou Ilassif┞ ┞ouヴ idea as さiﾐﾐo┗ati┗eざ? ふTick all that apply) 

1. a new product;  
2. a new service;  
3. a new process;  
4. a new procedure;  
5. a new practice;  
6. a new organisation;  
7. a new network  
8. Other (specify): __________________________ 

 
C.a.2. Novelty  

C.a.2.1. Novelty of the SI idea 
Wh┞ ┘ould ┞ou ケualif┞ the ﾐe┘ idea as さﾐo┗elざ ┘heﾐ Ioﾏpared to business-as-usual?  
 
C.a.2.2. Valuable idea 
Why did you think that the SI idea was valuable?  
 
C.a.2.3. Source of the SI idea 
Is your idea:  

1. Something totally new (invention)  
2. Modified and adapted to the context (modification)  
3. Simply replicated or adapted to the context (adaptation)? 

 
C.b. Clique 

C.b.1: SI Innovator/s 

C.b.1.1. Characteristics of the SI innovator/s 
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Who are the innovators/creators of the idea?  
(Please provide name and descriptive features of the innovator: age, gender, location in MRA, educational level 

and employment) 

 

C.b.2. Followers  

C.b.2.1. Characteristics of followers 
Who are the followers of the innovator?  
(Please provide name and descriptive features of the innovator: age, gender, location in MRA, educational level 

and employment) 

 

C.b.2.2. Initial reaction of followers 
What was your immediate reaction when you first heard about the idea?  
 
C.b.2.3. Inspiration  
Why did you follow the innovator? (Tick all that apply)  

1. The social innovation idea per se  
2. Leadership and charismatic features the innovator  
3. Previous relationship with the innovator 
4. Others, please specify_________________ 

 
C.b.2.4. Support of followers 
How did you support the idea/innovator/s? 
 
C.c. Vision and trust 

C.c.1. Vision  

C.c.1.1. Vision 
What was your vision when you decided to engage with the SI initiative? 
 
C.c.1.2. Envisioned role/s 
When you decided to engage with the SI initiative, did you have an idea of your possible role/s?  
 
C.c.1.3. Envisioned effect/s 
When you decided to engage with the SI initiative, did you have an idea of the possible effect/s?  

 
C.c.2. Social relationships and interpersonal trust  

C.c.2.1. Relation 
Did you engage with the SI initiative because your relationship with the innovator was of (Tick all that apply): 

1. Friendship   
2. Collaborative working relationship 
3. Expertise of the topic  
4. Completely unknown  
5. Others, please qualify ___________________________ 

 
C.c.2.2. Trust in the innovator 
Did you engage with the SI initiative because you trusted the innovator (question to the follower)?  
 
C.c.2.3. Trust in the clique 
When you first engaged with the SI initiative, did you trust the agents involved in the clique?  
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1. Very few  
2. Some  
3. Most  
4. All of them 

 

C.d Willingness to act  

C.d.1 Location and personal experience  

C.d.1.1. Relation with community 
How are you related to the local community? (Tick all that apply) 

1. Born and raised in the community  
2. First-hand encounter with the community's issue/s  
3. Born, studied away from the area and then came back 
4. Official worker in the community  
5. Resident of the community  

 
C.d.1.2. Experience 
Do you work or have working experience in the same field as the one of the SI? 
 
C.d.1.3. Competences and skills 
Which competences or skills did you bring to the network?  
 
C.d.1.4. Distinctiveness 
Are you the only one with these competences or skills? 
 
C.d.2. Sense of challenge 

C.d.2.1. Challenge 
How and to what extent did the people involved in the SI initiative had a sense that they could challenge the 
social context? 

Please explain: _______________________________ 
 
C.d.2.2. Resilience 
Did you think the clique had the capacities for overcoming obstacles and the flexibility to adapt to changing 
circumstances?  
Scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 10 (totally agree)  

 

Totally 
disagree 

        Totally 
agree 

          
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
C.e. Reflexivity  

C.e.1 Reflexivity on emergence, development and evolution of the SI idea 

C.e.1.1. Critical reflection 
How was your idea based on a critical reflection of the situation in your territory? 
 
C.e.1.2. SI idea modification/change 
Did the innovator and/or followers (clique) modify or change the initial idea? When? 
 
C.e.1.3. Content of modification/change 
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How and why was the idea modified or changed? 
 
C.e.1.4. Evolution of the SI idea 
When you were implementing the project, did you recognise limits of the initial idea in relation to unforeseen 
pitfalls or drawbacks? 
 
C.f. Capacity for change 

C.f.1. Competences   

C.f.1.1. Skills 
When you were developing the idea, did you feel you had the required skills to implement it?  

1. I had no skills at all  
2. I had few skills 
3. I had many of the required skills 
4. I had all the required skills 

 
C.f.1.2. Shared competences 
Which were the three main competences you shared with the clique to develop the SI initiative?  

1. __________ 
2. __________ 
3. __________ 

 
 
C.f.1.3. Past experience 
Before engaging with the initiative, did you already undertake a similar experience elsewhere?  

1. Yes  
2. No 
3. If yes, please describe it: _________________ 

 
C.f.2. Leadership and Entrepreneurship  

C.f.2.1. Formal influence 
At present, who in the network has the role of: 

1. Top-management position, with discretion over budget and organisational/strategic direction 
2. Middle-management, with control over execution/implementation 
3. Members that follow the organisation/implementation of directives 

- Please provide the names in the table:  
 

C.f.2.2. Formal authority  
At present, who holds a formal role of authority outside of the initiative? 
- Please provide the names in the table:  
 
C.f.2.3. Informal influence  
In the community, who influences decision-making within the network, informally?  
- Please provide the names in the table:  
 
C.f.2.4. Informal authority   
Who has informal authority within the initiative in terms of:  

1. Knowledge  
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2. Learning 
3. Capacity for outreach/development/growth of the initiative 
4. Capacity for socialization 
5. Linking/Networking  

- Please provide the names in the table:  
 
Actors of 

the 

network 

Management Formal 

role 

outside 

Influence 

decisions 

Informal authority 

Middle Top Knowledge Learning Development Socialization Networking 

A □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

B □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

C □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

D. AGENCY - PREPARATORY ACTIONS 

D.a. Availability of resources  

D.a.1. Importance of resources  

D.a.1.1. Internal resources 
Did you use your own resources for starting the SI process? Please list them 
 
D.a.1.2. External resources 
Did you need additional external resources for starting the SI process? Please list them 
 
D.a.1.3. Skills 
Did you have the skills required for starting the SI process? Please list them  
 
D.b. Idea formulation and communication (message refining, value sharing, writing) 

D.b.1. Social vision and expectations  

D.b.1.1 Social vision 
Was your idea based on a social vision? If yes, please describe it___________________ 
 
D.b.1.2. Expectations 
During the idea formulation, what were your concrete expectations in terms of: 

1. New networks: _________________________________ 
2. New attitudes: _________________________________ 
3. New governance arrangements: _________________________________________ 

 
 

D.b.2. Idea communication  

D.b.2.1. Communication 
Was the idea written down clearly, for communicating it to the initial stakeholders?  
 
D.b.2.2. Idea protection 
Did you protect the ownership of your idea before engaging with the stakeholders? 
 

D.c. Information collection and readiness  

D.c.1. Information collection 

D.c.1.1. Preliminary analysis 
Did you do a preliminary analysis of similar initiatives?  
 
D.c.1.2. Data 
Did you collect data on the local or neighbouring contexts? 
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D.c.1.3. Markets 
Did you study possible markets and/or competitors?  

 

D.c.2. Readiness 

D.c.2.1. Control of idea 
Would have you been ready to give up some level of control over your idea to seek the support of external 
partners? 
 
D.c.2.2. Social business model 
Did you have an integrated social and business model that you followed? 
 
D.d. Identification of partners and stakeholders (contacts, meetings, expectation rise management) 

D.d.1. Identification of stakeholders 

D.d.1.1. Identification 
How did you identify the stakeholders who could have taken part in the SI process?  
 
D.d.1.2. Addressing gaps  
Did you identify the stakeholders based on specific gaps you perceived needed to be fulfilled?  
 
D.d.1.3. New contacts 
Did you know the stakeholders or were they new contacts?  

1. Close contacts 
2. Already known by name  
3. Unknown but recommended by close contacts 
4. Completely new contacts 

 
D.d.2. Engagement of stakeholders 

D.d.2.1. Means of contact 
How many stakeholders did you contact: 

1. Personally 
2. By phone 
3. By mail 
4. By other instruments (specify): ________  
5. I have been contacted by:___________________ 

 

D.d.2.1. Means (to network) 
How were you contacted?  

1. Personally  
2. By phone  
3. By mail  
4. By other instruments (specify): ____________  
5. さI IoﾐtaIted the iﾐitiatoヴsざ  

 
D.d.2.2. Meetings 
How many meetings did you organise with them?  
 
D.d.2.3. Declined participation  
How many stakeholders declined to participate to the meeting/s?  
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D.d.2.4. Expectation rise 
Which expectations did you raise with the stakeholders?  
 
D.d.2.4. Expectations (to network)  
What were your expectations when you were contacted?  

1. I had no expectations at all  
2. I had few expectations 
3. I had some expectations 
4. I had many expectations 

 

D.d.3. Management of the stakeholders  

D.d.3.1. Management of interactions  
Did you envisage how you would organise interactions among stakeholders?   
 
D.d.3.2. Rules 
Did you define some initial rules?  
 
D.d.3.3. Facilitator 
Did you involve any professional experts/facilitators?  
 
D.d.3.4. Conflict management 
Did you plan how to manage possible conflicts during the interactions among stakeholders?  
 
D.d.3.5. Conflict resolution  
Did you think about how you would resolve conflicts? 

 

 
E. RECONFIGURING AND RECONFIGURED SOCIAL PRACTICES 

E.a. New networks 

E.a.1. Composition of the networks 

E.a.1.1. Multiple actors 
Are you an:  

1. Entrepreneur (private sector) 
2. Entrepreneur (non for profit) 
3. Public sector (different levels of administration)   
4. Member of an association  
5. Citizen 

 

E.a.1.2. Units and groups 
Do you represent: 

1. Yourself as an individual actor 
2. A group of individual actors 
3. An organization  
4. An institution 

 

E.a.1.3. Multiple sectors 
Which is your sector?  
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1. Agriculture 
2. Livestock 
3. Forestry 
4. Rural development 
5. Other sector/s (specify): ______________ 

 
E.a.1.4. Multiple levels 
At which level do you usually work? 

1. Local 
2. Regional 
3. National 
4. International 

 
E.a.1.5. Openness of the network 
The network is: 

1. Already existing (already existing and closed) 
2. Predefined during the conception (not already existing and closed) 
3. Defined during the reconfiguring (not already existing and open till the reconfigured) 
4. Open to participatory process (open also after the reconfigured) 

 
E.a.1.6. Attributes of nodes 
[These items are not going to be considered in the questionnaires and are included only for potential matching 

in impact evaluation] 

 Individual Organisation/Enterprise Institutions 

Age How old 

are you? 

When was your org/ent 

created? 

Is your institution new to  the territory? 

Gender Are you a 

male or 

female? Or 

prefer not 

to respond 

Is your org/ent for- or 

not-for-profit? 

Which is the scale of your inst/ent? (local, regional, 

national) 

Employment  What is 

your job? 

Are you a small-

medium-large org/ent? 

(N° of employees) 

N° of employees 

Education What is 

your 

educational 

level? 

Educational level of 

employees 

 

 

 

E.a.2. Structure of the network 

E.a.2.1. New network 
According to your experience, in a scale from 1 to 10, to which extent do you believe that the new network is 
innovative?  
Scale from 1 (not innovative) to 10 (totally innovative)  

 

Not 
innovative 

        Totally 
innovative 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
E.a.2.2. Innovative elements 
Which are the elements that make the new network innovative? List a maximum of three elements 
1._____________________ 
2._____________________ 
3._____________________ 
 
E.a.2.3. Inclusiveness 
During the reconfiguring phase, on a scale from 1 to 10, to which extent do you think that the new network is 
inclusive, involving people that are usually not included in community initiatives? 
Scale from 1 (not inclusive) to 10 (totally inclusive)  

 

Not 
inclusive 

        Totally 
inclusive 

          
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
E.a.2.4. Representativeness 
Iﾐ a sIale fヴoﾏ ヱ to ヱヰ, to ┘hiIh e┝teﾐt aヴe the aItoヴs iﾐ the ﾐet┘oヴk ヴepヴeseﾐtati┗e of … 

Institutions? 
Scale from 1 (not representative) to 10 (totally representative)  

 

Not 
representative 

        Totally 
representative 

          
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Organizations (e.g., civic, voluntary associations, not-for-profit)? 
Scale from 1 (not representative) to 10 (totally representative)  

 

Not 
representative 

        Totally 
representative 

          
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Enterprises (i.e., for-profit, third sector)? 
Scale from 1 (not representative) to 10 (totally representative)  

 

Not 
representative 

        Totally 
representative 

          
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
E.a.2.5. Capacities 
Please, indicate which actors had the highest…  

1. Ability to mobilize resources 
2. Power in decision making 
3. Inclination in project implementation 
4. Aptitude to convening and consulting with other actors 
5. Capacity to create bridges with external actors  
6. Dedication to promoting the SI initiative 
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Actors of 

the network 

Mobilising 

resources  

Decision 

making 
Implementing 

Convening/ 

Consulting 
Bridging Promoting 

A □ □ □ □ □ □ 

B □ □ □ □ □ □ 

C □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 
 
E.a.3. Relationships 

E.a.3.1. Network typology 
Did the SI process of reconfiguring create a network based on: 

 
a) external relations 

among individual actors 

 
b) internal relations (within an 

organisation/enterprise/institution) 
among individual actors 

 
c) external relations 

among collective actors 
(organisation/enterprise/institution) 

 
d) a mix model of external-internal relations 

among individual-collective actors 

 
E.a.3.x.  
Please, indicate with which actors: 
- E.a.3.2. You had a continuous information exchange  
- E.a.3.3. You had a friendship relationship 
- E.a.3.4. You had an informal collaboration  
- E.a.3.5. You had a formal collaboration  
- E.a.3.6. You fully trusted  
 

Actors of 

the network 

Information 

exchange 
Friendship 

Informal 

collaboration 

Formal 

collaboration 
Full trust 

A □ □ □ □ □ 

B □ □ □ □ □ 

C □ □ □ □ □ 

 
E.a.3.7. Before and after 
With whom: 

1. Did you collaborate before the SI idea? 
2. Did you collaborate during the SI process?  
3. Did you collaborate for achieving the SI project output?  
4. Do you still collaborate in other projects and initiatives?  
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Actors of 

the network 

Before the 

SI idea 

During the 

SI process  

For 

achieving 

the SI 

outputs 

After the SI 

initiative  

A □ □ □ □ 

B □ □ □ □ 

C □ □ □ □ 

 
 
E.b. NEW ATTITUDES 

E.b.1. Level of sharing 

E.b.1.1. Reasons 
Why did you join the SI process? 
 
E.b.1.2. Intrinsic motivation 
I participated:  

1. To be personally fulfilled  
2. To participate in interesting activities  
3. To have tasks of responsibility 

 
E.b.1.3. Extrinsic motivation 
I participated:  

1. To receive recognition from my peers 
2. To show others that I serve a good cause  
3. For others to perceive me as a responsible person 
4. To be positively esteemed by my environment 

 
E.b.1.4. Objectives 
Were the vision and the objectives of the SI process clear?  

1. No, it was not 
2. In part  
3. For the most part 
4. Yes, everything was clear 

 
E.b.1.5. Needs 
Which trigger or social need do you think the SI process was attempting to face? 
 
E.b.1.6. Attitude 
In a scale from 1 to 10, do you think the SI process has created a new social attitude? 
Scale from 1 (Not at all) to 10 (To a great extent)  

Not at 
all 

        To a great 
extent 

          
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

E.b.2. Informal Institutions  

E.b.2.1. Expectations 
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In a scale from 1 to 10, what was your level of expectation on the SI reconfiguring process? 
Scale from 1 (Very few) to 10 (Very high)  

 

Very low         Very high 
          

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
 
E.b.2.2. Individual attitudes 
Iﾐ a sIale fヴoﾏ ヱ to ヱヰ, ┘heヴe ヱ ヴefeヴs to さtotall┞ pessiﾏistiIざ aﾐd ヱヰ to さtotall┞ optiﾏistiIざ, ┘ould ┞ou thiﾐk of 
yourself as more as a negative or a positive person? 
Scale from 1 (Totally pessimistic) to 10 (Totally optimistic)  

 

Totally 
Pessimistic 

        Totally 
Optimistic 

          
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
 
E.b.2.3. Collective attitudes 
During the reconfiguring process, did you believe that the SI initiative would have led to the expected effects?  
Scale from 1 (Not at all) to 10 (To a great extent)  

 

Not at all         To a great 
extent 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
E.b.2.4. Changes 
When did you start believing that there would be concrete change? 

1. I always believed in it 
2. During the conception and the reconfiguring process 
3. After the first results of the SI project activities  
4. I still doﾐげt see IoﾐIヴete Ihaﾐges 

 

E.b.2.5. List of changes 

Please list the three major ones: ___________________ 

 
E.b.2.6. Proactive individual attitudes 
When did your attitude towards the SI process become pro-active? 

1. Since the beginning 
2. During the ideation and the reconfiguring process 
3. After the first results of the SI project activities 
4. Not yet 

 
E.b.2.7. Enthusiasm 
Over the period of change, has your level of enthusiasm in the initiative: 

1. Worsened  
2. Remained the same 
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3. Improved 

 
E.b.2.8. Objective obstacles  
During the SI process of reconfiguring, were there issues that influenced positively or negatively your 
expectations/beliefs? Please, list the three main ones, if any. 
 
Positively                                   Negatively 
1. ____________________    1. ____________________    
2. ____________________     2. ____________________ 
3. ____________________     3. ____________________ 
 
E.b.2.8. Objective obstacles (to experts) 

During the SI process of reconfiguring, were there issues that negatively or positively influenced 
expectations/beliefs of stakeholders? Please, list the three main ones, if any. 
 
Positively                                   Negatively 
1. ____________________    1. ____________________    
2. ____________________     2. ____________________ 
3. ____________________     3. ____________________ 
 
 

E.b.3. Level of commitment 

E.b.3.1. Voluntary 
Did you participate in the SI process: 

1. Thanks to an economic incentive   
2. Because you knew you could receive an economic benefit  
3. Without expecting any economic reward  

 

E.b.3.2. Time spent 
How much time did you spend during the SI process? 
|_____| (specify the unit (e.g., days, weekly, monthly, yearly): ______________) 
 
E.b.3.3. Monetary contribution 
Did you provide a monetary contribution? How much? 
 
E.b.3.4. In-kind 
Did you contribute in-kind? Please specify the typology.  
 

E.b.3.5. Engagement of civil society 
Was there a voluntary engagement of civil society?  
 
E.c. New governance arrangements 

E.c.1. Internal  

E.c.1.1. Innovative internal governance  
To what extent were changes in internal governance processes socially innovative? Please indicate your score 

iﾐ a sIale froﾏ さﾐot at allざ to さa great e┝teﾐtざ.  

1. Not at all  
2. To a small extent  
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent 
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5. I doﾐげt kﾐo┘ 

 
E.c.1.2. Internal new ways of organising 
During the SI process, did you see new ways of organising?  
 
E.c.1.3. Coordination mechanism 
Which new coordination mechanisms did you see? (all that apply) 

1. Mutual informal coordination  
2. Direct supervision whereby one or a few people take responsibility  
3. Standardization of work processes through formal rules 
4. Other. Please specify _____________ 

 
E.c.1.4. Formalisation of rules  
To what extent were rules formalised? 

1. Not at all 
2. To a small extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent 
5. I doﾐげt kﾐo┘ 

 
E.c.1.5. Types of rules 
Which were, if any, the main formal and informal internal rules for coordination? 

Formal rules Informal rules 

1. _______________________________________ 
2. _______________________________________ 
3. _______________________________________ 

1. _______________________________________ 
2. _______________________________________ 
3. _______________________________________ 

 
E.c.1.6. Sanctions 
Was there a formalized system of sanctions for those not respecting the internal rules? 

1. No 
2. Not formalized: sanctions were arranged case by case  
3. Yes, there was a gradual system of sanctions, increasing with the level of recidivism 
4. Yes, there was a fixed system of sanctions 

 
E.c.1.7. Examples of sanctions 
Please, provide some examples of sanctions: ________________________________ 
 
E.c.1.8. Decision-making process 

To experts. What ┘as the le┗el of pヴojeIt paヴtﾐeヴsげ 
engagement during the SI process? (Please tick one 

option) 

To network. What was your level of engagement 
during the SI process? 

Information 
Consultation 
Involvement 
Collaboration 

Empowerment 
Total control 
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E.c.1.9. Involvement in decision-making 
To what extent did you feel that you were being involved in the SI process through specific internal 
governance arrangements?  

1. I was informed of the decisions taken 
2. I was consulted before a decision was taken 
3. I was involved in decision making 
4. I actively collaborated in decision-making 

 
E.c.1.10. Empowerment 
To what extent did you feel that the internal governance arrangements of the SI process empowered you?  

1. Not at all 
2. To a small extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent 
5. I doﾐげt kﾐo┘ 

 
E.c.1.11. Transparency 
Are the decision-making reports or agreements easily available to the project partners of the SI process?  
 
E.c.2. External  

E.c.2.1. Change 
To what extent did formal institutions change to help the SI process? 

1. Not at all 
2. To a small extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent 
5. I doﾐげt kﾐo┘ 

 
E.c.2.2. New arrangements 
Which new policies, laws, regulations, guidelines, codes, and standards arrangements have been 
adopted/changed/adapted to facilitate the emergence of the SI? (If ﾐoﾐe, ┞ou doﾐ’t ha┗e to fill iﾐ the taHle)  

Who? How? What new?  Describe 

□ MuﾐiIipalit┞ 
□ Pヴo┗iﾐIe 
□ ‘egioﾐ  
□ Otheヴ 
_____________ 
 

□ Adopt  
□ Chaﾐge  
□ Adapt 

□ PoliI┞  
□ la┘  
□ ヴegulatioﾐ  
□ guideliﾐe  
□ Iode  
□ staﾐdaヴd 
□ Otheヴs 

 

□ MuﾐiIipalit┞ 
□ Pヴo┗iﾐIe 
□ ‘egioﾐ  
□ Otheヴ 

□ Adopt  
□ Chaﾐge  
□ Adapt 

□ PoliI┞  
□ la┘  
□ ヴegulation  
□ guideliﾐe  
□ Iode  
□ staﾐdaヴd 
□ Otheヴs 

 

□ MuﾐiIipalit┞ 
□ Pヴo┗iﾐIe 
□ ‘egioﾐ  

□ Adopt  
□ Chaﾐge  
□ Adapt 

□ PoliI┞  
□ la┘  
□ ヴegulatioﾐ  
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□ Otheヴ □ guideliﾐe  
□ Iode  
□ staﾐdaヴd 
□ Otheヴs 

 
 
E.c.2.3. External new ways of organising 
How did external actors help you achieve new ways of organising? 
 
E.c.2.4. Help desk 
Did the local government have a help desk dedicated to innovation and research? 
 
 

F. PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

F.x.n.n.  
The following activities are commonly recognized as key for project planning. For each item, we ask you to 
please tiIk ふpヴo┗idiﾐg e┗ideﾐIes if ﾐeIessaヴ┞ぶ ┘hetheヴ ┞ou…   

a) planned and discussed it  
b) formulated it into written tasks and roles  
c) applied it in practice. 

 

Project plan 1 Activities: did 

you plan and 

discuss about 

…? 

2 Procedures: did you 

formulate the 

activity into written 

tasks and roles? 

3 Practices: did you 

apply it in practice? 

F.a. Planning the initiative    
1. New mission and objectives □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

2. List of activities □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
3. Definition of tasks within each activity □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

4. Schedule of activities □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
5. Milestones □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

6. Business plan □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
    

F.b. Human resources management    
1. Compliance with national employment 

law 
□ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

2. Training for staff □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
3. Gender balance □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

4. Merit-based system □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
    

F.c. Financial resources management    
1. Inputs to carry out activities □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

2. Budget allocated to each activity □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
3. Source of funding (internal, external) for 

each budget item 
□ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

4. National public sources of funding  □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
5. EU sources of funding  □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

6. Participatory or social budgeting □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

    
F.d. Infrastructural resources 

management 
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1. Transport facilitation for employees □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

2. Promotion of sustainable practices  □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
3. Access to recreational facilities  □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

4. Access to Wi-Fi □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
5.Access to open spaces for breaks □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

    
F.e. External interactions management     

1. Communication strategy □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
2. Communication and social media 

managers 
□ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

3. Marketing strategy □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
    

F.f. Administration    
1. Archiving system □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
2. Accounting staff □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

3. Administrative staff □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
    

F.g. Monitoring and evaluation     
1. Monitoring of activities and outputs □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
2. Transparency of monitoring process □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

3. Annual report □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 
4. Analysis of external limiting factors □ Yes □ Yes □ Yes 

    

 

G. OUTPUTS  

G.a. Products and Services 

G.a.1. Tangible 

G.a.1.1. Considered new 
How many new products and/or service did your organisation delivered in the first 18 months? |__|__| 
 
G.a.1.2. New list 
Please, list the main ones:  
     1. __________________________ 
     2. __________________________ 
     3. __________________________ 
     4. __________________________ 
     5. __________________________ 
 
G.a.2. Intangible 

G.a.2.1 
Thaﾐks to the “I pヴojeIt, did ┞ou ha┗e aIIess to ﾐe┘ IoﾐtaIts oヴ peヴsoﾐs useful foヴ… 

 Not at all 
To a small 

extent 
To some 
extent 

To a great 
extent 

…ヱ. Iﾐfoヴﾏatioﾐ sharing? □ □ □ □ 
…ヲ. Hoヴizoﾐtal ┘oヴk/IollaHoヴatioﾐ?  □ □ □ □ 
…ン. VeヴtiIal IollaHoヴatioﾐ? □ □ □ □ 
…ヴ. Ne┘ pヴojeIts? □ □ □ □ 
 
G.b. Direct beneficiaries 

G.b.1.1. Existing beneficiaries 
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On average, how many beneficiaries does your organisation work with regularly? |__|__|__| 
 
G.b.1.2. New beneficiaries 
How many new beneficiaries did you reach due to the new products and/or services delivered? |__|__|__|  
 
G.b.1.3. Characteristics  
What are the socio-economic characteristics of the direct beneficiaries? 
 
G.b.1.4. Marginalised 
How many beneficiaries are located within the marginalised rural area? |__|__|__| 
 
G.b.1.5. Minorities 
How many beneficiaries are considered part of groups who are weakly involved in, or excluded by, the 
community? |__|__|__|  
 
Feel free to add comments on these aspects.  
 
G.c. Satisfied needs 

G.c.1.  
To ┘hat e┝teﾐt … 

 Not at all 
To a small 

extent 
To some 
extent 

To a great 
extent 

…ヱ. Do ┞ou like the ﾐe┘ deli┗eヴed pヴoduIts 
and/or services? □ □ □ □ 
…ヲ. Ha┗e the ﾐe┘ pヴoduIts/seヴ┗iIes addヴessed 
your individual needs? □ □ □ □ 
…ン. Ha┗e the ﾐe┘ pヴoduIts/seヴ┗iIes addヴessed 
your community needs? □ □ □ □ 
 
G.c.1.  
Specifically, which individual or community needs have been satisfied? 
 4. Individual needs:   1 __________________ 2 __________________  3 ____________________ 
 5. Collective needs:   1 __________________ 2 __________________  3 ____________________ 
 
G.c.1.6. Success of the SI 
With respect to the social needs you wanted to address, do you think the SI project fulfilled them? 

1. Not at all  
2. To a small extent  
3. To some extent  
4. To a great extent 

 
G.c.1.7. Satisfied needs 
Please, list the social needs you addressed: __________________________ 
 

H. OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS  

H.a. Indirect beneficiaries 

H.a.ヱ. Does the “I iﾐitiati┗e… 
 
 Disagree 

strongly 
 

Disagree  
 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree  
 

Agree 
Strongly 

I doﾐげt 
know 
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 -2 -1 0 1 2 9 

.ヱ. …lead to Heﾐefits foヴ otheヴ indirect 

beneficiaries as well? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

.ヲ. … help to addヴess social problems of 

the community? 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

 
H.a.1.3. Characteristics  
What are the socio-economic characteristics of the indirect beneficiaries? 
 
Feel free to add comments on these aspects.  
 
 
H.b. Outcomes 

H.b.1. Societal challenges 

Lookiﾐg at a ┘ideヴ le┗el, do ┞ou thiﾐk that… 
H.b.1.1. ....contextual conditions have changed compared to when you initially had the idea?  
Use the following scale for CHANGE:  

Worse Slightly worse Equal Slightly improved Improved 

□ -2 □ -1 □ ヰ □ +ヱ □ +ヲ 

 
H.H.ヱ.ヲ. ….the “I iﾐitiati┗e IoﾐtヴiHuted to addヴess aﾐ┞ soIietal Ihalleﾐges? 
Use the following scale for SI CONTRIBUTION:  

Not at 
all 

To a small 
extent 

To some 
extent 

To a great 
extent 

□ ヱ □ ヲ □ ン □ ヴ 

 

Societal challenges  Change SI contribution  

(1) Health □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(2) Demographic change  □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(3) Income  □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(4) Jobs □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(5) Housing  □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(6) Life satisfaction □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(7) Education □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(8) Food security  □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(9) Sustainable agriculture and 
forestry 

□ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(10)Water □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(11)Energy □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(12)Transport □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(13)Climate action □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(14)Environment □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(15)Resource efficiency □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(16)Raw materials □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 
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(17)Inclusive societies □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(18)Civic engagements □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(19)Innovative societies □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(20)Secure societies □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(21)Migration □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(22)Freedom  □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

(23)Security  □ -ヲ   □ -ヱ   □ ヰ   □ +ヱ   □ +ヲ □ ヱ   □ ヲ   □ ン   □ ヴ 

 
H.b.2. Governance shifts  

H.b.2.1. Shifts 
To what extent do you think that the SI initiative addressed critical elements of local and regional governance? 
Please indicate your score on a sIale froﾏ さﾐot at allざ to さa great e┝teﾐtざ.  
 

 Not at all To a 

minor 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a large 

extent 

1. Support the involvement of civil society and citizens in 
decision-making processes  

□ □ □ □ 

2. Support the voice of marginalised citizens □ □ □ □ 

3. Ensure gender balance  □ □ □ □ 

4. Address an overwhelming bureaucracy □ □ □ □ 

5. Address obsolete and rigid legal frameworks □ □ □ □ 

6. Address brittle and inflexible public administrations  □ □ □ □ 

7. Address accountability and transparency of public and 
private organisations 

□ □ □ □ 

8. Address conflict of interests and corruption in public and 
private organisations 

□ □ □ □ 

9. Others (specify): ________________________ □ □ □ □ 

 
 
H.c. Impacts 

H.c.1. Environmental 

H.c.1.1. Effects on environmental components 
With respect to the initial contextual conditions, what are the environmental components that the SI initiative 
impacted, directly or indirectly? 

Environmental component Effects caused by the SI initiative 

Air and climatic change □ Yes 
Water □ Yes 

Land use and ecosystems □ Yes 
Raw materials □ Yes 

Energy □ Yes 
Biodiversity □ Yes 

Soil □ Yes 
Effluents and waste □ Yes 

Noise □ Yes 
Landscape □ Yes 

 
H.c.1.2. Direct and indirect environmental effects 
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Based on your responses to the previous question, in the following table we listed the main environmental 
effeIts that a “I iﾐitiati┗e Iould geﾐeヴate. Please speIif┞ ┘hetheヴ the “I iﾐitiati┗e… 

 generated a positive or negative effect, referring to the following scale:  

Negative Slightly negative No effect Slightly positive Positive I doﾐげt kﾐo┘ 

□ -2 □ -1 □ ヰ □ +ヱ □ +ヲ empty 

 generated the effect directly or indirectly 

(Consider only the effects within the components selected in the previous question. If the respondent does not 

kﾐo┘ the aﾐs┘er oﾐ oﾐe or ﾏore effeIt, lea┗e the Iorrespoﾐdiﾐg ra┘ さeﾏpt┞ざぶ 
 

Components  Effects to be considered Negative-Positive Direct-Indirect 

Air and 
climatic 
change 

Direct GHG emissions □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
IﾐdiヴeIt GHG eﾏissioﾐs ふCOヲ, …ぶ  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Other non-GHG emissions  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Emissions of other types of pollutants  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Carbon stock, wood products, pastures, 
meadows 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Climatic conditions □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Extreme climatic events □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Water  Quality of surface  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Quality of groundwater  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Quantity consumption □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Groundwater recharge □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Water recycled and reused □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Water cycle regulation □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Water resources differentiation □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Land use and 
ecosystems 

Quantity: area of crops, forests, pastures, 
etc. 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Ecosystem functioning  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +2 □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Quality: semi-natural forests vs. 
plantations, etc. 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Quality: primary forests, stable meadows, 
etc. 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Growing stocks  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Fish resources □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Land use degradation  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Invasive species □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Raw 
materials 

Production of wood and/or renewable 
materials  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Consumption of wood and renewable 
materials 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Consumption of oil and non-renewable 
materials 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Consumption of other raw material  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Recycled materials □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Reclaimed materials □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Food for animals □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Energy On-site energy generation  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Energy consumption □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
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Production of energy  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Energy efficiency □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Energy self-sufficiency □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Use of renewable sources  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Non-renewable sources used  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Biodiversity Fauna □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Flora □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Habitats  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
IUCN Red List species and species at risk 
and threatened 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Genetic resources □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Use of Genetically Modified Organisms  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Invasive species □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Protected and of high biodiversity value 
areas 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Deadwood in forest and other wooded 
land 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Ecological connectivity □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

 Respect of traditional/cultural heritage 
species  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +2 □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Soil Chemical soil properties □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Soil compaction from machine operations 
or other 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Soil erosion □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Pollution (chemical fertilizers, pesticides, 
other) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Effluents and 
waste 

Water discharge □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Produced quantity of waste □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Production of compost □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Share of waste to be recycled or reused □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Disposal systems □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Quantity and use of by-products □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Noise Frequency □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Intensity  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Sources (punctual, diffused)  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Landscape Aesthetic value □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Restored areas □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Land use diversification □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Ecological corridors having a visual impact □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Respect of traditional/cultural heritage 
landscapes 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

 
H.c.1.3. In-depth analysis 
Select the three main negative and positive environmental effects based on the selection  made in the 
previous question. We ask you to please specify: 

 the root cause of each effect 

 affected stakeholders 

 management measures adopted (if any) 



This project has received funding from the 
Euヴopeaﾐ Uﾐioﾐげs Hoヴizoﾐ ヲヰヲヰ ヴeseaヴIh 
and innovation programme under Grant 
Agreement No 677622 

 

 

181 
 

 Level of control and influence [0-4] 

 Sensibility of the local context [0-4] 

 Frequency [0-4] 

 Intensity [0-4] 

 Risk (if negative) or Opportunity (if positive) [0-4] 

 
Significant 
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What Is 
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root cause 

of it? 
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stakeholders 

does this 

affect?  

Is there an 

effective 

management 

measure? 

Control 

and 

influence 

Sensibi

lity 

Freque

ncy 

Inten

sity 
Risk 

Negative Effects 

_____________ 
        

 
_____________ 

        

 
_____________ 

        

Positive Effects 

_____________ 
        

 
_____________ 

        

 
_____________ 

        

 
H.c.2. Economic 

H.c.2.1. Effects on economic components 
With respect to the initial contextual conditions, which are the economic components that the SI initiative 
impacted, directly or indirectly? 
 

Economic component Effects caused by the SI initiative 

The SI initiative in itself □ Yes 
Other organizations connected to the SI □ Yes 

Other economic actors in the territory □ Yes 
 
H.c.2.2. Economic effects 
Based on your responses to the previous question, in the following table we listed the main economic effects 
that a SI initiative Iould geﾐeヴate. Please speIif┞ ┘hetheヴ the “I iﾐitiati┗e… 

 generated a positive or negative effect, referring to the following scale:  

Negative Slightly negative No effect Slightly positive Positive I doﾐげt kﾐo┘ 

□ -2 □ -1 □ ヰ □ +ヱ □ +ヲ empty 

 generated the effect directly or indirectly 

(Consider only the effects within the components selected in the previous question. If the respondent does not 

kﾐo┘ the aﾐs┘er oﾐ oﾐe or ﾏore effeIt, lea┗e the Iorrespoﾐdiﾐg ra┘ さeﾏpt┞ざぶ 

 

Components  Effects to be considered Negative-Positive Direct-Indirect 

The SI 
initiative in 
itself 

Revenues □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Production costs □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Ordinary transaction costs □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Switching costs  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
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Assets □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Import/export rate □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Employees wages and benefits □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Labour productivity □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Voluntary work □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Internal total investments □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Share of internal investments in R&D to 
SI  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Value added □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Ind. 

Contribution of the SI to the total GDP  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Market share (at national, regional, local 
levels) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Assistance received from government □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Support from sponsor, donor, bank □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Financial implications of risks and 
opportunities  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Financial solidity for liabilities □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Social externalities □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Environmental externalities  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Other  
organisations  
connected 
with  
the SI  
(satellite  
activities)  

Economic value distributed by the SI □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Payments to providers of capital □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Payments to the public sector (at any 
level) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Investments in R&D within the network  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Value added □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Access to credit  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Productivity of the satellite activities  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Wages of employees in satellite activities  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Creation and/or inclusion of new 
business 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Social externalities  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Environmental externalities  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

The rest of 
the economic 
actors in the 
territory 

Investments in infrastructures for 
community 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Services and facilities supported by the SI □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Productivity of the satellite 
activities/organisations  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Wages of employees in satellite activities □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Other businesses/organisations in the 
territory  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Social externalities □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Environmental externalities □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

 
H.c.2.3. In-depth analysis 
Select the three main negative and positive economic effects based on the selection  made in the previous 
question. We ask you to please specify: 

 the root cause of each effect 

 affected stakeholders 

 management measures adopted (if any) 



This project has received funding from the 
Euヴopeaﾐ Uﾐioﾐげs Hoヴizoﾐ ヲヰヲヰ ヴeseaヴIh 
and innovation programme under Grant 
Agreement No 677622 

 

 

183 
 

 Level of control and influence [0-4] 

 Sensibility of the local context [0-4] 

 Frequency [0-4] 

 Intensity [0-4] 

 Risk (if negative) or Opportunity (if positive) [0-4] 
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sity 
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Negative Effects 

_____________ 
        

 
_____________ 

        

 
_____________ 

        

Positive Effects 

_____________ 
        

 
_____________ 

        

 
_____________ 

        

 
H.c.3. Social 

H.c.3.1. Effects on social components 
With respect to the initial contextual conditions, what are the social components that the SI initiative 
impacted, directly or indirectly? 

Social component Any effect caused by the SI initiative? 

Labour □ Yes 
Education □ Yes 

Civic engagement □ Yes 
Housing □ Yes 

Life satisfaction □ Yes 
Work life balance □ Yes 

Community □ Yes 
Social protection and wellbeing □ Yes 

Health and well being □ Yes 
Safety □ Yes 

Poverty and social exclusion □ Yes 
Migrants / Refugees □ Yes 

Disability □ Yes 
Youth □ Yes 

Ecosystem services and human-connection □ Yes 
 
H.c.3.2. Direct and indirect social effects 
Based on your responses to the previous question, in the following table we listed the main social effects that 
a “I iﾐitiati┗e Iould geﾐeヴate. Please speIif┞ ┘hetheヴ the “I iﾐitiati┗e… 

 generated a positive or negative effect, referring to the following scale:  

Negative Slightly negative No effect Slightly positive Positive I doﾐげt kﾐo┘ 
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□ -2 □ -1 □ ヰ □ +ヱ □ +ヲ empty 

 generated the effect directly or indirectly 

(Consider only the effects within the components selected in the previous question. If the respondent does not 

kﾐo┘ the aﾐs┘er oﾐ oﾐe or ﾏore effeIt, lea┗e the Iorrespoﾐdiﾐg ra┘ さeﾏpt┞ざぶ 
 

 

Components  

Effects to be considered Negative-Positive Direct-Indirect 

Labour Employment rate □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Long-term unemployment rate  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Average earnings  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Job security  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Employment protection □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Employee hires (by age group, gender 
and region) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Employee turnover  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Part-time employees (full time and 
involuntary) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Parental leave (by gender) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Labour market programmes □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Job quality □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Employment in different sectors □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Education Years in education  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Educational attainment, labour market 
outcomes 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Students' skills  □ -2  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Transition from school to work □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Share of enrolment by gender □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Student-teacher ratio and average class 
size 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Adult education and learning □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Comparing innovation in education with 
sectors 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Civic 
engagement 
 

Voter turnout  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Engagement for developing regulations  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Willingness to join political parties  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Housing Rooms per person, dwellings with basic 
facilities 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Housing expenditure  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Life 
satisfaction 

Life satisfaction  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Freedom of choice  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Happiness, satisfaction and control  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Work life 
balance 
 

Employees working long hours  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Time devoted to leisure and personal 
care  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Quality of work  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Work ethos  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Community Social support network  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Solidarity  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Intolerance  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
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Living and race □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Social capital (bridging, bonding, linking) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Social capital (structural, relational, 
cognitive) 

□ -ヲ  □ -1  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Social 
protection 
and 
wellbeing 

Social expenditure □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Pensions □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Income distribution and poverty □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Wealth distribution □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Gender (education, entrepreneurship, 
work) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Family □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Child wellbeing □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Health Health expenditure and financing □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Health status □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Life expectancy  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Mortality □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Maternal and infant mortality □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Morbidity  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Self-reported health  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Perceived health status by socio-
economic status 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Infant health □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Absence from work due to illness □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Non-medical determinants of health □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Alcohol consumption □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Tobacco consumption □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Health care resources □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Total health and social employment □ -ヲ  □ -1  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Physicians (by age, gender, categories) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Midwives □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Nurses □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Caring personnel (personal care workers) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Hospitals / hospital beds □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Health workforce migration □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Health care utilisation  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Waiting times □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Health care quality □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Primary care □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Acute care □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Mental health care □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Patient safety □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Patient experience □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Cancer care □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Pharmaceutical market □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Safety Feeling safe walking alone at night □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Homicide rate □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Poverty and People at risk of poverty  □ -2  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
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social 
exclusion 

People at risk of social exclusion  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
People at risk of poverty after social 
transfers  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

At-risk-of-poverty rate before social 
transfers   

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Severely materially deprived people  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
People living in households with low work  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
In-work-at-risk-of-poverty rate  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Retirement provision □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Child poverty □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Migrants / 
Refugees 

Employment rate (by gender, age and 
region) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Educational attainment  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Rooms per person, dwellings with basic 
facilities  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Disability  Disability and invalidity coverage □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Labour force participation rate  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Unemployment rate (by age and gender) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Rehabilitation  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Income □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Vocational students trained □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Adult continuing education  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Youth Living conditions - young people □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Being young in Europe today - family and 
society 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Being young in Europe today - living 
conditions 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Intergenerational transmission of 
disadvantage  

□ -2  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Family situation of today's adults as 
children 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Young people - housing conditions □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Young people - social inclusion □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
migration and socioeconomic situation □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Employment in agriculture/forestry/third 
sector 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Start-up in agriculture/ forestry/third 
sector 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Ecosystem 
services and 
human-
connection  

Provisioning: food □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Regulating and maintenance □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Cultural □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

 
H.c.3.3. In-depth analysis 
Select the three main negative and positive social effects based on the selection  made in the previous 
question. We ask you to please specify: 

 the root cause of each effect 

 affected stakeholders 

 management measures adopted (if any) 
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 Level of control and influence [0-4] 

 Sensibility of the local context [0-4] 

 Frequency [0-4] 

 Intensity [0-4] 

 Risk (if negative) or Opportunity (if positive) [0-4] 

 
Significant 

effects 

What Is 

the 

root cause 

of it? 

Which specific 

stakeholders 

does this 

affect?  

Is there an 

effective 

management 

measure? 

Control 

and 

influence 

Sensibi

lity 

Freque

ncy 

Inten

sity 
Risk 

Negative Effects 

_____________ 
        

 
_____________ 

        

 
_____________ 

        

Positive Effects 

_____________ 
        

 
_____________ 

        

 
_____________ 

        

 
H.c.4. Institutional 

H.c.4.1. Effects on institutional components 
With respect to the initial contextual conditions, what are the institutional components that the SI initiative 
impacted, directly or indirectly? 

Institutional component Effect caused by the SI initiative 

Internal governance of the SI initiative □ Yes 
Local and cross-boundary governance (horizontal) □ Yes 

Multi-level governance (vertical) □ Yes 
Governance mechanisms □ Yes 

Governance tools □ Yes 
Good governance □ Yes 

 
H.c.4.2. Direct and indirect institutional effects 
Based on your responses to the previous question, in the following table we listed the main institutional 
effeIts that a “I iﾐitiati┗e Iould geﾐeヴate. Please speIif┞ ┘hetheヴ the “I iﾐitiati┗e… 
(Consider only the effects within the components selected in the previous question. If the respondent does not 

kﾐo┘ the aﾐs┘er oﾐ oﾐe or ﾏore effeIt, lea┗e the Iorrespoﾐdiﾐg ra┘ さeﾏpt┞ざぶ 

 

Components  Effects to be considered Negative-Positive Direct-Indirect 

Internal 
governance (of 
the SI 
initiative) 

Leadership □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Incentives  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Composition of the decision-making 
board  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Government (public actor) as SI 
shareholder 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Formal and informal agreements □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
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Internal decision making: rules setting □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Internal decision making: rules 
implementation 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +2 □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Internal decision making: rules 
enforcement 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Internal collaborative learning processes □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Resilience (e.g., diversification of fund 
sources) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Internal interdependence □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Uncertainty □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Collaborative dynamics and actions □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Local and 
cross-
boundary 
governance 
(based on 
horizontal 
networks 
within the 
same 
administrative 
level) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Policy networks □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Local public-private partnerships □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Other types of public-private networks □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Decision making on standards and rules 
setting 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Decision making on implementation of 
rules 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Decision making on enforcement of rules □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Quality of public services □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Resilience of the community  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Collaborative learning processes □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Place-based local collaboration □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Conflict resolution processes at the local 
level 

□ -2  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Institutional arrangements for cross-
boundary collaboration 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Interdependence □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Collective uncertainty □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Multi-level 
governance 
(based on 
vertical 
networks 
crossing 
administrative 
levels) 

Decentralization of policies and 
processes 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Higher government support to local 
public actors 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Vertical public-private partnerships  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Multi-level interactions and collaborative 
learning  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Interdependence □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Cross-level coherence and consistency □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Cross-level conflict resolution 
mechanisms 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Governance 
mechanisms 
(it applies to 
the internal, 
local and 
multi-level 
governance) 

Decentralisation □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Privatization □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Collaborative governance □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Dialogue □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Consensus-building □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Networking □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Coordination □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Empowerment of citizens and □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Ind. 
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institutions 

Citizen engagement mechanisms  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Systematic CSR reporting □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Transaction systems □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Capacity-building □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Modernisation of public administrations □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Public sector reforms □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Opening of the public sector □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Collaborative learning processes □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Place-based regional collaboration □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Conflict resolution processes □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Responsiveness □ -ヲ  □ -1  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Governance 
tools 
(it applies to 
the internal, 
local and 
multi-level 
governance) 

Digital technologies □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Participatory techniques for decision 
support  

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Collaborative informal platforms and 
programs 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

CSR principles and tools  □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Recognition tools (e.g., incubators, hubs, 
forums) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Benchmarking and impact measurement □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Data, knowledge, and experience sharing □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Experimentation of new governance 
arrangement 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Good 
governance  
(it applies to 
the internal, 
local and 
multi-level 
governance) 

Legality (e.g., anti-corruption measures) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Respect of human rights □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Sustainability (impacts) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Efficiency (e.g., resources allocation) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Effectiveness (e.g., objectives vs. 
outputs) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

Participation □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Transparency/openness □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Reciprocity □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Accountability (e.g., monitoring) □ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 
Capacity (e.g., competences, 
professionalism) 

□ -ヲ  □ -ヱ  □ ヰ  □ +ヱ  □ +ヲ □ Diヴ.  □ Iﾐd. 

 
H.c.4.3. In-depth analysis 
Select the three main negative and positive institutional effects, based on the selection made in the previous 
question. We ask you to please specify: 

 the root cause of each effect 

 affected stakeholders 

 management measures adopted (if any) 

 Level of control and influence [0-4] 

 Sensibility of the local context [0-4] 

 Frequency [0-4] 

 Intensity [0-4] 

 Risk (if negative) or Opportunity (if positive) [0-4] 
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Significant 

effects 

What Is 

the 

root cause 

of it? 

Which specific 

stakeholders 

does this 

affect?  

Is there an 

effective 

management 

measure? 

Control 

and 

influence 

Sensibi

lity 

Freque

ncy 

Inten

sity 
Risk 

Negative Effects 

_____________ 
        

 
_____________ 

        

 
_____________ 

        

Positive Effects 

_____________ 
        

 
_____________ 

        

 
_____________ 

        

 
 
I. INNOVATION & LEARNING PROCESS  

I.a. Feedback loops 

I.a.1. Local 

I.a.1.1. Local community 
Did you present your results to the local community?      □ Yes  □ No 
I.a.1.2. Events 
Did you organise specific events to share the results of your SI initiative?   □ Yes  □ No 
I.a.ヱ.ン. PヴojeIt paヴtﾐeヴsげ feedHaIk 
Did you collect feedback from your project partners?      □ Yes  □ No 
I.a.1.4. External donors 
Did you show your results to external donors?       □ Yes  □ No 
I.a.1.5. Local politicians 
Did you show your results to local politicians?       □ Yes  □ No 
 

I.a.1.6. Perceived marginality (ex post) 
Do you agree that the social innovation initiative has reduced the level of marginality of your territory (ex 
post)?            □ Yes  □ No 
 
I.a.1.7. Elements of MRA (ex post) 
Thanks to the social innovation, which are the five main elements indicating that the marginalisation of your 
territory have been reduced? 
1.____________________ 

2.____________________ 

3.____________________ 

4.____________________ 

5.____________________ 

 
 
I.a.2. Bridging at the higher level 

I.a.2.1. External events 
Did you participate at external events (fairs), outside of your territory?    □ Yes  □ No 
I.a.2.2. Regional politicians 
Did you show your results to regional politicians?      □ Yes  □ No 
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I.a.2.3. National politicians 
Did you show your results to national politicians?      □ Yes  □ No 
 

I.b. Multiplier and critical effects 

I.b.1. Mainstreaming 

I.b.1.1. Mainstreaming 
Do you think that your SI initiative remains innovative to this day?    □ Yes  □ No 
I.b.1.2. Years 
How many years do you think will pass before the effects of your SI innovation become a normality? |__|__| 
 

I.b.2. Upscaling 

I.b.2.1. Effects at higher scales 
Do you think that the effects of your SI initiatives reached higher levels than the local?  □ Yes  □ No 
I.b.2.2. National laws 
Has your SI initiative allowed the creation of any national/international law/standard?  □ Yes  □ No 
 
I.b.3. Outscaling 

I.b.3.1. Replications 
Has someone replicated your SI initiative in other contexts?     □ Yes  □ No 
I.b.3.2. Number of examples 

If yes, how many? |__|__| please, provide some examples: ___________ 
I.b.3.3. Adaptations 
Has someone used your idea, adapting it to their context?     □ Yes  □ No 
I.b.3.4. Number of adaptations 

If yes, how many? |__|__| please, provide some examples: ___________ 
I.b.3.5. Aggregation 
Is there a national/international aggregation of similar initiatives?    □ Yes  □ No 
 
I.b.4. Critical effects 

I.b.4.1. Deadweight  
Can you identify effects in the local context which would have arisen even if the SI initiative had not taken 
place? 
 
I.b.4.2. Displacement  
Can you identify effects which have been obtained in the local area at the expense of another area? 
 
I.b.4.3. Substitution.  
Can you identify effects which have been obtained in the local area at the expense of other 
persons/organisations/enterprises? 
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Annex 2 – List of Key Terms to Facilitate the Pilot Test  

A list of key terms is provided which are used in the preliminary set of methods in pilot tests of pioneer SI case 
studies in the SIMRA evaluation framework. The terms are in the logical order of concepts as listed in the 
framework, and in the list of questions. A few key terms are included which are not in the evaluation 
framework but may be useful for the CS Teams to familiarize with the methods and instruments (e.g. 
assessment, evaluation). The SI dimensions are highlighted in capital letters. 

Key terms, SI 

Dimensions and 

Sub-Dimensions 

Definition adopted or developed for SIMRA for evaluation purposes 

Assessment さThe aItioﾐ of assessiﾐg soﾏethiﾐgざ ふO┝foヴd DiItioﾐaヴ┞, ヲヰヱΑぶ 
Evaluation さE┗aluatioﾐ is a pヴoIess of judgeﾏeﾐt of iﾐteヴ┗eﾐtioﾐs aIIording to their results, 

impacts and the needs they aim to satisfy. Evaluation looks at the effectiveness, the 
effiIieﾐI┞, the IoheヴeﾐIe aﾐd at the ヴele┗aﾐIe of aﾐ iﾐteヴ┗eﾐtioﾐざ ふEC DG Agヴi, ヲヰヱヵ: 
ヶヶぶ. さE┗aluatioﾐ ヴefeヴs to the pヴoIess of deteヴﾏiﾐiﾐg the ┘orth or significance of an 
activity, policy, or program. [It is] as systematic and objective as possible, of a planned, 
on-goiﾐg, oヴ Ioﾏpleted iﾐteヴ┗eﾐtioﾐざ ふMoヴヴa Iﾏas aﾐd ‘ist, ヲヰヰΓ: Γぶ. 

INDIVIDUAL AND 

COLLECTIVE 

NEEDS 

In SIMRA, the dimension INDIVIDUAL AND COLLECTIVE NEEDS refers to the 
needs/challenges to which a social innovation should respond and address as part of its 
effects. It includes four sub-dimensions: Trigger; Social needs; Societal challenges; 
Governance shifts. 

Trigger Trigger refers to a puﾐItual e┗eﾐt oヴ a situatioﾐ さthat Iauses soﾏethiﾐg to staヴtざ 
(Cambridge Dictionary, 2017). A trigger may emerge in connection to a single time-
bound event (e.g. a three-days extreme flooding event); an accumulation of unmet 
needs, (e.g. a prolonged period with worsening social life because of depopulation); or 
from a long-term process, whereby a situation becomes untenable (e.g. a critical 
demographic situation reached as consequence of a process of ageing and 
abandonment of a mountain area). In SIMRA, we consider trigger to be an event that 
determines or accentuates needs – to the point of deserving a response and a change in 
practice. We identify Type of trigger as a component.  

Social needs Social needs refers to demands of vulnerable groups in society. These include minorities 
or local indigenous groups, women, people with intellectual and/or physical disabilities, 
long-term unemployed, elders, children and youth, offenders, low income families 
(BEPA, 2011). In SIMRA, the components are: individual needs and collective needs. 

Societal 

challenges 

A challenge refers to something that needs great mental or physical effort to be done 
suIIessfull┞ aﾐd theヴefoヴe tests a peヴsoﾐげs aHilit┞ ふCaﾏHヴidge DiItioﾐaヴ┞, ヲヰヱΑぶ  
Societal challenges refer to social, economic, institutional and environmental challenges 
that require adoption of strategies of adaptation. These could include natural 
disturbances such as negative trends in the availability or access to natural resources 
due to climate change and resource and landscape loss and depletion, or social change, 
such as ageing, in- and out-migration, declining population, conflict, war and social 
unrest, or criminality (BEPA, 2011). In SIMRA, the components comprise: Type of 
societal challenges. 

Governance 

shifts  
Governance shifts refer to a limited or absent capacity of the governance system to 
adapt to changing circumstances. Inadequacies include ineffectiveness in the 
involvement of civil society and citizens in decision-making processes, lack of a voice of 
marginalised citizens, unbalanced representation of women in decision-making 
positions, overwhelming bureaucracy, obsolete and rigid legal frameworks, brittle and 
inflexible public administrations. In SIMRA, the components comprise: Type of 
governance shifts. 
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PERCEIVED 

CONTEXT  

This dimension refers to the conditions that enable or constrain social innovation, such 
as the regulatory frameworks (laws, legislation and policy); overall governance and 
institutional arrangements, both formal and informal; material resources such as 
availability of funding, raw materials, natural resources and existing infrastructures. It 
also includes intangible resources such as social memory, culture and identity, 
discourses, and historical background. These resources are identified as the five capitals 
ふsoIial, ﾐatuヴal, huﾏaﾐ, fiﾐaﾐIial, Iultuヴalぶ ふGood┘iﾐ, ヲヰヰンぶ oヴ as さヴesouヴIe s┞steﾏsざ, 
さヴesouヴIe uﾐitsざ, aﾐd iﾐIlude eleﾏeﾐts of the さgo┗eヴﾐaﾐIe s┞steﾏsざ aﾐd さaItoヴsざ 
(McGinnis and Ostrom, 2014). In SIMRA, PERCEIVED CONTEXT refers to the tangible and 
intangible resources that are available, supportive, accessible to, recognised and 
ultimately used by actors or agents (and that can enable or hinder) the process of 
reconfiguring relations and social practices and putting in place mechanisms for SI. It 
includes two sub-dimensions: i) a static one, based on existing context and resources 
(Context); i) a dynamic and subjective one, based on the perceptions and framing of 
actors on what is considered as an opportunity or a threat (Perceived opportunities and 
threats). Context includes the factors of marginality identified by SIMRA (Price et al., 
2017; D3.1): Level of rurality, Physical geography marginality, Limited access to 
infrastructure, Population marginalisation, and other relevant factors selected by the 
evaluator. Perceived opportunities and threats refer to the subjective understanding 
and perception of the external economic, social, environmental and institutional 
context by ACTORS who initiate an ACTION.  

Marginalised 

Rural Area 

(MRA) 

The core characteristics for defining marginalised rural areas within SIMRA and principal 
sources of data are defined in Price et al. (2017; D3.1). These are: 1) rural area (EC / 
population density), assumed to contain identifiable communities; 2) marginal in terms 
of their physical geography (i.e. spatial marginality): 2.a) mountainous), 2.b) limited 
connectivity as islands, 2.c) low agricultural potential due to aridity; 3) marginal in terms 
of limited access to infrastructure, using indicators of access to the internet from home, 
and accessibility by local road transport; 4) marginalised populations: inhabitants with 
(very) low incomes (as measured by GDP). The approach taken recognises that the 
definitions of rural and marginalised are contentious when expressed geographically, 
and that the overall objective is to enable consideration of factors influencing, 
stimulating or inhibiting social innovation in MRAs 

AGENCY Geﾐeヴall┞, ageﾐI┞ ヴefeヴs to さthe aItoヴ's IapaIit┞ to ヴeiﾐteヴpヴet aﾐd ﾏoHilize aﾐ aヴヴay of 
resources in terms of cultural schemas other than those that initially constituted the 
aヴヴa┞ざ ふ“e┘ell ヱΓΓヲ: ヱΓぶ. Iﾐ “IM‘A, AGENCY ヴefeヴs to ho┘ aItoヴs oヴ gヴoups of aItoヴs 
seek to change practices to respond to specific needs, and power to actually sustain 
their collective action toward specific goals (Sewell Jr, 1992; Janssen and Ostrom, 2006; 
Westley et al., 2013; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014). Agency includes visions and trust, 
willingness to act, reflexivity and capacity for change which influence how actors or 
groups of actors seek to change practices to respond to specific needs. It also includes 
their level of motivation and power to act and sustain their action toward specific goals. 
In the evaluation framework, agency is described with dimensions AGENCY-AGENTS 
(actors and drivers of preliminary actions) and AGENCY-PRELIMINARY ACTION.  

AGENTS-ACTORS さ“I-agents can include individual and collective human actors but also ideas, objects, 
aIti┗ities, disIouヴses aﾐd ﾐaヴヴati┗es of Ihaﾐgeざ ふHa┝eltiﾐe et al., 2016: 23). In SIMRA, 
AGENCY-ACTORS can refer to an individual, but more commonly to a group of 
individuals in a organisation or network. The dimension aims to capture the identity, 
aspirations, awareness, and capabilities of actors and includes the sub-dimensions 
innovative idea, clique of actors (inventor(s) and followers), visions and trust, 
willingness to act, reflexivity and capacity for change.  
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Innovative 

idea/s 

In SIMRA, innovative ideas refer to a new product, service, process, procedure, practice, 
or organisation. The components for evaluation include Typology of innovation and 
Novelty. 

Clique In SIMRA, clique draws from Social Network Analysis and refers to the initial group of 
innovators/inventors and their initial follower(s) who were involved at the preliminary 
stages of initiating a social innovation initiative. Together with innovative idea, visions 
and trust, willingness to act, reflexivity and capacity for change, the clique represents a 
sub-dimension of AGENCY-ACTORS.  

Innovators 

 

Innovators are the key leaders and first drivers of innovation. Innovators are identifiable 
individuals who had the idea, invented it, discovered it or were attracted to it. They can 
He ﾏeﾏHeヴs of aﾐ oヴgaﾐisatioﾐ/assoIiatioﾐ oヴ aIt さautoﾐoﾏousl┞ざ to staヴt the 
innovation; members of the local community, or external to the community (e.g. 
newcomers or people who spent time training or working somewhere else). 

Followers  Followers are the first to adopt or support the idea of the innovator, they can be co-
creators or identify a good idea and identify a practical approach to carry it forward. 
They can be skilled at its promotion or dissemination at an early stage. Together with 
the innovator, they constitute the first clique and start to implement the idea, which is 
later consolidated by implementers. 

Transformers  Transformers are people who adopt an idea at an early stage and spread it to other 
people in the network. 

Implementers or 

mainstreamers 

Implementers or mainstreamers are people who follow the crowd, and adopt a new 
idea after other people do. 

Vision and trust Vision and trust refer to the components of shared visions and social relationships and 
interpersonal trust.  

Willingness to 

act 

In SIMRA, willingness to act refers to the characteristics of the individual that support 
engagement in the reconfiguring (change) process, such as location and personal 
experience (e.g. relation to the community, experience, competences) and sense of 
challenge (challenge and resilience).  

Reflexivity   さけ‘efle┝i┗it┞げ iﾏplies that actors have the capacity to monitor routinely their actions by 
reflecting upon them and acting according to their intentions. Reflexivity stands for the 
continuous monitoring of the social context and the activities taking place within this 
contextざ ふCajaiHa-Santana, 2014: 47). In SIMRA, reflexivity refers to the development 
and evolution of the idea and its implementation, in terms of possible modifications, 
reasons and approaches, supported by critical reflection. 

Capacity for 

change  

In SIMRA, capacity for change refers to the capacities and capabilities of the individual 
in changing social practices. Key components are related to competences, leadership 
and entrepreneurship. Competences refer to skills. Leadership refers to capacity of 
individuals to lead collective action and be respected as a leader based on previous 
experiences, i.e. accountability (Westley et al., 2013); it can refer to entrepreneurship 
(Bund et al., 2015), administrative and political leadership (Bekkers et al., 2013), or 
community leadership (Ostrom, 2005). 

AGENCY - 

PREPARATORY 

ACTION 

AGENCY - PREPARATORY ACTION refers to the preparatory activities that social 
inventors and innovators (individuals or collectively) carry out preparations for the 
RECONFIGURING process. They can include benchmarking, identifying partnerships 
needed and contacting possible partners, seeking legal and technical information for 
business and contractual agreements, communicating the idea to the local community 
for improving awareness and building consensus, and screening potential consultants to 
be hired for future programming and planning. These actions prepare the ground for 
collective action in the reconfiguring phase. The sub-dimensions of AGENCY-ACTION 
are: Availability of resources; Idea formulation and communication; Information 
collection and readiness; Identification of partners and stakeholders. 
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Social innovation   Social innovation refers to the RECONFIGURING of social practices, in response to 
societal challenges, which seeks to enhance outcomes on societal well-being and 
necessarily includes the engagement of civil society actors (Polman et al., 2017). 

SOCIAL 

PRACTICES  

“oIial pヴaItiIes さヴefeヴ to e┗eヴ┞da┞ pヴaItiIes aﾐd the ┘a┞ the┞ aヴe t┞piIall┞ aﾐd 
habitually performed in (much of) a soIiet┞ざ ふHolz, ヲヰヱヴ: ヱぶ. The┞ aヴe けt┞pesげ of 
behaving and understanding that are similar for different individuals at different points 
of time and locations (Reckwitz, 2002: 250). In SIMRA, social practices refer to the sub-
dimensions networks, governance arrangements and attitudes that are reconfigured by 
agency during the social innovation process.  

RECONFIGURING 

OF SOCIAL 

PRACTICES  

The reconfiguring of social practices refers to the process initiated by the 
inventor/innovator and followers and implemented by the implementers and 
mainstreamers. It represents the core of the social innovation process and is thus 
subject to a detailed evaluation of: i) who is involved; ii) how long the process takes; iii) 
where; iv) through which instruments. The evaluation framework includes an analysis of 
the reconfiguring of networks, attitudes and governance arrangements.  

RECONFIGURED 

SOCIAL 

PRACTICES 

In SIMRA, RECONFIGURED SOCIAL PRACTICES are distinguished from the reconfiguring 
phase to underlie that the SI process led to new networks, new governance 
arrangements or new attitudes. The evaluation framework analyses: i) how the 
reconfigured practice is functioning, ii) the instruments and/or procedures (e.g. which 
internal rules and mechanisms, what communication tools, what procedures for taking 
the decisions); iii) where it is located (e.g. where a new network was established). 

Networks (new) Ne┘ ﾐet┘oヴks Iaﾐ iﾐIlude ﾐe┘ さヴulesざ iﾐ teヴﾏs of foヴﾏs of iﾐteヴaItioﾐ aﾏoﾐgst aItoヴs: 
public and different types of private actors and organisations such as the civil society 
and the market. These forms of interaction include different forms of relationship (e.g. 
formal/informal, inclusive/exclusive, economic/ social). Changes in networks can be 
explored by looking at the: i) composition of the network; ii) structure of the network; 
iii) relationships; iv) dynamism of boundaries/participation; v) coordination. In SIMRA, 
the components of new networks are analysed according to: Composition of the 
network, Structure of the network, Relationships. 

Attitudes (new) Attitudes aヴe さsoIial ヴulesざ iﾐ theiヴ Hヴoad ﾏeaﾐiﾐg of iﾐfoヴﾏal iﾐstitutioﾐs ふNoヴth, ヱΓΓヰぶ, 
beliefs, values and discourses. For ease of analysis, in the evaluation framework formal 
iﾐstitutioﾐs aヴe iﾐIluded ┘ithiﾐ さgo┗eヴﾐaﾐIe aヴヴaﾐgeﾏeﾐtsざ, aﾐd iﾐfoヴﾏal iﾐstitutioﾐs as 
さIustoﾏs, Heliefs, ふsoIialぶ ﾐoヴﾏs, ┗alues, histoヴiIal e┝peヴieﾐIes, …ざ aヴe iﾐIluded uﾐdeヴ 
さattitudesざ to highlight theiヴ ヴole iﾐ soIial iﾐﾐo┗atioﾐ ふ“aHatieヴ, ヱΓΒΒ; Pasケual et al., 
2017). Attitudes are a predisposition or a tendency to respond positively or negatively 
towards a certain idea, object, person, or situation. Attitude influences an individual's 
choice of action, and responses to challenges, incentives, and rewards (together called 
stimuli). In SIMRA, four major components of new attitude are identified in the 
evaluation framework: Level of sharing; Informal institution and level of commitment.    

Governance 

arrangements 

(new)  

In the evaluation framework, new governance arrangements are procedural and/or 
decisional changes and adaptations, which appear in relation to new roles of public 
entities/authorities as supporters of social innovations (e.g. change in an administrative 
procedure or in a phase of decision-making processes to support the action of the 
agency at local level). They refer to what public authorities do (change/adapt) when 
involved in reconfiguring practices, both as external or internal nodes of the network. In 
the SIMRA evaluation framework, the components of new governance arrangements 
include: Internal and External governance. 
 

Initiative of 

Social Innovation 

In SIMRA, a social innovation initiative starts at the phase AGENCY-ACTORS and ends 
with the RECONFIGURED SOCIAL PRACTICES.  

SI project  Following reconfiguration, the SI Project begins with ACTIVITIES.  
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ACTIVITIES ACTIVITIES refer to all those daily working tasks, procedures and practical solutions that 
are implemented in practice for managing the social innovation initiative (i.e. the 
reconfigured social practices). Activities focus on SI management and planning issues, 
i.e. what is done, by whom, how and by means of which instruments. In SIMRA, each 
sub-dimension identifies the components of Activities, Procedures and Practices. This 
division allows the capturing of the difference between what was thought about and 
discussed (Activities), what was formulated into specific roles and tasks (Procedures), 
and what was implemented and carried out (Activities). 
The sub-dimensions of ACTIVITIES are: Planning the initiative, Human resources 
management, Financial resources management, Infrastructural resources management, 
Management of external interactions, Document management and administration, 
Monitoring and evaluation.  

Procedures  Procedures are specifications of how activities should be carried out daily, and/or 
relational activities. Procedures can be in written form, or agreed orally and adopted in 
daily tasks. They imply different tasks for people, with different roles and 
responsibilities that are engaged in the management of the SI (i.e. organisational flow 
charts in businesses). 

Practices  Practices refer to the practical implementation of procedures (informally or formally). 
Sometimes, practices diverge from procedures, as occurs when what is done in practice 
is different from what should be done according to the procedures. 

Planning the 

initiative  

The evaluation framework analyses the planning of the initiative, in terms of how it is 
planned and formulated in procedures, and managed in practice (e.g. mission and 
objectives, list of activities, definition of tasks, schedule of activities, milestones and 
business plan). 

Human 

resources 

management  

The evaluation framework analyses how human resources are planned and formulated 
in procedures, and managed in practice (e.g. based on compliance with the law, training 
for staff, gender balance, merit-based system). 

Financial 

resources 

management  

The evaluation framework analyses how financial resources are planned and formulated 
in procedures, and managed in practice (e.g. inputs to carry out activities, budgets 
allocated to each activity, internal and external sources of funding, national and EU 
sources of funding, and participatory or social budgeting). 

Infrastructural 

resources 

management  

The evaluation framework analyses how infrastructural resources are planned and 
formulated in procedure, and managed in practice (e.g. transportation facilitation for 
employees, promotion of sustainable practices, access to recreational facilities and wifi, 
access to open spaces). 

Management of 

external 

interactions  

The evaluation framework analyses how external interactions are planned and 
formulated in procedures, and managed in practice (e.g. communication, social media 
and marketing strategy). 

Administration  The evaluation framework analyses how administration is planned and formulated in 
procedures, and managed in practice (e.g. archiving system, accounting, administrative 
staff) 

Monitoring and 

evaluation  

The evaluation framework analyses how monitoring and evaluation activities are 
planned and formulated in procedures, and managed in practice (e.g. monitoring of 
activities and outputs, transparency of monitoring processes, reporting, analysis). 

OUTPUTS Output ヴefeヴs to aﾐ さaItioﾐ ┘hiIh is fiﾐaﾐIed aﾐd aIIoﾏplished ふoヴ IoﾐIヴetised) with 
the money allocated to an intervention. A project promoter undertakes to produce an 
output iﾐ iﾏﾏediate e┝Ihaﾐge foヴ the suppoヴt gヴaﾐtedざ ふEC, ヲヰヱヵ: Αヶぶ. Iﾐ “IM‘A, 
outputs are the immediate results of using inputs through the process of social 
innovation They are identifiable, often tangible, and refer to the creation of 
opportunities for changes in interactions and behaviour. They are results of the SI and 
are within the control of the SI implementation agency. The sub-dimensions of Outputs 
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are: Products and Services, Direct beneficiaries and Satisfying needs. 

Products and 

services  

Products and services are the first outcome of the social innovation and can be tangible 
or intangible. For example, outputs may refer to the inclusion of disabled persons in a 
farming activity, educational sessions on the transition to low carbon energy systems or 
organic farming and e-marketing tools. 

Beneficiaries Someone who derives direct advantage from the social innovation. They can be people 
or communities who derive new benefits currently or in the future, or be in the 
marginalised rural areas and/or part of a minority. 

Satisfied needs  Outputs should be able to satisfy the needs initially identified, i.e. the reasons for why 
agency initiated a SI reconfiguring process. In this sense, outputs are related to the 
relevance and the appropriateness of the process of social innovation to individual and 
collective needs.  

OUTCOMES AND 

IMPACTS 

The evaluation framework focuses on the impacts of social innovation from an 
economic, social and environmental perspective, as well as of governance/institutional 
aspects in a marginalised rural area. 

Indirect 

beneficiaries  

Outcomes/impacts belong to the same category of effects of the SI, but affect different 
groups: while outcomes are effects on direct beneficiaries, impacts are effects on 
indirect beneficiaries. 

Outcomes Outcomes are behavioural changes determined by the SI initiative, intended and 
unintended, positive or negative (Binnendijk, 2000), that produce new routines, 
decisions, rules and institutions. Outcomes of SI can have a much broader effect than in 
the original site of emergence, shifting social arrangements and institutional relations 
and values at the meso and macro levels as well (e.g. policy reform, regional or national 
ヴeIoﾐfiguヴatioﾐ of soIial seヴ┗iIesぶ. Iﾐ this Iase, ┘heﾐ the┞ affeIt also けiﾐdiヴeIt 
HeﾐefiIiaヴiesげ of the “I iﾐitiati┗e, the┞ shift iﾐto the Iategoヴ┞ of iﾏpaIts. 

Impacts  さIﾏpaIt desIヴiHes all the Ihaﾐges ┘hiIh aヴe e┝peIted to happeﾐ due to the 
implementation and application of a given policy option/intervention. Such impacts may 
occur over different timescales, affect different actors and be relevant at different 
scales (local, regional, national and EU). In an evaluation context, impact refers to the 
Ihaﾐges assoIiated ┘ith a paヴtiIulaヴ iﾐteヴ┗eﾐtioﾐ ┘hiIh oIIuヴ o┗eヴ the loﾐgeヴ teヴﾏざ 
ふEC, ヲヰヱヵ: Αヰぶ. The OECD defiﾐes iﾏpaIt as さthe positi┗e aﾐd ﾐegati┗e Ihaﾐges 
produced by a development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended 
(Measuring impact involves determining the main impacts and effects of an activity on 
local social, economic, environmental, and other development indicators. The 
examination should be concerned with both intended and unintended results and must 
include the positive and negative impact of external factors, such as changes in terms of 
tヴade aﾐd fiﾐaﾐIial Ioﾐditioﾐsぶ [OECD ヱΓΓヱH].ぶざ ふMoヴヴa-Imas and Rist, 2009: 30). In SI 
initiatives, impacts should be positive, but might also be negative. They can include the 
creation of goods and improved access conditions, enhancement of cohesion and well-
being, competitiveness, self-organisation and resilience, and higher education and skills 
(Polman et al., 2017; D2.1). In SIMRA, impacts can be social, economic, environmental 
and institutional. 

LEARNING 

PROCESSES  

In the evaluation framework, learning processes are identified through feedback loops 
and multiplier and critical effects. Feedback loops occur both within the local level, as 
well as in bridging with higher levels.  

Feedback loops  In SIMRA, feedback loops refer to sharing results within the local community through 
presentations or specific events can lead to raising interest, debating issues and 
identifying trade-offs, as well as seeking opportunities and implementation beyond the 
sector or the beneficiaries reached. 

Multiplier effects  Positive multiplier effects refer to mainstreaming, upscaling and outscaling. 
Mainstreaming refers to the establishment of a social innovation as routine practice. 
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Upscaling considers whether the SI initiative has had an impact at higher scales, 
including in national policy or laws. Outscaling refers to whether the SI initiative has 
been replicated, adapted or aggregated into a body of similar initiatives at the national 
level (see also Westley et al., ヲヰヱンぶ. Iﾐ the CMEF, ﾏultiplieヴ effeIts aヴe さ“eIoﾐdaヴ┞ 
effect resulting from increased income and consumption generated by the public 
intervention. Multiplier effects are cumulative and take into account the fact that part 
of the income generated is spent again and generates other income, and so on in 
several successive cycles. In each cycle, the multiplier effect diminishes due to 
purchases outside the territory. The effect decreases much faster when the territory is 
small and wheﾐ its eIoﾐoﾏ┞ is opeﾐ.ざ ふEC EN‘D online). 

Critical effects  Critical effects refer to deadweight, displacement and substitution. Displacement refers 
to the さEffeIt obtained in an eligible area at the expense of another area. Displacement 
effects may be intended (e.g. displacement of a public administration from the capital 
to a 'lagging' region) or unintended (e.g. 10% of the jobs created by a regional 
development programme resulted in the disappearance of jobs in other eligible 
regions). When they are not intended, displacement effects must be subtracted from 
gヴoss effeIts to oHtaiﾐ ﾐet effeItsざ ふEC, ヲヰヱヵ: ヶヵ-ヶヶぶ. “uHstitutioﾐ ヴefeヴs to the さEffeIt 
obtained in favour of direct beneficiaries but at the expense of a person or organisation 
that does ﾐot ケualif┞ foヴ the iﾐteヴ┗eﾐtioﾐ. … Aﾐ e┗aluatioﾐ deteヴﾏiﾐes, ┘ith ヴegaヴd to 
the objectives of the intervention, whether the substitution effect can be considered 
beneficial or not. When it is not beneficial, the substitution effect must be subtracted 
fヴoﾏ gヴoss effeItsざ ふEC, ヲヰヱヵ: Βヰぶ. The dead┘eight loss effeIt ヴefeヴs to さthose Ihaﾐges 
observed in economic, environmental or social situation of programme beneficiaries 
which ┘ould e┗eﾐ ha┗e oIIuヴヴed ┘ithout the iﾐteヴ┗eﾐtioﾐざ, displaIeﾏeﾐt effeIts, at the 
expense of other areas, and substitution effects, at the expense of other people not 
qualified to participate (EC, 2014a: 52-53).   

Source: SIMRA research team and references cited. 
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http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/evaluation/glossary/en/glossary_en.html

