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1.

Executive Summary

The RRI Tools project will develop and use a Training and Dissemination Toolkit on Responsible Research
and Innovation (RRI). This RRI Toolkit will be an innovative and creative set of tools, tested and
evaluated by different stakeholders, comprising practical digital resources and actions aimed at raising
awareness, training, disseminating, and implementing RRI. As a starting point for this goal, the project
aims to exploit already existing evaluation procedures concerning RRI issues as a first basis for the
necessary testing.
To reach these objectives, this deliverable examines and summarizes already existing evaluation
guidelines, recommendations, and practices. As a start, this work uses a concise methodology for the
structured screening of existing RRI evaluation strategies and procedures. It is first noted that a
consensual vision and shared understanding of the terms ‘evaluation’ and ‘responsible research’ is
essential for the screening of material, especially as the concept of Responsible Research and Innovation
is still under development. For the screening, different sources were categorized and analysed, like
literature, evaluation reports, and guidelines from national authorities, institutions, and initiatives. This
screening work is substantially enhanced by interviews with experts and short queries, due to the fact
that there is very few or even no awareness at all of evaluation in RRI as a whole.
As a first conclusion of this task it is found that, while extensive literature on evaluation of single aspects
of RRI key components can be found (e.g., technology assessment, impact studies, gender, ethics, etc.),
no holistic evaluation of the concept for RRI could be identified. At present there are no standards, tools
or guidelines that measure RRI concept as a whole. Thus, the results and findings of this deliverable can
be considered as compilation of insights - summarised in a synopsis - reflecting the different definitions
and approaches of the current understanding of RRI.
After the analysis we conclude that a successful evaluation method will need to use a mixed method of
qualitative and quantitative data. In order to be sustainably implemented, evaluation of RRI should be
applied in funded projects, while other (not funded) research and innovation projects and initiatives
need to have high incentives to integrate RRI. RRI must be visible in all stages of the research processes
if it is to be taken seriously; at the same time, it should be designed in a flexible and adaptive way,
implying that, not all indicators - if indicators are applied - should be mandatory. RRI evaluation also has
to support self-reflection, active reflexivity, and individual guidance of RRI stakeholders. Therefore, if a
sustainable implementation of RRI across the research and innovation system shall be achieved, we are
challenged to support individual researchers and institutions to adapt the fundamental concept of RRI
and its evaluation.
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2.

Introduction - Aims and Scope of this deliverable

As outlined in the Description of Work (DoW) this deliverable aims to give an overview of existing RRI
(Responsible Research and Innovation) evaluations, its different methods and aspects. It aims to identify
good practice examples of RRI evaluations by screening different sources. This work required the
framing of the terms ‘RRI’ and ‘evaluation’. Only by defining these two terms, the focus of the search
could be clarified as well as the selection criteria could be set. However, both framings are only
discussed in brief here (and are certainly not complete) since this work will be performed more
profound in WP 1 (RRI definition).
A major obstacle for this work is the fact that the concept of RRI is not a commonly agreed one, thus
underlies a very dynamic process of elaboration and discussion at the moment. As a consequence of
this, the implementation of RRI is rather difficult for researchers, institutions, platforms and policy
makers. The evaluation - as such - is not in the focus of this discourse by the stakeholders at the
moment, although it’s agreed by the experts that evaluation is a highly important component within its
implementation.
This document outlines the systematic search of resources for RRI evaluation, its selection criteria and
the analysis of all the qualitative and quantitative resources. At the end of this document the most
important findings are presented within a synopsis.

6
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3.

Rationale and Methodology

The pathway of the work for this document involves five logical steps: the definition of terms to create a
common understanding for the reader (beginning with a theoretical analysis that defines the terms of
evaluation and of Responsible Research and Innovation –RRI-), the planning of the methodology, the
collection of relevant data, the analysis and interpretation of the information, and finally the
formulation of the conclusions and synopsis.
The first step is to gain a very first overview of the material by an initial literature review, the terms and
the issues and in specific to define the terms “evaluation procedures” and “Responsible Research and
Innovation”. A second step concerns the planning of the research and the different materials that are
examined, such as papers and publications, but also interviews. Out of the definitions we derive criteria
for the selection of the collected material. The third step is to collect all relevant information (e.g.,
project lists, whitepapers, case studies, interviews, conference papers) and to categorize them.
Moreover, science councils and regional and national evaluation platforms are scrutinized to assess
whether or not, and if yes to what extent, aspects of responsible research and innovation have already
been taken into account in research and innovation evaluation studies. In particular the
operationalization of RRI aspects into evaluation criteria and indicators has been analysed. The fourth
step is the examination and analysis of the collected material, to which extent aspects of responsible
research and innovation have been taken into account so far, and also if RRI aspects have been already
transferred into evaluation criteria and indicators. As a fifth and last step, we formulate the results
according to the analysed data.
The collection and analysis of RRI evaluation material provides the backbone for the second task in this
work package, the provision of methodologies and tools for internal formative evaluation requirements
(D5.2).
In the following section we describe the methodology of the screening of the different material
collected, which includes scientific papers and publications, evaluation reports, evaluation platforms,
documents and links, as well as tools and guidelines. The material is complemented by five interviews
with experts in the fields of evaluation or RRI and comments of selected experts (including project
advisory board members), who participated in a short e-mail query (section 4.7).
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3.1.

Methodology

To ensure a systematic approach, we adapted the approach of Cooper (1984) to serve our work:
a)

Initial literature review to define the aim and focus of the screening,

b) Literature review, focusing and framing initial questions,
c)

Frame definitions,

d) Define quality criteria and areas of the material,
e)

Establish a working overview document for the collection of material (Google doc),

f)

Perform the screening of material, including classification,

g)

Identify interview partners in agreement with the main coordinator, establish an interview
guideline and a short e-mail query questionnaire

h) Establish the material database (MaxQda),
i)

Analyse and identify similarities and contradictions of material,

j)

Summarize findings in a report (synopsis).

Figure 1 below illustrates the methodological approach.

Figure 1: working process for the RRI evaluation screening.
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3.2.

Determination of RRI evaluation procedures

After a first initial screening to gain a first understanding of the issues and challenges, the term
‘evaluation’ and the concept of RRI need to be defined for the actual literature screening. While the
term evaluation is a long lasting concept with very clear criteria and procedures, RRI is rather difficult to
pin down. The RRI Tools project maps the state of the art of RRI and comes up with a consensus on the
RRI working definition to be used along the whole project (Task 1.1). As the working definition is not
finalized in WP1 yet, the need for a very short screening is therefore mandatory, in order to narrow
down the core of the RRI evaluation research. However, the definitions serve for this deliverable as a
framework, but do not represent the working definition of WP1.

3.2.1.

Conception to frame RRI

The aims of Horizon 2020, the new framework programme for research and innovation, are ambitious:
excellent science, competitive industries and a better society. It is designed to solve some of the most
challenging problems that European society face. Obviously, it needs new frames to reach these goals:
the concept of RRI, Responsible Research and Innovation, is a new framework for including society in
European research and innovation.
However, a clear and commonly agreed definition for RRI does not exist at this point. The concept is still
evolving. Therefore it is very complex to identify evaluation strategies for RRI, especially since RRI
encompasses many different aspects:
„Responsible Research and Innovation means that societal actors work together during the
whole research and innovation process in order to better align both the process and its
outcomes, with the values, needs and expectations of European society. RRI is an ambitious
challenge for the creation of a Research and Innovation policy driven by the needs of society and
engaging all societal actors via inclusive participatory approaches.” 1
The think-tank MATTER published a paper that lists the following five key aspects of RRI: 2
1. A deliberate focus on socially or environmentally beneficial results.
2.

The continuous and consistent involvement of society in the research and innovation process.

3.

Assessing social, ethical and environmental impacts alongside commercial and scientific
considerations.

4.

The use of oversight mechanisms to anticipate and manage problems and opportunities

5.

Making sure openness and transparency are an integral component of research and innovation.

1 Responsible Research and Innovation – Europe's ability to respond to societal challenges

http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/index.cfm?fuseaction=public.topic&id=1401
2
An introduction to Responsible Innovation http://www.matterforall.org/

9

Report on “Coverage of RRI aspects in STI (Science, Technology, and Innovation) evaluations”

Stahl (2013) defines the role of RRI as …
“... a higher-level responsibility or metaresponsibility that aims to shape, maintain, develop,
coordinate and align existing and novel research and innovation-related processes, actors and
responsibilities with a view to ensuring desirable and acceptable research outcomes.”
A widely used definition of RRI is the one by Von Schomberg (2011):
“. . . transparent, interactive process by which societal actors and innovators become mutually
responsive to each other with a view on the (ethical) acceptability, sustainability and societal
desirability of the innovation process and its marketable products (in order to allow a proper
embedding of scientific and technological advances in our society).”
These definitions imply several interesting findings. First of all the fact that the concept of Responsible
Research and Innovation embraces research that considers the ethical and social aspects of new
technology from the design phase onwards. This also calls for researchers from different scientific
disciplines - such as ethicists, technology impact scientists, behavioural scientists and psychologists - to
collaborate.
Also, the need to integrate and include the public in any research and innovation process is highly
prioritised in the current discussions in order to ensure results that are acceptable by society or even
desirable.
Owen et al. (2013), as well as Von Schomberg (2013), describe four dimensions of responsible
innovation. These suggest
“… to innovate responsibly entails a continuous commitment to be
• anticipatory (describing and analysing those intended and potentially unintended) impacts that
might arise, be these economic, social, environmental, or otherwise),
• reflective (reflecting on underlying purposes, motivations, and potential impacts),
• inclusively deliberative (inclusively opening up visions, purposes, questions, and dilemmas to
broad, collective deliberation through processes of dialogue, engagement, and debate, inviting
and listening to wider perspectives from publics and diverse stakeholders), and
• responsive“ (using this collective process of reflexivity to both set the direction and influence
the subsequent trajectory and pace of innovation, through effective mechanisms of
participatory and anticipatory governance).
The concept of the European Commission frames RRI following six key components 3.
1. Engagement
One of the most discussed key aspects in this concept is the integration of all societal actors researchers, industry, policymakers, education community, and civil society. “A sound framework
for excellence in Research & Innovation entails that the societal challenges are framed on the basis
of widely representative social, economic and ethical concerns and common principles“ 4.
2. Gender Equality
In connection with the Engagement, the equal integration of both genders is addressed in research
Responsible Research and Innovation - Europe’s ability to respond to societal challenges. European
Union, 2012. http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society
4 ebd.
3
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and innovation. A modernisation of research institutions, especially human resources management,
is aimed for.
3. Science Education
This key component involves measures that shall increase the number of researchers in general, the
quality of science education (tools and knowledge for participating and taking part in the research
and innovation process), as well as activities that encourage the interest of young people for
science and scientific careers.
4. Open Access
Fostering an open discourse, research and innovation must be both transparent and accessible.
Therefore publicly funded research results shall be made available for public.
5. Ethics
Research and innovation must respect fundamental rights and the highest ethical standards. This
key component shall also ensure the increased societal relevance and acceptability of the
respective outcomes.
6. Governance
The last key component addresses the political stakeholders. It is supposed to integrate on a
political level all other key components mentioned, thus embed public engagement, gender
equality, science education, open access and ethics in regional, national and international
governmental actions.
The aim of framing RRI at this point shall not end in a comprehensive list of different definitions, but
should rather provide indications to the main question for this task: What is it that we are scanning for?
Reducing RRI to only six key aspects will distort the full range of discussion on RRI. Still, for the scanning,
it can provide some first directions for topics that need to be considered. In order to be inclusive for the
various different definitions, we use the analysis of Timmermans and Stahl (2014) to expand the search
to resources that show following process characteristics:
•

Transparent

•

Iterative

•

Responsive

•

Anticipatory

•

Reflexive

•

Deliberative

•

Open

•

Inclusive

•

Collective

•

Participative

•

Educative

•

Integrative
11
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Highly relevant for the screening for RRI evaluations are the summarized goals and actions of RRI by
Timmermans and Stahl (2014):
•

Process and product oriented

•

Assessment

•

Address risks

•

Address dilemmas

•

Address moral problems

•

Ethical acceptability

•

Sustainability

•

Societal desirability

•

Fundamental rights

•

Social benefit

•

Gender

•

Ethical standards

•

Moral values

•

Needs and expectations

•

Ethical and social issues

•

Co-evolution.

For our evaluation screening we focused our search on the six key components defined by the EC with a
focus on the characteristics, goals and actions of Stahl and Timmermans. In addition several criteria
were defined for the selection of material. Materials that did not fit to these criteria were not
considered for the analysis.
•

Younger than 2009

•

Cited sources in scientific journals

•

Recommendations by experts or primary literature,

•

Topics that focus on RRI

•

German or English language

3.2.2.

Framing the term Evaluation

After some initial literature review it became evident that a framing of the term ‘evaluation’ is necessary
for the screening. A short explanation of the concept of evaluation allows finding appropriate resources
that are in line with the aim of this deliverable.
Probably the most frequently given definition is the one by Trochim (2006)
“Evaluation is the systematic acquisition and assessment of information to provide useful
feedback about some object.”
12
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According to this definition, evaluation can be defined as the combination of evidence and judgement.
The European Commission (2002) defines on a more concrete basis:
“Evaluation can be defined as a systematic and objective process that assesses the relevance,
efficiency and effectiveness of policies, programmes and projects in attaining their originally
stated objectives. It is both a theory- and practice driven approach. Evaluation results feed back
into the policy-making process, so that it is part of a continuous learning process. This brings
transparency and accountability to the policy-making process and helps formulating and
assessing policy rationales.”
Further, the OECD (2010) defines evaluation as a
“… systematic and objective assessment of an on-going or completed project, programme or
policy, its design, implementation and results. The aim is to determine the relevance and
fulfilment of objectives, development efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability. An
evaluation should provide information that is credible and useful, enabling the incorporation of
lessons learned into the decision–making process of both recipients and donors. Evaluation also
refers to the process of determining the worth or significance of an activity, policy or
programme.
[Evaluation is an …] assessment, as systematic and objective as possible, of a planned, ongoing,
or completed development intervention.”
Especially relevant for the screening of the evaluation papers is, an interesting definition provided by
Rossi et al. (1999):
„Programme evaluation is the use of social research procedures to systematically investigate
the effectiveness of social intervention programmes that is adapted to their political and
organisational environments and designed to inform social action in ways that improve social
conditions.”
The functions and purposes of evaluations are very often defined in the legitimisation of public funds,
thus justifying the use of resources. However, evaluations are also used by all stakeholders as ‘lessonslearned’ to improve the way things are done. Evaluation results are also a tool for policy makers to
establish policy objectives, planning measures, etc. Finally, evaluations can also serve to balance
interests and foster dialog and critical discourses.

There are many different types of evaluations depending on the object being evaluated and the purpose
of the evaluation. Evaluations can be characterised by different items (functions and purposes, levels of
aggregation, timing, content, DAC criteria). The following section outlines the framework of evaluation
from Pichler (2013) that we included in the screening for RRI evaluations.
Methods in evaluation:
For the screening of the material we decided to use the following distinctions:
Evaluations with quantitative data
Quantitative data allow analysing large quantities of data on a broad basis. The summative results
provide hard facts, examining hypotheses concerning significant and representative correlations, and
carrying out causal and quantifiable effect assessments.
13
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Evaluations with qualitative data
Qualitative data would rather outline the understanding of complex changes and cause-and-effect
relationships, context conditions and behaviour and attitudes. Evaluations that use qualitative data are
more open and flexible.
Ideally, the evaluation would combine quantitative and qualitative data in the so called mixed methods:
“… it is important to note that quantitative information by itself usually cannot provide an adequate
basis for strategic-political decisions. Concisely summarised findings must be complemented by
formative-descriptive information if justice is to be done to the complexity of the underlying policy
processes“ (Smolier, 2012).

Timing of evaluation:
The timing of evaluations can be differentiated between several stages of evaluation. Each evaluation
stage has a different purpose.
Ex-ante
The evaluation is conducted prior to the implementation of a strategy, piece of legislation, programme
or project. Examples of ex-ante evaluations are usability, impact, effectiveness, efficiency, a.s.o.
The results of ex-ante evaluations are often utilized to improve the plan, and to determine the relevance
of the project.
Interim / monitoring / process
The evaluation is conducted during the implementation of a strategy, programme, project or during the
operations of an organization.
Terminal evaluation
The evaluation is conducted immediately at the end of the implementation of a strategy, programme,
project or piece of legislation.
Ex-post
Ex-post evaluation is conducted after the completion of a project or programme. Mostly it is aimed on
the effectiveness and sustainability of the project. This evaluation aims at deriving lessons and
recommendations for the improvement and planning of more effective and efficient projects.
All four stages of evaluations were included in the selection criteria for evaluations.
14
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Quality criteria of evaluation; DAC Criteria and ethical principles
Although the screening of the evaluations mostly does not entitle the reader to judge about the quality
of the evaluation, the following criteria that shall determine any evaluation were identified as critical for
5

getting included into the material database :
•

Usefulness shall make sure that the evaluation is targeted towards the use and information
need of the user.

•

Feasibility shall make sure that the evaluation is realistic, well planned and efficient in costs.

•

Fairness and Accurateness shall ensure that the evaluation respects the persons involved in
the evaluation.

•

Independence and impartiality mean the evaluation is not putting aspects or results in favour

•

Correctness and credibility mean that the evaluation is using correct and valid information and
results.

•

Relevance means the extent to which an activity is suited to the priorities and policies of the
target group, recipient and donor.

•

Efficiency measures outputs —qualitative and quantitative —in relation to inputs.

•

Effectiveness is the extent to which an intervention’s objectives were achieved, or are
expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance.

•

Impact is understood as positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects
produced by an intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

•

Sustainability means the continuation of benefits from an intervention after major assistance /
funding has been completed. This includes assessing the probability of long-term benefits. The
resilience to risk of the net benefit flows over time. Projects need to be environmentally as well
as financially sustainable.

Content of evaluation
Rossi et al. (1999) distinguish evaluation also by the type of content:
Concept evaluations: reviewing the mission, assumptions, fundamental hypotheses and basic
conditions of programmes (institutions or projects).
Concept evaluations assess the extent to which it is justified to use a particular policy, programme or
project (including any methods of resolution it comes up with) to combat the problems identified
earlier. Concept evaluations are typically component parts of ex ante evaluations.
5

DeGEval 2014; http://www.degeval.de/degeval-standards/standards (retrieved: April 2014)
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Design evaluations: deal with the effectiveness of the design of an intervention and its organizational
structure.
They assess the extent to which designated operational objectives are appropriate to respective
problems, as well as whether the instruments used are suited to meet prescribed objectives and
whether it is, or was, possible to reach them. Design evaluations are typically component parts of all
stages of programme evaluations (ex ante, interim and ex post).

Process evaluations: In the early stages of a new programme or new initiatives within a programme,
evaluation questions often focus on programme processes, e.g. how well authorised activities are
carried out and reach intended recipients. Evaluation studies designed to address the quality, efficacy
and efficiency of programme operations are frequently called process or implementation evaluations.
Process evaluations are typically component parts of interim evaluations and often occur in
programmes demanding a great deal of programme management in terms of promotion,
communication, timeliness, consultancy and control.

Impact evaluations: seeks to answer cause-and-effect questions, and the changes in outcomes that are
directly attributable to a policy, programme or project. Impact analyses assess the extent to which
programme objectives have been attained and attempt to identify and to quantify all of the effects
brought about by the programme, directly or indirectly, intentionally or not.
In doing so, a differentiation is made between the immediate ‘output’ of a programme (e.g. the number
of projects funded), the result or ‘outcome’, (e.g. the number of usable patents), and the effect or
‘impact’ (e.g. the market profits or increases in turnover). In view of business RTDI, the effects of
programmes are to be found where new inventions and developments interact with the market. They
are usually expressed in economic terms. Impacts of (public) RTDI can also be measured in noneconomic terms (e.g. publication citation rates; societal and environmental indicators). The focus is
always on recording the return on a programme / project in social / environmental terms, going beyond
mere private benefit. Impact analyses are important component parts of ex post evaluations.

Considerations for screening RRI evaluation sources
Obviously, this section neglects to provide a detailed overview of evaluation, but provides sufficient
insight for the screening of sources for RRI evaluation by defining several criteria and categories that are
looked for. However, for the search of adequate resources, one has to keep in mind that one of the
most challenging aspects of evaluation is the continually changing decision-making milieu of the
16
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programmes that are evaluated. Thus, evaluators must be prepared to substantially modify original
evaluation plans. This results often in a significant gap between researchers, evaluators, policy makers
and managers (Boden and Stern, 2002). Researchers may take years to demonstrate effects of initiatives
or programmes, while policy makers call for validated results for decision making. While policy makers
call for a clear attribution of effects to investments, evaluators are challenged in identifying a clear
relation of action and output and argue often with the complexity of the assessment. The key indicators
for monitoring and benchmarking requested by policy makers may distort the evaluation performance.
In order to allow concrete results, time and resources are needed.
The discourse on RRI as such is already highly dynamic. In combination with the different expectations
and requests of stakeholders (researchers, policy makers, managers, etc.) it can be expected that the
evaluation of RRI is a highly complex process.

17
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4.

Screening of resources

Within this section we describe the operationalization, i.e. the process of screening different resources
for our collection of material, clustered in the various types of resources we have used.

4.1.

Operationalization

The first step in the screening of material for RRI evaluation procedures was the description of the
assessment criteria. The purpose of these criteria was to help assess and support the decision making
process on the screening.
To define the set of specific criteria (a), the description of work (DoW) of the RRI Tools Project was used
to determine the requirements with respect to the fulfilment of the project major objectives and
assumptions. At the same time some criteria on the general nature of the material (b) were defined that
ensured topicality, subject and innovation.
General criteria, as well as the criteria on the nature of activity, were gathered in an evaluation sheet.
This sheet served for the screening of all material (with the exception of the interviews).
The general criteria for the selection process were:

•

Relevance to topic of Responsible Research and Innovation as defined in section 2.2.1. (a)

•

Effectiveness - information is relevant and pertinent to the topic of RRI. (b)

•

Scientifically sound in time; correct, consistent and usable. (b)

•

Methodological description of evaluation strategy available (applied for evaluation reports). (b)

•

Accuracy and completeness of information as well as to its validity in accordance with RRI
issues. (b)

•

Preference to European research and evaluation studies. (b)

•

Not older than 4 years (2009). (b)

•

No technology impact studies due to exclusion via evaluation definition.

4.2.

Selection of resources

In a first round of the screening process the selection of resources was performed.
The material that was screened during this process encompassed various kinds of resources in order to
reach a broad bandwidth of evaluation procedures that could be used and adapted for RRI purposes.
The selected material consists of papers and publications, guidelines and tools, and interviews with
18
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experts as well as short online queries. Each category aims to extract different results and insights and
contributes to draw a holistic picture on the RRI evaluation state of the art, as shown in Table 1.
Resource

Aim

Articles, papers, links

State of the art within the scientific community

Interviews

Understanding of complex cause-and-effect relationships,
context and conditions, prioritising of aspects

Recommendations and guidelines by Clarification
of
governmental authorities
implementation
Evaluation studies
Short query via email

governmental

realization

and

Identification of already existing RRI evaluations
Clarification of specific questions
Table 1: Resources and aims

The data collection was organised in several steps. For the purpose of managing all the different
screening activities, a shared Google document was established and continuously updated during the
entire screening. This internal working document allowed adding and screening material as well as
checking on the status of each activity. The file consists of several sheets according to the type of
resource that has been collected. The sheets contain, after the evaluation procedure, the name, date,
short description, source, location of publication, RRI aspects analysed, comments and an indication if
the data has been transferred for further analysis (MaxQda).

Figure 2: Screenshot of MaxQda analysis file.
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The respective material was fed into MaxQda, software for the analysis of qualitative data where a code
according to the criteria for the activities, the formal criteria and the descriptive information was
developed. All inserted evaluation sheets were analysed along the different codes.
An overview of the file with all the data sets can be examined in annex 8.1.

4.3.

Screening of RRI evaluation tools, recommendations and
guidelines of national authorities

There are many different guidelines and sources to aspects of RRI offered in the internet. Many
institutions have implemented procedures on how to handle ethical issues, open access, public
engagement, etc. Some countries even have legally bounding rules and regulations for establishing an
adequate gender balance in higher research positions. Also there are numerous examples for the
educational aspect of RRI to pass on the gained knowledge even to the schooling system. Many national
and international projects, like ‘Sparkling science’ (http://www.sparklingscience.at/) or EC projects,
allow students and teachers to enter scientific material for learning and teaching (i.e. eContent+
programmes, like COSMOS, OrganicEdunet, GLOBALexcursion, etc.). All of them target to raise the
interest of young people in science and different fields of research. The UK National Co-ordination
Centre for Public Engagement allows access to a tool that gives indication on involving the public in
research

(http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/support/planning-change).

Association

(CBA)

published

a

tool

that

allows

self-evaluation

The
on

Canadian
Ethical

Bar

Practices

(http://www.cba.org/CBA/activities/pdf/ethicalselfevaluation-e.pdf), only to name some of the tools
(following the six key aspects of RRI by definition of the EC). However, a tool that allows a critical
discourse on research for individuals, initiatives, projects or programmes could not be identified
(following the definition by other experts). The project members of SATORI (Stakeholders Acting
Together On the ethical impact assessment of Research and Innovation) confirmed the very few
resources on evaluation of RRI. They will deliver by April 2014 some first recommendations on how to
evaluate ethical aspects in research. 6

It is suspected by the authors that the reason for the lack of an evaluation concept is the fact that RRI is
still a dynamic concept that is hardly (or just about to get) implemented in any institution.
Two national authorities could be identified that have already taken up this concept of RRI: NWO
(http://www.nwo.nl) and EPSRC (http://www.epsrc.ac.uk/research/framework/Pages/framework.aspx).
These national authorities have implemented some form of frameworks for RRI. Still, the
implementation is very vague: 7

“…EPSRC does not wish to be prescriptive about how Responsible Innovation is embedded in the
research and innovation process.”

6
7

according to interview with Bernd Stahl on 3.4.2014 and Brent Mittelstadt on 8.4.2014
http://www.epsrc.ac.uk/research/framework/Pages/framework.aspx (14.4.2014)
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It leaves the question open on how to implement RRI concretely:
“… We recognise that some researchers are already well engaged with this agenda. We also
recognise that different approaches might be required for different research areas. There may
be instances where detailed consideration is premature or even unwarranted. In other areas of
research, a responsible innovation approach may be highly recommended, or even required. As
such we recommend that all researchers demonstrate awareness of and commitment to, the
principles of Responsible Innovation. Taking an approach that encompasses the following steps,
should provide a flexible framework for researchers to use.”
Given the proposal that the implementation of RRI lies in the hands of each individual researcher within
a flexible framework, it is not surprising that an evaluation of the realization of this framework could not
be identified.
A request via email to these institutions did not lead to the hoped results. Thus no evaluation strategy or
method for RRI from national authorities or initiatives could be identified.
The following points summarize the search for tools and guidelines on RRI:
•

No holistic evaluation concept or procedures could be identified for RRI.

•

Sufficient evaluation tools and recommendations for limited aspects of RRI can be identified
(i.e. ethics, gender, education, public engagement).

•

The process of implementing the RRI concept via some frameworks in national authorities has
just started, therefore the concept for evaluation is not been realized so far.

•

The frameworks that have been implemented so far are highly flexible, therefore the
evaluation highly complex to implement.

4.4.

Screening of articles and papers

For the screening activity a list of the most relevant international journals on evaluation was put
together. The following journals were considered:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

American Journal of Evaluation
Research Evaluation
Science and Public Policy
Fteval Newsletter
Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation (CES/CSE)
Evaluation and the Health Professions
Evaluation and Program Planning
Evidence & Policy: A Journal of Research, Debate and Practice
Journal for Evaluation (Zeitschrift für Evaluation)
New Directions for Evaluation
Practical Assessment, Research and Evaluation
Studies in Educational Evaluation
Evaluation Review
Evaluation: the international Journal of theory, research and practice
(Journal of Responsible Innovation)
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Out of these journals, within the focus period from the year 2009 to now, 268 volumes were considered
(see list in annex 8.1.1). According to a first rough estimation of relevance in terms of RRI and
evaluation, points from 0 to 100 were given to each article. Finally only 60 articles of relevance were
considered for the analysis. For further in-depth analysis only articles with a relevance of more than 50
points were considered. In total 16 articles plus 5 which had been recommended by interviewees (esp.
in the new Journal of Responsible Innovation) were analysed in depth.
The articles offer a huge range of evaluation topics, but only very few dealt with RRI topics. Quite some
papers can be found to limited aspects of RRI, like ethics, open access or gender. However, the
connection to RRI – in the sense of a critical discourse - is rarely given.
The theoretical background material gives valuable input in the evaluation design and possible tools for
evaluation. In addition, the articles and papers were used to identify further good practice examples of
evaluation designs.

4.5.

Screening of online platforms and initiatives

One requirement of the Description of Work of the RRI Tools Project (DoW) was also to screen
institutionalised specific bodies that deal with some aspects of responsible research and innovation. It
turned out that these initiatives are mostly investigating alleged cases of scientific misconduct. There
are many different scientific bodies and initiatives that have guidelines on ethics, gender, open access or
involving the public. Subsequently, our search revealed rather general recommendations of ethical
guidelines and rules. None of the platforms and initiatives has online resources that revealed concepts
or guidelines for evaluation of the provided guidelines. Several institutions were also contacted via
email in order to gain more material for evaluating RRI. However, no additional material (evaluation
concepts or procedures) was sent.
As for the evaluation initiatives, two evaluation bodies were investigated: the DeGEval (German Society
for Evaluation - http://www.degeval.de/) and the Austrian Platform Research and Technology Policy
(http://fteval.at/en/platform/). Both initiatives provided material. Since the screening for RRI aspects
was satisfying, we asked representatives of these initiatives for an interview.

4.6.

Interviews

In order to complete the research with qualitative data that would rather explain complex questions and
relations of evaluating RRI, five interviews were performed in April 2014.

4.6.1.

Aim of the Interviews

The aim of the interviews was to investigate further on the different definitions of RRI and its connected
possible evaluation scenarios. Hence, qualitative data was collected via structured interviews with the
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different experts, conducted by the researchers of ZSI via telephone or Skype. The structured interview
guideline investigates the following topics (see Annex 8.3.1):

a) Short introduction
Aim: Understanding the aim of the interview
b) Personal background
Aim: Representation of which stakeholder group
c) Understanding of the concept
Aim: Definition; Identification of possible priorities
d) Evaluation
Aim: What should be measured
e) Evaluation methods of the activity
Aim: Preferred methods of evaluation
f)

Good practice examples
Aim: Identification of examples

g) Input and ideas
Aim: Capturing possible missed topics/ideas/discussion points

4.6.2.

Methodology - Process of selection of interview partners

The selection of interview partners was the result of a first screening that resulted in a list of candidates.
In addition recommendations of project partners who have very good insight in the experts of this field
were taken into account. The goal was to cover both, experts on the topic of RRI as well as experts in
the field of evaluation. In the following the interview partners were selected with the aim to have at
least one interview partner/expert from each of the areas: RRI, evaluation and STS.
Hence, qualitative data was collected via structured interviews with RRI and evaluation experts
conducted by the researchers of ZSI via telephone and Skype.
The interviews revealed excellent insights about their basic understanding of the concept. The result
fosters the understanding of evaluation in RRI, its practical implementation, as well as factors of success.
The questions about methods and other good practice examples allowed the researchers to elaborate a
good picture of the state-of-the art of RRI evaluation. Clearly, the results from the interviews provide an
important input for the analysis of this deliverable.
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4.7.

RRI evaluation short query

Additionally to the interviews, the questionnaire was fused with several short questions that were sent
to other experts and the consortium members of the project that were not selected for the full
interview. This short query was sent via email with the request to give a short written statement.
Obviously the short query neglects to explain complex connections or in-depth explanations (that were
captured in the interviews), but it allows to outline opinions and statements as well as capturing ideas
and other resources.
In total eleven responses to the query were obtained and fed into the material database MaxQda. The
short query can be viewed in Annex 8.3.2.

4.8.

Screening of evaluation studies

For the screening of evaluation studies, the WP 5 team was searching the internet and contacted several
evaluation experts and institutions. With the support of these experts (in specific Dr. Marianne Kulicke,
head of DeGeVAL), a list of recently published evaluation reports was compiled - most of them publicly
available. For evaluation reports that were not publicly available, the team contacted the responsible
contact person for more information. All projects and initiatives were publicly funded, thus independent
evaluation experts performed the evaluation.
In total 50 evaluation reports, mainly from Germany, were screened for RRI evaluation aspects.

4.9.

Overview of screened material
Material

Numbers

Interviews

5

Short queries

11

Books/links/documents

30

Tools

3

Journal articles

268 + 5

Evaluation reports

50

Table 2: Overview of the amount of material screened.
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5.

Results

5.1.

Results from the evaluation reports

The analysis of the national evaluation reports has shown that only in very few reports single aspects of
RRI can be found.
The focus of the reports lies mostly in efficiency and effectiveness of economic factors.
Most of the reports are ex-post evaluations that are done after a project has finalized and the results
have been presented. The following questions are the main focus of the evaluations: 8
1. Is the initiative suitable? Are the underlying assumptions correct?
2. Has the initiative/project/action reached its aimed target group?
3. What are the direct/indirect implications?
4. Were the set goals reached? Can they be reached?
5. Is implementation and administration of the project/initiative/activity efficient?
Although the underpinning questions would give at least some room for RRI aspects, the interpretations
of these questions by the evaluators were mostly economical. Only very few questions are targeting
some aspects of RRI (i.e. gender, open access, education). The reason for this might lie in the fact that
the evaluation designs of the projects/initiatives/actions do not include RRI aspect, therefore the
evaluation is also not targeted towards RRI. Also, the concept of RRI is fairly new, thus the evaluations
neglects RRI aspects, even if questions of ethics are addressed (mostly questions of ethics are handled
before or during a project).
Consequently, one recommendation is the fact that without the implementation of RRI in the original
project/research/initiative plan, no RRI will be evaluated. If the concept of RRI and the evaluation of it
shall be implemented on a sustainable basis, it needs to be explicitly requested by the funding bodies. In
addition it might be inevitable to create incentives for researchers to implement and evaluate RRI in
their research.
Another finding of this screening is the high significance of effectiveness and efficiency in the evaluation
of projects and initiatives. Consequently, the question raises how new, adapted evaluation concepts
that include also RRI aspects shall be designed for a sustainable implementation.

5.2.

Results from the interviews and short queries

As described in section 4.6 and 4.7 we conducted interviews and short e-mail queries. To distinguish the
two different types of inquiry we name in the following analysis part our interview partners “experts”

8

http://www.degeval.de/arbeitskreise/forschungs-technologie-und-innovationspolitik
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and the persons who responded to our e-mail query “stakeholders”, as they are not only experts but
also represent different areas of interest.

5.2.1.

Important aspects of RRI

The importance that the interviewed experts gave to the different RRI aspects depends on their
understanding of the concept of RRI. Those interviewed persons who are experts on RRI refer on the
one side to the concepts they have developed or try to combine aspects of different concepts. In this
regard anticipation, reflexivity, inclusion and responsiveness were mentioned combined with
openness, diversity and adaptive change. One of the experts argues that the most interesting challenge
seems the combination of anticipation and reflexivity. How to reflect on futures and technologies that
are unknown requires imagination and experimentation. The other most interesting aspects are
inclusive deliberation, seen as core, and adaptive change. Adaptive change is understood as the capacity
to respond to the needs of others, including changing your mind-sets, behavior, structures, and
practices. So it will be a challenge to overcome ignorance and uncertainty. In general aspects have to be
specific to make people aware of RRI (expert 5).
Another approach is the combination of the concepts of “inclusive innovation” or “pro-poor
innovation” with “societal desirability”. In general the integrative intention of RRI is seen as a
promising aspect. Even if many elements associated with RRI are not new “the manifold methods,
instruments and fora in decision-making related to science, technology and innovation are (or at least
should be) tied together productively in an attempt to improve the quality of decision-making”
(stakeholder 1).
Expert 1 differentiates between two levels regarding the most important aspects of RRI. One is the
systemic level and the other one is the question of ethics in research and innovation, concerning the
problems of plagiarism, sustainability and inclusion of target groups. Based upon this, long term impact
and stakeholder involvement arise as the most important aspects of the RRI concept. Stakeholder
involvement not only concerns integration of the public, but also information of the public and the
scientific community as well as transparency, recyclability and access to scientific intermediate products
like databases, which can be summarised by open access. But he also notes that the importance of
specific aspects can change depending on the context and on the systemic level, e.g. the conditions for
generating knowledge. Nevertheless, aspects that deal with trust in research, like plagiarism,
sustainability and transparency are universally important.
Stakeholders who are working in different areas of interest mainly refer to aspects that they consider as
important for RRI concerning their field of work. For example, one stakeholder finds it important that
the RRI discussion is connected back to existing concepts such as Technology Assessment, Technology
Foresight, etc. It is not necessary to reinvent the wheel, but it is important to bring responsibility to a
special, outstanding focus.
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Another expert states that open access to results of scientific research will become even more
important, also in combination with participation of citizens in the scientific process (citizen science) and
stakeholders, seen as key element of RRI. Another example mentioned is resource efficiency, in regard
to using funds for research, but also regarding the contribution of the results on how to deal with
natural, scarce resources like the environment. Another important issue mentioned is participation of
different parties, which is inter alia dependent on the respective funds. But also systemic processes of
innovation are in need of participation of the society and of social innovation. Therefore governance will
become a central challenge.
Further issues described as important by the stakeholders are the role of science, transparency and the
difference of needs of the different target groups.
Even if a lot of different aspects are considered as important by the interviewed experts and
stakeholders, not all of these aspects are adequately implemented yet. For example “participation by
citizens and stakeholders is a key element of RRI, but there is still no systematic approach to establish a
truly inclusive participation. We need to analyse which parts of the population and which stakeholders
are over/underrepresented in RRI/Science-and-Society activities and need to develop and apply means to
build more inclusive and balanced approaches.” (stakeholder 3). Also another stakeholder calls attention
to the conceptualization of the key question of who to include and how to include. These questions also
relates to: “What about the marginalised? How to deal with power imbalances? How to take up
deliberated results?” (stakeholder 9).
Also concerning the often mentioned aspect of transparency, some open questions occur: “How to
ensure transparent decision-making/design/research processes? How to document these? How to make
clear that also research and sciences are not neutral but a political actor with having its own stakes?”
(stakeholder 9).
Not only with regard to the aspects mentioned above, but also in the discussion of the concept of RRI,
some issues seemed not to be considered adequately: on the one side the political dimension is
neglected. It is not sufficiently addressed how to deal with contestation and conflict. On the other side
the barriers for RRI in companies and industry associations are not adequately discussed yet
(stakeholder 1). Also the role of science is more or less undefined so far – “shall sciences be considered
as one actor among many, shall they be part of the process or only guiding" it?” (stakeholder 9).

5.2.2.

RRI and evaluation

When evaluating RRI the interviewed experts and stakeholders have diverse intentions, ideas and
approaches.
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Expert 1 makes a reference to the two parallel discourses on RRI, namely the European focusing on the
five main action lines and the STS discourse. When it comes to evaluating RRI there seems to be a
tendency to evaluate RRI in terms of the European discourse, which would not capture the academic
one. But this would also include aspects that are much more difficult to measure, like future
acceptability, as well as desirability of research processes and products.
Expert 5 also tends to follow this approach. He notes that normative statements are difficult to
measure. The evaluation of expected outcomes of engagement and participation processes has to be
divided into indirect and direct outcomes. RRI means that stakeholders have to commit to some form of
adaptive learning and to learning a new role. Even if this kind of learning and the capacity for change
can be evaluated, this is a difficult venture. The process requirements themselves should be better
described: they can be laid down into formal criteria and therefore make them easier to evaluate.
This thinking can also be found in the statements of stakeholder 4, who sees RRI as a contribution to the
solution of societal problems: “Therefore evaluation of RRI needs to take into account the lessons
learned there for the evaluation of inter- and transdisciplinary research, which is highly context related”.
He furthermore states that this makes a project to project comparison difficult and needs generalizable
criteria for good research on a higher level of abstraction.
Expert 4 again is sceptical when it comes to the evaluation of RRI. He considers two aspects important
to analyse if projects and activities are in line with the RRI concept:
1.

The degree of openness of purposes and processes “and to search what could be more
anticipatory more reflective, and more deliberative” (expert 4).

2.

The degree and way of demonstrating responsiveness.

Expert 2 also takes up the different discourses and therefore represents the opinion that one integrative
system for evaluation does not seem adequate.
Despite the discussion about who should evaluate the different RRI discourses, concrete examples and
questions are mentioned by experts and stakeholders. E.g. stakeholder 9 suggests a three-step concept:
1. Initiation of RRI processes: How/who has defined the starting problems and conditions? What
are the reasons/motives involved? What are the funding sources? What are the underlying
assumptions and rationales?
2. Process of RRI: How has the process been designed? Who has taken part in it? How was the
selection process of participants and topics managed? How were ambiguities dealt with?
3. Outcomes: What is the envisioned impact? How to measure it? Who defines quality? What have
been the hindering/fostering context conditions? How is monitoring planned/managed? What
is the time horizon?
Further aspects that should be considered for evaluation and were mentioned by the interviewed
experts and stakeholders are:
•

Societal desirability
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•

The effectiveness and legitimacy of frameworks, instruments and tools aiming to facilitate RRI

•

Intellectual Property Rights

•

Standardization and harmonization of research assessment tools

•

Public participation

•

Inclusiveness with regard to stakeholders

•

Impact (on policy making, industry activities, societal discourse)

•

Systemic processes of innovation that have to cover ambiguous target systems and sets of
indicators

•

Technology Assessment – it deals with the concrete impact of funding and funding programmes

•

All RRI dimensions, without exception, should be defined, operationalized, and evaluated.

When it comes to the relevance of evaluation in RRI the interviewed experts tend to scepticism, while
the interviewed stakeholders tend to see the evaluation in RRI as important.
Expert 3 sees relevance of evaluation in RRI as a difficult question. It depends on what will be measured
and if the interesting point of RRI will be faced, namely whether we change the way we understand
research. But this cannot be done simply by measuring gender balance, percentages of publications, etc.
So evaluating RRI broken down into the key components would not capture the sense of RRI and
“people would learn how to game the tool immediately”, which then would make results useless.
Also expert 5 describes evaluating RRI as really ambitious, as evaluating outcomes is much more difficult
than evaluating process requirements.
Expert 4 is not sure if there is a need for the evaluation of RRI, but he identifies a need for education.
According to his opinion the aim should be the development and enabling of education for early career
researchers and supporting them in “thinking globally”.
Facing this scepticism of RRI by the interviewed experts, one interviewed stakeholder is completely
against evaluating RRI. Stakeholder 5 argues that we do not really know what RRI is and we do not have
any societal agreements on its components, and therefore evaluating RRI cannot be legitimated so far. It
seems impossible as it would not change anything and there are more important things to focus on.
All other interviewed stakeholders see evaluation of RRI relevant, even if they have different reasons:
•

Evaluation is a key part of RRI processes and should consider a bundle of methods and tools
(stakeholder 9). As RRI is seen as a normative concept, evaluating this is obviously a challenge,
which should ideally involve a mix of methods (stakeholder 1).

•

Not in order to find out if it is a useful term, but to find out if it is used or misused (stakeholder
10). For the distribution of public funds to RRI, as these are based on tax payer’s money. If this
is spent in R&I, it should be spent on responsible R&I (stakeholder 2).

•

To find out whether RRI is achieved (stakeholder 8).

•

To serve the improvement of RRI activities (stakeholder 3).
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•

RRI should be evaluated as it is a science-related knowledge production process. It includes,
due to the problem orientation, participatory elements, and therefore the trans-disciplinary
knowledge production should be evaluated (stakeholder 4).

•

Evaluation of RRI is needed for management and control. In a first step policy monitoring and
the use of performance and key indicators seem important; nevertheless, possibilities of doing
impact assessment should also be thought about (stakeholder 6).

Various ideas and approaches on how to evaluate RRI have been mentioned by the interviewed experts
and stakeholders. A mix of methods has been mentioned: above all self-assessment and impact
assessment, but also policy monitoring and SWOT analyses. Approaches described by the experts and
stakeholders have to be divided into evaluation of projects funded by programmes and of research and
innovation funded by institutions.
With regards to the integration of RRI in the evaluations of programme-funded projects and initiatives,
RRI could be part of the impact criterion (expert 3). Expert 2 refers to intermediate and final reports,
which are characteristics of funded projects, to show how the process was and which were the results.
As this kind of reports are developed anyway, mostly including implementation of standardized
indicators, they could serve for starting an ex-post evaluation with these data, and additionally it could
be investigated in further data sources for impact assessment. Expert 2 sees the necessity for the
development of a set of impact indicators - a kind of toolkit - that help to identify the relevance
according to the specific programme. The focus should be laid on how to measure and how to choose according to the funding programme - which indicator is compatible.
Expert 1 is in line with expert 2 on the development of a set of impact indicators, but contrary he would
lay the focus on the ex-ante evaluation of programmes: e.g. are they in line with gender budgeting?, do
they accidentally lead to non-sustainability or to non-involvement of target groups?, are they promoting
scientific careers not fitting to the RRI-approach?, are they promoting transparency?, etc. It is important
to find out what are the impacts of existing systems - like funding systems, system of knowledge
production -

and they must be assessed on aspects like ethics, plagiarism, transparency, data

protection, etc. Also a change in the peer review and jury processes could help to evaluate RRI: instead
of classical scientific peer-reviews, also people from NGOs working on the thematic fields concerned or
lay persons could take part in peer-reviews or juries. Another idea is the inclusion of small ethical
committees. Approaches like this are already rarely implemented (e.g. Laura Bassi Centres for
Excellence), but good experimental approaches are still missing. Anyway, expert 1 considers it
interesting to see if there would be differences in the decisions by classical or mixed juries. If there are
differences, this would have to be analysed (expert 1). Similar to this expert, one stakeholder votes for
external evaluations from concerned societal perspectives; e.g., in the form of a critical participatory
review process or perception reports, as well as for external scientific boards. He states that it would be
interesting to include experts from a range of disciplines to critically reflect about the process at
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different stages, e.g. building in constant reflections and feed-back loops that allow for continuous
learning and adaptation (stakeholder 9).
Beyond EU and funded research it could be a good way to lay a focus on incentive structures and
intuitive tools, including development of standards, statuary requirements and other things that could
get people to be interested (expert 3). Another opinion stated is that companies that do not receive
funds are difficult to face with ex-ante evaluations, but impact assessment is still possible. With regard
to their innovations, it could be very difficult to get data without assessing single products, because
processes can hardly be monitored. Maybe concepts like fair trade and critical consumers can help in
this way to enable sustainable products and production processes (expert 1).
To get people interested it seems in general important to make tools on RRI specific to the context of
the people who should use it and to show them how they can change something in their daily practice
and routine to make research more inclusive (expert 5). To evaluate RRI successfully it would be needed
a more flexible process and a general framework that acknowledges uncertainties and ambiguities.
Often there is no right or wrong, and success or non-success cannot be easily measured. People should
have the opportunity to respond in creative and imaginative ways. This perspective votes for specific
guidance, frameworks, case studies and education, but it is against benchmarks, indicators, and
matrixes that are not compatible with the needs of flexibility, adoptive learning and culture.
Furthermore, RRI is understood as a normative approach that cannot be measured in a specific number
of public engagement events, foresight exercises or deliberative fora “because you are not talking about
the same thing across different areas in science and technology and in different areas of innovation”
(expert 4). This opinion is also stated similar by expert 2: “Not one size fits all”.
In the following, ideas and approaches for self-assessment will be described in more detail, as this was
the most mentioned tool during the interviews and queries.
As already described before, also for the self-assessment different tools for different stakeholders are
important. Different methods can be adopted to practice self-assessment. Examples mentioned are
focus groups or discussions carried out by online communities of practice, e.g. in the social web. In any
case the use of the RRI tools should also be tracked in some way. Issues to be measured by critical selfassessment could include envisioned objectives, outcomes, success and failures. Furthermore, it is
important to decide if self-assessment is done on an institutional or on a project-application basis, and if
this works already quite well, as some funding bodies already require information like this (e.g. H2020)
(expert 1, expert 5, stakeholder 7, stakeholder 9).
It should be possible to make a difference between intention and effect, as there is a difference
between what people intent to do or say and what they actually do. One possibility would be to
measure a person’s attitude to work with the questions that she/he has already done during the last
31

Report on “Coverage of RRI aspects in STI (Science, Technology, and Innovation) evaluations”

year that contributed to RRI. Furthermore, when developing a self-assessment tool, trade-offs should be
considered: “In the use of animal biotechnology, for example, the genetically modification of an animal.
There are values, like the usefulness or the human benefits, and other values, like naturalness or being
part of a great role. We researched that and what we found out is that almost everywhere you recognise
those values, but some people think that benefits are way more important than naturalness, or others
think that naturalness is way more important than benefits. So it depends on the trade-off of different
values and the context. In a different context people make a different choice” (expert 5).
According to expert 2 it is not yet clear if companies are interested in an assessment on their status
concerning RRI. But if it is necessary for getting funds having a kind of degree or score points on RRI,
then they will be interested, but it depends on the context. Also expert 1 sees a self-assessment tool
valuable for external perception and for project application. For programmes it is seen as extremely
important to have a tool to make funding programmes compatible to RRI and more socially sustainable.
According to expert 1 the advantage of self-assessment is connected with change – if one recommends
to act responsible, she/he should act like this for not being counted as irresponsible, but in general it is a
voluntary decision.
One problem while using self-assessment tools could occur in untrue statements, which according to
expert 1 would be hard to face, but do not seem likely. Socially desirable response behaviour could also
be possible, but could be faced with assessing the product concerning all components, like impact on
health, on environmental protection, waste disposal etc., which is directly connected with technology
assessment (expert 1).

5.2.3.

Barriers and hindering factors

As already mentioned before, the two parallel discourses – the European and the STS – may build a
hindering factor when it comes to the evaluation of RRI. According to expert 3 there exists a temptation
to evaluate things that are easy to measure, which complies to evaluate RRI according to the terms of
the European Commission. Also expert 4 argues for a more open approach for evaluation. If there
would be only one way to measure and evaluate, including benchmarks, indicators, matrixes, etc., “... it
would be very easy that it becomes a bureaucratic tick box with measurable things and that would be a
great waste and a great shame”. In this way it would not fit with the need for flexibility and creativity,
the need for a more adaptive learning approach and the need for culture, and it would not allow for the
identification of other opportunities (expert 4). Expert 2 brings up the issue of different approaches for
research and different funding programmes. This results in diverse requirements for evaluation,
including different indicators, different measures, etc. Furthermore, there are differences in the ideas
on interest in specific criteria between the European Commission and SMEs, which then often do not
apply for EU-funding. Because of all these reasons, a question is raised: is it possible, as well as
reasonable, developing a homogenous system for the evaluation of RRI? A general tool, fitting for
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everything, is not satisfying. A suitable tool also has to depend on practical feasibility in the different
fields of research and innovation (expert 2).
Another problem in connection with funding programmes is mentioned by expert 1: a lot of funding
measures are not evaluated ex-ante, e.g. institutional funding. Furthermore, it seems important to also
continuously assess the impact of existing systems, like the funding or the knowledge production ones,
also concerning aspects relevant for RRI, e.g. ethics, plagiarism, transparency, data protection (expert 1).
RRI itself also concerns a cultural change: “So it's about revaluation why we do research and then
integrate that into the research process itself” (expert 3). However, that is not part of our current
research culture and there are no concepts on how to measure culture.
There seems to be a tendency to distinguish between basic and applied research – which was
mentioned several times by the experts and stakeholders – generally, but also when it comes to RRI. On
the one side there is the argument that basic research cannot foresee consequences anyway and so
there is no need to consider RRI in those projects. This tendency appears among researchers, but expert
3 is against this attitude.
Another issue that might cause some problems will be the discussion around limitations in terms of the
legal structure: “I think there will be interesting issues around how far can we go, on what grounds can
people be required to engage into responsible innovation, or will this just be a voluntary exercise and, if
it is then, why would people do it in the first place” (expert 3).
Besides these barriers and hindering factors mentioned, also resources have been mentioned as a
limiting factor (stakeholder 9).
However, expert 3 does not think that researchers consider RRI as a barrier for their research yet, as it is
often the case with ethics, when it moves to constant requirement. But once researchers get used to
the idea, they just see it as one thing they need to do: “Soon something similar may will happen with RRI
(…) but if they see that makes sense, so they can see there is a risk management mechanism or that is a
potential resource of creativity that allows to understand the problem better and therefore find better
solutions, I would hope that it's something that they will make their peace with” (expert 3). On the
contrary, expert 4 believes, even if it is a good thing to embed principles of RRI into the programmes of
work, that there is a danger by developing specific hurdles that have to be crossed, because people will
see those as barriers: “They will do it, because they will have to do it, but it could become hollow and
empty meaningless (expert 4)”.
Furthermore, if there is a kind of scoreboard for getting funded, it cannot be verified at all if the
information given is correct. False statements/false information can be written easily without evidence,
which makes this problem not easy to manage (expert 1, expert 2).
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5.2.4.

Good practices and recommendations

During the interviews and the queries the interviewed experts and stakeholders mentioned diverse
projects, networks and programmes that could be inspiring for future assessments of RRI:
•

The recent tender of the European Commission for the evaluation of RRI. The content of this
tender will be on how to evaluate RRI, which could be an interesting resource also for the RRITools project itself.

•

The FP7-project Res-AGorA, which is conducting a number of case studies with the aim of
learning more about what works and what does not in the governance of RRI. Preliminary
insights will be ready by summer 2014.

•

Following the opinion of stakeholder 4, impact analysis is one issue that is only partly
influenceable by an RRI project. However, the EU-project TAMI (Technological Assessment
between Method and Impact) provided a structured list of impacts that can be achieved and
proposed some ways to evaluate them.

•

The OECD-project on “systems innovation”, which is carried out within the working group TIP
of the CSTP, is focused on governance of systemic approaches and involves different OECD
member-states. The project includes the assessment of systematic processes of change in
innovation systems.

•

The project network Pro-connect is a network of people who used to be or still are involved in
projects NATs and science education.

•

The accompanying research for the research programme VIP in Germany deals with the
validation of the innovation potential of public research. One aspect of the evaluation is
technology assessment of funded projects, including societal aspects and not yet considered
impacts.

•

Laura Bassi centres of excellence in Austria. Their outstanding characteristic is that some RRI
aspects already were focused on in the programme approach, like gender- and age-sensitive
production of knowledge, surviving in non-university fields, etc. The programme is continuously
accompanied for evaluation by social scientists.

Besides this concrete naming of projects, programmes, and networks, the experts and stakeholders also
gave diverse recommendations on RRI and its assessment:
According to expert 3 recognisable structures are important for further working on RRI. It would be
necessary to obtain clear policies on what is required, from whom, by whom, and for what purposes.
Furthermore, a sort of “ownership” of RRI is needed: “So that needs to be a recognisable place our
group or individual who says ‘I am the RRI champion’ and who can motivate others” (expert 3).
However, expert 4 recommends a concept of RRI that allows the inclusion of different voices for
innovation and for participation.
Stakeholder 3 recommends strengthening the interaction between the EC-funded projects on RRI.
To overcome some of the barriers mentioned in chapter 5.2.3 there should be trainings on how to do
research responsibly, including facilities for people to learn, to understand, and to gain experience
(expert 3).
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Regarding the assessment of RRI, expert 2 suggests a kind of toolkit. The development of indicators
should be based on the impact that wants to be achieved individually for each programme. Based on the
aims the relevant indicators should be compiled. As every funding programme has specific aims, the
impact that should be measured has to be defined in the aims of the programme. It is not possible to
measure impacts with a uniform set of indicators if that impact does not fit the aims (expert 2).
According to expert 1 a tool for RRI should also include quality assurance, should help to reveal
plagiarism and support sustainability, etc. Therefore, the development of clear indicators is important,
as well as the integration of experts on sustainability, gender mainstreaming, science communication,
and representatives of the single RRI aspects. The most important aspects of RRI should be reflected in
evaluation questions (expert 1).
If an ex-post evaluation is foreseen, this should already be considered from the beginning and data
should be collected continuously to avoid data collection only for the ex-post evaluation. Also
technology assessment should be brought into ex-post/impact evaluation. To assess which technologies
have which effects on societal or ecological basis has already a long tradition in technology assessment
(experts 1&2). On the contrary, in ex-ante evaluation there is a need for experimental approaches.
For the evaluation of RRI in research companies that do not get funding, ex-ante evaluations are not
possible, but only impact assessment. Therefore, a kind of assessment authorities or independent
research institutions is needed; this role could be most appropriately played by universities. For those
who get funded it is legally fixed to provide data, even after the end of the project. For the group of
companies who do not receive funding, compulsory R&D surveys with questions on RRI would be one
possibility to receive their information on RRI. Another possibility to include those branches or
companies would be certifications. For branches that get money from the state, the consideration of RRI
could be connected with guaranties or other allowances (expert 1).
When it comes to the programming of research programmes it seems important to consider RRI. RRI
should have influence in this regard to indicate the direction of the programmes, to know what to
evaluate at later stages, and to bring in the contents of RRI. RRI has to be stimulated either through
programmes or through cultural change. But RRI has also to be considered in the funding – it has to be
paid what is required and only then the impact will increase (expert 1).
Further recommendations given are:
• For the evaluation of self-assessments expert 1 recommends the use of case studies for
selected samples. This would help to avoid false statements, to assess concrete technologies,
and to go in depth (expert 1).
• If a project recommends concrete actions to contribute to the solution of social problems, the
robustness of these solutions should be evaluated as well (stakeholder 4).
• Public discussions about what current science and technology is, what it stands for, and what is
its place in our society should be carried out (stakeholder 5).

5.3.
5.3.1.

Results from the screening of articles and papers
RRI aspects discussed

The selected articles of the period 2009-2013 offer a huge range of evaluation topics, but only very few
deal with RRI topics. Quite some papers can be found to limited aspects of RRI, like ethics, open access
or gender. However, the connection to RRI – in the sense of a critical discourse of responsible research 35
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is only rarely given. The theoretical background material gives valuable input in the design of possible
tools for RRI evaluation. In addition, the articles and papers were used to identify further good practice
examples.
As expected, the RRI concept as such was only considered in very few of the articles (especially in those
mentioned by the interviewees). Mostly, only single aspects of RRI and evaluation were discussed.
Governance was the most discussed topic. Public engagement was the second often discussed issue in
the journals, and education the third.
Within the governance aspect, many cross-cutting themes, such as equal opportunities, environmental
sustainability and social inclusion (which are also known as horizontal priorities in the European Union)
were discussed. Also the impact of public funding programmes, financial innovations, governing of
research in general were discussed and normative principles that could also serve for the RRI concept:
“Democracy, transparency and regulatory parsimony” (Stahl, 2013; p. 711). Programme evaluations,
including the measurement of impact of programme implementations were also discussed. Especially
when programmes have to be evaluated against their horizontal priorities “a robust evaluation of such
horizontal priorities has to incorporate the full range of governance factors. This is because their
framing, implementation and possible achievements are contingent on, and shaped by, the mobilisation
of social and political actors” (Gore and Wells, 2009; p. 158).
Public engagement is also an already discussed issue in the context of evaluation. Especially in
programme evaluation it is acknowledged that the different stakeholder groups should be considered in
evaluation activities, either as individuals or as stakeholders, in certain positions or representing
affected groups of the general public: Different forms of involvement are discussed, for example “a
community advisory group with a wide spectrum of representatives can provide valuable oversight,
insight, and guidance for the intervention itself and the evaluation process” (Hahn Severance, 2009; p.
65). But articles not only highlight the importance of public engagement, but also discuss the lack of
involvement of persons concerned in the development of programmes and in validation processes.
Many programme evaluations discussed in the screened articles are education programmes. But
education is also discussed in terms of instruments and the implementation of innovative educational
materials, such as a web based learning project (Curran et al., 2009). Also, generated educational
resources that were evaluated after their implementation (Payne et al. 2011) are discussed.
Evaluations of communication are hardly found in the literature: the impact of communication
processes is difficult to evaluate. One example that might be relevant for the RRI concept was a systemic
approach considering that “communication efforts are situated within organisational, informational,
social and political systems“ (Grebmer and Hovland 2009, 126) and monitoring elements have to take
these systems into account accordingly.
Open access is an aspect very rarely discussed in the context of evaluation, but rather put into wider
contexts, such as “knowledge transformation” (Phipps and Shapson, 2009) between researchers or
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beyond the scientific community. The demand for open access is probably found elsewhere than in
evaluation literature, but it already exists in RRI literature (Stahl, 2013).
Gender was only found three times in the evaluation literature. One explanation could be the fading
interest in the topic after two decades of implementation or the lack of applicability in certain areas, as
often stated by experts.

5.3.2.

Arguments for adopted evaluation methods for RRI

In the literature we were looking for argumentations on whether a complex concept like RRI required
specific or innovative methods and tools for evaluation. We wanted to know if there were already some
suggestions at hand or if there were argumentations of other contexts also applicable for RRI. We were
also asking if and how evaluation could contribute to the implementation of the concept. The following
section shows some considerations as found in the literature.
Given that the RRI concept is addressing the contemporary situation of science and society, Owen and
Goldberg (2010) are asking for an appropriate approach under the “current conditions of ignorance,
uncertainty, and ambiguity”, given that “science and innovation are inherently unpredictable, that there
are profound limits to knowledge, foresight and regulation, and that they present a well-known
dilemma of control (cited after Collingridge, 1980)” (Owen, 2014; p. 114). This dilemma for emerging
technologies has also been accompanied by “growing concerns about the public value of science, the
need to demonstrate research ‘impact’ (cited after Kearnes and Weinroth, 2011) and the place of public
participation in both setting research agendas and modulating research trajectories towards socially
desirable ends” (Owen et al., 2012; p. 752). It is agreed that all these issues cannot be ignored in
governance terms. However, although responsible innovation “may intuitively feel right”, being hard to
argue against it as only few would argue for irresponsible research and innovation, it still lacks “clarity in
terms of deﬁnition, practice and, at a policy level, motivation” (Owen and Goldberg, 2010).
So the question is “what features can we distil from the emerging discourse of RRI in both academic and
policy circles? What might it actually involve? And can it ever be of practical value (and indeed
implementable), given that innovation is in reality complex, messy, and collective in nature: ‘knowledge
spaghetti’ that is often intertwined across cultures and continents” (Owen et al., p. 753).
For Stahl (2013; p. 713) therefore the novelty of RRI when focusing on the meta-level “is on the level of
coordinating and aligning responsibilities”. Because RRI represents not a new type of responsibility, but
should be understood as a meta-responsibility whose novelty lies in the fact that it coordinates existing
responsibilities and improves the conditions of their successful discharge or execution” (Stahl, 2013; p.
712). However, the problem is that there is a “fragmentation of moral authority. Globalisation,
liberalism, and the broader developments of Western societies during the 20th century have left any
moral consensus that societies may have had in the past contested” (Stahl, 2013; p. 711).
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Regeer et al. (2009; p. 516) also argue that “complex problems society faces today are in need of new
intervention strategies (…) Complex, unstructured problems cannot be solved by the interventions of
single organizations; they require cooperation of actors from different institutional backgrounds.
Moreover, complex problems require strategies that entail changes in established patterns of action, as
well as in the structures in which they take place. Realizing and guiding these system’s changes demand
new types of monitoring and evaluation”.
Other authors raise the issue of conflicting policies: what if goals differ in specific contexts, if they
cannot be subsumed under the same concept. Mermet et al. (2010; p. 181) are asking “How is one to
evaluate a policy when it conflicts, often directly, with other public policies with divergent goals and
often more powerful resources?” Or trying to address von Schomberg’s definition of RRI of ethically
acceptable, socially desirable, safe, and sustainable research outcomes, Owen et al. (2012; p. 754)
consider that “in combination such targets for innovation clearly embed complex dilemmas and areas of
contestation. Some will be in direct opposition to one another”. Also Stahl (2013; p. 713) predicts that
“RRI will bring to the surface the contradictory positions held by different stakeholders, that may be
impossible to mediate. It is probably safe to predict that a broader roll-out of RRI, as intended by the
European Commission, will lead to resistance by a number of stakeholders“.
Hardré et al. (2010; p. 491) suggest that “a program evaluation that produces both clear evaluative
evidence and rigorous research data must balance between the goals of generalisability and
responsiveness to local context”. Also Chen et al. (2013; p. 75) consider the local context and public
participation to identify differences between new target populations of programmes and the
communities for which the programmes were initially developed. For them “existing methods do not
emphasise feedback from program participants in designing adaptations, relying instead on program
theory and recommendations of researchers and practitioners to determine program changes. Although
soliciting participant feedback is suggested in several methods”.
Lepori and Reale (2012; p. 460) bear in mind that local contexts have to be considered “since
participation takes place at the unit level and legal entities have different meanings in each country”.
But new evaluation approaches have been developed in the last few decades in order to cope with the
complex reality of most programs and with social demand for participation. These include responsive
evaluation, constructivist evaluation, as well as theory-based evaluation. Lepori and Reale wish to
consider some of their issues that apply specifically to research funding programs.
They also argue that “S&T indicators have a minor role. A recent study on European Framework
Programs (EU FPs) also comes to disappointing conclusions (Proneos, OST, NIFU-Step and CERIS-CNR,
2009): the existing indicators are hardly suitable to provide evidence for most of the envisaged
evaluation questions, while the designing of ad hoc indicators would be a resource-consuming process,
in many cases severely limited by the availability of data. One could argue that S&T indicators are not
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well suited to this purpose and that the debate should be discarded; it is the consequence of a
fascination with numbers (cited after Roessner, 2000), and we should accept the inherently fuzzy and
subjective nature of program evaluation (cited after Feller, 2007). This argument is supported by two
methodological problems regarding the use of S&T indicators for evaluation, namely demarcation – it is
difficult to attribute research results to a specific funding program – and time-lags – most outputs
become evident long after the end of the program (Lepori and Reale, 2012; p. 452). And if programs
have inherently open and fuzzy boundaries, problems of demarcation are fundamental and cannot be
addressed only through sophisticated analytic methods (Lepori and Reale, 2012; p. 457).
Therefore, it is suggested that RRI needs fundamental normative principles in order to evaluate whether
a particular type of research or innovation is indeed desirable or acceptable (Stahl, 2013; p. 711). Also
for Owen (2014; p. 115) “a tick box approach would never work, however attractive and easy it may be
for some. RI would need to be a broadly conﬁgured cultural change, one ambitious in its goals”.
Finally, as Regeer et al. (2009; p. 515) state, as evaluation always “aims to contribute to the
improvement of public programs and thereby foster societal change”, developed evaluation concepts in
the RRI context could play an important role for the implementation of the concept.

5.3.3.

Evaluation approaches and methodologies used

In the following section we are describing methodological evaluation approaches of the selected articles
that were assessed as being relevant for the RRI context as well. The different evaluation approaches
addressing one or more RRI relevant aspects, as found in the literature, encompass: non-participant
observations, semi-structured interviews, review of relevant documents, in-depth interviews, seminar
workshops (for result validation), a tabular risk register, SNA exercise to understand and reflect on
relations and systems (like organisations), outcome mapping, concern focused evaluation, progress
assessments, goal oriented programme evaluation, as well as methods for obtaining extensive
participant feedback. Some of these approaches and methods are described in more detail below.
For their assessment of new product development in focus of RRI, Asante et al. (2014) have undertaken
an ethnographic approach. They applied non-participating observations already during the idea
generation phase. Their observational data were then complemented by semi-structured interviews and
a review of relevant documents supplied by the company (like meeting agendas, minutes and
organisational structure charts). They conducted in-depth interviews with open-ended questions “in
which interviewees were allowed to freely share their feelings, opinions and experiences (cited after
Milena et al., 2008) about the innovation process, its governance and perceptions of responsibilities and
responsible innovation. A seminar workshop was conducted at the company after the analysis of the
results in which staff from the PD team and other departments were asked to comment on the factual
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accuracy of the results in terms of the processes of innovation and its governance and to provide
feedback on our interpretation and conclusions” (Asante et al., 2014; p. 16).
Owen and Goldberg (2010; p. 1701) describe a risk register in tabular form for an EPSRC
nanotechnologies for environmental solutions call that included a speciﬁc section on responsible
innovation. Proposals were asked to show a commitment to responsible nanotechnologies innovation.
Within the second stage of the application, applicants were asked to submit a risk register that
“required them to reﬂect on the wider implications of their proposed research, identify potential
impacts, and qualitatively assess their associated risks”. Responses were rather narrow and with no
reflections on the purpose and motivations. Afterwards the participants were interviewed by telephone
to gain their feedback regarding the risk register approach; the filled-in risk registers were then also
subject to external peer review. This peer review process was seen as necessary, because it had been
expected that none of the applicants would ever define their own work as being of high risk. For these
authors this was the “simplest risk analysis tools that could be easily employed, one that would not
overburden applicants but would encourage them to begin to think about the wider implications of their
research and who would be accountable for managing these” (Owen and Goldberg, 2010; p. 1701). In
another context, when assessing risks the identified ones are monitored over time “using a process of
back testing, in which emerging information is used to validate previous assessments and revise earlier
models and processes” (Asante et al., 2014; p. 21).
Mermet et al. (2010; p. 188) suggest addressing complex questions with a Concern-Focused Approach
that focuses on a certain concern, e.g. the ecological conditions of wetlands. ”Because environmental
policies aim at an outcome that can be expressed in terms of the condition of given ecosystems, the
evaluation was firmly centered on the question that expressed this environmental concern: do existing
policies make it possible to stabilize and perhaps restore the ecological condition of wetlands?”.
Mermet et al. developed four steps in their approach:
1. Defining the focal concern:
2. Developing criteria and synthesizing observed variations in environmental quality;
3. Identifying policies that contribute to the concerns being met or not;
4. Evaluating policies specifically aimed at meeting environmental commitments.
With their approach they believe they are able to overcome two evaluation challenges “(a) evaluating
policies whose implementation and outcomes are severely negatively affected by other, contradictory,
policies, and (b) overcoming the ambiguities of complex, integrated, highly procedural policies to
establish whether they deliver expected outcomes on specific commitments.”
Chen et al. (2013; p. 78) introduce the M-PACE method (Method for Program Adaptation through
Community Engagement) to create an adapted EBI (Evidence-based intervention). It consists of five
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steps that collect and incorporate participant input at all stages:
Step 1: Convene an Adaptation Steering Committee.
Step 2: Implement the unadapted Program to Generate Recommendations for Program Change.
Step 3: Systematically obtain evaluations of program components. A key component of M-PACE is the
systematic solicitation of feedback on specific program components using standard social science
techniques. M-PACE uses survey research and a focus group methodology to triangulate participant and
facilitator responses to the unadapted program.
Step 4: Summarize stakeholder feedback.
Step 5: Adjudicate program feedback to select program modifications. The Steering Committee meets to
review all feedback and make choices about how to adapt the EBI. For Chen et al. “a fundamental
feature of M-PACE is conducting the entire unadapted program with participants (rather than exposing
them to sections of a program or just the program materials)”.
Regeer et al. (2009; p. 520) described three possible approaches for monitoring and evaluating
sustainable developments, answering three different kinds of evaluation questions. First of it is Progress
Assessment, applying indicator frameworks using primarily quantitative indicators for the description of
the current status, which turned out to be rather successful for providing feedback. Secondly, the GoalOriented Program Evaluation that seeks to find out possible interventions. The dominant focus of this
type of approach is on measuring the outcomes of policy programs and/or corporate initiatives in terms
of achievement of predetermined goals and objectives after the program has been completed. And
thirdly, the Program Theory Evaluation that seeks to understand how programs work and why certain
interventions are devised. “The rationale underpinning a particular intervention program is specified in
terms of its inputs, its expected outcomes, the assumed relationships between them, and the underlying
mechanisms relating expected program ends and means to each other (cited after Chen, 1990). These
mechanisms, explaining how program inputs and activities are intended to create the desired outcomes,
are referred to as logic models (…) User-focused and participative approaches are increasingly used to
collaboratively construct and articulate the theory of intervention of program teams” (Regeer et al., 2009).
Another effective method for program adaptation based on participant feedback is described by Chen et
al. (2013). This method suggests procedures for two activities: firstly exposing participants to the
program and soliciting feedback, and secondly evaluating participant recommendations to determine
which program changes will be made.
Hahn Severance (2009; p. 62) suggests a predefined evaluation approach that is free online, Getting to
Outcomes 2004 by Rand Health (www.rand.org): “This document provides a complete approach to
program planning, evaluation, and sustainability. The free online version offers electronic versions of
tools that can be completed by program staff or evaluators”.
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Supporting tools
Asante et al. (2014; p. 21) asked for “innovation to be supported by a document-based, checklistorientated approach, reﬂecting the complex, multi-stakeholder nature of the innovation process and the
multiple interdependencies that exist among various actors“.
Espinosa (2013; p. 178) suggests tools that “come from gender analysis frameworks and provide key
information for the evaluation exercises. Among the most significant tools are: the activity profile; the
decision-making participation profile; the practical and strategic gender needs profile; and the access
and control profile. All of them can be used in participatory workshops and discussion groups and can be
the basis for the application of other qualitative or quantitative techniques”.
Virtual environments can be implemented in many ways. Virtual communities that are wide spread in
social networking, such as Facebook or Yahoo groups, could be implemented. For Curran et al. (2009; p.
316) a virtual community is “a designed community in an online environment from which a community
of practice can emerge“. They have designed a web-based information and knowledge exchange
environment comprising two main components: (a) 12 case-based learning modules, and (b)
asynchronous discussion boards linked to each of the content modules. They highlight that “facilitators
play a key role in online education environments by enabling interaction and learning” (Curran et al.,
2009; p. 317).

5.3.4.

Frameworks and indicators

We were searching the literature for indicators suggested or already used in order to measure possible
societal impact. We were also looking for questions that might be useful in this context. What and how
can we ask to allow for flexible, adaptive learning processes as RRI requires? Some already approved
indicators could be used for the RRI context. Although most of them only cover very specific questions,
applied in a wider framework they might be suitable for adoption. We found some examples that could
be applicable in the RRI context. However, most of the traditionally used indicators are only poorly
covering social sciences and humanities and “measuring the social and environmental impact of
research activities are probably the least developed domains” (Lepori and Reale, 2012; p. 454).
However, indicators have to be developed according to evaluation questions right at the beginning of a
programme. It has to be suggested how they can be designed and it has to be identified which data
should be collected. “Following this, a first set of indicators can be debated with program actors to test
in advance their feasibility, reliability and relevance, and to devise possible refinements. This interactive
approach is ideal not only for technical reasons, but also because the nature of S&T indicators requires
them to be co-constructed together with the involved actors, in order for them to be accepted and have
an impact on decision-making” (Lepori and Reale, 2012; p. 458).
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As discussed in the literature social impacts are often difficult to measure. Gender sensitive evaluation,
for example, applies therefore sets of quantitative and qualitative indicators. “In addition, advances in
gender relations are not always quantifiable and need the development of qualitative indicators that
track changes in behavior and attitudes, as well as the perceptions of women and men of their own
process of change” (Espinosa, 2013; p. 178). Espinosa has developed a range of gender-sensitive
evaluation questions that should be considered in an evaluation design. Some examples are:
•Does the intervention promote women’s empowerment?
•Does it encourage the control of women over their own bodies?
•Does the intervention take into account the different use of time by women and men?
•Does the intervention consider the unequal access to economic resources, political and cultural rights
for women and men? And the unequal control over them?
Based on international outlines she suggests a Gender Analysis Framework (GAF) that integrates these
questions and defines terms of reference that are co-developed with gender experts. The table below
shows an overview of the evaluation framework, which will according to Espinosa also “involve
rethinking what should be analysed, what techniques and procedures to adopt, as well as what type of
report to create and how to disseminate and use it” (Espinosa, 2013; p. 175).

Figure 3. The Gender Analysis Framework (GAF).
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In Grebmer and Hovland (2009; 298) system awareness approach they are also applying combined
quantitative and qualitative methods. In their analysis they are searching for effective trigger points of a
system. They are asking which points will have ripple effects or none effects, and if there are a number
of trigger points at different levels. Because they argue “to influence a system, it may help to push at
different trigger points, rather than just a single point. For example, researchers and communications
staff might aim to reach key policy makers, while also targeting civil society activists and journalists.
Depending on the context, a possible quantitative indicator of these multiple opportunities for
interactions might be to identify the extent of diversity within the communications channels used (is
there geographical diversity, diversity of fora used, diversity of stakeholders reached, diversity of
languages used, etc.). Qualitative inquiry might look at a specific occasion when the organisation’s
communication efforts were picked up by groups at different levels, in order to understand more clearly
why a diverse set of groups responded to this particular communication effort”. Furthermore, they are
also looking at activities beyond the primary activity (in their case the primary activity was
dissemination). Quantitatively they would look for e.g.:
• The number of references to research results in academic publications;
• The number of publication downloads from the website and the number of links back to the website;
• The number of requests for publications or for further advice;
• The number of references to the research in the mass media;
• The number of media requests,
and they would additionally look in their qualitative inquiry, for example, for cases when stakeholder
asked for more information or wanted to be engaged in the discussion.
According to Owen’s work on risk registers for grant applicants the approach of self-prognosis for (self-)
reflection and evaluation was applied. They were asking the applicants that their register should “1.
Identify any potential environmental, health, societal, or other impacts and/or any ethical concerns that
may result from the innovation process. 2. Qualitatively provide an appraisal of risk for each identiﬁed
impact and the level of uncertainty associated with it (e.g., impact A: low risk, high certainty). 3. Identify
who in the project team would be accountable for managing any identiﬁed risks” (Owen and Goldberg,
2010; p. 1701). They used these evaluations as “secondary criteria” in addition to usual “primary
criteria”, such as scientific excellence or economic impact.
Gore and Wells (2009; p. 163) were applying a multi-criteria analysis that was used to assess the
progress being made to implement priorities that had been defined. These criteria reﬂected the main
issues that had been set out in the speciﬁcation for the evaluation. So finally, they formulated nine
criteria. “Each of these criterions reflected a process outcome, and has been scored on a scale of 0–3.
The scoring was intended to provide an indicator of progress”.
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Evaluation processes also apply logic models in different contexts. Payne et al. (2011) model was used
for the evaluation of an educational project in the health realm. They were applying the RE-AIM
framework (reach, effectiveness, adoption, implementation, and maintenance) to evaluate the project.
Figure 4 outlines the logic model adopted for the evaluation. Survey and analysis methods were applied
according to these schemes at different stages and were repeated after a few years for comparison.

Figure 4: RE-AIM framework.

Schemes that give an overview of objectives, expected outcomes, and measures are widely used in
evaluation plans. Tables with rows describing objectives and columns describing categories of
evaluation are created. After data analysis is completed or certain milestones are reached, those results
could also be added to the table. “A complete evaluation plan provides a brief summary of the program,
its measurement, and the results. This can easily be shared with administrators and program staff”
(Hahn Severance, 2009; p. 63).
For Lepori and Reale (2012; p. 461) “indicators can contribute to the general debate about the validity
and the advantages of public investment in R&D. In this respect, developing indicators under a
formative learning oriented program evaluation approach must be seen as a complement to the
summative efforts that contribute to feeding the ‘agenda for negotiation’ (cited after Kuhlman, 2003)
among the different actors involved (policy actors, intermediaries, and performers). On the other hand,
following a socio-constructivist approach, indicators can also improve the ability of external evaluators
to understand the value and potential of the complex research initiatives they have to assess (cited after
Trochim et al., 2008)”.
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Finally, Mermet et al. (2010; p. 183) asking firstly “on what concept of policies does the evaluation rest?
What are the specific concerns that policy makers have committed themselves?” Secondly “what
criterion of merit is chosen as the basis of judgment?” And thirdly “by whom and for what kind of use
are policies evaluated?”

5.3.5.

Conclusions

The following section concludes lessons learned that might be relevant for evaluation and monitoring
activities within the RRI concept, considering the different view-points as stated in the various articles,
including self-assessment and reflexivity.
RRI evaluation in general
First of all, the RRI concept as such should be considered as innovation itself. ”Any process that asks for
reﬂection on the purposes of innovation should also reﬂect on the purpose of RRI as an innovation
itself” (Owen et al., 2012; p. 757). Therefore it “must itself be a deliberative and responsive process of
development, shaped by the research community and stakeholder base” (Owen, 2014; p. 1160). As the
RRI concept is a “future oriented, uncertain, complex and collective endeavour” it “is challenging
scientists, innovators, business partners, research funders and policy-makers to reﬂect on their own
roles and responsibilities” (Owen et al., 2012; p. 757). Therefore self-reflection has an important role.
Owen and Goldberg (2010; p. 1706) come up after their consultation process with a need for an
integrated approach that not only “promotes continuous reﬂexivity, participation, and the enhancement
of societal learning” and “provide a continuous feedback process that allows modulation of innovation
on pathways at speciﬁc decision points”, but also “embeds a set of integrated, multidisciplinary
approaches linked to the innovation research core, including technology assessment, risk analysis,
beneﬁt analysis, and engagement”.
“Responsible innovation requires a high level of personal commitment and collective responsibility”
(Asante et al., 2014; p. 23). In their interviews, Asante et al. (2014; p. 24) found four main motivations to
undertake responsible innovation: self-fulﬁlment, personal values, image, and ﬁnancial rewards. As
“under conditions of projective and evaluative agency, two behaviours are mobilised: discursive
competency and the development of new practices that are more accountable to wider society” (Asante
et al., 2014; p. 25), evaluation concepts could find an approach here as well. As one useful way to
consider and evaluate motivations, Owen recommends furthermore “the distinction between
instrumental, normative and substantive motivation” (Owen u. a., 2012; S. 757).
Also Stahl (2013; p. 713) finds that it needs individual guidance to meet the requirements of the
concept. For him “the implementation will need to be based on a broader framework that includes
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legislation and regulation, institutions, as well as individual guidance (…) In addition, it is likely to require
substantive guidance on particular technologies, questions or issues that will allow stakeholders to
develop principles and standards of good practice and integrate these into research and innovation
processes. The danger of RRI is not so much a lack of options, but the temptation to re-invent activities
and processes that have long been established. Active reﬂexivity should help to avoid this trap”. Stahl
(2013; p. 710) also finds that “activities in RRI need to include the provision of awareness and
accountability structures. This can be done by focusing on individuals, for example by educating them to
raise their awareness. A further avenue would be that of professionalism, where RRI can draw on
existing structures to provide incentives and guidelines for desirable behaviour. Traditionally, this is
often done through codes, such as codes of ethics or codes of conduct. Another way of linking
professional standards to individual behaviour is via oaths or pledges that require researchers to take
broader concerns into consideration”.
Lepori and Reale (2012; p. 459) support the idea that program participants, rather than funded projects,
are the central analytical unit to be observed, as they are able to develop long-term strategies and
research agendas and to combine available resources in order to pursue them. Also “analysing the
strategies of research groups and contrasting them with those of other groups not participating in the
program is relevant for different purposes. Ex-ante, such an analysis anticipates results and identifies
critical limitations (e.g., the lack of interaction with societal stakeholders). During the program, it can
clarify research groups’ logic of action and inform an implementation. Finally the strategies of research
groups allow for an evaluation of program results, since changes in participants’ profiles, strategies, and
linkages can be considered a proxy of long-term program impact”.
According to Lepori and Reale (2012; p. 458) “evaluation should become a source of strategic
intelligence, enabling negotiation among the actors, making them more aware of the implications of
different program designs, as well as of the interests and strategies of the involved actors. In this
perspective, evaluation should not produce pre-defined recommendations and conclusions, but rather
an agenda for negotiation among actors, highlighting critical issues, open questions, and possible
choices to be made”.
If indicators should be developed, “advanced planning is extremely important, as collecting data,
designing indicators, testing, and validation on the specific context of the evaluated program are
required. The potential use of S&T indicators should be discussed in the early phases of the program’s
life, when the overall evaluation goal, its timeframe and available resources are also defined. Second,
indicators are highly dependent on the availability of data sources (Lepori and Reale, 2012; p. 460).
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Evaluation of some RRI aspects
Gender
Integrating the gender perspective in evaluation is often difficult, as the terms ‘gender’ and ‘women’ are
used as synonyms. “The focus tends to be on women’s participation in the intervention and on the
improvements in the women’s situation; little or no attention is paid to how the development action
impacts on women and on men, and how it changes unequal gender relations. In this way, the approach
that is usually adopted focuses on women by using the term ‘gender’; this approach ignores the
relational component of gender and results in a poor analysis of inequality between women and men”
(cited after Hunt and Brouwers, 2003; Rodríguez et al., 1999; Woodford-Berger, 2000). Besides there is a
tendency to consider gender-sensitive evaluation as a difficult ‘task of experts’” (Espinosa, 2013; p. 180).
Open access and knowledge transfer
Identified conditions for generating non-academic impact from social science research are “creating a
two-way interaction between researchers and research users; making knowledge transfer funding,
dedicated staff and infrastructure accessible; and communicating clear translations of research findings”
(Phipps and Shapson, 2009; p. 224). “Communities of practice are a place for the creation, acquisition,
and dissemination of new knowledge” (Curran et al., 2009; p. 325).
Governance
Gore and Wells (2009; p. 166) suggest, rather than examining through categorizing or measuring the
effectiveness, “to see governance as a dynamic process that can explain and inform programmes (…)
New governance arrangements, such as multi-level governance and its interaction with national
constitutional factors, are important conditioning factors, both for programmes themselves and the way
in which evaluation is conducted”. Furthermore, Owen and Goldberg (2010; p. 1706) ask for “a clear
mechanism for an ongoing dialogue with policymakers as the process coevolves”.
Phipps and Shapson (2009; p. 213) are introducing a form of institutional capacity that is called
knowledge mobilisation: “it is a suite of services that enhances the two-way connection between
researchers and research users, so that research and evidence can inform decisions about public policy
and professional practice. Knowledge mobilisation encompasses methods of knowledge transfer,
translation and exchange, and extends them to include the co-production of knowledge. Knowledge
mobilisation turns research into action. Knowledge mobilisation (the how) enables social innovation (the
what)”. Applied formats for exchange are e.g. “Research Forums” and “Thematic Breakfast Meetings”.
Public engagement
Early involvement should be aspirated; assessment measures and evaluation targets with program goals
should be aligned from the beginning (Hardré et al., 2010; p. 508). “A program might fail its objectives if
it is not able to involve the right participants and to build envisaged linkages, or if the stakeholders and
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research actors are not integrated at the design phase” (Lepori and Reale, 2012; p. 460) This is also
required for evaluation concepts that should go in line with programme developments: “as in
responsive evaluation, evaluation objectives and questions need to be constructed together with
program participants, rather than decided by program owners alone” (Lepori and Reale, 2012; p. 457).
However, “If RRI risks becoming a new label for business-as-usual, it also risks being used instrumentally
to smooth the path of innovation in society, and/or to achieve pre-committed policies. This, we argue,
should be a primary point of discussion and clariﬁcation, acknowledging we are at a stage before the
term itself becomes locked-in. The purposes and motivations for RRI at a policy level must be clear”
(Owen et al., 2012; p. 757).

5.4.

Synopsis

Summarized below are the most important findings of the screening and analysis on evaluation of RRI:
aspects that need to be considered, optional methodologies to be applied, and general
recommendations. These findings are compiled according to the material analysed in this document.
They are listed and grouped for better readability, but not ranked nor weighted by the authors. Given
the diversity of the used material, findings are not coherent and do not build on each other, but rather
reflect the different viewpoints and understandings of the RRI concept.
•

In general, there is very few or no awareness at all of evaluation in RRI as a hole.

•

No complete RRI evaluation concept was found. At present there are no standards, tools or
guidelines that measure RRI concept as a whole.

•

Very limited RRI evaluation elements in projects were found at this stage (mostly efficiency or
effectiveness). An adapted evaluation concept has to assemble both elements: efficiency and
effectiveness, as well as single aspects of RRI.

•

Extensive literature of single aspects of evaluation of RRI key components can be found (e.g.,
technology assessment, impact studies, gender, ethics, aso.), but a holistic evaluation of the
concept for RRI could not be identified.

•

It is questioned if RRI can be seen as one homogenous concept that could be applied as metaresponsibility above different already known responsibilities in research and innovation.

•

The RRI concept as such should be considered and treated as innovation itself.

•

A fundamental normative concept on RRI is needed before evaluation designs can be
implemented.

•

Evaluation of RRI could serve normative principles that could contribute ex ante to the
implementation of the RRI concept. A comprehensive consideration of RRI should already be
given in (funding) programmes, which requires advances planning.

•

An ex-ante approach is crucial, as it anticipates results and identifies critical limitations.
Environment and sustainable development show how policies are becoming ever more
complex and ambiguous. This trend calls for new evaluation approaches.
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•

Evaluation of RRI needs to be applied in funded projects in order to get sustainably
implemented. Other research and innovation projects need to have high incentives to integrate
RRI in their research.

•

RRI must be visible in all stages of the research processes if it is to be taken seriously. It must be
a part of proposal preparation, proposal evaluation, and the evaluation of completed projects.
At present, there is nothing to measure or evaluate any of these important stages.

•

The integration of RRI needs to become highly prestigious. The role of evaluation in this respect
could be not only the justification of resources spent, but also to give a framework for
identifying the top RRI performances.

•

Evaluation needs the legitimation of political commitment.

•

Evaluation should support self-reflection, active reflexivity, and individual guidance of RRI
stakeholders.

•

Individual researchers and institutions shall be supported in understanding and adapting the
fundamental concept of RRI and its evaluation, if a sustainable implementation shall be
reached.

•

Given the different definitions and approaches, from philosophical to rather fixed components
of RRI, the evaluation method will need to use a mixed method of qualitative and quantitative
data.

•

Evaluation concepts have to consider different interests and conflicts of stakeholder groups.

•

Evaluation concepts have to be flexible and adaptive, and, if indicators are applied, not all
indicators should be mandatory.

•

The evaluation concept should differentiate publicly funded and not publicly funded research
and innovation.

•

An evaluation concept possibly has to be broken down into an operationalization, offering a
toolbox of different methods.

•

Tools have to be open and flexible.

•

Specific indicators according to the very specific questions of RRI have to be developed.

•

Assurance of data availability has to be given for ex post, process, and impact evaluation.

•

RRI evaluation should help to implement RRI, rather than offer benchmarks for “business as
usual” implementations that stay meaningless.

•

The discourse of the RRI discussion should not only be limited to topics and neglect an actual
discourse on change. The evaluation of RRI could influence this possible danger by fostering
methods that enable critical discourse and questions.
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8.

Annexes

8.1.

Screened Materials

8.1.1.

Journals

American
Journal of
Evaluation

Research Evaluation

Journal
Year

Issue

Title of article

Comment

2009

March 2009, 1

no fitting article

2009

June 2009, 2

no fitting article

2009

September 2009, 3

no fitting article

2009

October 2009, 4

no fitting article

2009

December 2009, 5

no fitting article

2010

March 2010, 1

no fitting article
The impact of foresight on innovation
policy-making: recent experiences
and future perspectives

2010

June 2010, 2

2010

September 2010, 3

no fitting article

2010

October 2010, 4

no fitting article
Multidimensional assessment of
technology and innovation programs:
the impact evaluation of INCAGROPeru
Evaluation of research in context: an
approach and two cases

2010

December 2010, 5

2011

March 2011, 1

2011

June 2011, 2

2011

September 2011, 3

no fitting article

2011

October 2011, 4

no fitting article

2011

December 2011, 5

2012

March 2012, 1

2012

June 2012, 2

no fitting article

no fitting article
understanding of innovation policy as
means to achieve societal goals;
exemplar of an evaluation design for
the European Union’s Lead Market
Initiative to expose the extent to
which classical approaches to
evaluation are valid and where new
Evaluating the demand side: New issues arise; need to be added to
challenges for evaluation
Zotero
no fitting article
The practice of evaluation
innovation policy in Europe

in

2012

September 2012, 3

2012

October 2012, 4

no fitting article

2012

December 2012, 5

no fitting article

2013

March 2013, 1

no fitting article

2013

June 2013, 2

no fitting article

2013

September 2013, 3

no fitting article

2013

October 2013, 4

no fitting article

2013

December 2013, 5

no fitting article

2014

January 2014, 1

no fitting article

2009

March 30 (1)

RRI aspect

Do Self-Assessments Work to Detect
Workshop Success?: An Analysis of
Argument and Recommendation by nine rules of thumb in using selfD'Eon et al
assessments for evaluating training
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Evaluation and
the Health
Professions

The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation

2009

June 30 (2)

2009

September 30 (3)

2009

December 30 (4)

2012

March 31 (1)

no fitting article
Analyzing the Assumptions of a Policy
Program: An Ex-ante Evaluation of
‘‘Educational Governance’’ in the
Netherlands
Six Guiding Principles for Evaluating
Mode-2 Strategies for Sustainable
Development

This article demonstrates the value of
theoretical ex-ante evaluation of
policy programs.
mode2, sustainablity: die Vorläufer
von RRI
no fitting article

Concern-Focused Evaluation for
Ambiguous and Conflicting Policies:
An
Approach
From
the
Environmental Field

2010

June 31 (2)

2010

September 31 (3)

no fitting article

2010

December 31 (4)

no fitting article

2011

March 32 (1)

no fitting article
Developmental Impact Evaluation for
Facilitating Learning in Innovation
Networks

2011

June 32 (2)

2011

September 32 (3)

no fitting article

2011

December 32 (4)

no fitting article

2012

March 33 (1)

2012

June 33 (2)

2012

September 33 (3)

no fitting article
Values Engagement in Evaluation

values...
no fitting articles

2012

December 33 (4)

no fitting articles

2013

March 34 (1)

no fitting articles

2013

June 34 (2)

no fitting articles

2013

September 34 (3)

no fitting articles
Evaluation
Responsibility
and
Leadership in the Face of Failing
Democracies

2013

December 34 (4)

2009

Spring 2009, 1

no fitting articles

2009

Fall 2009, 2

no fitting articles

2009

2009, 3

no fitting articles

2010

Spring 2010, 1

no fitting articles

2010

Fall 2010, 2

no fitting articles

2010

2010, 3

no fitting articles

2011

Spring 2011, 1

no fitting articles

2011

Fall 2011, 2

no fitting articles

2011

2011, 3

2012

Spring 2012, 1

2012

Autumn 2012, 2

no fitting articles

2012

2012, 3

no fitting articles

2013

Spring 2013, 1

2009

March 32 (1)

Using Mixed Methods to Evaluate the
Pediatric Lead Assessment Network
Education Training Program (PLANET)

March 32 (1)

Community
Health
Program
Evaluation Using Accreditation as a
Framework

2009

no fitting articles
explore factors that increase the
impact of evaluation; help develop
new
methodologies;
examine
the influence of context on
evaluations; help to address ethical
Research on evaluation: A needs dilemmas. Research questions for
assessment
each topic; not added to Zotero

program
evalu,
engageme
nt
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2009

June 32 (2)

2009

June 32 (2)

2009

June 32 (2)

2009

September 32 (3)

2009

December 32 (4)

2010

March 33 (1)

2010

June 33 (2)

2010

September 33 (3)

2010

September 33 (3)

2010

September 33 (3)

2010

December 33 (4)

2011

March 34 (1)

2011

June 34 (2)

The Impact of Federal Bioterrorism
Funding Programs on Local Health
Department Preparedness Activities quantitative evaluation
A Multisource and Repeated
Measure Approach to Assessing
Patient—Physician Relationship and
Patient Satisfaction
A Multi-Method Process Evaluation
for a Skin Cancer Prevention Diffusion
Trial
Bridging the Gap: Knowledge Seeking
and Sharing in a Virtual Community
of Emergency Practice
virtual community of practise

Governanc
e
ethics,
communica
tion
programm
e
evalu,
education
education,
communica
tion

no fitting articles
A Content Analysis of Evaluation &
the Health Professions Over 32 Years
no fitting articles
evidence
based,
reliability
reliability
measurem
ent

A Critical Appraisal of Standard
Guidelines for Grading Levels of
Evidence
Measuring Physicians’ Performance
in Clinical Practice: Reliability,
Classification Accuracy, and Validity
Assessing Implicit Gender Bias in
Medical
Student
Performance
Evaluations

gender
no fitting articles

RE-AIM Evaluation of the Alcohol and
Pregnancy
Project:
Educational
Resources
to
Inform
Health
Professionals About Prenatal Alcohol
Exposure and Fetal Alcohol Spectrum
RE-AIM framework
Disorder

programm
e
and
education
material
evalu

no fitting articles
evalu
education
programm
e
on
communica
tion skills

Evaluation of Online Instruction to
Improve
Medical
and
Dental
Students’
Communication
and
Counseling Skills

2011

September 34 (3)

2011

December 34 (4)

no fitting articles

2012

March 35 (1)

no fitting articles
selfassessment
,
quality
improveme
nt

Measuring Quality Improvement in
Public Health The Development and
Psychometric Testing of a QI Maturity
Tool

2012

June 35 (2)

2012

September 35 (3)

no fitting articles

2012

December 35 (4)

no fitting articles
Tailoring
Evidence-Based
Interventions for New Populations A
Method for Program Adaptation
Through Community Engagement
participatory research

2013

March 36 (1)

2013

June 36 (2)

no fitting articles

2013

September 36 (3)

no fitting articles

2013

December 36 (4)

Evaluation and the NIH Clinical and
Translational Science Awards
top ten lessons learnt

programm
e adoption
through
community
engageme
nt

Programm
e evalu
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February 32 (1)

Evaluation of the implementation of
a socio-educational program with
immigrant families: A case study

2009

May 32 (2)

Governance and evaluation: The case
of EU regional policy horizontal
priorities

2009

August 32 (3)

Evaluation and Program Planning

2009

socioeducationa
l
programm,
impact
evaluation
horizontal
priorities:
equal
opportuniti
es,
environme
ntal
method-based approach endorsed by sustainabili
the European Commission for the ty
and
evaluation of its regional policy social
programmes
inclusion.
no fitting articles

2009

November 32 (4)

no fitting articles

2010

February 33 (1)

no fitting articles

2010

May 33 (2)

Facilitating evaluations of innovative,
competence-based
assessments:
Creating understanding and involving
multiple stakeholders

2010

May 33 (2)

Serving the public good

2010

August 33 (3)

2010

November 33 (4)

education
social and educational program
evaluation is more than a technical
process with only instrumental aims
and intentions. Rather, it is better
understood as a social practice
intrinsically enmeshed with the sociopolitical, ethical, and ideological
challenges of our contemporary era.
These challenges frame evaluation
possibilities, and evaluation, in turn, (environme
shapes our understanding of and nt)
discourse about the challenges.
education
no fitting articles
evaluation
of
community
health
promotion
(health
education)

Community health promotion: A
framework to facilitate and evaluate
supportive social environments for
health
Redesigning and aligning assessment
and evaluation for a federally funded
math
and
science
teacher
educational program

programm
evaluation,
education

2010

November 33 (4)

2011

February 34 (1)

no fitting articles

2011

May 34 (2)

no fitting articles

2011

August 34 (3)

no fitting articles

2011

November 34 (4)

no fitting articles
programm
evaluation,
gender,
diversity,
training

Process evaluation of a diversity
training program: The value of a
mixed method strategy

2012

February 35 (1)

2012

May 35 (2)

no fitting articles

2012

August 35 (3)

no fitting articles

2012

November 35 (4)

2013

February 36 (1)

2013

April 37

no fitting articles
Field trials of a novel toolkit for
evaluating ‘intangible’ values-related
dimensions of projects

no
RRI
aspect but
toolkit
no fitting articles
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Zeitschrift für
Evaluation
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2013

June 38

no fitting articles

2013

August 39

no fitting articles

2013

October 40

no fitting articles

2013

December 41

no fitting articles

2014

February 42

no fitting articles

2009

January 5 (1)

no fitting articles

2009

May 5 (2)

no fitting articles
Knowledge mobilisation builds local
research collaborations for social
innovation.
Using 'systems awareness': a
proposed mechanism for monitoring
communications.

open
access to
research

2009

August 5 (3)

2009

August 5 (3)

2009

November 5 (4)

no fitting articles

2010

January 6 (1)

no fitting articles

2010

May 6 (2)

no fitting articles

2010

August 6 (3)

no fitting articles

2010

November 6 (4)

no fitting articles

2011

January 7 (1)

no fitting articles

2011

May 7 (2)

no fitting articles

2011

August 7 (3)

no fitting articles

2011

November 7 (4)

no fitting articles

2012

January 8 (1)

no fitting articles

2012

May 8 (2)

no fitting articles

2012

August 8 (3)

no fitting articles

2012

November 8 (4)

no fitting articles

2013

January 9 (1)

no fitting articles

2013

May 9 (2)

no fitting articles

communica
tion

communica
tion,
knowledge
transfer

Knowledge
exchange
between
academia and the third sector

2013

August 9 (3)

2011

October 10 (2)

no fitting articles

2012

April 11 (1)

no fitting articles

2012

October 11 (2)

no fitting articles

2013

April 12 (1)

no fitting articles

2013

October 12 (2)

no fitting articles

2009

Spring (121)

no fitting articles

2009

Summer (122)

no fitting articles

2009

Autum (123)

no fitting articles

2009

Winter (124)

no fitting articles

2010

Spring (125)

no fitting articles

2010

Summer (126)

no fitting articles

2010

Autumn (127)

no fitting articles

2010

Winter (128)

no fitting articles

2011

Spring (129)

2011

Summer (130)

2011

Autumn (131)

programm
e
evaluation,
technologic
al
education

The upside of an annual survey in
light of involvement and use:
Evaluating
the
Advanced
Technological Education program
no fitting articles
En “gendering” evaluation: Feminist
evaluation but “I am NOT a feminist!”

gender
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Studies in Educational Evaluation

Practical Assessment,
Research and Evaluation
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2011

Winter (132)

no fitting articles

2012

Spring (133)

no fitting articles

2012

Summer (134)

no fitting articles

2012

Autumn (135)

no fitting articles

2012

Winter (136)

no fitting articles

2013

Spring (137)

no fitting articles

2013

Summer (138)

no fitting articles

2013

Autumn (139)

no fitting articles

2013

Winter (140)

no fitting articles

2009

vojume 14

no fitting articles

2010

volume 15

no fitting articles

2011

volume 16

no fitting articles

2012

volume 17

no fitting articles

2013

volume 18

no fitting articles

2009

vol 35 (1)

no fitting articles

2009

vol 35 (2-3)

no fitting articles

2009

vol 35 (4)

no fitting articles
programm
e
evaluation,
stakeholde
r
involvemen
t

Evaluation use and involvement of
internal stakeholders: The case of a
new non-degree online program in
Brazil

2010

vol 36 (1-2)

2010

vol 36 (3)

no fitting articles

2010

vol 36 (4)

no fitting articles

2011

vol 37 (1)

no fitting articles
programm
e
evaluation,
education,
holistic
impact
evaluation

Evaluating the impact of an urban
comprehensive school reform: An
illustration of the need for mixed
methods

2011

vol 37 (2-3)

2011

vol 37 (4)

no fitting articles

2012

vol 38 (1)

no fitting articles

2012

vol 38 (2)

no fitting articles

2012

vol 38(3-4)

no fitting articles

2013

vol 39 (1)

no fitting articles

2013

vol 39 (2)

no fitting articles

2013

vol 39 (3)

no fitting articles

2013

vol 39 (4)

no fitting articles

2009

33 (1)

no fitting articles
Mapping Excellence
Research Systems

in

National

evaluation
of research

2009

33 (2)

2009

33 (3)

no fitting articles

2009

33 (4)

no fitting articles

2009

33 (5)

no fitting articles

2009

33 (6)

no fitting articles

2010

34 (1)

no fitting articles

2010

34 (2)

no fitting articles
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2010

34 (3)

no fitting articles

2010

34 (4)

no fitting articles

2010

34 (5)

no fitting articles

2010

34 (6)

no fitting articles

2011
2011

35 (2)

no fitting articles

2011

35 (3)

no fitting articles

2011

35 (4)

no fitting articles

2011

35 (5)

no fitting articles

2011

35 (6)

no fitting articles

2012

36 (1)

no fitting articles

2012

36 (2)

no fitting articles

2012

36 (3)

no fitting articles

2012

Evaluation: the International Journal of Theory, Research and Practice

35 (1)

multi
method
programm
e
evaluation

Multimethod Strategy for Assessing
Program Fidelity: The National
Evaluation of the Revised G.R.E.A.T.
Program

36 (4)

participato
ry indicator
developme
nt
for
programm
e
monitoring
,

Design of a Basic System of Indicators
for Monitoring and Evaluating
Spanish Cooperation’s Culture and
Development Strategy

2012

36 (5)

no fitting articles

2012

36 (6)

no fitting articles

2013

37 (1)

no fitting articles
Cooperation
Networks
and
Innovation: A Complex Systems
Perspective to the Analysis and
Evaluation of a Regional Innovation
Policy Programme

R & D
innovation,
programm
e
evaluation

2009

15 (1)

2009

15 (2)

no fitting articles

2009

15 (3)

no fitting articles

2009

15 (4)

no fitting articles

2010

16 (1)

no fitting articles

2010

16 (2)

no fitting articles

2010

16 (3)

no fitting articles

2010

16 (4)

no fitting articles

2011

17 (1)

no fitting articles

2011

17 (2)
Bridging the gap between planning
evaluation
and
programme
evaluation: The contribution of the
PPR methodology

progarmm
e
evaluation

2011

17 (3)

2011

17 (4)

no fitting articles

2012

18 (1)

no fitting articles

2012

18 (2)

no fitting articles

2012

18 (3)

2012

18 (4)

2013

19 (1)

S & T,
research
programm
e
evaluation,
indicators

S&T indicators as a tool for formative
evaluation of research programs
no fitting articles
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2013

19 (2)

2013

19 (3)

no fitting articles

2013

19 (4)

no fitting articles

2014

29 (1)

2013

40(3)
40(2)

-

40(1)
39(6)

Responsible research and innovation:
From science in society to science for
society, with society

39(5)

-

39(4)

-

39(3)

-

39(2)

-

39(1)

-

38(10)

38(8)

Do labour markets and educational
and training systems matter for
innovation outcomes? A multi level
analysis for the EU 27
Democratic theory and citizen
participation: democracy models in
the evaluation of public participation
in science and technology
Stop looking up the ladder: analysing
the
impact
of
participatory
technology assessment from a
process perspective
Assessing the impacts of citizen
participation in science governance:
exploring new roads in comparative
analysis

38(7)

-

38(6)

-

40(6)

40(4)

38(9)

gender

no fitting articles
Responsible research and innovation:
The role of privacy in an emerging
framework (Bernd Carsten Stahl)
Towards a social impact assessment
of security technologies: A bottom up
approach (Leon Hempel, Lards
Ostermeier, Tobias Schaaf und Dagny
Vedder)
Integrating privacy and ethical impact
assessments (David Wright, Michael
Friedewald)
Democratising research evaluation:
Achieving greater public engagement
with bibliometrics-informed peer
review
“Don’t make nanotechnology sexy,
ensure its benefits, and be neutral”:
Studying the logics of new
intermediary
institutions
in
ambiguous governance contexts
(Heidrun Am)
Closing the policy cycle: Increasing
the utilization of evaluation findings
in
research,
technological
development and innovation policy
design

40(5)

Science and Public Policy

Moving towards gender-sensitive
evaluation? Practices and challenges
in
international-development
evaluation
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38(4)

Fostering sustainable technologies: a
framework
for
analysing
the
governance of innovation systems
UK universities look beyond the
patent policy discourse in their
intellectual property strategies

38(3)

-

38(2)

-

38(1)

-

37(10)

-

37(9)
37(8)

Embryos, ethics and expertise: the
emerging model of the research
ethics regulator

37(7)

-

37(6)

-

37(5)

37(4)

Dialogue in or with the peer review?
Evaluating research organizations in
order to promote organizational
learning

37(3)

-

37(2)

-

37(1)

-

37(10)

-

36(9)

-

36(8)

-

36(7)

-

36(6)

-

36(5)

-

36(4)

-

36(3)

-

36(2)

-

36(1)

-

38(5)

8.1.2.

Books

Title
Good education in an age of measurement: Ethics,
politics, democracy.
The Past and Future of Constructive Technology
Assessment
in:
Technological Forecasting & Social Change 54, 251268

8.1.3.

Author

Year Publisher

Biesta, G.J.J.

2010 Boulder, Co: Paradigm Publishers.

Schot, J. and A.
Rip
1997

Links

Title
Weblink
School of Social and
Political Science
http://www.sps.ed.ac.uk/research/ethics
Association of Social
Anthropologists of the
UK
and
Commonwealth
http://www.theasa.org/ethics.shtml

Country

EPSRC

http://www.epsrc.ac.uk/research/framework/Pages/framework.aspx

UK

Responsible

http://responsible-innovation.org.uk/torrii/

UK

UK

UK
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Innovation
Economic and Social
Research Council
http://www.esrc.ac.uk/_images/framework-for-research-ethics-09-12_tcm8-4586.pdf
http://www.news-medical.net/news/20130130/Human-Brain-Project-to-link-basicKings College
research-with-disease-treatment.aspx?page=2
Sciencewise
British
Association

http://www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk/
Science

UK
UK
UK

ScienceDirect

http://www.britishscienceassociation.org/
UK
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleListURL&_method=list&_ArticleListID=534107136&_sort=r&_st=4&_acct=C000228598&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=1297
5512&md5=05ca144111b578c780e4a8a327b3e775&searchtype=a

Sciencewise UK

http://www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk/cms/departmental-dialogue-index/

UK

NWO

http://www.nwo.nl

NL

http://hbr.nya.org.uk/
Analyzing Institutional
Commitment
to
Service
http://www.compact.org/advancedtoolkit/pdf/holland-all.pdf
Self-Assessment Rubric
for
the
Institutionalization of
Service Learning in
Higher Education
http://www.servicelearning.org/filemanager/download/Furco_rubric.pdf
Responsible
Innovation
http://www.matterforall.org/

8.1.4.
Title

UK

Documents
Institution/Author

Measuring the
Implementation of
Codes of Conduct.
An Assessment
Method Based on
a Process
Approach of the
Responsible
Organisation
A Framework for R. Owen, J. Stilgoe,
Responsible
P. Macnaghten, M.
Innovation
Gorman, E. Fisher,
and D. Guston
An outline for a
R. von Schomberg
strategy towards
Responsible
Research and
Innovation
Inspiration to
Research Councils
engage UK
Concordat for
engaging the
public with
research
Code of Conduct EC
Recommendation
for Responsible
Nanosciences and
Nanotechnologies
Research. (EC
2008)
The Impact of
Knut Blind
Regulation on
TU Berlin,
Innovation
Fraunhofer FOKUS,
RSM Erasmus
University

link

type

http://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1024172412561

paper

http://media.wiley.com/product_data/excerpt/61/11199663/1119966361- paper
3.pdf
http://dev.ulb.ac.be/philo/crib/nano/programme.html

http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/RCUKprod/assets/documents/publications/ConcordatInspiration.pdf

concordate

http://ec.europa.eu/research/consultations/nanocode/consultation_en.htm

code of
conduct for
member
states

http://innovation-policy.net/compendium/section/Default.aspx?topicid=3
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RESPONSIBLE
RESEARCH AND
INNOVATION:
OPTIONS FOR
RESEARCH AND
INNOVATION
POLICY IN THE EU
'Public Value
Mapping and
Science Policy
Evaluation.'
Minerva Vol
49(1): 1-23

Richard Owen,
http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index_en.cfm?pg=expertgroups
Professor of
Strategic Innovation
Management and
Chair in Responsible
Innovation
University of Exeter
Business School,
United Kingdom
Bozeman, B.
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11024-011-9161-7
Sarewitz D (2011)

paper

8.1.5.

Evaluations

Title

Commissioner

Author of published studies Institution(s)

Endbegutachtun
g der
Clusteroffensive
Bayern

Bayerisches
Staatsministerium für Wirtschaft, Infrastruktur,
Verkehr und
Technologie

Knut Koschatzky, Gerlinde
Pöchhacker-Tröscher,
Susanne Bührer, Johann Lefenda, Thomas Stahlecker

Fraunhofer-Institut
Karlsruhe,
für System- und
2010
Innovationsforschung
ISI

Begleitende
Evaluierung des
BMBFFörderinstrume
nts
„Forschungsprä
mie“ und
„Forschungsprä
mieZwei“
Systemevaluieru
ng „KMUinnovativ“
Begleit- und
Wirkungsforsch
ung zur
HightechStrategie
Ex‐post‐
Evaluierung der
Fördermaßnahmen BioChance
und
BioChancePlus
im Rahmen der
Systemevaluieru
ng „KMU‐
innovativ“
Begleit‐ und
Wirkungsforschung zur
Hightech‐
Strategie
Begleitung,
Bewertung und
Erarbeitung von
Schlussfolgerun
gen des Förderschwerpunktes
"Exportfähigkeit

BMBF

Michael Astor, Ulf Glöckner,
Daniel Rie-senberg, Eva
Schindler

Prognos AG

Berlin,
Dezem-ber
2010

no RRI
evaluated

BMBF

Christian Rammer, Birgit
Aschhoff, Dirk Crass, Thomas
Eckert, Georg Licht, Michael
Astor, Stephan Heinrich,
Daniel Riesenberg, Michael
Woywode, Robert
Strohmeyer, Vartuhi
Tonoyan, Niclas Rüf¬fer
Georg Licht, Dirk Crass,
Thomas Eckert, Mark O.
Sellenthin, Oliver Pfirrmann,
Ste-phan Heinrich, Robert
Strohmeyer, Vartu¬hi
Tonoyan, Michael Woywode

Zentrum für
Europäische
Wirtschafts-forschung
GmbH (ZEW), Prognos
AG, Institut für
Mittelstandsforschung
an der Universität
Mannheim (ifm)
Zentrum für
Europäische
Wirtschafts-forschung
(ZEW), Prognos
AG,Institut für
Mittelstandsforschung
an der Universität
Mannheim (ifm)

http://ww
w.zew.de/
de/publikat
ionen/publi
kation.php
3?action=d
etail&nr=6
594
Mannheim, http://idea
s.repec.org
Fe-bruar
/p/zbw/ze
2012
wdok/1205
.html

no RRI
evaluated

Thomas Stahlecker, Sabine
Biege

Fraunhofer Institut für Karlsruhe,
System- und
Fe-bruar
Innovationsforschung 2010
(ISI)

BMBF

BMBF

Publication Link

Comments

http://ww
w.isi.fraun
hofer.de/isi
de/p/proje
kte/archiv/
clusteroffe
nsive_ii_su
b.php

Mannheim,
Ber-lin,
Dezember
2011

no public
access

no RRI
evaluated

possibly
relevant
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und Internationalisierung
von
Dienstleistunge
n" (MetaProjekt)
Evaluation der
BMBF
Projektförderun
g im Bereich der
Haushaltstitel
„Vernetzte
Welt“ und
„Softwaresyste
me,
Wissenstechnol
ogien“ des
Bundesministeri
ums für Bildung
und Forschung
Begleitende
BMBF
Evaluierung des
Förderinstruments
„SpitzenclusterWettbewerb“
des BMBF
Begleitforschun BMBF
g Mobile
Diagnostiksyste
me

Oliver Pfirrmann, Klaus Peter
Fähnrich, Peter Kaiser,
Stephan Heinrich, Matthias
Deutsch, Florian Knetsch,
Stefan Kühne, Michael
Röhrig

Prognos AG;ZIWL
Zentrum für Informations-, Wasserund Dienstleistungsmanagement

Berlin,
Februar
2010

Michael Rothgang u.a.

RheinischWestfälisches Institut
für
Wirtschaftsforschung
(RWI)

Projektlauf
zeit
11/2008 11/2013

Tanja Bratan u.a.

Fraunhofer-Institut
für System- und
Innovationsforschung
ISI; Deutsche
Gesellschaft für
Biomedizinische
Technik (DGBMT im
VDE); Institut für
Mikrotechnik Mainz
GmbH (IMM);
Technische
Universität München,
Klinikum rechts der
Isar; Uni Augsburg
Fraunhofer-Institut
für System- und
Innovationsforschung
ISI

Projektlauf
zeit
10/20129/2015

Evaluation der
BMBF
Förderaktivität
"Ersatzmethode
n zum
Tierversuch"

Bärbel Hüsing, Franz P.
Gruber, Franz P. Gruber,
Sven Wydra

Begleitforschun BMBF
gsvorhaben zum
BMBFWettbewerb
"Gesundheitsreg
ionen der
Zukunft"
Begleitforschun BMBF
gsprojekt
„Energiespeiche
r-Monitoring für
die
Elektromobilität
“ (EMOTOR)
BMBF
Begleitende
Evaluierung der
Fördermaßnah
me "Validierung
des
Innovationspote
nzials
wissenschaftlich

Thomas Reiß u.a.

Thomas Reiß u.a.

Stephanie Daimer u.a.

http://ww no RRI
w.pt-it.pt- evaluated
dlr.de/de/2
041.php

http://ww
w.isi.fraun
hofer.de/isi
de/t/projek
te/brtmobdiag.p
hp

No RRI
evaluated;
only
networking
with other
researchers

Karlsruhe
2011

www.ptj.d No RRI
e/lw_resou evaluated
rce/datapo
ol/_items/i
tem.../schl
ussbericht.
pdf
Fraunhofer-Institut
Projektlauf
Participative
für System- und
zeit
Einbindung
Innovationsforschung 2/2012der Region
ISI
1/2017
(Bürger), too
early for
evaluation
concept
Fraunhofer-Institut
laufendes http://ww no direct RRI
w.isi.fraun evaluated
für System- und
Projekt
hofer.de/isi
Innovationsforschung
ISI
de/t/projek
te/EMOTO
R.php
Fraunhofer-Institut
7/2011http://ww
w.isi.fraun
für System- und
3/2014
hofer.de/isi
Innovationsforschung
ISI; VDI TZ
de/p/proje
kte/evalvip_sd.php
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er Forschung VIP"
Forschungscam
pus - pro aktiv'.
Erfahrungsausta
usch und
Integration im
Rahmen der
Förderinitiative
'Forschungscam
pus - öffentlichprivate
Partnerschaft
für Innovation'
Begleitforschun
g der HightechStrategie Analyse zu
ausgewählten
Aspekten - Los
1: Ökonomische
Analyse der
Bedarfsfelder
der HightechStrategie
Formative
Evaluation des
Rahmenprogra
mms
Mikrosysteme
Evaluation der
Fördermaßnah
men BioRegio
und BioProfile

BMBF

Knut Koschatzky u.a.

Fraunhofer-Institut
für System- und
Innovationsforschung
ISI; iit der VDI/VDE-IT

Projektlauf
zeit
11/201210/2016

http://ww no RRI
w.isi.fraun evaluated
hofer.de/isi
de/p/proje
kte/forschu
ngscampus
.php

BMBF

Rainer Frietsch u.a.

Fraunhofer-Institut
für System- und
Innovationsforschung
ISI

Projektlauf
zeit
3/20112/2013

http://ww no RRI
w.isi.fraun evaluated
hofer.de/isi
de/p/proje
kte/htslos1_rf.php

BMBF

Anette Hilbert u.a.

Institut für Innovation k.A.
und Technik (iit) der
VDI/VDE-IT

pdf

no RRI
evaluated

BMBF

Tanja Staehler, Dirk Dohse ,
Philip Cooke

Consulting für
Innovations-und Regionalanalysen ;
Institut für Weltwirtschaft an der
Universität Kiel ;
Centre for Advanced
Studies in the Social
Sciences
PricewaterhouseCoop
ers AG (PwC)

pdf

no RRI
evaluated

Bonn,
pdf
Berlin 2011

no RRI
evaluated

Evaluation des BMBF
Rahmenprogra
mms
Biotechnologie
Ex-post
BMBF
Evaluation des
Forschungsprogramms
"Forschung für
die Produktion
von morgen" für
die Jahre 1999
bis 2004
Evaluierung der BMWi
ERP-Programme

Evaluierung des BMWi
High-Tech
Gründerfonds

k.A.

Preetz,
Kiel,
Cardiff,
2006

Anton Geyer, Joachim
Hafkesbrink, Stef-fen Kinkel

Technopolis,
Wien,
Österreich
Karlsruhe
;Fraunhofer-Institut
2006
für System- und
Innovations-forschung
ISI

Nikolaj Bøggild, Luise Heyn,
Judith Käser-Erdtracht, Till
Johannes Richter, Frank
Wallau, Arndt Werner,
Guido Zinke

Rambøll Management Juli 2011
Consulting

Anton Geyer, Thomas
Heimer, Luise Höl-scher,
Christoph Schalast

Technopolis
Februar
Forschungs- und Bera- 2010
tungsgesellschaft
m.b.H.

too old

http://ww
w.rambollmanageme
nt.de/sekto
ren/wirtsch
aftspolitik/
evaluationder-erpprogramm
eeuropeanrecoveryprogram
http://ww
w.fteval.at/
de/evaluati
on_studies

no direct RRI
evaluated

no RRI
evaluated
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Evaluation von
Konzeption und
Wirkungen der
BMWi-Initiative
"Kompetenznetz
e Deutschland"
Evaluierung des
BMWiProgramms
„FuE-Förderung
gemeinnütziger
externer
Industrieforschu
ngseinrichtunge
n
Ostdeutschlands
Innovationskom
petenz Ost
(INNO-KOMOst)“
einschließlich
des
Modellvorhabens
Investitionszusc
huss technische
Infrastruktur
Evaluierung des
SIGNO
Förderprogram
ms des BMWi in
seiner ganzen
Breite und Tiefe
Wirtschaftliche
Wirksamkeit der
Förderprogramme PRO
INNO und INNOWATT - 2008
abgeschlossene
FuE-Projekte
Begleitende
Evaluierung zur
Förderung von
„Innovationsma
nagement“ in
kleinen Unternehmen der
neuen
Bundesländer
und Berlin
Begleitenden
Evaluierung des
Förderwettbewerbs
„Netzwerkmana
gement-Ost“
(NEMO) zum
Thema
„Untersuchung
der
Nachhaltigkeit
der Förderung“
Auswirkungen
der aus dem
Konjunkturpa-

/all/2010/5
55/
Berlin,
pdf
no RRI
März 2009
evalated

BMWi

Stefan Ekert, Jörn Sommer,
Vanessa Schwan

InterVal GmbH

BMWi

Jutta Günther, Nicole
Nulsch, Cornelia Lang,
Michael Schwartz, Christoph
Hor-nych, Christian Rammer,
Martin Hud, Paula Schliessler

Institut für
Wirtschaftsforschung
Halle (IWH), Zentrum
für Europäische
Wirtschaftsforschung
(ZEW)

Halle,
September 2012

pdf

No RRI

BMWi

Michael Astor, Ulf Glöckner,
Daniel Rie-senberg,
Ansprechpartner, Christian
Czy-chowski

Prognos AG,
BOEHMERT &
BOEHMERT

Berlin,
April 2010

pdf

no RRI

BMWi

Heiner Depner

RKW
Kompetenzzentrum

Eschborn,
2012

pdf

no RRI

BMWi

Michael Astor, Andreas
Heimer, Herbert Berteit,
Gerd Walter

Prognos AG; SÖSTRA
Institut für
Sozialökonomische
Strukturanalysen
GmbH

Berlin, Mai http://ww no RRI
2007
w.soestra.d
e/index.ph
p?seite=10
2

BMWi

Carsten Becker, Stefan Ekert, GIB Gesellschaft für
Berlin,
pdf
Filip Klip-pel, Herbert Berteit Innovationsfor-schung Dezem-ber
und Beratung mbH;
2007
SÖSTRA Institut für
Sozialökonomische
Struk-turanalysen
GmbH

no RRI

BMWi

Jutta Günther, Udo Ludwig,
Ulrich Brautzsch, Brigitte
Loose, Nicole Nulsch

no RRI

Institut für
Wirtschaftsforschung
Halle (IWH)

Halle
(Saale),
Juni 2011

pdf
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ket II für das
Zentrale
Innovationsprogramm
Mittelstand
(ZIM)
bereitgestellten
Mittel auf die
konjunkturelle
Entwicklung
Evaluation des BMWi
Forschungsprog
ramms
„Schifffahrt und
Meerestechnik
für das 21.
Jahrhundert“ für
die Jahre 2005 –
2010
Erweiterte
BMWi
Erfolgskontrolle
beim Programm
zur Förderung
der industriellen
Gemeinschaftsforschun
g (IGF) im
Zeitraum 2005
bis 2010

Oliver Pfirrmann, Joachim
Brodda, Mi-chael
Jarowinsky, Stephan
Heinrich, Da-niel Riesenberg,
Matthias Deutsch, HansJoachim Bartels, Markus
Lehne

Prognos AG; BALance
Technology
Consulting; MC
Marketing Consulting
Michael Jarowinsky

Jochen Dehio, Wolfgang
Dürig, Rainer Graskamp,
Bernhard Lageman, Matthias
Peistrup, Michael Rothgang,
Werner Friedrich, Markus
Körbel, Heidrun Schulz

RheinischEssen,
Westfälisches Institut Februar
für
2011
Wirtschaftsforschung;
WSF Wirt-schafts-und
Sozialforschung
Kerpen

Evaluation des BMWi
Förderprogram
ms
"Energieeffizien
zberatung" als
eine
Komponente
des Sonderfonds
Energieeffizienz
in kleinen und
mittleren
Unternehmen
(KMU)
Wissenschaftlich BMWi
e Begleitung der
Fördermaßnah
me "EXIST Existenzgründun
gen aus der
Wissenschaft"
Evaluierung des BMWi
Programmstarts
und der
Durchführung
des "Zentralen
Innovationsprogramms
Mittelstand
(ZIM)"

Birgit-Jo Frahm, Edelgard
Gruber, Micha-el Mai,
Annette Roser, Tobias
Fleiter, Barbara Schlomann

Institut für
Karlsruhe,
Ressourceneffizienz
November
und Energiestrategien 2010
GmbH (IREES);
Fraunhofer-Institut
für System- und
Innovationsforschung
ISI

Marianne Kulicke u.a.

Untersuchung
BMWi
der Wirksamkeit
des Förderprogramms
PROgramm
INNOvationskompetenz
mittelständische
r Unterneh-

Marianne Kulicke, Susanne
Bührer, Sa-scha Ruhland,
Vivien Lo, Eva Kirner

Fraunhofer-Institut
Projektlauf http://ww
w.isi.fraun
für System- und
zeit bis
hofer.de/isi
Innovationsforschung 11/2015
ISI
de/p/proje
kte/exist.p
hp
Fraunhofer Institut für Karlsruhe, www.zimSystem- und
Ber-lin, Juni bmwi.de/d
ownload/st
Innovationsforschung 2010
udienISI; Gesell-schaft für
berichteInnovationsforschung
expertisen/
und Beratung (GIB)
ZIM%20En
dberichtLangfassun
g.pdf
Fraunhofer Institut für Karlsruhe www.zimSystem- und
2006
bmwi.de/d
ownload/st
Innovationsforschung
udienISI; SÖSTRA Institut
berichtefür Sozialökonomische
expertisen/
Struk-turanalysen
wirtschaftli
GmbH
chewirksamkei

Marianne Kulicke, Carsten
Becker, Miriam Hufnagl,
Herbert Berteit, Tim Grebe,
Mat-thias Kirbach, Thorsten
Lübbers, Tasso Brandt

Berlin, Kiel, pdf
Bremen,
No-vember
2010

no RRI

http://ww no RRI
w.rwiessen.de/f
orschungundberatung/u
nternehme
n-undinnovation/
projekte/2
3/
www.isi.fra no RRI
unhofer.de
/isimedia/doc
s/e/de/pub
likationen/
evaluationfoerderpro
grammenergieeffi
zienzberat
ung.pdf
no RRI

no RRI

no RRI
interessant:
Effectiveness
is based
exclusively
on efficiency
and
profitability.
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men" (PRO
INNO)

t-derfoerderpro
grammepro-innund-innowatt.pdf
excluded
due to year
of
publication

Evaluation des BMWi
BMWiProgramms
"Förderung von
Forschung und
Entwicklung bei
Wachstumsträg
ern in
benachteiligten
Re-gionen"
(INNO-WATT)
Wirksamkeit der BMWi
aus dem
Konjunkturpake
t II geförderten
FuE-Projekte
des Zentralen
Innovationsprog
ramms
Mittelstand
(ZIM)

Vivien Lo, Björn Wolf, Knut
Koschatzky, Dominik Weiß

Fraunhofer Institut für Karlsruhe,
System- und
Mai 2006
Innovationsforschung
ISI

Heiner Depner, Natalia
Gorynia-Pfeffer, Carsten
Lohmann, Wolfgang Möller,
Ing-rid Voigt

RKW
Eschborn,
Rationalisierungs- und November
Innova-tionszentrum 2011
der Deutschen Wirtschaft e.V.

Evaluation des BMWi
Luftfahrtforschu
ngspro-gramms

k.A.

Institut für Innovation 2012
und Technik (iit) der
VDI/VDE-IT

Begleitforschun BMWi
g Autonomik

Alfons Botthof u.a.

Institut für Innovation k.A.
und Technik (iit) der
VDI/VDE-IT

Programmintegr
ierte
Wirkungsanalys
e des
Gründerwettbe
werbs
Multimedia
Wissenschaftlich
e
Begleitforschun
g des
Programms
„next
generation
media“
Evaluation des
Förderschwerpu
nkts „INS –
Innovation mit
Normen und
Standards“
Evaluation der
Fördermaßnah
men EXISTGründerstipendi
um und EXISTForschungstrans
fer

BMWi

Christiane Kerlen, Sandra
Prescher

Institut für Innovation Berlin,
und Technik (iit) der
2008
VDI/VDE-IT

BMWi

Alfons Botthof u.a.

Institut für Innovation 2010
und Technik (iit) der
VDI/VDE-IT mit
Partnern

BMWi

Tim Grebe u.a.

GIB Gesellschaft für
k.A.
Innovationsfor-schung
und Beratung mbH

keine
Veröffentli
chung

BMWi

Carsten Becker, Tim Grebe,
Thorsten Lübbers

GIB Gesellschaft für
Berlin,
Innovationsfor-schung November
und Beratung mbH
2011

https://ww no RRI
w.exist.de/i
mperia/md
/content/st
udien/end
bericht_ev
aluierung_
exist_nove

www.zim- no RRI
bmwi.de/d
ownload/st
udienberichteexpertisen/
expertisewirksamkei
tkonjunktur
paket-ii.pdf
www.dlr.d no RRI
e/ptlf/Portaldat
a/50/Resou
rces/doku
mente/Zen
trale_Ergeb
nisse.pdf
http://ww no RRI
w.autonom
ik.de/de/1
95.php
excluded
due to year
of
publication

no RRI
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mber_2011
.pdf
Bedeutung von
FUE für die
Entwicklung des
verarbeitenden
Gewerbes in
Ostdeutschland
und Wirkungen
der
technologieoffe
nen Programme
zur Förderung
der
Industrieforschu
ng
Evaluation des
Operationellen
Programm des
Bundes für den
ESF in der
Förderperi-ode
2007–2013 (OP
Bund)

BMWi

Alexander Eickelpasch, Heike DIW Berlin; Söstra
Belitz, An-na Lejpras,
GmbH
Herbert Berteit, Kathleen
Toepel, Gerd Walter

Bundesministe- Ronald Bachmann, Daniel
rium für Arbeit Baumgarten, Barbara S.
und Soziales, ISG Grave, Jochen Kluve, Hanna
– Institut für
Frings, Uwe Neumann
Sozialforschung
und
Gesellschaftspoli
tik GmbH;
Rhei-nischWestfälisches
Institut für Wirtschaftsforschung
(RWI) und
SÖSTRA
Evaluierung des Bundesministe- Friedrich Seefeldt et al.
4.
rium für
Energieforschun Umwelt,
gspro-gramms Naturschutz
Erneuerbare
und
ReaktorsicherEnergien
heit

Evaluation der
Biotechnologief
örderung der
Deutschen
Bundesstiftung
Umwelt
Themenspezifisc
he Evaluation
der For-schungs, Entwicklungsund
Innovationsförderung.
Europäische
Strukturfonds
Sachsen-Anhalt
2007 - 2013
Evaluation für
Clustermanage
ments; Evaluation der 3
SchleswigHolsteinischen
Clustermanage
ments
FoodRegio,
Mariti-mes
Cluster, DiWiSH
Regionalökono

Deutsche Bun- Bärbel Hüsing u.a.
desstiftung Umwelt

Prognos AG;
Fraunhofer ISE Fraunhofer Gesellschaft –
Institut für Sola-re
Energiesysteme; IE
Institut fur Energetik
und Umwelt; IWR
Internat.
Wirtschaftsforum Reg.
Energien; WindGuard
Fraunhofer-Institut
für System- und
Innovationsforschung
ISI

Berlin,
2010

no RRI

Projektlauf
zeit
05/2009 12/2015

http://ww
w.rwiessen.de/f
orschungundberatung/a
rbeitsmaer
ktebildungbevoelkeru
ng/projekt
e/12/

Berlin,
Basel,
Freiburg,
Leip-zig,
Münster,
Varel, Juli
2007

excluded
due to year
of
publication

Karlsruhe,
Fe-bruar
2011

no publicly
available
publication

Chancengleic
hheit; no
publication of
evaluations

Ministerium für Kirsti Dautzenberg, Guido
Wissenschaft
Zinke
und Wirtschaft
des Landes
Sachsen-Anhalt

Rambøll Management Oktober
Consulting
2011

no
detailled
report
found

Ministerium für Christiane Kerlen, Gerd
Wissenschaft, Meier zu Köcker, Ralf
Wirtschaft und Duckert, Daniel Klose
Verkehr des
Landes Schleswig-Holstein

VDI/VDE Innovation + Berlin, Kiel
Technik GmbH; dsn - De-zember
Projekte und Studien 2008
für Wirtschaft und
Gesellschaft

excluded
due to year
of
publication

Niedersächsi-

Niedersächsisches

www.niw.d one part:

Hans-Ulrich Jung, Alexander

Bremen,
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mische
sches MinisteriWirkungen der um f. WissenMaßnahme
schaft u. Kultur
„Innovationen
durch
Hochschulen“
des MWK für
Niedersachsen
Evaluation der
Preetz, Kiel,
Fördermaßnah Cardiff: CIR,
men BioRegio
IfW, CASS.
und BioProfile
Erfahrungen
Studie im
deutscher KMU Auftrag des DLR,
mit europäischen
FuEKooperationen
am Beispiel der
EUForschungsrahme
nprogramme und
EUREKA.

8.1.6.

Cordes, Alexander
Skubowius, Holger Bornemann, Anja Breuer, Ralph
Rautenberg

Institut für Wirtschaftsforschung
(NIW), Prognos AG

Han-nover, e/uploads/ communicati
Mai 2011 pdf/publika on and
tionen/M connection
WK_Hochs science and
chulverbun economy
dprojekte_
2011.pdf

Staehler et al.

2006

Rammer, A.; Geyer, A.

Vienna,
2005

excluded
due to year
of
publication
excluded
due to year
of
publication

Short stakeholder query

Not according to numbers of stakeholders in analysis section
Name

Institution

Expertise

Country

Dr. Jan Wessels

VDI/VDE-IT

Evaluation of Science, Technology and Innovation GER

Ralf Linder

from Fraunhofer,Karlsruhe

Systems and Innovation Research

Doris Schroeder

University Central Lancashire, UK Societal desirability in Responsible Research

GER
UK

Christopher Coenen ITAS

Responsible Research

GER

Karen Kastenhofer

ITA

Innovation processes and impacts of technology

AT

Michael Decker

ITAS

Innovation processes and impacts of technology

DE

Maria Cassella

AB

Humanities

IT

Gene Rowe

AB

Stakeholder engagement

UK

Carsten Mann

AB

Technology and society

GER

Lars Klüver

AB

Technology assessment

DK

Roser Pintó

AB

Science Education

ES

8.1.7.

Experts interviews

Not according to numbers of experts in analysis section
Name
Institution
Dr.
Marianne Fraunhofer-Institut
für
SystemKulicke
Innovationsforschung, ISI, Karlsruhe
Director Center for Computing and
Bernd Stahl
Responsibility

Country
und
social

GER

Area of interest
Koordination
Arbeitskreis
DeGeEVAL

UK

RRI
RRI expert
Evaluation in Technology
programmes
RRI Tools project partner

Richard Owen

University of Exeter

UK

Klaus Schuch

FtVAL Austria, ZSI

AT

Frank Kupper

Athena Institute

NL

der

and

RRI

policy
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8.2.
8.2.1.

List of Tools and guidelines
Tools

Name
Link
National
Co-ordination
Centre
for
Public
Engagement
http://www.publicengagement.ac.uk/support/self-assess
Auto evaluation tool for industries working with
Nano
Restricted access
CBA Ethical Practices Self-Evaluation Tool

www.cba.org/CBA/activities/pdf/ethicalselfevaluation-e.pdf
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8.3.

Interview guidelines

8.3.1.

Expert interviews guideline

Issue
Introduction

Lead questions
RRI is a new term originating from the policy realm that now, especially within the Horizon 2020 programme, will be set into practise more
and more. But still the concept is not homogenous, processes of negotiations are still taking place, both in the domain of policies and science.
It does not exist yet a common definition, and although the concept encompasses the involvement of all relevant stakeholder groups,
appropriate methods and tools to reach out for the different groups are not yet available. The RRI Tools project wants to achieve both: the
development of a common understanding of the concept and of adequate methods and tools, and to build up communities of practice to
assure the use, evolution and enrichment of the concept and the tools. One workpackage is dedicated to the evaluation of the materials and
their impact, and also to carry out the state of the art of evaluation activities on RRI aspects. This explorative interview should help to sharpen
the understanding of current activities in terms of assessment of RRI aspects.
Could you please give a short self-introduction, including the position in your organisation, company, community?

Personal background
Understanding
concept
Evaluation

of

Evaluation methods
Best practise example
Input, ideas

the

What is your understanding of the concept? How would you define RRI?
Which aspects do you find most relevant? (Would you value some specific items more than other items? And why?)
What items/issues in RRI do you consider important to evaluate? Which one is the most important one?
Where do you see barriers (if any) or supporting/facilitating factors in evaluating RRI issues in Research and Technology Innovations?
Which forms/types of evaluation do you judge the most useful? (e.g., self-assessment, impact analysis, policy monitoring etc.)
Do you think new evaluation methods are needed to assess the new concept of RRI? Would you agree that an entirely new concept of
evaluation of projects, initiatives and programmes is needed in the light of RRI?
Have you seen any best practice examples of assessment of all (or at least a few) aspects of RRI?
Any evaluation examples from different realms that might be applicable for RRI as well?
Related to stakeholder groups, gender….etc.
How can we foster the integration of RRI evaluation in the majority of projects/programmes/initiatives?
Would you find useful a tool that evaluates the degree of RRI of your project/programme/initiative? Which aspects should it address?
Thank you for the interview!

Aims of question

Policy realm, scientific
domain? Influence level
Definition; Identification
of possible priorities
What
should
be
measured and how?

Regional, country specific
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8.3.2.

Short questionnaire for interview

Dear Mr/Ms XY,
The RRI Tools Project (https://www.zsi.at/en/object/project/2955) is a three years FP7 project that seeks to develop strong
mutual understanding, learning and knowledge sharing on Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) between all stakeholders. It
also aims to develop adequate methods and tools to promote RRI and to make it applicable and verifiable. It builds communities
of practice to assure the use, evolution and enrichment of the concept and the tools.
One workpackage is dedicated to the evaluation of RRI aspects. During our research of identifying ways to evaluate and assess RRI
with its different dimensions and key aspects, we came across your experience in the field of XXX. In order to allow a broad and
diverse view from different stakeholders, we kindly ask if you could answer in short the following four questions. Your answers will
help us to sharpen the understanding of current activities in terms of assessment of RRI aspects.
1) Which aspects do you consider significantly important in the different Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) concepts and
discussions? Are some aspects still missing in the current discussions?
2) The RRI tools project will develop evaluation tools for the assessment of RRI. From your point of view: what are the most
important RRI aspects that should be evaluated?
3) Do you find it important at all to evaluate RRI? If yes, WHY and WHAT approaches of evaluation should be envisaged (e.g. selfassessment, impact analysis, policy monitoring, etc.).
4) Based on your experience, can you recommend us some inspiring RRI assessments/evaluations or further contacts that are
relevant in this matter?
Your answers will feed the first project report on the state of the art of RRI evaluation and will enhance the further development
of the concept and its testability.
Many thanks in advance for your help and best wishes,

Background:
RRI is a new term originating from the policy realm that will be applied to practice, especially within HORIZON 2020. However, the
concept is not homogenous, processes of negotiations are still taking place, both in the domain of policies and science. A common
definition does not exist yet. The RRI Tools project wants to achieve the development of a common understanding of the concept
and to build up communities of practice to assure the use, evolution and enrichment of the concept and its tools. The RRI Tools
consortium is a 26 multi-stakeholder group of institutions with experience in different key components of RRI. The project
envisages the creation of 19 RRI Hubs covering 30 countries of the European Research Area.
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