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1. Executive summary

The European Union’s (EU) 8" framework programme, Horizon 2020 (H2020), which runs from 2013-
2020, seeks to supports R&I to expand the scientific and technological basis of the European
economy and industry, while fostering broader benefits for society and tackling pressing societal
challenges. Among the cross-cutting themes characterising the framework programme is the
attention for responsibility in research and innovation, including a focus on strengthening the
dialogue among researchers, innovators and the public at large about the (un)desirability of possible
implications of R&I, and of gearing research and innovations efforts to addressing societal challenges.
This aspiration for upholding European values of inclusiveness and democratic politics in the realm of
research and innovation has been dubbed Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI, EC 2013a). The
NewHoRRIzon project is set up as a collaborative effort to investigate the extent to which and the
way in which RRI is presently observable throughout H2020, and to help promote the uptake of RRI
in practices related to the funding scheme. To achieve the latter, NewHoRRIzon will organize 19
Social Labs, one per programme line in all sections of H2020. The Social Labs will present a forum for
stakeholders to meet and discuss the meaning of ‘responsibility’ in the context of their programme
line and to design pilot projects (‘Pilot Actions’) and implement these with the support of the Social
Lab management team. The Social Labs seek to incite a learning-by-doing approach to elaborating
the meaning of RRI in practice and to implement RRI-oriented strategic efforts, and at the same time
present a range of opportunities for third parties to become acquainted with RRI.

This deliverable presents a framework for comparatively assessing and evaluating the Social Labs
set up in NewHoRRIzon, in terms of input, process and output, with the aim of generating
narratives of action that promote the acceptance and use of RRI in R&I. Informing Work package
(WP) 8 in the NewHoRRIzon project (“Evaluation and overall narratives and storylines”) are the
questions:

o how do Social Labs spur reflection on responsibility in research and innovation within H2020 to
inform and enable a context-specific concretization of the RRI concept in dedicated Pilot Actions?

e in which ways do Social Labs help create the conditions under which the RRI-oriented dynamics
set in motion by NewHoRRIzon and the Pilot Actions are plausibly deemed perpetuable?

e and how can these experiences and resulting insights in promoting the uptake of RRI be
communicated in narrative form?

Given WP8's objective to ‘generate and consolidate storylines and overall narratives on the
NewHoRRIzon RRI practices’, the data to answer this question will be collected in narrative form. By
combining the analysis of narrative reflections with the construction of narratives, WP8 is designed
to contribute to achieving NewHoRRIzon’s expected impact as specified in the SwafS-09-2016 original
call (EC, 2016, p.24), namely to develop “'narratives' ... in relation to the various parts of Horizon
2020 [which] will allow RRI to be an integral part of a more coherent Work Programme in Horizon
2020. They will impact as well on the relevant stakeholder communities as well as in the European
Research Area and beyond.” The framework presented in this Deliverable consists of an elaboration
of the narrative approach developed to evaluate NewHoRRIzon’s Social Labs and associated Pilot
Actions, including its rationale and operationalization to guide empirical data gathering. This
framework serves as a basis for subsequent WP8 evaluation and dissemination efforts, as well as
method developments.



2. Introduction

NewHoRRIzon’s Work package (WP) 8 seeks to comparatively assess and evaluate the project’s key
activities — the Social Labs and Pilot Actions — in such a way that the evaluation process and its
findings contribute to NewHoRRIzon’s (NH) objectives and aspired impact, that is, to promoting the
uptake of elements of RRI in the EU’s research funding scheme H2020 and beyond. In order to do so,
the evaluation approach needs to be geared to the project’s characteristics and objectives. This
chapter describes the way in which the NewHoRRIzon project and the Social Labs and associated
Pilot Actions are conceptualized as objects of research in WP8 (namely as elements of concerted
action aspiring to induce system transformative change) and how this conceptualisation presents a
rationale for developing an evaluation approach set on stimulating learning and narrative
construction.

Below, paragraph 2.1 briefly introduces the topic of Responsible Research and innovation (RRI).
Paragraph 2.2 outlines how RRI presents an incentive for system transformative change. In 2.3, it is
argued that NewHoRRIzon is an effort at inducing such system transformative change, which serves
as a rationale for the evaluation approach developed in WP8, which is outlined briefly in paragraph
2.4.

2.1 Responsibility in research and innovation

Research and innovation (R&I) serve as a cornerstone in the European strategy for smart,
sustainable, and inclusive growth (EC 2010). Yet, research and innovation and resulting scientific and
technological developments may have undesirable implications or unfavourable impacts on the
environment and society. In order to direct scientific and technological developments towards
addressing societal needs, and to help avoid or mitigate undesirable effects, research and innovation
need to unfold ‘responsibly.” As a major sponsor of research and innovation, the EU has developed
an interest in exploring options for exerting influence on research and innovation from the
perspective of responsibility via conditions for funding and associated incentive schemes. To capture
this line of reasoning, the epithet ‘Responsible Research and Innovation’ (RRI) was embraced in the
Science with and for Society (SwafS) Unit on EC research policy level." The SwafS programme aspires
to influence the research system towards becoming increasingly responsive to societal actors and
towards specifically addressing societal challenges. To work towards this ambition, dedicated
projects are funded that focus on (the assessment and development of) aspects of RRI.

One of these efforts is the NewHoRRIzon project (European Commission Grant Agreement No
741402), a Coordination and Support Action (CSA) that seeks to promote the integration of RRI and
Open Agenda approaches into national and international R&I funding. NewHoRRIzon is among the
most encompassing RRI-oriented projects. It aims at x-raying the entire H2020 funding scheme to
observe current manifestations of RRI-uptake, and to promote a further integration of RRI in the
framework and in the R&lI efforts it funds. To that end, it takes the way that the EC operationalizes
RRI as a point of departure.

! In addition to the EC, also on the national level, research councils seek to operationalize RRI by making public funding conditional on the
elaboration of social and ethical considerations in research proposals (among them the Research Council of Norway and the Netherlands
Organisation for Scientific Research. In addition, RRI is actively promoted by researchers associations of EC funding grantees, such as the
Marie Sktodowska-Curie actions (MSCA) alumni association, as well as by NGOs such as EuroScience, a non-profit grassroots association of
researchers in Europe, which initiates discussions on RRI (https://www.euroscience.org ).
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The EC defines RRI as structural (institutionalised) attention for the following aspects (“keys”) and
dynamics in research an innovation:’

e Gender equality, including a gender balance in R&I teams, and accounting for gender
dimensions of R&I projects;

e Public engagement, envisioned as a two-way communication and learning process to include
in R&I industry and SME, policymakers, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), civil society
organisations (CSOs), and citizens who would not normally interact with each other on
matters of science and technology;

e Science education and science literacy, to nurture modes of scientific inquiry, curiosity, and
creativity;

e Open access and open science, to make data and results of research more publicly accessible
to improve R&l;

e Ethics, going beyond legal compliance and researcher integrity to include also reflection on
guestions of how R&I do and do not relate, or respond to, societal interests;

e Governance, to ensure effective, inclusive, and sustainable ways of co-designing agendas and
activities to achieve the above and broader objectives of European R&I.

e More recently, the Commission has made additional commitments to Open Science, Open
Innovation, and Open to the World (EC 2016a) as part of its continued prioritization of
fostering alignment among science and society in R&I. The EC Open Agenda includes three
dimensions:

e Open Innovation — “co-creation” that unfolds across innovation ecosystems and requires
knowledge exchange and innovation capacity of all actors involved, be they financial
institutions, public authorities or citizens, businesses, or academia (EC 2016a, p.12).

e Open Science — a concept of transformed scientific practice, wherein the foci of researcher
activity shifts from “publishing as fast as possible” to “sharing knowledge as early as
possible,” in manners that are accessible to as many parts of the innovation ecosystem as
possible (EC 201643, p. 34).

e Open to the World — "Fostering international cooperation in research and innovation” to
enable access to “the latest knowledge and the best talent worldwide, tackle global societal
challenges more effectively, create business opportunities in new and emerging markets, and
use science diplomacy as an influential instrument of external policy” (EC 20164, p. 59).

2.2 RRI as an incentive for transformative change on system level

This operationalization adorns the RRI concept with a level of concreteness that fits European science
policy-making, and that helps connect various dynamics evolving on the interface between science
and society. In addition to this reading of what RRI entails, yet there are other ways in which RRI is
elaborated and interpreted, and made operational. In academia, RRI is explored extensively in a
dedicated body of work that feeds into, and reflects, RRI-related societal developments and
discourses, also those outside of the EU policy circles.

The RRI concept was originally coined in the context of academic work, in view of the notion of
Technology Assessment (TA) and related concepts regarding the ethical, legal and social implications

2 The following formulation is based on Bernstein et al., 2018.



(ELSI) of research and innovation (Von Schomberg, 2011, 2013; Owen, Macnaghten and Stilgoe,
2012). RRI in academic circles is considered to differ from its TA predecessors in terms of its
ambitions, which are more encompassing than those of TA. The latter has been formalised as a range
of (policy-oriented and/or technology-oriented) design instruments applied in concrete projects
(Kltiver et al., 2000; Joss and Bellucci, 2002; Loeber, 2004). RRI in contrast is defined as indicating a
broader change, namely a change in R&I towards a transparent and interactive process by which
societal actors and innovators become mutually responsive to each other with a view to the (ethical)
acceptability, sustainability and societal desirability of the innovation process and its marketable
products (in order to allow a proper embedding of scientific and technological advances in our
society) (Zwart, Landeweerd, Van Rooij, 2014). This encompassing In addition to scale, the ambition
captured in the RRI notion also differs from its TA / ELSI-predecessors as it “flips the main problem
framing of earlier policies: the question is not what society wants to avoid, but which future we want
to create” (Stilgoe et. al. 2013).2 This pushes the agenda of science governance beyond project level,
to raise the question of how to organise a responsible development of science and technology that is
responsive to societal needs and concerns on a systemic level. Therefore, in WP8, NewHoRRIzon’s
efforts are understood as, and assessed in terms of, efforts aiming at a transformation of the
research and innovation system.

This tallies with the way in which RRI informs the SwafS Work Programme that underlies the funding
of NewHoRRIzon. There, RRI is characterised as a process of “better aligning research and innovation
with the values, needs and expectations of society,” which requires “a regime shift” in the evolution
of science and of its interactions with society (EC, 2016, p.6). This reading implies that the
implementation of RRI amounts to a ‘transition’ of science and innovation as a socio-technical
system, since “transitions are defined as shifts from one regime to another regime” (Geels, 2011,
p.26). The word regime here denotes the semi-coherent set of rules and conventions that orient and
coordinate the activities of the social groups via whose actions a system is reproduced.

The system transformative quality of the RRI notion has been elaborated as a challenge in its own
terms in various ways. Owen et al. (2012, p. 756) for instance point at the concept’s implications for
fundamentally reconsidering how responsibility is currently encapsulated in legal frameworks that
assess responsibility in hindsight. This consequentialist perspective on responsibility is deeply
problematic, the authors argue, for future-oriented innovation. RRI not only entails a reframing of
what ‘responsibility” implies in view of innovation but also requires the institutionalization of such a
redefined understanding of the notion, which is value-based rather than rule-based, into standing
legal frameworks. In a similar vein, Stilgoe et al. (2013, p.xiii) draw attention to the problematic
relation between innovation and regulation: “If Responsible Innovation is to be viewed as a
constructive endeavor, it must escape a predominant perception that [it] is about regulation — saying
“no” to things. Indeed, if Responsible Innovation is to make a difference, it will be through
guestioning the separation between innovation and regulation.”

Both elaborations serve to illustrate that RRI presents a challenge of institutional transformation, as
is acknowledged in the SwafS funding program. This understanding of what RRI entails — which runs
the risk of being easily overlooked when taking the “keys and O’s” operationalization as the sole

3Furthermore, RRI presents a more encompassing label as it combines societal and ethical considerations with economic ambitions: “...the
ambition of the European Union [is] to ensure that research and innovative ideas can be turned into products and services that create jobs
and prosperity, as well as help preserve the environment and meet the societal needs of Europe and the world.” (Von Schomberg, 2013 p.
11)
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focus in thinking about implementing RRI — puts NewHoRRIzon’s objective of stimulating the uptake
of RRI in relevant funding schemes in a broader perspective. It projects NewHoRRIzon’s focus on the
uptake of RRI as a collective action effort dedicated to supporting and inciting system
transformation.

2.3 NewHoRRIzon as an effort at inducing system transformative change
The way in which NewHoRRIzon’s general objective is detailed speaks to this broader projection of
what the project aspires. The idea of promoting ‘an increased use and acceptance of Responsible
Research and Innovation (RRI) across H2020’ is elaborated to involve the “conceptual and
operational foundation for integrating RRI into the next Framework Programme and in national R&l
funding programmes across Europe and beyond” (objective §1.1.1; NH 2016: 3). In addition to this
substantive objective, several procedural objectives and guiding principles are elaborated that are
considered instrumental in achieving the overall objective. Three process aspects can be identified
that characterize these elaborations: an emphasis on context, a focus on learning, and attention for
the relation between short-term project activities and longer-term impacts.

The emphasis on context, and on the context-specific elaboration of what RRI entails, first and
foremost comes to the fore in the elaboration of NewHoRRIzon’s core activity: “bringing together
different stakeholders to co-create tailor-made actions within each section of H2020 that foster the
uptake of RRI” (§1.1.2). This aim takes shape concretely in the organisation of so-called Social Labs,
NewHoRRIzon’s main activity. These Social Labs (of which there are 19, one for each ‘Programme
Line’ in H2020) bring together relevant actors to jointly develop the ‘tailor-made’ actions mentioned
(i.e. the Pilot Actions). While no limited set of criteria was specified at the onset of the NewHoRRIzon
project, it is clear from the Social Lab Manual (Griessler et al., 2019) that participants are not
supposed to be selected as to their representativeness in numerical terms. Rather, their involvement
is based on having ‘a stake’ in the issue under scrutiny: “NewHoRRIzon social lab participants come
from different stakeholder groups from different parts of Horizon2020 and beyond” (p.22) whereby
stakeholders are defined as “societal actors that have an impact on the R&I process at hand or are
impacted by the same process” (p.12). This specification suggests that Social Lab participants are
selected on the basis of their “proximity to the issue” (Fox & Miller 1996, p.126), that is, of their
practical understanding of what is at stake, an understanding that is acquired through a continuous
and serious involvement in the relevant field.

It is this kind of practical knowledge and expertise that is valued in NewHoRRIzon. The project wishes
to combine state of the art knowledge on RRI via its consortium members responsible for the Social
Labs, of whom some were engaged in previous RRI-oriented EC projects (see guiding principle
§1.1.9.1), with insights in de facto RRI as perceived and implemented by Social Lab participants from
the perspective of their own professional context, “recognizing the need for context specificity,
variety, and concreteness” (§1.1.9.3). It is a relevant empirical question in view of evaluation how in
the design of Pilot Actions their ‘context-specificity’ is ensured, resulting in actions that are relevant
and suitable for the professional practices and institutional settings in which (potential) stakeholders
operate (“tailor-made”).

Attention for the situatedness of Pilot Actions and the practical knowledge that may inform their
design is of great relevance, in other words, yet may also play out as a mixed blessing. If not

4 L ) — - e .
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problematized and subjected to critical review, it carries the risk that RRI actions inadvertently
reproduce the very system that they are intended to help change. It is in this light that the second
aspect of NewHoRRIzon’s process design comes into view: its focus on learning. ‘Learning’ as a verb
has many meanings (Grin & Loeber, 2007). The most general meaning of learning as acquiring new
knowledge certainly plays a role in NewHoRRIzon: one of the aims is to share knowledge (§1.1.9.2) in
order to familiarize H2020 R&I actors with the concept of RRI, and to help develop clarity in the
terminology. Yet learning in terms of ‘reflection-in-action’ (Schon, 1983; Argyris & Schon, 1994;
alternatively dubbed ‘frame reflection’), that is, the capacity to reflect on and reframe the
considerations that triggered someone to opt for a particular line of action over alternatives (Laws &
Loeber, 2011), is arguably even more relevant in view of RRI. Such learning (“reflection in and on
action”, Schoén, 1983) is crucial for preventing the risk indicated above. This is not a trivial issue. It is
via recurrent daily practices incorporating and unobservantly expressing prevailing rules and
conventions, that socio-technical systems tend to be relatively stable over time (Geels, 2004; Grin et
al., 2010).

This insight from transition studies suggests that the envisaged (institutional) change towards an RRI-
informed regime in the research and innovation system requires a conscious effort to explicate
tacitly held conventions and make them the object of reflection. A de- routinization of standing
practices enables critical reflection on what is considered feasible, desirable and appropriate (the
rules of the game) under given circumstances, which then allows for a conscious re-routinization of
new ideas into standing practices (Wilk, 2009; Loeber, 2015). The word ‘effort’ is in place here: it is
often a tough call to become aware of what is usually taken for granted (Schén & Argyris, 1994). The
downside of the aforementioned ‘proximity to the issue’ of participants is the lack of critical distance.
Actors are by default not fully aware of their own practices and the rules and conventions that rein
these and inform their actions. They operate from what Bourdieu calls “learned ignorance”
(1977:19), aptly defined by Risseeuw (1988:170) as “a mode of practical knowledge that excludes
knowledge of its own principles.”

The ambition to promote the uptake of RRI puts centre stage the need to incite reflection on tacit
principles and conventions from the perspective of normative RRI-related concerns. Because of the
afore-argued encompassing, transformative nature of the RRI, addressing it effectively implies a
(re)negotiation of the ‘rules of the game’ (cp. Hajer, 2003; cp. Clark, 1985), and their subsequent
institutionalization. This is imperative in NewHoRRIzon as the project explicitly aspires to take the
current situation as a point of departure, yet to “nudg[e] existing practices towards RRI” (§1.1.9.4),
and to “embed [...] the promotion of RRI in existing institutions and routines.” The literature suggests
that the specific composition of the participant group, for instance, may help overcome this hurdle,
as others can direct the attention to “what [we] ha[ve] worked to avoid seeing” (Schon, 1983, p.
283), but there may be many other techniques and methods, specifically relevant in view of RRI.
Furthermore, the literature on learning by and large ignores the strategic aspects that come into play
when seeking to re-routinize and institutionalize the newly developed ‘rules of the game’. The
reflections may well bring to light which structural barriers prevent well-intended actors to ‘act
otherwise’ lest transaction costs in terms of career opportunities, reputation and the like are too
high. It is therefore a relevant empirical question to investigate how the Social Labs seek to incite
processes of learning in terms of frame reflection on what is considered feasible and appropriate in
relation to what is articulated as desirable in the light of RRI, and how they help participants to act
practically and strategically on the resulting insights.



Strategic choices are crucial for ensuring that what is discussed and designed in the Social Labs has an
impact beyond the sphere of influence of those immediately involved in the Social Labs and in
NewHoRRIzon as such. This directs the attention to the third process aspect, the attention for the
relation between short-term project activities and longer-term impact. The idea of a long-term
perspective on change is inevitably at odds with the short life of concrete projects. Envisioned
changes are not bound to take place overnight and will require protracted efforts. Yet the project
specifies as an explicit objective that it will seek to “promote the integration of RRI in national R&l
funding programs” (§1.1.7) and to “promote acceptance of RRI across H2020 and generate long-term
impact” (§1.1.8).

These are challenging objectives both in view of practical time constraints implied in project-based
work, and in view of the persistence of deeply rooted structures, like the kind that RRI-ambitions
seek to change. In the learning-oriented literature the issue of impact is addressed as a question of
how to expand the conditions under which learning takes place to contexts outside the project
setting, to enable non-participants to “learn vicariously” (Guba & Lincoln, 1989) along similar lines as
the participants in a project did. In view of system transformative aspirations, which requires
strategic action in relation to learning as we have seen above, the question furthermore is phrased as
one of how to “dynamically anchor” the output of a project (Loeber, 2003; Elzen et al., 2012).
Anchoring refers to the process of actively embedding concrete results and other outputs of
ambitious change projects in incumbent institutions, and of actively linking relevant actors and
networks to ensure dedicated protracted interaction to help the results and institutional ‘novelties’
progress into becoming a ‘given’ in standing practices. On project level, the objective of
NewHoRRIzon to cast the results of the project in narratives (§1.1.2: “Transform the activities into
narratives and widely disseminate them for use”) and disseminate them as such (in a “Guide to Good
Practices for RRI”) presents a practical way forward in view of inciting vicarious learning on RRI
among non-participants. This will be further elaborated in the next chapter. On the level of the Social
Labs, it is a matter of empirical inquiry to observe how in practice the Social Labs seek to ‘anchor’
Pilot Action designs by helping to create the conditions (embedding them in standing institutional
settings, connecting networks) under which these can be protractedly pursued and/or implemented
after the NH project has come to an end.

2.4 Evaluating NewHoRRIzon: WP8

Included in NewHoRRIzon’s project design is a work package (WP8) to comparatively assess and
evaluate the Social Labs in a way that will generate narratives of actions that promote the
acceptance and use of RRI in R&I. More specifically the objectives are:

a) To develop a framework for comparatively assessing and evaluating input, process, and
outcome of the Social Labs

b) To evaluate the Social Labs

c) To generate and consolidate storylines and overall narratives on the NewHoRRIzon RRI
practices.

d) To develop a Guide to Good Practices for RRI

These objectives have been elaborated in NewHoRRIzon’s Description of Work (DoW; EC, 2017) in a
way that specifies the evaluation’s role in helping to achieve NewHoRRIzon’s objectives, both in
terms of its substantive aim —the promotion of the uptake of RRI in research and innovation funding
schemes, in particular H2020 — and of its procedural aims in terms of learning and communication.



WP8's objectives c) and d) are specified in the context of NewHoRRIzon’s substantive aim, to
contribute to the promotion of the uptake of RRI via the construction and dissemination of narratives
(81.3.4.5 and §2.1): “NewHoRRIzon will turn the successes and failures experienced in the pilot
actions into ‘storylines’ and ‘narratives’ (Call H2020 SWAFS9-2016 [EC, 2016]) and will create a Guide
to Good Practices for RRI (WP8).” Storylines are understood as condensed statements by which
stakeholders convey complex narratives and make sense together (Hajer, 1995), so as to be able to
discuss (RRI in) research and innovation practices that are bound to be widely diverse. Narrative
reflections on past courses of events in WP8 will be made the object of joint reflection, on the basis
of which the WP8 team will construct so-called “emplotted” narratives (Ricoeur, 1992), that is to say,
narratives that synthesize multiple events into a meaningful story, weaving a thread between
planned and unplanned actions and encounters, placing them in a particular temporal order to
convey reflections on and conclusions from these incidents in a way that readers are able to follow
and to make sense of (cp. Halsema, 2011).

As concerns NewHoRRIzon’s procedural aims as specified above, WP8 is assigned a role in enabling
learning and continuous communication (§1.3.4.4): “Tools designed in ... WP8 —i.e. ... evaluation
forms —would help to stimulate exchange and learning...”. This role, WP8 takes up in the elaboration
of its objectives a) and b), that is, in the development of a framework for comparatively assessing
and evaluating input, process, and outcome of the Social Labs, and in the actual process of
evaluation. The framework for assessment and evaluation presented in this Deliverable is the result
of, and benefited greatly from prolonged and intensive exchanges with Consortium partners about
RRI, Social Lab experiences and evaluation approaches. The deliberations with Consortium partners
also informed the conceptualization of the NewHoRRIzon as an interventionist project and helped
delineate WP8'’s object of research.

As is elaborated above, WP8 perceives NewHoRRIzon as an interventionist project seeking to incite
system transformative dynamics informed by RRI. This conceptualisation informs how the Social Labs
and the Pilot Actions are understood as WP8'’s object of research, in relation to NewHoRRIzon’s
object of change. The Social Labs are conceived of as the project settings in which NewHoRRIzon’s
core interventions, the Pilot Actions, are designed and developed, in order to achieve
NewHoRRIzon’s objective of promoting the uptake of RRI in the H2020 research and innovation
system.

Given WP8's objectives and considering the above elaboration of its object of evaluative research,
the central questions guiding the assessment and evaluation effort in NewHoRRIzon read:

e How do Social Labs spur reflection on responsibility in research and innovation within H2020
to inform and enable a context-specific concretization of the RRI concept in dedicated Pilot
Actions?

e In which ways do Social Labs help create the conditions under which the RRI-oriented
dynamics set in motion by NewHoRRIzon and the Pilot Actions are plausibly deemed
perpetuable?

e And how can these experiences and resulting insights in promoting the uptake of RRI be
communicated in narrative form?

In order to be able to answer these questions, an approach to assessing and evaluating
NewHoRRIzon’s Social Labs and Pilot Actions has been elaborated that fits the project’s objectives



and WP8’s specified role in achieving these. This learning-oriented approach to narrative evaluation
is introduced in chapter 3. Chapter 4 presents the operationalization of the approach into a
framework for comparative assessment and evaluation of NewHoRRIzon.
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3. Evaluating NewHoRRIzon

In this chapter the approach to evaluating NewHoRRIzon as developed in WP8 is elaborated. There is
a myriad of evaluation research strategies possible, and the question is which is the most apt to
achieve the objectives of WP8 as specified in the previous chapter. WP8 heralds the basic insight
from evaluation studies (see e.g. Hellstern, 1991) that an evaluation approach should fit the
characteristics, objectives and context of the evaluand, i.e., the project or policy that is being
evaluated. This implies in the case of NewHoRRIzon that its conceptualisation as a project aspiring at
contributing to system transformative change, and the three questions that follow from it, inform
the approach to evaluation to accommodate a context-specific perspective, to be oriented on
learning and to be capable of including a systems perspective in view of longer-term impacts.
Furthermore, the approach should enable a comparison between widely diverse Social Lab and Pilot
Action efforts and their contexts.

Below, paragraph 3.1 discusses how the system transformative nature of NewHoRRIzon presents a
set of design criteria for developing a fitting evaluation approach. On this basis, in paragraph 3.2,
WP8’s narrative approach for evaluating NewHoRRIzon is outlined.

3.1 Towards an evaluation approach that fits the object of research

Since NewHoRRIzon'’s focus is on developing interventions (the Pilot Actions) in an experimental
setting (the Social Labs) with long-term goals, its concrete interventionist goals are emergent.
Therefore, WP8 focuses on process evaluation rather than on goal-attainment (impact) evaluation,
and features a formative rather than a summative approach. Formative evaluation is explicitly
learning-oriented, and as such fit NewHoRRIzon’s and WP8's objectives. There are many approaches
possible by which to conduct a formative evaluation, and decisions have to be made about how to
capture the way in which the project’s implementation takes place in relation to its contexts, how to
examine the range of activities and their plausible effects, and how to transfer insights from this
monitoring back to those involved.

Given NewHoRRIzon’s central objective of contributing to a furthering of the uptake of RRI in the
science and innovation system, understood as system change, a way forward in developing a suitable
approach is to turn towards those approaches to evaluation that embrace system thinking (see e.g.
Turnheim et al.’s (2015) approach to evaluating “sustainability pathways”; Anzoise & Sardo (2015)
“Dynamic Evaluation”, Urban, Hargreaves, Trochim’s (2014) “Evolutionary Evaluation”, and
Taanman’s (2012) “Transition Monitoring”). What binds these widely varying approaches is their
embracing of complexity theory as a constitutive factor in developing evaluation practices,
embracing and developing “complexity consistent methods” (Walton, 2014). This implies, first of all,
a turning away from the traditional, in most policy circles still dominant linear approach to
evaluation, which assumes that clear cause-effect relations can be observed between interventionist
actions and societal effects, resolving possible attribution issues (‘what effect is sorted by which
interventionist (policy) action?’) on the basis of programme theory: “The interest in ‘complexity’
seems to have centred on a growing recognition of the disjunction between the non-linearity and
unpredictability of change processes and the protocols and procedures that govern [policy] ...
interventions that assume otherwise” (Guijt et al., 2011, p.16-17). In contrast, complexity theory-
inspired approaches to evaluation assume that processes of societal change evolve neither linear nor
predetermined (Urban, Hargreaves, & Trochim, 2014), and that the conceptualization, design and
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implementation of interventionist projects and plans themselves also should be regarded as on-going
experiments that develop along, act upon and feed into their dynamic context.

A second feature of such non-linear approaches is furthermore their abandonment of the rational
choice paradigm that dominates traditional policy-making and associated evaluation practices. This
rationalistic behaviour logic assumes, as e.g. outlined in Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) ‘theory of
reasoned action’ (cp. Ajzen 1991), that behavioural intention is rational and precedes actual
behaviour, informing options for action in the light of self-interested utility maximization, the
formulation of which results from “interactions between an individual’s attitude towards the
behaviour in question, their beliefs about what others think about the behaviour — the subjective
norm — and their perceived level of control over the behaviour, or perceived behavioural control”
(Hargreaves, 2011, p.81). As Elisabeth Shove (2010) argues convincingly, the emphasis on choice in
such line of reasoning a priori systematically and fundamentally overlooks the (limiting and enabling)
conditions under which actors operate in practice, by externalising context. Shove argues (2010,
p.1276) that the “invocation of complexity is theoretically bewildering” if it is not translated into a
redefinition of the relation between the evaluand actors and context. To do so one has to let go,
Shove posits, of the idea that it is possible to combine causal models of change with a systemic
perspective. Instead, she embraces the ‘practice turn’ in the social sciences (Schatzki et al., 2001;
Reckwitz, 2002) to develop an alternative to what she calls the ABC-model for understanding social
change (in which the ‘A’ stands for attitude, the ‘B’ for behaviour, and the ‘C’ for choice) and the role
of dedicated policy efforts therein. Since externalising context is of no use in thinking about action
aiming at inspiring system transformative change, as we have argued in the previous chapter, we
follow Shove in arguing that NewHoRRIzon is in need of a practice-oriented approach to evaluation.
Such an orientation on practice helps shed a light on what was defined previously in terms of a
“regime”, namely the agglomerate of (codified or tacit) rules and conventions, that rein in specific
chains of settings and networks (a “nexus of practices”, Shove, 2003; Shove & Walker, 2007) and that
not only informs action from the perspective of what is considered desirable and appropriate in a
certain context, but that also co-evolves with those actions (cp. Hoffman & Loeber, 2016). These
structures do not predetermine action. Rather, in their actions, actors creatively interpret these
structures, to a certain extent drawing on them consciously if they are considered instrumental or
unavoidable. In doing so, they may well re-interpret them and through their actions create a
possibility of changing them. Such structures hence are both the medium and the outcome of action
(cp. Giddens, 1984).

Not only need the contexts in which RRI-oriented actions are designed, and on which they are bound
to sort an effect, be put centre stage in an evaluation of NewHoRRIzon. Ideally, as was argued in
chapter 3, such an evaluation is also helpful in problematizing those context-specific ‘regimes’. The
evaluation could play a role in stimulating Social Lab teams and participants to avoid taking the very
structures that are the object of change as an un-reflected boundary to their planning and designing
of Pilot Actions. So-called ‘reflexive evaluation’ (or ‘reflexive monitoring’, Van Mierlo et al., 2010; cp.
Loeber, 2003; 2007) as a specific type of formative evaluation, seeks to do so explicitly: “A reflexive
perspective in evaluation ... means evaluating programmes or initiatives that seek to contribute to
system change in order to deal with complex problems, while [itself] supporting the change process
... Basically, it ... encourage[s] groups of actors to reflect on the rules and relations underlying current
practices in order to induce institutional change” (Arkesteijn et al., 2015, p.108). The quintessence of
reflexive evaluation, in other words, is that it not only seeks to support the learning processes that
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take place in a project or program, but also acknowledges that those who are at the wheel —the
change agents; here Social lab management teams and participants, that is, Pilot Action protagonists
— are themselves embedded professionally in the system they seek to challenge. By helping to
explicit tacit assumptions in a world where usually ‘the fish don’t talk about the water’ (Risseeuw,
1988), the evaluation of NewHoRRIzon may contribute to Pilot Action design that challenges those
structures that may a priori be considered ‘self-evident’, so as to move beyond picking the low-
hanging fruit to promote the uptake of RRI in terms of furthering its institutionalisation® (that is, its
uptake in the regimes of rules and conventions dictating what is ‘normally’ desirable, feasible and
appropriate).

These three considerations present the rationale in the elaboration of an evaluation approach
for NewHoRRIzon.

3.1.1 An apt approach to evaluating NewHoRRIzon is responsive

To accommodate NewHoRRIzon’s emergent character and to ensure sufficient focus on context from
the perspective of Social Lab teams and participants, WP8 builds on the principles of responsive
evaluation (Stake, 1974; Guba and Lincoln 1989). Key in responsive evaluation is that themes and
issues that emerge from those involved in the evaluand serve as an organising principle in the
organisation of an evaluation (Loeber 2010).° Such an evaluation includes in its focus those issues
(that is, ‘claims’ when positively assessed by the person who raises it; ‘concerns’ when negatively
assess by the person who raises it; Guba & Lincoln, 1989) that the participants in the project, that is
being evaluated, themselves bring to the table. That does however not preclude the possibility to
outline the evaluation up-front, yet sufficient flexibility should be incorporated to ensure that it does
justice to the experimental character of the evaluated project.

A responsive evaluation is, in other words, always to some extent a form of negotiated evaluation in
which the viewpoints of various parties involved form the starting point in organizing the knowledge
production process. In the evaluation approach developed in WP8, this comes to the fore in two
ways. First, the evaluation activities are temporally geared to the project’s dynamics. The efforts at
gathering, analysing and feeding back evaluative data are made contingent on the timing of Social
Lab events (see this document, §4.2). Secondly, evaluation efforts are developed and implemented
in close consultation with those involved. This brings along that the evaluation approach and design
are developed in close interaction with NewHoRRIzon’s Consortium members, reflective of and
relevant for their experiences in shaping and executing the project, and that the evaluation of the
Social Labs and Pilot Actions is made responsive to the lived experiences of Social Lab teams and
their respective participants. The reason behind this choice is that “[e]valuation is the more relevant
and actionable when it is actually engaged with those who are being evaluated and is able to
generate processes of development and learning related to real problemes, ... [which] allows
participants to reflect on their experience, shared information and relational processes,” as lvaldi et
al. (2015, p.499, 502) put it. Therefore, data gathered about the Social Lab and Pilot Action
experiences is analysed inductively (to ensure claims, concerns and issues of those involved get due

> Institutions are here considered to refer to relatively coherent sets of rules and resources, whether or not grouped together as an
organisational configuration.

® This tallies with WP8's elaboration in the NH DoW which specifies (EC 2017, p.31) that “[t]he framework for comparative assessment and
evaluation of the Social Labs, their input, process, and output will be developed that builds on, but does not limit itself to, the way in which
the RRI package in FP7 and H2020 has been made operational in terms of identified keys, [yet will be] complemented with ... the themes
that emerged from stakeholders during the project.”
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attention) and findings are fed back to Social Lab teams and Pilot Action protagonists respectively
(see §4.3).

3.1.2 An apt approach to evaluation captures moments of disruption

RRI-oriented Pilot Actions are ideally ‘disruptive’ in regard to standing, by and large non-RRI-
informed, research and innovation and associated funding practices. Disruption here refers to an
instance of surprise or friction that helps foreground what usually remains tacit. Such a disruption,
however gentle, may raise awareness of the ‘silent structures’ that influence what is considered
desirable and appropriate to say or do. On such critical moments, some of the tacit understandings
of the “logic of practicality” (Pouliot, 2008) that is, of what is shared between a person and context,
become explicit and are made the object of reflection. Therefore, in regard to data gathering, WP8
focuses specifically on such (positively or negatively appreciated) moments of surprise or friction,
that is, on those ‘critical moments’ when ‘things don’t go as expected’ as occasions for reflection
and learning (see §4.3). Such moments that urge one to adjust plans and actions to new found
circumstances, firstly, present occasions for learning (cp. Schén, 1983), that is, of a revision of earlier
held (often tacit) beliefs and understandings. In an experimental setting such as NewHoRRIzon’s
Social Labs, these present relevant findings, namely (on an aggregated level) they amount to ‘lessons
learned’. Secondly, those moments of friction or surprise are an indicator of where ‘the system works
against’ the project’s objective of promoting a transformative change such as mainstreaming RRI.
After all, if things go smoothly, it might mean that the objective is achieved already. But it might also
mean that at first glance we cannot see where and how that is not the case and not likely to be the
case, because we look at it ourselves from within that system. Only when we ‘bump into’ some
obstacle (like a wall in the dark) we become aware of it being there, and the structuring elements
that inform our (here: research and innovation) practices become objects of reflection (cp. Knorr
Cetina, 2001). Disruptions, or ‘critical moments’ therefore can be highly instrumental as clues
indicating where to direct efforts at system change, and deserve attention in the evaluation.

3.2 Narrative approach to evaluation

In order to meet these requirements of responsive (context-specific) and reflective (learning-
oriented) evaluation, WP8 will adopt a narrative approach to evaluating NewHoRRIzon, that is, the
Social Labs and Pilot Actions. A narrative approach to evaluation offers the research the possibility,
methodically, to bring what makes sense in a particular situation in relation to contextual dynamics
in moments when an actor disengages from the force of habit.

The methodical choice for narrative evaluation builds on, and relates to, the attention for narratives
that is outlined both in the Work programme underlying the NewHoRRIzon project and in its
objectives. The aforementioned Horizon 2020 Work Programme 2016 - 2017 regarding Science with
and for Society (SwafS; EC, 2016) accords a central role to the notion of ‘narrative’ in relation to the
concept of RRI. The approach to evaluation developed in WP8 is informed by a conceptualisation of
this relation between narratives and the ambition of promoting RRI.

The Commission’s focus on producing narratives is understandable. Narrative knowledge is “the
primary form by which human experience is made meaningful” (Gold et al., 2003, p. 53, cp. Fisher,
1987; Polkinghorne, 1997). According to Souto-Manning “Narrative is one of the most broadly
employed ways of systematizing human experience. As human beings, we experience our worlds and
live our lives by telling stories. It is through narratives that experiences are ordered and permeated
with meaning” (Souto-Manning, 2014, p.162 cp. Bruner, 1990). A choice for narratives to
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communicate findings from a CSA project such as NewHoRRIzon is a choice for a context-rich
presentation of insights gained, in a way that can itself, because of the narrative form, contribute to
the attainment of the project’s objectives, in this case, to a furthering of RRI-oriented change in
research and innovation. A narrated form in disseminating insights contributes to the transferability
of the experiences and to their relevance for interested third parties.

In addition, a narrative form of making sense of the development and achievements of the Social Lab
and Pilot Actions has merit beyond the (ex-post) communication about the project. Narrative, and
narrative evaluation, contributes - it can be argued on the basis of the above elaboration of (hurdles
to) system transformation - to the process of inducing RRI-oriented change that is aspired in the
Social Labs and with the Pilot Actions as such. It is through narrative that, as Wagenaar and Cook
posit, actors produce and negotiate practices: “by telling stories about their and other people’s
actions within the various elements of their community ... actors make sense, to themselves and
others, of their actions ” (2003: 156, drawing on Cook and Brown, 1999; Wagenaar, 1997). This is
through this performative dimension of narrative (Souto-Manning, 2014, p.162) that the dialectical
relation between actors and their surrounding world, as discussed above, takes shape (cp. Lave,
1988):

Stories [or: narratives] are not merely representations of actions and consequences; they are
also performative and generative. As a form of discourse, by telling stories, actors
simultaneously shape, grasp and legitimate both their actions and the situations that give rise to
them. ... [T]he meaning of a story in a given context emerges from an interplay between text and
context that is actively managed by the actor / teller in interaction with the ‘listener’ in a given
context. (Wagenaar and Noam Cook, 2003, p.156)

With the focus on narratives in WP8, we position the research in the burgeoning field of academic
work on language-oriented evaluation. In contrast to a numerical orientation in evaluation, language-
focus evaluations help transform an enumeration of heterogeneous (planned and unplanned) events
and components into a story, connecting them through the introduction of a plot (resulting in
“emplottted” narratives, Ricoeur, 1992). Emplotment can be understood as “the synthesis between
heterogeneous elements. That means in the first place that the plot synthesizes multiple events or
incidents into one completed story” (Halsema, 2011, p.114). The relevance of these events or
incidents roots in their role in the narrative, as is the case of the other heterogeneous elements, such
as “planned and unplanned actions, coincidental or intended encounters, interactions ranging from
conflict to collaboration, persons that suffer from actions, and persons that commit them, etc.” (ibid.,
p.114).

3.2.1 The ‘why’ of narrative evaluation

There are several reasons to choose for the collection and presentation of data as narratives.
Narratives are capable of capturing the uniqueness and complexity of particular events, incidents and
encounters in a specific time and place (Abma, 1999). Because they help bring a variety of
heterogeneous elements together in a way that makes sense, narratives have the “potential to
produce nuanced and in-depth understanding of the impact of initiatives which quantitative or
universal/standardized indicators lack” (Constant and Roberts, 2017, p.1, drawing on Bornmann,
2013). Since adoption of the RRI package in R&I and funding in specific sections, countries, and
sectors is bound to vary, an evaluation of RRI-oriented efforts has to be sensitive to context (national
and cultural variety), disciplinary differences, and societal challenges addressed. A narrative

approach to evaluation implies that the contextual character of the experimentation is included in
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the data that is gathered, analysed and conveyed: “Narratives offer the possibility of unique, context-
based evaluations through time-oriented structures ... revealing how changes occur and evolve”
(Constant & Roberts, 2017, p.4).

The latter is, moreover, of particular relevance in the light of communicating the insights from
projects that focus on complexity in system transformation. Communication in, and about, such
projects present a specific challenge because of the interconnectedness of the various aspects and
elements at issue, and the emergent character of both project and its unfolding object of research
(McGowan et al., 2014). Narratives in such project form a way not only to communicate about
project activities in their context-in-flux, but also help connect such initiatives in spite of their very
diverse forms and sizes, which are tailored to their particular context and issue (Wittmayer et al.,
2015).

In other words, a choice for a narrative approach to evaluation potentially contributes to
NewHoRRIzon’s objectives in three ways. First, it contributes to the transferability of NewHoRRIzon’s
findings and insights as narratives enable others, who were not present, to not only read about the
findings but to experience ‘what it’s like’ (Hermans, 2011; see below) to live through what is related
in the narrative. Thus, a focus on narratives enables vicarious learning (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; see
above), a form of learning beyond NewHoRRIzon’s project setting, enabling non-participants to
learn about the project, and how to set up Pilot Actions and their effects. Because of their
contextually empirically rich nature, they enable the reader to de-contextualize lessons learned so as
to re-contextualize them to fit the particularities of her own professional context, enabling the
reader “to create their own meaning and find ... the intersection between the familiar and the
unknown” (Bedford, 2001, p. 33 in Zhai and Dillon, 2014, p. 423; cp. Gherardi and Nicolini, 2000). By
including sufficient contextual detail about what happened in a Social Lab and/or Pilot Action, the
narratives that WP8 will reconstruct, which will be disseminated in a Guide to Good Practices for RRI,
will thus enable non-participants to ‘learn vicariously’ about NewHoRRIzon experiences and insights.

This mechanism is, secondly, an asset for NewHoRRIzon as such as well. The aforementioned
possibility of producing ‘unique, context-based evaluations through time-oriented structures”
(Constant & Roberts, 2017, p.4) enables communication and learning between the various Social
Labs. The Social Labs are working in a total of 19 very different contexts, from the excellence-
oriented bottom up Marie Sklodowska-Curie Actions (MSCA), to a programme aimed at solutions for
sustainable food production (FOOD) to risk finance that is available for promising start-up businesses
(RISK), to a programme line focused on nuclear fission and fusion research (EURATOM), working with
all different kinds of people and Pilot Actions. Therefore, the evaluation should do right to this
plurality and diversity, and simultaneously contribute to a mutual understanding of what binds these
efforts together, so as to be able to draw inferences about ‘what works’ on an aggregate level. In this
way the evaluation can contribute to achieving NewHoRRIzon objective to: “Create, based on mutual
experiential learning in the Social Labs, viable narratives of how to implement RRI in the programme
lines.”

A third asset of narrative evaluation is its promise to spur explication and thus reflection and
learning within each of the Social Labs, among and between a project’s participants and Social Lab
team. A narrative evaluation asks project collaborators to relate in narrative form the events that
they consider of relevance, and to focus thereby on some sort of disruption or disequilibrium into the
actor’s usual business (cp. Herman, 2011). This focus is related to the attention for moments of
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surprise and friction discussed above, as well as to the broader focus of NewHoRRIzon to develop
Pilot Actions that are disruptive to an extent that they trigger a de-routinization of standing R&|
practices. If evaluative questions are formulated in a way that prompts reflection and explication,
they can enable a process of learning-in-context on the part of the actor answering the evaluation
questions as such.

3.2.2 The ‘how’ of narrative evaluation

For a narrative evaluation to function and perform in these ways, it needs to combine the analysis of
narratives with narrative analysis. Narrative analysis is the process of constructing emplotted
narratives from data. In NewHoRRIzon this data is collected in narrative form, and subsequently
analysed.’

Data collection is organised via a ‘Template for Reporting and Reflection’ (see §4.2), which is issued
out to Social Lab teams six times during the NewHoRRIzon project, and asks for information on Social
Lab experiences in narrative form. To enable the eventual construction of well-substantiated
narratives, WP8 asks Social Lab Teams that report on their experiences via the Template, to pay
attention to what constitutes good narrative data. Four necessary elements of good narrative data
can be distinguished (cf. Herman, 2011, p.2, p.7):

(i) situatedness: narrative data are situated in, and must be interpreted in light of, a specific
discursive context or occasion for story-telling [such as here, a Social Lab and the context
in which it is situated];

(i) events sequencing: narrative data presents coherence to situations in flux as the focus is on a
structured time-course of particular events;

(iii) disruptive quality: the events that are presented speak of some kind of disruption of the
usual, on-going, meaning making processes;

(iv) transferability: the data convey to others who ‘were not there’ what it is like to live in the
world-in-flux about which is reported.

The analysis of such narrative data results in “descriptions of themes that hold across ... stories or in
taxonomies of types of stories, characters, or settings” (Polkinghorne, 1995, p.12) and thus produces
generalized knowledge about the studied phenomena. As the analysis focuses on commonalities
between ideas, actions and developments reported, this kind of knowledge production is illuminating
yet “abstract and formal, and by necessity underplays the unique and particular aspects of each
story” (Polkinghorne, 1995, p.15).

The focus on commonalities is in specific contradiction to the other element in the narrative
evaluation mentioned above, namely the construction of narratives. Such narratives present each of
the described phenomena (Social Labs and Pilot Actions) in a unique and context-specific story. This
kind of narratives are produced by the researcher / evaluator (here: the WP8 team) in consultation
with those involved, by tying descriptions of events and happenings together to “... synthesize or
configure these by means of a plot into a story” (idem, p.12, italics added). Put differently, instead of

7 To understand the difference between the two, the concepts of paradigmatic and narrative cognition (Bruner, 1985, p.11; Polkinghorne,
1995, p.8-11) are of help. Polkinghorne (1995) uses paradigmatic cognition for the capacity of classification, identifying a particular instance
as belonging to a specific category or concept. This capacity helps create order in experiences “by seeing individual things as belonging to a
category” (1995, p.10; cp. Schon’s 1971 elaboration of creating meaning via comparison, in terms of ‘seeing-as’). This order can be created
deductively, by checking experience against pre-existing categories or concepts, or inductively, by examining “data items for common
themes and ideas” (Polkinghorne, 1995). Narrative cognition, on the other hand, “is specifically directed to understanding human action
[...] Human action is the outcome of the interaction of a person's previous learning and experiences, present-situated presses [sic!], and
proposed goals and purposes” (idem, p.11).
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a collection of abstract themes, the resulting insights are presented in a coherent account of a lived
experience because a plot is added. The evaluator should “develop or discover a plot that displays
linkage[s] among the data elements as parts of an unfolding temporal development” (idem). A plot
thus relates events and actions to context in a temporal and causal manner: “[it links] a prior choice
or happening to a later effect. The significance and contribution of particular happenings and actions
are not finally evident until the denouement® of the episode. Events which might have appeared
insignificant at the time may turn out to have been a crucial occurrence affecting the outcome”
(Polkinghorne, 1995, p.8). The plot, in other words, is the lifeblood of a narrative and is something
that sets it apart from other pieces of text such as a regular report.

Information for plot construction can come from various sources — in addition to the narrative data
provided by those involved in the evaluand, also from document analysis etc. — that need to be
“integrated and interpreted by an emplotted narrative” (idem, p.12). This cannot simply be any
configuration; it “must fit with the data while at the same time bring [..] an order and
meaningfulness [to it] that is not apparent in the data themselves” (idem, p.16-18). Elements that are
redundant to the ‘denouement’ are not included in the resulting narrative (a process called narrative
smoothing; Spence, 1986). The result of such a narrative construction process is “an explanation that
is retrospective, having linked past events together to account for how a final outcome might have
come about” (idem, p.16).

Two quality criteria should be applied in the process of narrative construction and ‘smoothing’. First,
“the explanation needs to satisfy the subjective needs of the reader ... to understand how the
occurrence could have come about. [...]. The evaluation of the story has a pragmatic dimension in the
sense that its value depends on its capacity to provide the reader with insight and understanding”
(idem, p.19-20). Second, the process needs to be attentive to the “accuracy of the data and the
plausibility of the plot” (idem, p.20). The latter implies that the construction conveys coherence
among the situated, contextual, and particular elements and thus has explanatory power (cp.
Connelly & Clandinin, 1990). Polkinghorne specifies further that in order to enhance the
communicative capacity of the constructed narratives, they should be rich in contextual detail yet
followed by a commentary analysis that discusses differences and similarities on the basis of a
comparison between the narratives.

It is this rich contextual detail that allows the narratives to serve as a means to enable parties who
were not part of NewHoRRIzon to engage with its resulting insights, and to learn — as it was
formulated above — vicariously. Because of the contextually empirically rich nature, they provide the
reader with the opportunity to de-contextualize lessons learned so as to re-contextualize these to fit
the particularities of their own professional context.

The narrative approach to evaluating NewHoRRIzon that is elaborated in this chapter fits
NewHoRRIzon’s objectives and characteristics, and illuminates how WP8 can answer the central
research questions phrased in chapter 2. It does not as such give substantive directions as to how to
navigate the ‘sea of stories’ conceivable in the context of NewHoRRIzon. In chapter 4 a framework
for comparative assessment is presented that directs data collection and comparison in WP8.

8 ‘Denouement’ stems from the French verb for ‘untying’, and refers to the drawing of a conclusion to the narrative.
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4. A framework for comparative assessment and narrative analysis
Transformative change is facilitated not only by action, but also by the development of modes of
knowledge production that help create the conditions for the co-evolution of new ways of thinking
and doing (Loorbach, 2014; Switzer, 2019). Chapter 3 argued that the responsive, and practice-
oriented narrative evaluation is an appropriate approach for evaluating NewHoRRIzon. In addition to
the “appropriateness of methods,” NewHoRRIzon’s DoW directs attention EC, 2017, p.106) to the
relevance of the “comparability of results.” Considering the size and diversity of H2020 and
associated Social Labs, this is a challenging remit. This chapter present a framework for comparative
assessment that picks up this challenge in a manner that fits the approach to evaluation discussed in
the previous chapter.

In paragraph 4.1, NewHoRRIzon is described as the object of evaluation from a relational perspective
to fit the evaluation’s rationale outlined in chapter 2. Thereupon, the process of data collection
(paragraph 4.2) and data analysis and comparative assessment (paragraph 4.3) developed in WP8 are
described. In the final paragraph, 4.4, the implications for data production and collaboration of
fellow Consortium members (Social lab teams and Work package leaders) are listed.

4.1 Framework components in a relational perspective

As was elaborated in chapter 2, WP8 views NewHoRRIzon as an interventionist project that aims at
supporting and inciting system transformative dynamics informed by RRI. To reach this objective,
Social Labs are developed as ‘reflexive arrangements’ (see below), that is, as project settings in which
NewHoRRIzon’s core interventions, the Pilot Actions, are designed and developed. The Pilot Actions
are interventionist actions aimed at achieving NewHoRRIzon's objective of promoting the uptake of
RRI in the H2020 research and innovation system. The three-tiered construction of NewHoRRIzon can
be depicted as a dynamic process in which input, process and output can be distinguished as follows:
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Fig. 1 NewHoRRIzon as an object of evaluation
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A depiction of an interventionist process in terms of input, process and output inevitably brings along
the connotation of inserting dedicated action in an otherwise static system. That image, it may be
clear from the previous chapters, is not what is intended here. Rather, the context in which
NewHoRRIzon as an interventionist project unfolds is taken to be constantly in-flux, as the actors of
which it is comprised exercise agency in using resources to achieve their ends and to act in
interaction with others. The context in which they operate is equally dynamic. While structures,
orders and institutions cannot act or mechanistically determine the conduct of agents, as Arts and
Van Tatenhove put it (2004, p.351), they co-evolve with the actions of actors that draw on and
interpret these structures. Those actions become innovative when these actors cease to take these
structures, and their own relationship with incumbent ‘regimes’ of rules and conventions (and
associated material artifacts) for granted. When that happens, there is a de-routinization (Giddens,
1984), which may trigger creativity (Hoffman & Loeber, 2016) in designhing new types of actions and
associated ideas on what is appropriate and wise to do. An interventionist project interferes in these
dynamics by strengthening or stirring dynamics causing a further de-routinization and re-
routinization, while relating to ongoing processes. Such a practice-oriented, relational perspective in
evaluation directs the evaluators’ gaze to the constitutive and transformative potential of
interventionist action as it co-evolves with the very structures it seeks to transform.

With such a relational, dynamic understanding in mind, the respective components of NewHoRRIzon
can be conceptualized as follows:

Input in the dynamic processes set in motion in NewHoRRIzon includes i) the background knowledge
on R&I system dynamics, in particular of H2020, of the stakeholders selected per Social Lab (solicited
first in a range of interviews and subsequently in a series of three Workshops and in interactions
between these events); and ij) information gathered via document analysis in the initial diagnostic
stage of Social Lab preparation.

Process in NewHoRRIzon is understood to comprise the activities undertaken in the Social Labs,
including i) the reflections on, and deliberations of the initial diagnosis per H2020 Programme Line, ii)
the actual designing, development, refining and (possibly) implementation and/or testing of the Pilot
Actions that are informed by the diagnosis; and iii) the co-construction of narratives on both Social
Lab developments and Pilot Action design and testing/implementation.

Output of NewHoRRIzon is understood to includes i) the actual Pilot Actions (which may take
different shapes and forms: a design, event, artefact, etc.) as well as ii) a collection of narratives and
storylines on both Social Lab methods and experiences, and on a selection of Pilot Actions, together
with jii) a range of efforts that can be argued to increase the plausibility of procuring future system
transformative change, that is, dynamic anchoring (Loeber, 2003; Elzen et al., 2011), linking
networks, and ripple effects (Trickett & Beehler, 2015).

See below for a further specification of each of these components.

4.2 Data collection

Data on the various components of NewHoRRIzon is gathered in close cooperation with Consortium
members of all Work packages, with the aid of specifically designed data collection formats. The
methods, with which the data is gathered, vary according to their characteristics and the purpose of
data collection. An overview of the means of data collection per aspect of the framework is

presented in table 1:
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10
Process

Output

Focus

Social Lab design to fit the
Programme Line context
(diagnosis); reflection and
learning on RRI —and the
construction of narratives
thereon

Design and development

of Pilot Actions — and the

construction of narratives
thereon

Results of the Pilot Action
process; final descriptions
in WP7 Pilot Action
database

Narratives and storylines
per Social Lab / selected
Pilot Actions in the Guide
to good practices for RRI

Anchoring efforts and
ripple effects

Table 1. WP8 - foci in data collection

Input

Data on the level to which RRl is institutionalised in each H2020 Programme Line, and on the level
that RRI is integrated in research and/or innovation practices in the Programme Lines is gathered in

Data on

Participant selection and
Workshops design;
participants’ perceptions
on the extent to which the
Social Lab is informative
and relevant to their
professional context
Critical moments in the
Pilot Action design
process; Pilot Action
designs and their
underlying assumptions
and motivations

Pilot Actions (design,
implemented event,
artefact etc.)

Insights in Pilot Action
design and development
as a means to promote the
uptake of RRI, and in the
organisation of Social Labs
as a setting to do so
Activities related to the
Social Labs other than
Pilot Actions

Means of collection

Reflection and Reporting
Templates Moments | — VI
Parts | (WP8) & Il (WP7);
Post-Workshop
Questionnaires

Reflection and reporting
Templates Moments IV, V
and VI - Parts | (WP8) & I
(WP7); Post-Workshop
Questionnaires; Tool for
eliciting Theories of Change
per Pilot Action; Interviews
with Social Lab managers
pre-WS3; Learning Histories
exercise

Reflection and reporting
Template Moments V + VI

Reflection and Reporting
Template Moments I- VI; Q-
methodology

Reflection and Reporting
Template Moment IV & VI;
Moments | — IV Part 3 (WP9);
Case studies and associated
interviews; Post-Workshops
Questionnaire

the diagnoses that served as input in the Social Lab / Pilot Action design process. This data is

gathered and reported on outside of WP8 by the Social Lab teams and made available via

% Data gathered and reported on in WP2-5

1% pata on Social Lab design and Pilot Action design is provided by Social Lab teams, and gathered in a cooperative effort between WP7, 8

and 9.



Deliverables D2.1, D3.1, D4.1 and D5.1 (Diagnoses reports). These reports build on document
analysis and interviewing. Documents included Programme line policy documents, Work
Programmes, Call texts, Proposal templates and Evaluation forms and guidelines, plus relevant
additional documents ranging from Commission’s policy documents to individual research project
documentation. Semi-structured interviews, using an interview protocol, of about 45 to 90 minutes
were conducted with various stakeholders per Programme Line by Social Lab teams.

Process

Data on the Social Labs and Pilot Action design and development is provided by Social Lab teams,
and collected in cooperation with WP7 and 9, particularly via a jointly designed ‘Template for
Reflection and Reporting’ (see Annexes A, B and C), and a Pilot Action database developed in WP7.
The Template is designed to collect information on Social Labs in a way that suits the data needs of
WPs 7-9, while acknowledging the limited amount of time available to Social Lab teams. Teams are
requested to fill in the template on six moments during the course of a Social Lab: prior to the first
Workshop (Moment |, Part | only), shortly after the first Workshop (Moment I, Parts I-1ll), prior to
the second Workshop (moment Ill, Part | only), shortly after the second Workshop (moment IV, Parts
I-111), prior to Workshop 3 (moment V, Part | only) and after workshop 3 (moment VI, Parts I-Ill). Data
on the experiences and perceptions of Social Lab participants is collected and reported on by the
respective Social Lab teams (via a Tool for the reconstruction of Theories of Change, developed in
WP8, see Annex D) and directly via a post-Workshop Questionnaire developed in WP8, one post-
Workshop 2 and one post-Workshop 3. In light of the responsiveness of the evaluation, Social Lab
teams are asked to provide input in reply to questions in the Reflection and reporting templates in
narrative form that highlight so-called ‘critical moments’ (see below for an elaboration) and their way
of dealing with these:

e  Where there any critical moments encountered in the process preceding a particular
moment of reflection (pre-/post-WS);

e  Which choices did the teams make in relation to the critical developments described, and
which assumptions informed these choices and actions? Thus, Social Lab teams are asked to
reflect on their choices and underlying assumptions

e What were the results/consequences of the aforementioned choices and action for the
discussions in the Social Lab and for the experimentation with RRI? This information sheds a
light on possible enablers and barriers for making RRI operational in the context in which the
Social Lab is situated.

Output

Results of the Pilot Action development process, that is, descriptions of their definite form (design,
implementation, artefact etc.) are collected in the WP7 database for Pilot Actions. A selection of
these, together with their development process and associated storylines, will be described in
narrative form in the Guide to good practices for RRI. Reflections and reports via Template Moments
V and VI, the post-Workshop Questionnaires as well as information collected in WP9 and additional
case study research including interviews with selected Pilot Action protagonists and Social Lab team
members will serve as a basis for describing anchoring efforts and ripple effects in a selection of case
studies.
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4.3 Analysis and comparative assessment

The combination of NewHoRRIzon’s project size and the diversity of H2020, and the argued
relevance of context-specificity in evaluating the project make comparative assessment of the Social
Labs a challenging task. Comparison in the analysis of the Social Labs and of the pilot Actions is
achieved in WP8 as follows.

In order to be able to make a comparative assessment of the Social Labs, which are per definition
experimental project designs that take shape in view of the characteristics of the H2020 Pillars and
Programme Lines on which they reflect, they need to be conceptualised as diverse instances of
empirical class of phenomena. In WP8, therefore, the Social Labs are understood as specific forms of
‘reflexive arrangements’ (Loeber and Vermeulen, 2016) that facilitate and support the design and
implementation of actions dedicated to furthering system transformative change. A reflexive
arrangement seeks to j) incite reflection on (aspects of) prevailing regimes relevant to the
professional practices of the project (here: Social Lab) participants, to ii) develop options for action
that potentially challenge standing practices and associated regimes (here: Pilot Actions); and to iii)
identify leverage points for change on the level of networks and institutions, and to (coordinate and)
act on these, in order to ‘anchor’ the dynamics set in motion by the Social Lab and/or respective Pilot
Actions to enhance the potentiality of change, along the lines set, in the longer run (cf. Loeber, 2010).

How the Social Labs in NewHoRRIzon give shape to these functions varies according to the
characteristics of the Programme Line they focus on, as well we the knowledge and experiences that
Social Lab teams have with project design and facilitation, in relation to the guidelines set in the
Social Lab manual (Griessler et al., 2019). A comparison between (a selection of) the Social Labs will
be made in terms of the relation between selected methods and other design choices on the one
hand, and the results in terms of learning effects, deducible from the consecutive reformulations of
Pilot Actions in the WP7 database, the changes and results reported via the Reflection and Reporting
Template Moments IV-VI, and the self-reported learning effects as shared by Social Lab participants
via the Questionnaire. Furthermore, an assessment of a selection of Social Labs will be made in the
form of case descriptions that will explore the relation between Social Lab methods and design on
the hand, and learning effects on the other, also in view of the criteria for RRI as developed by
Wickson & Carew (2014), where apt.™ In this way, WP8 will comparatively analyse whether and how
the Social Labs stimulate reflection on the dominant regime so as to incite experiences of de-
routinization, and enable a mobilization of knowledge, skills and resources to design Pilot Actions
that may trigger system transformative dynamics in a learning-by-doing manner. This analysis will
provide an answer to WP8’s first central research question:

* How do Social Labs spur reflection on responsibility in research and innovation within H2020
to inform and enable a context-specific concretization of the RRI concept in dedicated Pilot
Actions?

Because of this focus, as outlined in chapters 2 and 3, the analysis of the data provided by Social Lab
teams on their work-in-progress will be initially analysed inductively in a qualitative content analysis

n Wickson & Carew (2014) present quality criteria and an evaluative rubric of performance indicators for assessing RRI in the research.
Because they are developed in view of RRI implementation efforts in research, they combine a process orientation with a substantive focus
on a research environment which is not applicable in all of NewHoRRIzon’s Social Labs, and which ignores the interventionist (learning-
oriented and impact-oriented) focus that informs NewHoRRIzon's Pilot Actions.
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to categorise and thematise what is observed as quintessential in developing Pilot Actions that can
contribute to promoting the uptake of RRI. To focus the analysis to that end, Social lab teams are to
focus, in their reflection and reporting on recent events in their Social Lab efforts in terms of ‘critical
moments’. Such moments (potentially) involve an awareness of a mismatch between what was
expected and what did in fact occur, and thus enable one to become aware of considerations and
understandings of the situation-at-hand that usually remain tacit, which may, in turn, shed a light on
the ‘logic of practicality’ and appropriateness that reins in that particular situation. By bringing out
how they assessed and handled that situation, practical, ‘tailor-made’ ways of dealing with barriers
and surprises in RRI-oriented actions are brought to the fore.

As described in chapter 3, the data collected and analysed via the Reflection and Reporting Template,
together with information gathered via the Questionnaire, is used for narrative construction (see
§3.2.2). The process of narrative construction will provide an answer to WP8’s third research
question:

* How can these experiences and resulting insights in promoting the uptake of RRI be
communicated in narrative form?

The analytic process of narrative construction will be practically organised as follows: Initial
narratives revolving around inductively selected themes will be constructed in a processes of
‘narrative smoothing’ and plot development, and then be fed back to Social Lab managers and/or
other relevant team members before Workshop 3, to be interviewed to ‘test’ the developing
narratives via a first ‘respondent check’, and to elicit additional information where necessary. A
second respondent check, for validation and for a further elaboration and fine-tuning of the pre-final
narratives includes Social Lab participants and will take place in Workshop 3. Guided by the Social
Lab Manager, participants will be asked to provide commentary, insights, and lessons gathered in
view of the tentative narrative, in a way that reflects the Learning Histories (Kleiner & Roth, 1997)
approach. *> The objective is to make sure that all involved actors can “pose questions about
assumptions and implications [ingrained in the narrative], and raise "undiscussable" issues that hover
just below the surface” (Kleiner & Roth, 1997). This will bring out participants’ insights and lessons
learned in the Social Lab and Pilot Action design process. Instruction on the concrete tenets of this
particular part of the evaluation and assessment process will be supplied by WP8. The results help
fine-tune the narratives related to the implementation of RRI within particular contexts, as well as
construct ‘meta’-narratives on critical moments, common themes and issues that more generally
relate to the implementation of RRI in the European research and innovation system.

Finally, the narratives will be analysed by WP8 to condense them into storylines. Storylines present
narratives in ‘shorthand’ and help transform an idiosyncratic narrative into a shared story, by
producing a ‘communicative miracle’ (Hajer 1995, p. 46) that is, by enabling actors to make sense
together and to understand one another even in practices which are fundamentally diverse and
which are characterised by discursive diversity. By looking at storylines as condensed versions of
narratives that enable actors, despite the great variation in modes of speech, to understand one
another, they can play a role in disclosing the narratives as constructed in consultation with Social
Lab teams and participants to a wider audience. To assess which storylines communicate adequately
what NewHoRRIzon’s main findings in narrative form are, an initial set developed by the WP8 team

2 The Learning History-approach developed by Kleiner & Roth (1997) gives participants in a shared experience the possibility to reflect on
a description of a course of events, to add missing information, insights gained and lessons learnt, so as to refine the developing narrative.
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will be reduced to a short-list that selected NewHoRRIzon stakeholders considered adequate and
relevant, with the help of Q-methodology. Q-method is useful in testing the resonance of theses and
claims with specific target audiences as it allows for the systematic study of “subjectivity, a person’s
viewpoints, opinion, beliefs, attitude, and the like” (Van Exel & De Graaf, 2005, p.1; Brown 1993).

An analysis of the Pilot Actions will provide an answer to WP8'’s second central research question:

* in which ways do Social Labs help create the conditions under which the RRI-oriented
dynamics set in motion by NewHoRRIzon and the Pilot Actions are plausibly deemed
perpetuable?

Since these are the actual interventions produced by NewHoRRIzon, the question of the project’s
impact centres on the Pilot Actions. Given the ex-durante nature of WP8’s evaluation, it cannot
provide insights in the Pilot Actions’ ex-post impact in terms of actual RRI-uptake in H2020 and
beyond. WP8 can however shed a light on the plausibility of producing the desired change. Such an
assessment builds on theory-based evaluation (see e.g. Rogers, 2008). In the evaluation of policy, the
relevant theory in such analytic work is the “policy theory” that informs concrete policy action, that
is, the “total of causal, final and normative assumptions underlying a course of action” (Hoogerwerf,
1990; Grin and Van de Graaf, 1996). In case of dedicated interventionist action by actors other than
policy makers, as is the case in NewHoRRIzon, the phrase ‘action theory’ or ‘theory of change’ is
better applicable. In WP8, we opt for the latter: in order to be able to understand the potential of the
pilot Actions in promoting the uptake of RRI, the evaluation will focus on the Theory of Change that
undergirds each of the Pilot Actions. That implies that data will be gathered on the (often tacit)
assumptions, values and arguments by which actors make sense of the problematic situation in their
respective Programme Line, their ideas on a solution for the defined problem issue (the actual Pilot
Action design) and the strategic and normative considerations that inform the design. Given the
idiosyncratic designs, which are ‘tailor-made’ to fit a specific (aspect of) a H2020 Programme Line,
these Theories of Change are bound to be widely diverse. In order to grant the various Pilot Actions a
minimum of comparability, WP8 will organize this amalgamation of assumptions and arguments
under the heading ‘Theory of Change per Pilot Action’ in the format developed by Fischer (1995) in
view of policy evaluation, for organising the arguments informing policy action."

WP8 to that end developed a tool that Social Lab teams are advised to use to help Social Lab
participants explicate and organise their thoughts and ideas informing the Pilot Action they work
on (see Annex D), for instance during a Social lab workshop. The format explained in the tool also
serves as a heuristic in organising Pilot Action descriptions in the WP7 database, elaborating four
types of characteristics that define a Pilot Action. Building on Fischer’s framework for the systematic
evaluation of policy action, the format for systematizing Pilot Action descriptions comprises of a set
of 4 questions, that each ask after a different aspect of Pilot Action design and justification (see table
2; see Box 1 for a practical elaboration of a Pilot Action description, by way of illustration).

13 Fischer distinguishes between four categories of such arguments, with each a different type of evaluative questions, on the basis of their
epistemological status
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1. What does the Pilot Action look like? What kind of interventions / actions does it entail?

2. Why is that a useful thing to do? Which PROBLEM does the Pilot Action address? Which
OBJECTIVES does it seek to achieve?

3. Why is that an effective design: Which STRATEGIC considerations inspire the design? (e.g. which
actor groups / networks does the Pilot Action target and/or connect? Why? Which actor groups are
involved in developing the Pilot Action, and why?)

4. Why is that a good thing to do: Which NORMATIVE considerations inspire the design? (e.g.
motives regarding ‘responsibility’ in R & I; which of the 6 keys of RRI / 30’s in the longer run)

Table 2: Heuristic for mapping the Theory of Change per Pilot Action

An asset of organising information on the ‘what and why’ of the Pilot Actions in this way is that it
allows for a systematic assessment and comparison of what is an otherwise widely heterogenetic
body of work. Pilot Actions can be related to one another in terms of each type of argumentation
(e.g. categorizing them per RRI Key, or per actor group that seek to address, as is the case in
NewHoRRIzon 2018 Technical Report), and the plausibility of contributing to the uptake of RRI in
H2020 and beyond can be assessed in terms of appropriate criteria. In table 3, a list of appropriate
assessment criteria is presented.

Level of Pilot Action Perspectives by which to assess the design
argumentati | design and
on justification
1. Evaluation of | Assessment of | Social Lab participants’ own suggestion / formulation of
solutions the Pilot indicators: which standards, criteria (and, if possible
Action indicators) do the Pilot Action protagonists themselves
consider relevant for assessing — in due time — the impact
of their design?
Definition of | Practice- Kuzma & Roberts (2018) categorization of barriers to RRI:
the based barriers with respect to fundamental philosophical
problem(s) assessment of | differences that actors and stakeholder hold (micro-level);
RRI barriers within organizational structures of innovation systems
and enablers | (meso-level); and relating to the larger political,
economic, cultural, social contexts (macro-level)
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3. Strategic Selection of Using MORRI distinction between levels of aggregation:

background |targeted EU (global) level; national level; regional level;
theories aggregation institutional level; individual level*
level,

Using Res-Agora ‘responsibility navigator’s
categorization® of relevant actor groups: a) Actors and
institutions directly concerned with the governance and

networks and
actor (roles)

development of research and innovation agendas:
Funding institutions; Universities; Industry and companies
conducting research; International organisations; Policy-
makers

b) Actors not involved in decision making on (R)RI:
individual researcher (applicants), individual researchers
(grantees), CSOs members / representatives, international
organisations representatives; industry associations;
citizens/users/consumers

4, Normative RRI EC's 6 keys / 3 O’s ‘plus’: Gender equality; Public
orientation interpretation | engagement; Science education and science literacy;

Open access and open science; Ethics; Governance +
Open Innovation (“co-creation” / exchanging knowledge
and innovation capacity); Open Science (“sharing
knowledge as early as possible”); Open to the World
("Fostering international cooperation in R & 1”)

Table 3 — Overview of assessment criteria per Pilot Action characteristic

The approach to analysis of Pilot Actions in relation to their potential towards promoting the uptake
of RRI in view of their various underlying assumptions, values and arguments allows the
researcher/evaluator to take on board the considerations of those involved themselves in the
evaluation. This approach tallies with the observations by the Expert Group on Policy Indicators for
Responsible Research and Innovation (Spaapen/Strand, 2015) that indicators are context-dependent,
and are therefore in need of a situational explanation and narrative elaboration (KNAW et al., 2014).
By enabling those involved, that is, in the case of NewHoRRIzon, the Pilot Action protagonists to
themselves formulate suitable criteria for assessing the potential added value of their pilot Action,
they are invited to make explicit what their line of argumentation is, and they can ensure that their
actions are properly addressed and assessed (either in a self-assessment, or in an ex-post analysis by
a third party). By supporting their Pilot Action plan with such data (e.g. relating to the Pilot Action’s
strategic value for promoting RRI, or the resulting artefact or event’s ‘relevance for society’), they

1 see http://morri-project.eu

1 see http://responsibility-navigator.eu/navigator/
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turn the narrative of their Pilot Action process and design into a ‘strong story’, that may be
convincing to third parties interested in ‘learning vicariously’ yet in need of proof of the relevance of
what they read.

Box 1 “RRI Manifesto” developed in SL2.3 on promoting the uptake of RRI in MSCA.
A practical initial elaboration of this Pilot Action in terms of Table 2 would read:

[design] This Pilot Action is about designing a cartoon-based information clip about why RRI can be
informative in thinking about one's research proposal. [problem / objectives] The cartoon will help
make early-career researchers familiar with RRI and its relevance in an engaging and concise
manner. Currently, early-career researchers are often not aware of the existence and meaning of
the RRI-concept, and if they do, they often take it to be a mere tick-box exercise, that is of
relevance only when providing required information on the social validations of one’ proposal.
[strategic considerations] The plan is to make the cartoon-based film clip available via the EC
Participant Portal to all those who consider submitting a proposal for a Marie Curie grant.
[normative considerations] By doing so, the Pilot Action endorses RRI notions to become
integrated in the very practice of research. The underlying ambition is to help further a responsible
attitude among researchers in considering societal concerns and relevance in developing their
academic work.

An additional asset for the WP8 evaluation is that the explication of each pilot Action’s Theory of
Change provides a basis for observing learning effects sorted: changes that occur in the reasoning by
Pilot Action protagonists about the design and normative and strategic justifications of their Pilot
Action speak of critically reflection on the issue and suggest learning, in the sense as defined in
chapter 2, as reflection-on-action took place. As a result, the approach developed in WP8 for a
practice-oriented theory-based evaluation spurs a process of collective reflection within Social Lab
events such as Workshops, which enables learning within the project, as well as helps produce the
narratives that form an important output of NewHoRRIzon. As opposed to a straightforward best
practices-approach, this reflexive narrative approach leads to a transfer of knowledge that reaches
beyond a copying by others of "lessons learned". The rich stories of narratively described Pilot
Actions, ideally with numerical indicators that help them potentially develop into ‘strong stories’, can
help disseminate the insights gained in NewHoRRIzon to a wide audience in a ranges of fields.

4.4 Inventory of data production requirement and time line

WP8’s narrative evaluation approach and the above specification of the process of data gathering
and analysis produce a set of request for data production and other forms of cooperation to Social
lab teams and other WP-leaders. Below, these are put together for easy reference:

e WPS8 collects narrative reflections during the lifetime of the Social Labs (with the help of the
Reflection and reporting template on Moments |, 11, Ill, IV, V and VI) on the process of each
Social Lab and on its results (i.e. Pilot Actions and the associated Theories of Change);

e WPS8 provides a post-WS2 and post-WS3 questionnaire to elicit further feedback from
participants;

e On the basis of the narrative reflections, WP8, with the help of Social Lab managers through
online interviews/conversations, will reconstruct Social Lab-specific and Pilot Action-specific
narratives;

e Preliminary results of this may be discussed in the second Cross-fertilization Workshop;
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Pre-final narratives will be fed back for Social Lab participants to reflect and comment on
during WS3 (so-called ‘Learning Histories’);

The Learning Histories following from this will be analysed and condensed into storylines by
WPS;

Q-methodology will be applied to select storylines by which to categorize and disclose
narratives, which will be collected in a Guide to good practices for RRI.

Social Lab teams are asked to provide the following types of data:

Before the 1* Workshop Social Lab managers and teams report on the process leading up to
their first Workshop via the Reflection and Reporting template (version April 2018; Moment
I: Part | of the template only). The template unites efforts of WP7/8 and 9 and the pace of

reporting is made contingent on the timing of the Workshops.

After the 1° Workshop Social Lab managers and teams report on the process leading up to
their first Workshop via the Reflection and Reporting template (version April 2018: Moment
II: Part I, [ and I11).

Before the 2™ Workshop Social Lab managers and teams will report on the process in
between Workshops via the Reflection and reporting template ([Version 18 December 2018;
1.6]; Moment Ill).

During the 2nd Workshop, Social Lab managers and teams will also (ideally) include a session

on reflection and evaluation for participants using the Tool for reconstructing the Theory of
Change per Pilot Action provided by WP8 (Version 13 November 2018). (Instructions are
provided in a Powerpoint on Narrative evaluation [version 18 January 2019]).

After the 2™ Workshop Social Lab managers and teams will report on the Workshop via the

Reflection and reporting template ([version 8 January 2019; 1.8]; Moment V).
After the 2™ Workshop Social Lab managers and teams send out an online questionnaire

provided by WP8 to Workshop 2 participants to solicit their views and ideas [Version still
under discussion].

Before the 3" Workshop Social Lab managers and teams will report on the piloting process
(and pilots) via the Reflection and reporting template ([Version will be provided in due time];
Moment V).

Before the 3™ Workshop Social Lab managers and teams will be contacted by WP8 to discuss

the developing narratives.
During the 3" Workshop Social Lab managers and teams will conduct a session on reflection

and evaluation with participants using a Learning History-approach on the basis of materials
provided by WP8 [version will be provided in due time]. Instructions are provided in a
Powerpoint on Narrative evaluation and Learning Histories [same].

After the 3rd Workshop Social Lab managers and teams will report on the Workshop via the

Reflection and reporting template ([Version will be provided in due time]; Moment V).
After the 3" Workshop Social Lab managers and teams send out an online questionnaire

provided by WP8 to participants to solicit their views and ideas.
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6. Annexes
Annex A - Template for Reflection and Reporting Moment I+l

https://nextcloud.ihs.ac.at/index.php/s/dCEggXGzF7tRkY7

Annex B — Template for Reflection and Reporting Moment Il

https://nextcloud.ihs.ac.at/index.php/s/eMfNiiBC8QJFxHp

Annex C — Template for Reflection and Reporting Moment IV

https://nextcloud.ihs.ac.at/index.php/s/8BM7ersgdanfeXa

Annex D — Tool for the reconstruction of Theories of Change

https://nextcloud.ihs.ac.at/index.php/s/osETk8iT5boeS9X
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