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About GRRIP 

The overall aim of GRRIP is to implement Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) to 

improve research in the Blue Economy. GRRIP will embed sustainable RRI practices in four 

Research Performing Organizations (RPO) and one dual-function RPO and Research Funding 

Organization (RPO/RFO) in the marine and maritime sectors to achieve institutional and 

cultural change. This will be accompanied by establishing a platform for engagement with the 

Quadruple Helix (QH) for each RPO&RFO, and a platform for mutual learning between the 5 

RPO&RFOs and QHs. The project will revolve around six key dimensions: ethics, gender 

equality, open access & data, science education, public engagement, and governance. Whilst 

marine and maritime (M&M) research is a high priority in the EU, this project acknowledges 

that M&M is extremely exposed to non RRI alignment between Research and Innovation, 

societal actors, and the environment, affecting its performance and competitiveness. 
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Objectives of GRRIP: 

1. To co-develop, implement and evaluate self-tailored RRI Action Plans (AP) to enable 

institutional and cultural change processes for the 5 marine and maritime (M&M) 

research performing Organizations and research funding Organizations (PPO&RFOs). 

2. Establish structures to facilitate, promote and maximize real sustainable engagement 

with, and input from, the Quadruple Helix (QH). 

3. Establish indicators and methodology for impartial Monitoring, Reflection and 

Evaluation cycles. 

4. Develop a mutual learning process across the M&M RPO&RFOs and the QH, both 

during the institutional and cultural change project and ongoing evaluation feedback 

loop cycles. 

5. Legacy: to enable more M&M RPO&RFOs to ground RRI practices through institutional 

and cultural changes by creating a practical user-friendly RRI AP framework template 

and launching an M&M RRI community. 

6. Examine how an RFO can positively influence and encourage an RPO towards RRI via 

its funding policy and interaction.  
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1. Introduction  

This document is the deliverable report for the GRRIP Project work package 3, Task 3.2: The State-of-

the-Art (SoA) review of EU projects with the involvement of a range of sectors that are considered to 

match the Quadruple Helix (QH). The report summarizes the evaluation of 12 past EU projects and the 

interview results of 4 selected EU projects so as to explore the question and draw conclusions about 

which key aspects should be considered when setting up a QH platform (Section 3). The methodology 

of the SoA is described in Section 2. Conclusions and recommendations for GRRIP are derived and 

provided in the last part of the report (Section 4). 

The aim of this report is thus to provide a summary of best practices and lessons learnt from the 

previous and other EU projects for setting up a QH Platform and engaging with the QH members, which 

summary is to be used in the GRRIP project. 

 

1.1 Introduction to the Quadruple Helix approach 

The Quadruple Helix (QH) approach can be defined as a form of collaboration between different 

sectors to produce an innovation (Carayannis & Campbell, 2009). First, we will describe the Triple Helix 

(TH) concept, as the QH roots are in the TH. Here the term ‘helix’ refers to each sector.  

The TH concept emphasizes the interaction of three sectors for innovation; namely academic research, 

business and government (Leydesdorff & Etzkowitz, 2001). Each one of the sectors,or helices, contains 

different type of stakeholders or actors within itself. The ‘EU Committee of the Regions’ define TH as 

“the traditional actors in charge of creating innovation, in the Industry sphere, and the traditional 

actors in charge of creating knowledge, in the University sphere, interact with a third sphere, the 

Government, in order for the creation of innovation to be directly transferred at the territorial level in 

terms of economic growth through a top-down approach” (Cavallini, et al., 2016). 

However, the TH concept lacks the societal perspective. In order to overcome this limitation, improved 

innovation concepts were introduced in the QH by adding a ‘fourth’ helix comprising society in general, 

and naming fourth helix “civil society”. The conceptualization of what comprises the fourth helix is 

far from well defined and appears to be specific to each project and the type of innovation. There 

exists a range of fourth helix definitions in the literature. The fourth helix ranges from being users 

(Arnkil, et al., 2010) to civil society in a more formal sense (Cavallini, et al., 2016), to media-based 

culture (Carayannis, et al., 2012) and values, and culture as general backdrop to innovation processes 

(Nordberg, 2015). 
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Diagram 1 suggests the constant and fluid interactions over time of the four helices of the QH (and the 

stakeholders within each helix), and it is this sort of image which explains why the term helix is 

substituted for sector: to give emphasis to the constant dynamic of interrelationships that cause 

innovation. The stakeholders within each helix are: for (1) Public Authorities, political levels of 

government, policy makers and bureaucrats; for (2) Industry, SMEs or other types of companies or 

producers; for (3) Academia, RPO or RFO or University; and for this fourth helix called (4) Citizens, 

there are CSOs and individuals who are residents (they need not be only those having an official citizen 

status), or other societal actor or agent that may form a demand or provide supply in the economy of 

innovation. 

 

 

Diagram 1. Quadruple Helix (A Quadruple Helix guide for innovations, Värmland County 

Administrative Board, 2018) 

 

The QH framework introduces the citizen, society or public as a focal point of practice. In particular, 

this fourth helix (also including the idea of civil society and of its institutions and possibly its values) is 

very suggestive of the opportunities for bottom-up demand or initiatives interacting with co-creating 

and complementing what might be a top-down process in other sectors (government, university and 

industry), because of these other sectors having greater formality and rigidity of institutional 

organization, policies and practices (Carayannis & Campbell, 2009).  

Common to both the TH and the QH concepts is the idea that innovation is the product of an iterative 

process involving interactions over time between multiple spheres of actors. Each actor in this 

modelled set of relationships may contribute to the development of innovation according to its 

established function in society (MacGregor, 2012). Making a contribution to innovation is understood 
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as sharing of knowledge, including for example knowledge about an underserved demand, and could 

involve the transfer of best practices. 

Carayannis and Rakhmatullin offer the following description of the QH: “This Quadruple Helix concept 

puts ‘innovation users’ at its heart and describes the development of innovations that are pertinent 

for users (‘citizen sector’ is also called the ‘fourth helix’). Users or citizens here own and drive the 

innovation processes.” Arnkil et al. maintain that the degree of user involvement could be defined as 

inclusive of the ‘design by users’ (Arnkil, et al., 2010). In line with this perspective, new innovative 

products, services and solutions are developed with the involvement of users in their role as lead users, 

co-developers and co-creators (Carayannis & Rakhmatullin , 2014). 

Similarly, Yawson has proposed the public as a fourth helix in an ‘ecology’ of innovation (Yawson , 

2009). Others have claimed the public represents knowledge users, with the success of innovation 

being driven by the needs of these users (Miron & Gherasim, 2018). It is important to note here that 

the addition of the fourth helix in the model conveys that there could be complex ways that the 

involvement of the citizen, society or public occurs at all times and in all steps of the development of 

innovation. This is what sets the QH apart from the TH concept. It is this feature – the public’s 

contributions to innovation – that provides the conceptual shift from technical or technocratic 

innovation to open innovation (Cavallini, et al., 2016).  

Application of the QH concept provides a model to follow non-traditional innovation pathways, such 

as those related to producing a social innovation rather than a production innovation or service 

creation, as well as those of ‘open innovation’. In an ‘open innovation’ pathway the innovation process 

involves all stakeholders as active players in jointly creating and experimenting the new ways of doing 

things, producing and/or creating new services (European Comission, 2015).  

Most of the proposed QH approaches in the literature focus on cases in which innovation is co-

created by citizens. Social inclusion, user-centrality and some additional sources of creativity have 

become essential elements in the model for this knowledge production process by adding the fourth 

helix.  

An example of using QH concept is seen in the Digital Agenda for the North Sea: Orientation towards 

New Innovation (DANS ON) project. This project uses the QH concept to inspire and integrate the 

fourth helix in the regional ICT innovation process and policies to promote the implementation of the 

Digital Agenda for Europe (an agenda aiming towards strengthening digital society).  

http://dans-on.eu/the-dans-model-explained/
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Another example is the EU Interreg project called  ‘In For Care’: Informal care and voluntary assistance: 

Innovation in service delivery in the North Sea Region. This project uses the QH concept to guide its 

choices on how and when to involve end-users, and, by so doing it has enhanced the cooperation 

between stakeholders (Värmland County Administrative Board, Sweden, 2018). This is because it 

invested the QH concept with a particular meaning for guiding decision-making: to have ‘a citizen/end-

user perspective’. It also recognised the habitual lack of involvement of end-users in efforts to spur 

innovation. Especially in cases where the TH concept is used, the project team found that, in its view, 

end-users are usually left to the role of passive recipients who might or might not assimilate the 

services or products developed for them to use. Obviously, this points to a weakness when trying to 

spur innovation. No involvement of the end-users may lead to the services not being used, lack of 

transparency, and lack of understanding between innovators and end-users, hence causing frustration 

and rejection. By using the QH concept and involving the end-users in the development of an 

innovation, the In For Care project hoped to produce more successful innovation. It was hoped that 

users would be more likely to adopt and use effectively and quickly the new product or service 

(Värmland County Administrative Board, Sweden, 2018). 

Besides the different definitions of the fourth helix in the literature, there are two different 

conceptualizations of how the fourth helix relates to the other three. 

In the first conceptualization; “the fourth helix encompasses the other three helixes as general 

backdrop. It describes the norms, values and culture that enables the other three innovation 

stakeholders to innovate successfully” (Nordberg, 2015). In the second conceptualization; “the fourth 

helix describes an independent fourth group of stakeholders in the innovation process that interacts 

with university, industry and government as customers, citizens or members of a community in order 

to contribute to build new innovation paths” (Cavallini, et al., 2016).  

 

1.2 The QH approach in GRRIP 
In GRRIP, the idea of the fourth helix being the “end-user” is used expansively, but the “end-user” of 

the services produced in GRRIP can be from any one of the four helices including researchers at 

academic institutions, for example. This interpretation of the QH concept considers, for example, that 

the needs of the researchers (who are also members of the public) must be considered and the 

researchers themselves as individuals must be included in every step of the development process, and 

does not solely focus on the inclusion of the public outside of any institution, as end users of the 

https://northsearegion.eu/in-for-care/about/
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innovation process. Moreover, GRRIP is looking at a chain of variables including both innovation and 

research processed in one ecosystem of ‘research and innovation’. 

GRRIP is aiming to produce tailored Action Plans (AP) for the five Marine and Maritime RPOs and RFOs 

to embed and practice responsibility better. The selected five marine institutions are case study sites, 

not that they are representative. Each one of the five RPO/RFOs is implementing the QH concept in 

models and in decision-making guidance, aiming to obtain input from all four helices of the QH when 

implementing a transition toward new practices at the institutions.  

GRRIP seeks to ensure they can address all five pillars of the RRI conceptual framework, in the 

processes to develop APs as appropriate, and as well as in the results obtained from their 

implementation.  

Public engagement is one of the pillars of RRI and perhaps mostly closely reflects the emphasis in 

the QH concept on engaging citizens or civil society as stakeholders. “Public engagement describes 

the many and varied ways in which the activity and benefits of a subject or a concept (research, 

innovation) can be shared with the public. Engagement is by definition a two-way process, involving 

interaction and listening, with the goal of generating mutual benefit” (National co-ordinating centre 

for public engagement, 2018). However, it is important to emphasize that two-way engagement should 

engage both citizens and other stakeholders from the other three helices, and that engagement might 

be at any stage of the process. GRRIP aims to use QH in order to involve all stakeholders in the 

responsible operations and the strategy creation stage of its five M&M RPOs and RFOs in a bottom up 

manner. 

In this SoA review, and in the GRRIP project, external QH partners/stakeholders/members (Academia, 

Industry, Public authorities and Civil society) are defined as those who were invited to join the GRRIP 

project after its inception. These in-coming partners are external in two ways; 

 Firstly, in relation to the five marine and maritime organisations (i.e. not in their paid 

employment);  

 Secondly in relation to the GRRIP consortium (i.e. not partners from the start of the GRRIP 

project). 

Contractors and subcontractors (of GRRIP) can also be defined as external stakeholders if they were 

not partners but were engaged for some aspect of the implementation of the project activities. 

The QH literature alternates between describing stakeholders in a generic and specific sense. For 

example, a paper by McAdam et al. refers generically to ‘various stakeholders’ in R&I but then more 
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specifically to ‘collaboration between government, universities, industry and end user stakeholders’ 

(McAdam, et al., 2016). In contrast, the In For Care project only refers generically to ‘Quadruple Helix 

stakeholders’ (Värmland County Administrative Board, Sweden, 2018). This demonstrates the 

ambiguity surrounding the term stakeholder: can it refer to actors in all four helices of the QH? Should 

it be reserved for those outside institutions, whose valid interests might not otherwise fit in the model, 

for example the public?  

Like the partners of GRRIP, in relation to an institution, stakeholders may also be described as internal 

or external. For example, McAdam et al describe university incubators as established ‘through 

collaboration amongst internal and external university stakeholders’ but he differentiates these 

stakeholders from ‘industry and governmental entities’. This is even though industry and 

governmental entities might also seem ‘external’ to universities. It is because the term stakeholders 

can focus on the public, the internal or external nature of the fourth helix partners of a project may 

also be ambiguous.  

The aim of this SoA exercise is to map stakeholder engagement and cultivation of stakeholder 

relationships in previous EU projects, so there is a need to be precise about who is a stakeholder and 

who is from the fourth helix of QH. Some SoA projects reviewed categorize members as fourth helix of 

QH only if they are external partners while others categorize internal partners also as fourth helix of 

QH (as will be shown in Section 3.2). This divergence in classification is a risk that has been managed 

in this mapping. From the perspective of the present paper stakeholders or the QH types working 

typology are; (1) public authorities (Policy officers or makers, governmental organisations, (2) industry 

(SME or companies), (3) academia (RPO/RFO), (4) Citizen (Public/civil society, NGO, CSO, other societal 

actors) as shown in Diagram 1 in Section 1.11.1 above and the fourth helix of QH can be represented 

either by external or internal partners or others. 
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2 Methodology for the SoA review 
The state-of-the-art review was conducted by following a 4-stage method: 

1. Define a set of criteria and select projects 

2. Develop a framework for analysis of selected projects 

3. Apply this framework to review the selected projects. 

4. Interview the project coordinators of the selected 4 projects. 

 

2.1 Selection of past EU projects with QH involvement and societal actors 

in particular 
ICORSA defined the criteria and selection method for the past EU projects to be reviewed.  

GRRIP intends to select the best practices available in setting up a QH platform to engage with different 

QH members in the most balanced and effective way by reviewing the selected past EU projects.  

The projects listed in the GRRIP Project proposal have formed the basis of this state-of-the-art review. 

Some of the most recent, productive EU projects which successfully incorporated the concept of the 

QH, especially in the public engagement pillar of RRI, were listed in the GRRIP proposal project as; 

PERARES, PE2020, PROSO, CONSIDER and ENGAGE2020. These projects aim to set up a frame to 

embrace all potential approaches to engagement by treating all four levels of complexity in research 

and innovation activities: 

a) Research policy formation, 

b) Programme development,  

c) Research project definition,  

d) Engagement in concrete research or innovation activity. 
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The following six types1 of projects and the four types2 of stakeholder groups were targeted while 

searching for and selecting the projects; meaning that some other interesting projects may have 

inadvertently been left out, but also that normally all the helices of the QH approach should be 

captured. 

The six types of projects for which GRRIP researchers searched: 

 RRI 

 Public Engagement  

 ICT 

 Environment 

 Marine and maritime  

 Innovation 

 

Stakeholder groups engaged:  

 Industry (SME or companies) 

 Public authorities (Policy officers or makers, governmental organisations) 

 Academia (RPO/RFO) 

 Civil society (Public/citizens, NGO, CSO, other societal actors) 

 

Desktop research to select projects: 

Based on the criteria listed above, projects listed in the GRRIP project proposal were accepted to be 

reviewed and task partners were invited to suggest more suitable projects. Those projects formed the 

initial list of the projects to be reviewed. A desktop research was then carried out to add more projects 

to the review on the EU Commission IT tool – Community Research and Development Information 

System (CORDIS) search engine using the keyword “quadruple helix”. This search resulted in 53 

projects including ongoing projects when no filters were used. The search was then refined by adding 

a filter to set an end date of 2019 to search for projects that are completed in or before 2019, and 

                                                           

1 The typology used here is that of Cordis, and is used in this paper only for convenience. Type of project is not 
a specific investigatory lens in the present research. 
2 Types of stakeholders for the present research will be developed into four very similar groupings, as already 
described above in Diagram 1 in Section 1.1, which will be used as an investigatory lens in the present research. 

https://cordis.europa.eu/projects/en
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repeated. The resulting projects from this list were shared with partners and were chosen considering 

the criteria defined above and the task partners’ suggestions. The availability of information regarding 

the project was also considered when choosing the projects. Together with chosen projects from 

desktop research on CORDIS website, the already suggested projects from GRRIP proposal plus the 

suggestions from partners in M&M sector, a total of 12 projects were selected to be reviewed based 

on each of these having more than two or three of the four levels of complexity in research and 

innovation activities. Diversity of the type of projects were favoured during the selection of the 

projects if two projects were otherwise ranked the same on the other criteria. Overall, a total of 6 RRI 

and Public Engagement projects, one ICT project, one environment project, and 4 marine related 

projects were thus selected.  

  

2.2 Framework for the SoA review of EU projects with QH involvement 
A framework was developed for the analysis of the selected 12 EU projects. By reviewing the projects, 

GRRIP aims to harness to the best features and lessons learned relating to the key areas defined below 

when setting up the QH platform:  

 Method to identify the external QH members 

 The communication methods used to reach out to external QH members 

 The interaction methodology   

 Education and training for external QH partners (especially for the societal actors) 

 Monitoring, reflection and evaluation approaches for external QH partners’ performance and 

contribution 
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The review framework was developed according to the points highlighted above, and is shown in 

Figure 1. 

 

 

2.3 Application of the Framework to review the selected 12 projects  
The aforementioned framework was utilised in the desktop review that was then carried out for each 

of the 12 projects by five GRRIP partner researchers. Partners were invited to select the most suitable 

projects related to their area of expertise to review out of the 12 projects before starting their desktop 

review. Each GRRIP partner (among the authors named in this report) then carried out their own 

desktop research to find relevant publicly available documents and data related to the selected 

project. It should be noted that partners always chose to review projects based on whether they were 

part of the original project or had related expertise. The list of the reviewed projects and their 

reviewers in the desktop review is shown in Table 1 below. 

 

Figure 1. Framework for SoA review of EU projects with QH involvement 

1.1 Project name and the year of the project 

1.2 Project type 

1.3 Does the project use the notion of QH to define an approach to stakeholder engagement? If so, how is QH defined 
(Please provide a reference from the project if there is one). If not, which approach is used? 

1.4 How did the project identify or find the required QH members? 

1.5 Can you please categorize the type of stakeholders which were involved in the project using QH/TH model? 

1.6 To what extent each QH type was involved in the project; (specify responsibilities, how, what, where, whom, work 
package etc).  

1.7 How (if at all) were the following methods applied in the project in; 

i. communication & outreach (providing information to stakeholders on RRI 
issues/concepts/challenges/established practices) 

ii. education & training (conducting targeted activities to facilitate awareness and take-up of RRI by stakeholders 
and their personnel) 

iii. codesign & coproduction (engaging stakeholders and their personnel in project scoping, design, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation) 

1.8 What was the best methodology (the methodology which encourages dialogue and gets the most from engagement 
with the QH) in communication & outreach methods? Which communication methods were reported or judged to have 
been failures? 

1.9 How did the project evaluate the effectiveness of its QH? Please describe any monitoring, reflection and evaluation 
approaches used.  
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Table 1. EU projects selected for SoA review and the reviewing partners 

Project 
Number 

Type of Project Project Name Reviewing Partner 

1  RRI (Public 
Engagement) 

PERARES (Public Engagement with 
Research and Research Engagement with 
Society)  

ICORSA 

2  RRI (Public 
Engagement) 

PE2020 (Public Engagement Innovations for 
Horizon 2020) 

ICORSA 

3  RRI (Public 
Engagement) 

PROSO (Promoting Societal Engagement in 
Research and Innovation)  

UNESCO 

4  RRI (Public 
Engagement) 

ENGAGE2020 (Engaging Society in Horizon 
2020) 

HSRW 

5  Environment  ENVRI PLUS (Environmental Research 
Infrastructures Providing Shared Solutions for 
Science and Society) 

DMU 

6  ICT (Public 
Engagement) 

UPSIDE (User-driven Participatory Solutions 
for Innovation in Digitally-centred 
Ecosystems) 

EUR 

7  RRI (Co-creation) ACCOMPLISSH (Accelerate co-creation by 
setting up a multi-actor platform for impact 
from Social Sciences and Humanities)  

UNESCO 

8  Marine (Public 
Engagement) 

BALTICFLOWS (Monitoring and management 
of flowing rain water in Baltic Sea catchment 
areas)  

CNR 

9  Marine AtlantOS (Optimizing and Enhancing the 
Integrated Atlantic Ocean Observing System) 

PLOCAN 

10  Marine AORA (Atlantic Ocean Research Alliance 
Support Action) 

CNR 

11  RRI (Public 
Engagement) 

CONSIDER (Civil Society Organisations in 
Designing Research Governance) 

CNR 

12  Marine & RRI MARINA (Marine Knowledge Sharing Platform 
for Federating Responsible Research and 
Innovation Communities) 

CNR 
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2.4 Interviews on 4 selected projects 
A total of four projects were selected for more in-depth research by interview. The selection was made 

as a result of a review of all desktop reviews of the 12 projects by GRIPP partners and UNESCO, in 

which it was concluded that there was still a need to gather more in-depth information, which could 

be done by interviews. 

A set of criteria was created for the selection of the projects (the corresponding project coordinators) 

to be interviewed from among the 12 projects. The selection criteria repeated in some ways the key 

aspects of the review framework. Four key elements were established which formed the criteria 

identifying which projects should be chosen for interview: 

1. The selection procedure of external QH stakeholders 

2. Illustrative of different types of external QH stakeholders  

3. Involvement of external QH stakeholders in projects (to what extent each stakeholder was 

involved in the project) 

4. Methods of communication & outreach with external QH stakeholders.   

The selections were thus based on if external QH stakeholder involvement and diversity (criteria 2 and 

4) did not seem coherent with what the project was doing (criteria 1 and 4), leading us to form new 

questions.  

The names of projects for which the interviews took place are not listed due to the fact that anonymity 

and confidentiality were offered in the UCC ethically approved consent form and agreed to by the 

responding participants in this research.  

 

2.4.1 The interview procedure 

The interviews were carried out over the course of one month (September 2019). The interviews 

conducted were semi-structured in nature allowing participants to expand on their viewpoints. The 

interviews took approximately 30-40 minutes. All project coordinator respondents were male. The 

interviews were recorded though not transcribed. Instead a summary document answering the 

interview questions was formulated. The questions in the interview schedule were a mixture of  

close-ended and open-ended questions. The close-ended questions were merely to establish factual 

information. The open-ended questions pertained to all the coordinators’ perspectives, both 

professional and personal, on the questions asked. The results of these interviews are indicative of 
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their professional opinions on the matters raised. Therefore, the results of this particular piece of 

research are not generalizable. Rather the results of this investigation give insights which may prove 

to be useful. The following document shown in Figure 2 is the interview structure used as a rough guide 

in these interviews. 

 

Figure 2. Framework for Project Interviews as part of the SoA review of EU projects with QH involvement 

Starter question: Participant’s self-perceived role 

Could you please tell me about your position and your tasks in the project? 

QH and Diversity of stakehoders  

1. Can you describe the QH/TH model that your project adopted (if any)?  
2. What type of stakeholders were involved in QH/TH? Please refer to the table 

Academia/ RPO/RFO 

Industry/SME 

Policy/ Government 

Citizens/ Society/ Public/ citizen organisation CSO/NGO 

(Other if any)  

3. What were the diversity of stakeholders in the project in relation to the 4 QH categories– e.g. 
all industry all society or all policy makers?  
4. What was the diversity of the QH with regards gender, race and minorities? 

Identification and selection of QH Members 

5. How did the project identify and find the required QH members? Please go through each QH 
category. 

Extent of involvement of QH  

6. How and to what extent were each QH type involved in the project? E.g. events, workshops, 
workpackages, deliverables. 
7. Were the responsibilities of each QH member clearly defined? For example, via ie: Work 
package, deliverables, gannt charts, contracts, etc? 

Communication  

8. What was the best methodology in communicating with QH members to engage them in the 
project and their tasks?  

9. Did you have any failures with certain communication methods? 
Evaluation 

10. How did the project evaluate the effectiveness of its QH engaging with the project? 
Action Plan and QH  

11. Did your project have an action plan? (If yes move to Q12, if no move to Q13) 
12. A particularly important conclusion to be drawn from the WP3 of GRRIP is the assessment of 
the extent to which Action Plans and QH dialogue are mutually reinforcing. Based on your expertise and 
experience do you suggest they are reinforcing? 

Summary of Best Practices 

13. What (if any) is the advice and the best practice that GRRIP must adopt from this project? 
Well, that’s it, we went through all the questions. Thank you very much for sharing your experience and in particular taking 
time for this interview! 

 Is there anything we didn’t speak about? Any other advice you would like to give or issues you want to raise? 

Do you have any further comments, remarks or do you have questions? 

Thank you and goodbye! 
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3 Results and discussion of the SoA review  

This section summarizes the results of the state-of-the-art (SoA) review including both the desktop 

review of the 12 projects and the interview results of the 4 selected projects.  

Please note that for this SoA review the QH members are defined as being either “external” or 

“internal” to a project, despite that this is not how everyone would choose to apply the terms (please 

see section 1.2 for a working definition of what is internal and external, and below it should become 

clear why the use of this working definition is helpful for the present analysis). 

The present SoA review investigated a single research question:  

“How a number of EU-funded projects reached out to and communicated with external QH members 

in carrying out their project activities? “ 

One important aspect of the research was the diversity of the QH stakeholders involved in the projects. 

The evidence of active involvement of the external QH members in the projects was given high 

importance during the reviews; their passive involvement was distinguished. The present study also 

checked to what extent each QH type3 was involved in the project, whether external partners had 

defined responsibilities in the project’s work packages. Different methods of communication and 

outreach as well as education and training and co-design and co-production with external stakeholders 

were also identified. The review also covered the methods of evaluation of performance and 

effectiveness of the QH members in projects.  

The responses to the questions on the framework for SoA review of EU projects with QH involvement 

(see Figure 1 in Section 2.2) were grouped into three categories, as set out below:  

 Category 1 (groups questions 4-6): these responses summarize the methods used to identify 

the QH members and the degree of involvement of QH types3 in the project. 

 Category 2 (questions 7-8): these responses summarize methods in communication, education 

and co-design. 

 Category 3 (question 9): this response summarizes evaluation of the effectiveness of QH 

partner engagement with a project. 

                                                           

3 The QH types working typology are; (1) public authorities (Policy officers or makers, governmental 
organisations, (2) industry (SME or companies), (3) academia (RPO/RFO), (4) Citizen (Public/civil society, NGO, 
CSO, other societal actors) see diagram 1 in Section 1.1. 
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Using this approach, summary of results of the desktop review phase was prepared, and the interviews 

added supplementary responses. The full summary of the results is thus shown in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1: Summary of the most relevant results and documents from the review of the 12 projects4 

N Project Name Type5 of 
project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved and targeted Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members,   

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors) 

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

1 AORA The Atlantic 
Ocean Research 
Alliance 

Marine project Creating Atlantic community of 
QH to provide scientific, 
technical and logistical support 
to the EC 

• Strategy to identify 
external QH partners 

• Ocean literacy 

education for citizens 

Internal (Consortium) QH: Yes.  

External QH partners: Yes. (1) 
Public Authority (A non-profit 
international organisation and 
Ministry of Science, Technology, 
Innovations & Communications), 
(2) Industry (A Limited company), 
(4) Citizen (civil society, citizens, 
marine science educator 
associations, science centres, 
museums and aquariums, formal 
and informal educators). 

Project developed its own 
strategy to identify 
external QH partners. The 
communication and reach 
out to the identified 
stakeholders were 
achieved via organizing 
workshops at a series of 
carefully selected relevant 
conferences and via 
interaction with other 
HORIZON2020 project 
events. Workshops aimed 
to provide a forum for 
communication among all 
key players in TOL. 

Ocean literacy 
education for 
citizens. 
Coordination of 
marine science 
educators in EU&US 
and Canada to 
better inform and 
engage citizens 
about the ocean’s 
influence on them 
and their influence 
on the ocean. 

No information on 
the evaluation of 
external QH 
partners. 

 
 

  

                                                           

4 The Desktop Review of 12 projects using the developed framework is available on project’s online platform (open to consortium members only) will be made available more widely at the end of the 
project.  
5 The typology here is merely descriptive, and there are 6 types using the EU Cordis classifications: RRI, Public Engagement, ICT, Environment, Marine and Maritime, and 
Innovation. 

https://atlanticresource.org/aora/sites/default/files/GalleryFiles/Publications/TransAtlanticOceanLiteracyImplementationStrategy22Jan2016.pdf
https://atlanticresource.org/aora/sites/default/files/GalleryFiles/Publications/TransAtlanticOceanLiteracyImplementationStrategy22Jan2016.pdf
https://www.atlanticresource.org/aora/ocean-literacy
https://www.atlanticresource.org/aora/ocean-literacy
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N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved and targeted Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors) 

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

2 BALTICFLOWS 
Monitoring and 
management of 
flowing rain water 
in Baltic Sea 
catchment areas 

Marine and 
Environment 
project 

 

Rainwater monitoring and 
management systems. 

 Citizen Activity in 
Water Monitoring 

Internal (Consortium) QH: Yes.  

External QH partners: Yes. 
(3) Academia (Higher or 
Secondary Education 
Establishment), (4) Citizens.  

Information on citizens 
was obtained from 
different types of NGOs, 
regional authorities and 
other stakeholders, who 
organise volunteer 
activities on water and 
environmental 
monitoring with several 
regions.  

Project aimed to 
increase 
understanding on 
leveraging citizen 
activity in grass-root 
level water quality 
monitoring, resulting 
in a methodology for 
establishing a pan-
European water 
monitoring 
participation and 
education scheme 
for citizens. 

Citizen participation 
(willingness to be 
included in the 
project) analysed by 
a series of surveys.  
Results showed that 
if people are offered 
the chance and 
asked to locally 
participate in the 
water monitoring 
process, they will 
most likely be 
interested in such 
activities. 

 
 
 
 
  

http://balticflows.eu/sites/default/files/BalticFlows-Report-D4.2_final.pdf
http://balticflows.eu/sites/default/files/BalticFlows-Report-D4.2_final.pdf
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N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved and targeted Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors)  

 

Category 3 

Monitoring, reflection 
and evaluation 
approaches 

3 MARINA Marine 
Knowledge 
Sharing Platform 
for Federating RRI 
Communities 

Marine RRI All-inclusive Knowledge Sharing 
Platform created.  

Mobilization and Mutual 
Learning (MML) workshops 

 

Internal (Consortium) QH: Yes.  

External QH partners: Yes. Balance 
between (3) RPO/ (2) Industry and 
(4) Citizens (public/CSO). Problems 
in getting policy partners to attend 
workshops. 

Partners in consortium 
specialised in 
stakeholder contact 
list provided it to the 
project. Stakeholders 
(internal/external) 
(about 1000) identified 
and recruited through 
the 45 face-to-face 
MML workshops. 

MML workshops 
experimented 
different 
methodologies: 
World Café, Science 
Café, Focus Groups, 
Structured 
Democratic 
Dialogue Process 
(SDDP). 

The project did not self-
evaluate. No information 
on evaluation of 
performance of external 
QH partners.  

4 AtlantOS 

Optimizing and 
Enhancing the 
Integrated Atlantic 
Ocean Observing 
System 

Marine project Produced a range of services in 
ocean observation. 

 

Internal (Consortium) QH: Yes.  

External QH partners: Yes.  
(1) Public authority, (3) Academia 
(RPO and Higher or Secondary 
Education Establishment). Inclusion 
of civil society was aimed on paper 
but no information on whether 
citizens were included in the project 
on a practical level. 

No information. All stakeholders are 
seen as key actors 
in the scoping and 
design. 
No further 
information.  

Partners utilized a range 
of methods to track and 
monitor uptake and impact 
of activities. Relevant to 
external QH was: 
• Questionnaires to 
partners and 
stakeholders after 
events and interactions. 
Project had a long-term 
endeavour for ensuring 
the system users’ 
satisfaction through the 
provision of fit-for-purpose 
data and products. 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5ae9d0682&appId=PPGMS
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5ae9d0682&appId=PPGMS
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N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved and targeted Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors)  

 

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

5 ENVRIPlus- 

Environmental 
Research 
Infrastructures 
Providing Shared 
Solutions for 
Science and 
Society 

Environmental 
and Earth 
System 
Research 
Infrastructures 
(RIs).  

New RIs for Environmental and 
Earth System research.  

• Guidelines for 
scientists interested in 
starting a citizen 
science project 

• Citizen Observation 
Training Programme 

Internal (Consortium) QH: No. 
Partners from academia only. 

External QH partners: Yes. (4) 
Citizens (teachers, enthusiasts, 
engineers, researchers, developers 
and CSOs).  

No information. Outreach limited to 
the distribution of 
material online, over 
social media and in 
conferences. 
(Website, 
Newsletter, Social 
Media, Video, 
Printed and digital 
materials, Journal 
Articles and other 
publications). 
Project provides 
guidelines for 
scientists 
interested in 
starting a citizen 
science project. 

Activity reports 
required from all 
stakeholders (not 
specified if external 
or internal).  
No further 
information on 
evaluation of 
performance of 
external QH 
partners. 

 

 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5c608a3b5&appId=PPGMS
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5c608a3b5&appId=PPGMS
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5c608a3b5&appId=PPGMS
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5c608a3b5&appId=PPGMS
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5c608a3b5&appId=PPGMS
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5c608a3b5&appId=PPGMS


26 
       

 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under grant agreement No 
820283 

 

N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved  Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors)  

 

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

6 ACCOMPLISSH 
Accelerate co-
creation by setting 
up a multi-actor 
platform for impact 
from Social 
Sciences and 
Humanities 

Platform 
development 
for Public 
engagement 
of CSO in 
research 

Setting up a multi-actor platform. 

• Guide to co-creation 

• Co-creation 
partnerships in a QH 
setting 

• Impact planning toolkit 

• Knowledge 
Mobilization Toolkit  

• Knowledge 
mobilization plan 

• Quadruple Helix Co-
creation in SSH 

Internal (Consortium) QH: Yes.  

External QH partners: Yes. (2)  
Industry, (4) Citizens (societal 
organisation, researchers, 
practitioners), (1) Public Authority 
(municipality). 

No information. Project aimed to 
provide training and 
tools for both SSH 
researchers and 
research users to 
bridge the 
academic/non-
academic gap and 
interconnect. Online 
course Research 
Impact: Making a 
Difference. 
WP5 provides some 
basic guidelines and 
tips for setting up 
and conducting co-
creation 
partnerships in a QH 
setting. 

Results and 
conclusions from 14 
focus group 
interviews with QH 
partners (not 
specified if external 
or internal QH) in 12 
countries.  
An impact planning 
toolkit was also 
created. 

 

  

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/35d470_3136df3c786149e2ab78027fb0cc33f1.pdf
https://3db107a1-4dca-4f9e-9ea7-b7db9e04fa9e.filesusr.com/ugd/35d470_62deffc170834b35987d4fc0ee5e08a8.pdf
https://3db107a1-4dca-4f9e-9ea7-b7db9e04fa9e.filesusr.com/ugd/35d470_62deffc170834b35987d4fc0ee5e08a8.pdf
https://3db107a1-4dca-4f9e-9ea7-b7db9e04fa9e.filesusr.com/ugd/35d470_62deffc170834b35987d4fc0ee5e08a8.pdf
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/35d470_62deffc170834b35987d4fc0ee5e08a8.pdf
http://www.kmbtoolkit.ca/the-toolkit
http://www.kmbtoolkit.ca/the-toolkit
http://www.kmbtoolkit.ca/sites/all/themes/kmb/assets/images/Knowledge_Mobilization_Planning_Form.pdf
http://www.kmbtoolkit.ca/sites/all/themes/kmb/assets/images/Knowledge_Mobilization_Planning_Form.pdf
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/35d470_c5d9991a014944869436acca08120fab.pdf?index=true
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/35d470_c5d9991a014944869436acca08120fab.pdf?index=true
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N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved  Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors)  

 

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

 7 PERARES - Public 
Engagement with 
Research and 
Research 
Engagement with 
Society 

Protocol 
development 
for Public 
Engagement 
of society in 
research 

 

Made protocols to set up ten 
science shops in Europe. 

Internal (Consortium) QH: Yes. 
(Policy maker partner quit the project 
halfway due to staff shortage.) 

External QH partners: Yes. 
Partners from (3) Academia 
(University), (2) Industry (a science 
shop was registered as a company), 
(1) Public Authority (municipality, 
local prison, NGO), (4) Citizens 
(CSO). Found just one industry 
partner, struggled to find due to IP 
issues.  

CSOs were effectively 
identified via 
international networks6 
or umbrella 
organisations. Uses 
bottom up approach 
based on the needs of 
the researchers. Local 
partners were identified 
via local personal 
connections.  

Training and 
education 
opportunities such 
as mentoring, advice 
and workshops to 
assist the organisers 
of science shops-
like initiatives. 

Developed a tool for 
self-evaluation. 
Assigned a 
university to carry 
out the evaluation 
using this tool; which 
included interviews 
with WP leaders.  
No further 
information on 
evaluation of 
performance of 
external QH 
partners. 

 

  

                                                           

6 EUCLID Network to find Civil society stakeholders, Living Knowledge network to find science shops, ECR-NoN to provide various scientific research promoting networks. 
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N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved  Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors)  

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

8 PROSO 
Promoting societal 
engagement in 
Research and 
Innovation 

Methodology 
development 
for Societal 
engagement in 
research 

 

Developed methods and tools to 
foster the engagement of third 
sector organizations (like NGOs) 
and citizens for RRI. 

• PROSO Support Tool 

• National citizen panels 

 

Internal (Consortium) QH: No, 
missing Public Authority partner.  

External QH partners: Yes. 
(4) Citizens (citizens and science 
journalists), (3) Academia 
(academics), (1) Public Authority 
(policy-makers). 

Developed policy and 
practice guide for 
engagement of citizens.  

Conducted national 
citizen panels in five 
European countries to 
investigate citizens’ 
views of engagement 
with research-related 
activities (90 citizens). 

External experts from 
various backgrounds 
(e.g. members of the 
academia, policy-
makers and science 
journalists) were invited 
to workshops as part of 
WP4. 

PROSO support tool 
was developed for 
promoting 
engagement of 
citizens and third 
sector actors in 
research and in R&I 
policy. This 
document offers 
information and 
inspiration to 
develop policies and 
practices that 
encourage the 
engagement of 
citizens and third 
sector actors in 
publicly-funded 
research. 

Consultations with 
advisory panel. 
Participation 
and feedback from 
multiple citizens  
panels, interview,  
experts’ workshops,  
multi-actor 
conference. 
Evaluation results 
are addressed in the 
PROSO Support 
tool as a section on 
how to overcome 
barriers in 
engaging the 
citizens in 
research. 

 
 
  

http://www.proso-project.eu/proso-support-tool-2018.pdf
http://www.proso-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/proso_d4.1_methodology_citizen_panels.pdf
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N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved  Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors)  

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

9 ENGAGE2020 
Engaging society 
in Horizon 2020. 

Methodology 
development 
for Societal 
engagement in 
research 

 

Developed tools and 
methodology for engagement of 
citizens and CSOs in R&I; 
including an Action Catalogue-
and e-anthology. 

• Public Engagement 
Methods and Tools 

• Action catalogue 

• E-anthology 

Internal (Consortium) QH: No, 
missing partner from Industry. 

External QH partners: Yes. 
(1) Public authority (policy officers).  

For Public authority: 
Identified and invited 
policy officers in the 
EU by co-nomination. 
Consortium identified 
the policy officers they 
knew and asked them to 
invite other officers they 
know that were 
interested. 
For Civil society: Project 
created tools, Action 
Catalogue and e-
anthology for societal 
engagement by mapping 
the existing methods 
and tools currently used 
in Europe via an online 
survey. 

Project provided 
training on “how to 
engage partners” 
to 120 policy 
officers (no further 
details were 
available on the 
contents of the 
training provided.) 

No information on 
evaluation of 
performance of 
external QH 
partners. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

http://engage2020.eu/media/D3-2-Public-Engagement-Methods-and-Tools-3.pdf
http://engage2020.eu/media/D3-2-Public-Engagement-Methods-and-Tools-3.pdf
http://actioncatalogue.eu/
http://engage2020.eu/media/Engage2020_withVideo.pdf
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N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved  Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors)  

 

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

10 PE2020 Public 
Participation, 
Science and 
Society: Tools for 
Dynamic and 
Responsible 
Governance of 
Research and 
Innovation 

Methodology 
development 
for public 
participation in 
science and 
RRI 

 

 

PE2020 Toolkit for Public 
engagement 

  

Internal (Consortium) QH: No.  
Only partners from academia. 

External QH partners: (3) Academia 
(researchers) and (1) Public 
Authority (science policy actors). 

The project worked 
through intensive co-
operation between 
researchers and 
science policy actors 
in order to ensure 
practical relevance of 
the toolkit developed.  

Policy conference 
organized. External 
stakeholders were 
invited. Half of the 
participants from 
education and 
research, 25% 
represented civil 
society and 14% 
business and 7% 
policy makers.7 

Assigned an 
external evaluator 
(Technopolis group).  
No further 
information on 
evaluation of 
performance of 
external QH 
partners.  

 
  

                                                           

7 https://pe2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/D5.3-Final-Workshop-and-Summary-report.pdf 

https://toolkit.pe2020.eu/%20or%20https:/cordis.europa.eu/docs/results/611/611826/final1-d6-1-final-progress-report-final.pdf
https://toolkit.pe2020.eu/%20or%20https:/cordis.europa.eu/docs/results/611/611826/final1-d6-1-final-progress-report-final.pdf
https://pe2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/D5.3-Final-Workshop-and-Summary-report.pdf
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N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved  Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors)  

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

11 CONSIDER - Civil 
Society 
Organisations in 
Designing 
Research 
Governance 

Model 
development 
for Public 
engagement 
of CSO in 
research 

A Model for CSO participation in 
research. 

Internal (Consortium) QH: No. Only 
partners from academia.  

 
External QH partners: Yes. (4) 
Citizens (CSO). Difficulties for 
interactions with industry. 

Defines criteria for the 
selection of QH 
members and 
organises consultation 
workshops with 
relevant stakeholders. 

Uses networks where 
possible to reach out 
to CSOs. Consortium 
used EUCLID Network 
as a connection to Civil 
societies. 

Specific 
workshops for 
CSOs and their 
feedback and test 
their participation. 

A crucial part of the 
project was the 
assessment of the 
participation levels 
experienced in R&D 
contexts,   
1.Quantitative 
survey 
2. Qualitative 
survey of CSOs’ 
participation in 
various contexts. 

 

  

https://euclidnetwork.eu/
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N Project Name Type
5
 of 

project 

Innovation (and relevant 
documents) produced 

Helices involved  Category 1 

Approaches to identify 
the external QH 
members 

 

Category 2 

Approaches to the 
communication, 
education and 
training methods 
(especially for the 
societal actors)  

Category 3 

Monitoring, 
reflection and 
evaluation 
approaches 

12 UPSIDE  
User-driven 
Participatory 
Solutions for 
Innovation in 
Digitally-centred 
Ecosystems 

Partnership in 
ICT  

Participatory Methods Inventory  Internal (Consortium) QH: No.  
Used Triple Helix model as “an 
innovation collaboration between 
businesses, the public sector and 
academia’. No partners from Civil 
society.  

External QH partners: Yes. (4) 
Citizens. 

Found CSOs and 
citizens via networks 
or chose people with 
shared existing goals – 
by crowdsourcing via 
social media. Invited 
citizens to local events. 

Developed an 
inventory for 
participatory 
approaches for civil 
society. 

No evaluation was 
carried out due to 
partnership nature of 
project. No further 
information on 
evaluation of 
performance of 
external QH 
partners. 

 

 

https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1mHVfkTxaksihxHGTAagz9bks8m8bQ2BTirdiF0O8jQE/pub?start=false&loop=false&delayms=3000&slide=id.p
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3.1 Responses in Categories 1 and 2: Methods of identification, 

communication and outreach  

The approaches/methods/tools developed and/or implemented by previous EU projects in 

identification and selection of external QH partners are explored more fully in this section (again, 

please see section 1.2 for a working definition of external QH members, and the discussion and table 

immediately above for reference to the Category 1 and 2 responses for each project.) 

Marine, Environment, PE and ICT projects (BALTICFLOWS, ENVRIPlus, PERARES, CONSIDER, UPSIDE, 

PROSO) identified their external QH partners from the civil society (mainly citizens and CSOs) via 

networks. For example, the BALTICFLOWS consortium gathered information from different types of 

NGOs, regional authorities and other stakeholders, who organise volunteer activities on water and 

environmental monitoring within the regions of Hamburg, Tallinn, Turku, Uppsala and Riga to identify 

and reach out to the citizens (who live near rivers). CONSIDER project also used networks where 

possible to reach out to CSOs. The project selected both internal and external QH members by 

organising consultation workshops with CSOs. The CONSIDER project consortium mainly used the 

EUCLID Network6 to find and then approach and engage external partners among civil society 

organisations. 

The ENVRIPlus consortium made recommendations on the necessity to identify pre-existing 

communities in relation to the project’s topic. The project identified the type of specific actors as part 

of a deliverable. However, the SoA review could not find any information on the outreach methods to 

those communities and therefore the results of this effort are not known. The only relevant 

information found was a conclusive statement that the targeted community influenced the 

development, the communication and the whole engagement strategy.  

In PERARES Project, in the projects done on a local level in each country, the local CSOs that wished 

to engage as external partners were identified through umbrella organisations related to the 

research project’s theme. For example; the science shops established by the PERARES project engaged 

with local environmental associations and patients’ associations. The umbrella organisations advised 

the smaller organisations to contact the science shops (via searching on google) to share a research 

question and start a partnership. An important note identified was; a method that the science shops 

avoided in identifying the QH partners was to make adverts or newspaper announcements. It was 

speculated that such adverts would have resulted in too many research questions from a great number 

of possible QH partners which could have resulted in disappointment [for some]. Another method used 
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in this project to identify the QH members was based on the needs of the researchers in the science 

shops. In a science shop, if there was an accumulation of researchers (students) in a specific research 

topic such as sustainable agriculture, knowledge brokers in the science shops were given the duty to 

actively search for organisations in that specific research area.  

The UPSIDE consortium encouraged internal partners to engage with stakeholders in their day-to-day 

business/research operations to bring external members into the project. A participatory solutions 

approach was followed to include citizen’s views in the project. In selected cities, municipalities and 

counties worked together with their citizens, academia, local government, and business to develop 

a sustainable vision for their municipality 2030+. A full inventory of participatory methods used in 

the project are summarized below:  

 Project-in-a-day: demonstrating, trying and performing in innovation (pre-study 

visits of families, enthusiasts, designers for a specific activity as part of the project 

described) (Clark & Madlene , 2011).  

 Crowdsourcing: stakeholders are found via the internet (Mohanbir Sawhney, 

2005). Specifically, stakeholders were asked to send in their ideas for improved 

sustainable transport solutions in a 60 second video filmed on their phones. 

 Participatory Innovation: integrating understanding about, and co-innovation of 

products and services into existing corporate innovation development processes 

(Buur & Matthews, 2008).  

 Ethnographic field methods: e.g. conducting interviews in relevant contexts (Heyl, 

2000). 

 Internationalisation: this is achieved using networks such as Living Labs Global a 

non-profit organisation with a network of 500 SMEs. It also uses another network, 

the European Network of Living Labs (ENoLL). 

 

Other marine projects (MARINA and AORA) identified civil society partners differently. For example; 

partners in consortium specialised in stakeholder contact list and provided to the project e.g.; Italian 

partner had 3000 stakeholders on contact list. The project did not approach lists searching stakeholder 

category by category. The contacts invited were based on theme of workshop e.g. plastics WS, policy 

WS. In addition to this, MARINA project consortium identified stakeholders (about 1000) through 45 

face-to-face Mobilization and Mutual Learning (MML) workshops held in various countries. 

The identification and recruitment criteria including a detailed table that considers all types of possible 

http://livinglabs-global.com/
https://enoll.org/
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end-users of MARINA (Citizens and Civil Societies, Policy Makers, Policy Implementers, Scientists and 

Research Organisations, Educational Organisations, Students, Industry and SMEs, Local 

Administrations and Municipalities) can be found in the MARINA D2.2 deliverable report, available 

online. 

AORA project reached out to civil society partners (citizens, marine science educator associations, 

science centres) and partners from public authority by organising workshops in chosen conferences. 

The consortium has developed its own strategy; namely Transatlantic Implementation Strategy (TIS) 

to identify external QH partners. This strategy defined a series of objectives and actions for the 

identification process. Some of the defined actions were “provide a forum for communication among 

all key players in TOL” and “identification of representatives from additional countries around the 

Atlantic Ocean basin to participate in TOL activities.” This strategy then defined the identity of the 

external QH members to a level in the TIS objective 1; “Foster cooperation and exchange of best 

practices among certain marine science educator associations (European Marine Science Educator 

Association, National Marine Educator Association), science centers, museums and aquariums, formal 

and informal educators, and encourage the scientific community from both sides of the Atlantic to 

promote Transatlantic Ocean Literacy (TOL).” To achieve this objective, a lists of conferences and 

events on Ocean Literacy (OL) and opportunities for OL dissemination were created as part of the 

strategy. The communication and reach out to the identified stakeholders were achieved via organizing 

workshops at a series of relevant conferences: 

 Project consortium organized TOL Workshop meetings at the European Marine 

Science Educator Association Conference (EMSEA), and National Marine Educator Association 

Conference (NMEA). 

 Project consortium also organized TOL Workshop as part of partnerships in 

Horizon2020 funded initiatives, such as SeaChange and ResponSEAble.  

 

GRRIP and other projects can immediately benefit from the present SoA review of these projects on 

one level by adopting and using any of the PE methods and tools they developed.  Particular attention 

might be given to the tools PROSO support tool, PE2020 Toolkit, ENGAGE2020; and on another level 

by learning from the methods they used to communicate with stakeholders. 

Although the fourth helix partners might be the most difficult to include in science projects, there 

were also examples among the projects that were studied which showed tools and methods for 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5bc148ce1&appId=PPGMS
https://atlanticresource.org/aora/sites/default/files/GalleryFiles/Publications/TransAtlanticOceanLiteracyImplementationStrategy22Jan2016.pdf
http://www.proso-project.eu/proso-support-tool-2018.pdf
https://toolkit.pe2020.eu/%20or%20https:/cordis.europa.eu/docs/results/611/611826/final1-d6-1-final-progress-report-final.pdf
http://engage2020.eu/media/D3-2-Public-Engagement-Methods-and-Tools-3.pdf
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inclusion of stakeholders from the public authorities, more specifically science policy officers from 

governments that were recruited to join as external QH partners.  

For example, the ENGAGE2020 project identified policy officers as the ones that implement RRI and 

demand the use of RRI and that is why they focused on them as main external partners. It was 

highlighted that an action that considered effective for engaging policy officers was by co-nomination 

meaning that the consortium invited the policy officers they knew and asked them to invite other 

officers they know that were interested. As a result of co-nomination, they successfully engaged with 

120 policy officers from the EU in a conference and worked together with them on developing methods 

for fourth helix (societal) engagement that were validated by the first helix partners who might use 

the methods. 

The ENGAGE2020 tool provides a detailed list of engagement methods exclusively for outreach to the 

civil society actors. Thus, it can be used by GRRIP and other projects to explore and select methods to 

communicate with CSOs, citizens, consumers, employees and users in the fourth helix. 

The project that delivered the ENGAGE2020 tool focused on the collection and the development of 

genuine engagement; they sought to identify examples that achieved engagement beyond traditional 

one-way communication of scientific findings. Among the examples they identified different types or 

forms of interaction. These included dialogue (improving the “two-way” communication between 

scientists, policy makers and citizens to ensure a regular exchange of views); consulting (obtaining 

public feedback for decision-makers on analyses, alternatives and/or decisions); involving (working 

directly with the public throughout the engagement process to ensure that public concerns and 

aspirations are consistently understood and considered in decision-making processes); collaborating 

(partnering with the public in each aspect of the decision including the development of alternatives 

and the identification of the preferred solution); empowering (the involved participants acquire 

certain skills/knowledge in the process of engagement), and direct decision (final decision-making is 

in the hands of the public). The methods were especially designed to empower the partners from civil 

society by letting final decision-making to be in the hands of the public. 

The PROSO consortium also reached out to external experts from various backgrounds (e.g. members 

of the academia, policy-makers and science journalists), in their case via workshops. The project 

consortium organised national citizens’ panels to communicate and exchange with citizens.  

The AtlantOS project established a result-oriented dialogue with key industry and operational 

stakeholders to engage them, but no further details are found on how and whether this was achieved.  

http://www.proso-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/proso_d4.1_methodology_citizen_panels.pdf
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3.2 Types and categorisation of stakeholders involved in QH 

An analysis of the different types or categories of stakeholders inside of each one of the four helices 

of the QH model that became engaged with a project as external QH partners are summarized in this 

section.  

The projects were reviewed on the basis of engaging with external stakeholders to form a QH 

collaboration with the project consortium either for the application of the methodology/tools 

developed, or at a different stage, involve them in research and co-creation activities involving 

assessment and design to produce a tool or other ‘product.’   

We investigated here the question of which helices became active in which types of projects. 

The SoA review found that for Marine and Environment projects (BALTICFLOWS, AORA, MARINA, 

AtlantOS, ENVRIPlus), the fourth helix stakeholders are the most prominent external QH partners. 

The second most common external partners are from (3) Academia; more specifically RPOs and 

Higher or Secondary Education Establishments. Marine projects engaged with the fourth helix 

including through local schools providing education and training to the public, aiming to increase 

knowledge on marine and environment among the young. In doing so, the projects aimed to leverage 

future citizen interest in developing better infrastructures to monitor the oceans and the flow of 

rainwaters. The specific actors that ENVRIPlus project consortium engaged in order to reach the fourth 

helix are more typically in (3) academia including teachers, enthusiasts, engineers, researchers, 

developers who initiated citizen seismology projects and thus mobilized the fourth helix 

participants. Examples of this sort include the Quake Catcher Network, Raspberryshake and the 

LastQuake.  ENVRIPlus categorized pre-existing communities in the fourth helix in relation to the 

project’s topic. These communities were categorized as; well established (e.g. association, schools), 

spontaneously formed such as the eyewitnesses of natural disasters, including various: structured 

communities (e.g. birding associations), emergent communities (e.g. eyewitnesses of a natural 

disaster), concerned people (e.g. regarding disease, pollution), amateurs (e.g. Raspberryshake) and 

students. 

The AORA project engaged with certain marine science educator associations (European Marine 

Science Educator Association, National Marine Educator Association), science centers, museums, 

aquariums, formal and informal educators as well as the scientific community (collectively falling 

into helix 3 and 4). The AORA project consortium has also engaged with stakeholders from (1) Public 
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Authorities such as public international organisations and the Ministry of Science, Technology, 

Innovations & Communications of Brazil. 

Stakeholders from two helices in particular are identified as the most prominent external QH partners 

in those projects that were designed to develop methodology/toolkit/platform/protocols for public 

engagement in science/research/innovation/RRI (PROSO, Engage2020, PE2020, ACCOMPLISSH, 

CONSIDER, PERARES). These helices are (1) Public Authorities and the fourth helix. The specific type 

of stakeholders engaged with the project consortium from each helix are, from (1) science policy 

officers and, from (4) citizens and civil society organisations. 

Public engagement intiatives in some projects (PERARES and CONSIDER) encountered difficulties when 

they sought to generate interactions with (2) industry. Stakeholders from industry were found to be 

the most difficult to engage as an external partner in all of the projects perhaps because the projects 

are themselves in the nature of research or strategy creation (this may be a question for further 

research). Furthermore, the SoA review included only one example of a project which directly engaged 

(4) citizens in R&I activities (UPSIDE) (this is another question that could be examined by further 

research). UPSIDE invited local citizens to local events for a range of innovation activities.  

 

3.3 Depth of Involvement of external QH members in projects  

This section offers a very broad-brush portrayal of the degree of involvement of external QH members 

in a project. Assessment  is based on rough measures as projects themselves reported (self-reported), 

after the events, and most usually based on very simple indications such as participation and 

contribution in events, workshops, work packages, and deliverables (see definition of external QH 

partners in section 1.2). 

In MARINA project, there was a balanced involvement between (3) RPO, (2) industry, (1) public 

authorities and (4) CSOs as external QH stakeholders. These external stakeholders were almost 

exclusively involved in workshops in a specific work package (WP3). They were invited to the 

workshops according to selected themes such as plastics and policy, and not according to their types. 

The involvement of these external partners in the project was limited to the workshops. They were 

not really involved in any other work packages, such as WP4 for the development of the Marina 

platform (MARINA interview). Internal QH partners had a different balance. 

In AORA project, (4) citizens were involved in the project to consolidate the existing efforts towards a 

proof of concept for Transatlantic Ocean Literacy (TOL). The project is based on the idea of “a society 
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in which citizens are ocean literate and adapt their everyday behaviour to make informed and 

responsible decisions that promote ocean stewardship in a co-creation approach”.    

In BALTICFLOWS project, based on the mutual mentoring and identified best practices, as well as future 

goals, the consortium conducted a list of items to be considered, when setting up environmental 

monitoring programmes, where (4) active citizens can participate. “Engagement and Inspiration Plan 

for Europe” was created for the engagement, inspiration and empowerment of the citizens. This plan 

was constructing the Citizen Union based upon three cornerstones:  

 The Innovation Pillar: Gathering, organising and processing the global pool of 

citizens’ ideas, and finding the means to turn these to reality, thus contributing to 

European competitiveness; 

 The Sustainability Pillar: Advancing sustainability by bringing life cycle thinking 

and assessment into everyday decisions of citizens, empowering citizens in monitoring 

and preserving our environment, and promoting safe urban living via smart rainwater 

management and harvesting; 

 The Engagement Pillar: Learning the driving motivation for each contributing 

citizen and creating matching reward schemes, leading to ownership and commitment 

towards joint actions. 

The (4) local citizens were involved in the BALTICFLOWS project by means of a number of surveys 

carried out with them. The consortium has valued citizens’ views greatly and conducted two surveys 

on “Water Monitoring via Citizen Activity” to people of various ages and educational backgrounds 

amongst appropriate target groups (e.g. residents living near streams or small rivers as well as 

environmental activists) as part of a specific work package. The first survey explored the willingness to 

install and maintain a small water quality monitoring device. The second survey, amongst the same 

target groups and especially the active users of social media, explored whether sensor technology is 

seen as a useful means for creating self-published content, or whether manual creation is preferable. 

The results of the first survey showed that if people are offered the chance and asked to locally 

participate in the monitoring process, they will most likely be interested in such activities. The results 

imply, that in general, wellbeing of the local rivers and streams are of interest for the respondents, and 

that this fitted group seems willing to volunteer for improving the environmental quality situation. In 

return, most respondents would like to receive information and assurance that their activities are 

valuable and that the situation is improving. In the second survey, respondents were identified to 
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mainly utilize social media for informing their network of their selected personal or public matters. 

When planning new environmental monitoring programmes and projects, it is seen important to 

understand what the social media networks are utilised for, and what type of information would be 

preferred by the active citizens to be shared. Based on this and more specific questions regarding the 

usage of social media, people are positively receptive to sharing environmental monitoring data on 

their accounts in various social media services within their network. 

In PERARES project, the science shops that have been established by the project in 10 European 

countries engaged with the local non-profit organisations, civil society organisations or NGOs to take 

their requests of research in areas they identified. Science shops worked with CSOs and students where 

the students carried out research as part of their university degree for the CSOs. This meant that the 

science shops provided research and research results to the civil society organisations for free. On 

the local level, science shops worked with stakeholders from the local community, such as people who 

work with municipalities, the municipalities themselves, small NGOs, civil-society organisations, but 

not with citizens individually. For example; the local partner was a local prison (part of government 

organisation) in Crete. Some examples of research projects undertaken by science shops on the local 

level includes; research with NGOs in domestic violence in Belgium, UK and Norway; and working with 

Roman populations by a partner in Hungary.  

Working with local enterprises (SME) was defined as problematic due to their commercial objectives. 

The project coordinator highlighted during the interview that “many of the western universities have 

separate offices that set up research collaborations with industry and companies but this would be a 

paid relationship. The science shops provide research especially for the non-profit organisations so 

the people who don’t have money to pay for research can still be a part of R&I.” It was also 

highlighted that science shop-industry partnerships were less common. This was explained by 

industry partners seeking paid or profit related collaborations with universities. There was only one 

example of partnership with industry and that was the science shop at the European University in 

Cyprus which was based in the business school. So, they did a project with local companies. The project 

coordinator also indicated that “SME or companies preferred to have a marketing plan hence they may 

not be willing to share the resulting innovation or service publicly.” This suggests that when working 

with industry partners, the possible issues on intellectual property rights should be considered 

carefully as they may pose a barrier for sharing the innovation with the public (for free). PERARES 

project also interacted with citizens and CSOs via an online platform to start dialogues aimed at 

development of research questions by the societal actors. 
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The CONSIDER project worked with CSOs by organising consultation workshops with them. The 

involvement of the CSOs in the project was covering a range of purposes: information seeking, 

testing research tools, dissemination and feedback on findings, or testing the guidelines and 

recommendations. 

In the ENGAGE2020 project, the only type of involvement asked of the external QH members (science 

policy officers), was by their invitation to an organized conference, but at least the conference involved 

them in earnest and on issues of shared interest. A total of 120 policy officers were invited to a 

conference to work together with the consortium on developing methods for societal engagement and 

to receive training for societal engagement. Policy officers were not involved in any defined work 

packages or had any other defined role or responsbility in the project. The policy officers were seen as 

those who could deliver the methods and multiply the use of the methods, and really bring to scale 

outreach to the fourth helix.  

In the final report of the ENGAGE2020 project it is said that the this project has also interacted with 

external stakeholders (no further information of the type of the stakeholders but most likely science 

policy actors) through a policy conference “Public Engagement for Research, Practice and Policy” which 

may have been the same conference as above. The external stakeholders were invited and specifically 

approached to in the last round panel of the conference to contribute to the discussion on future policy 

options, priorities and recommendations for European Research Area. No further information was 

available on the outreach methods to those external partners. One important key point concluded 

from the policy conference discussions was that “Citizen science and crowdsourcing are two examples 

where top level research has successfully met with involvement of citizens and civil society actors, 

additional ideas can be gathered from the research community by requesting them to develop plans 

for societal interaction, not only dissemination.” (Pg29-30 ENGAGE2020 final reportError! Bookmark 

not defined.).  

Finally, in ACCOMPLISSH, (3) researchers, (2) practitioners and (4) societal actors such as civil society 

were involved as external partners in the project mainly through consultations and workshop in the 

development/use of the project platform. Their participation was defined as part of specific work 

packages (WP2, WP3, WP5 see deliverable reports). 

GRRIP and other projects can make use of the methods developed by the ENGAGE2020 project in 

reaching out to partners from civil society. The project created a collection of methodology, 

frameworks and toolsError! Bookmark not defined. which could be used to engage and include 

members specifically from the civil society (special emphasis on CSOs, citizens, affected citizens, 

https://cordis.europa.eu/docs/results/611/611826/final1-d6-1-final-progress-report-final.pdf
https://www.accomplissh.eu/publications-and-deliverables
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consumers, employees and users) as collaborators in projects. The collection of these methods for 

societal engagement was done by mapping the existing methods and tools currently used in Europe 

via an online survey.  

GRRIP can use the practice guide developed by PROSO to engage with civil society organisations in 

research. The guide offers: 

 An overview of incentives and barriers for the engagement of third sector 

organizations and citizens in different research and innovation contexts 

 Best case examples of societal engagement for RRI 

 Policy and governance options for encouraging societal engagement in RRI 

In PROSO project three groups of external QH members namely; CITIZENS PROSO, THIRD SECTOR 

ACTORS PROSO, and PRACTITIONER AND EXPERTS groups were involved in the project. Their degree 

of involvement is described in detail as below; 

 CITIZENS PROSO conducted national citizen panels in five European countries in order to 

investigate citizens’ views of engagement with research-related activities. A total of 90 citizens 

were invited to the panel. The consortium of the PROSO project have worked with the citizens 

in researching the barriers for society wanting to participate in R&I via citizen panels. The 

overall mmethodology of the PROSO citizens panels was inspired by the three-step design of 

the CIVISTI method (methodology available in page 19 of the PROSO toolkit) which combines 

two rounds of citizen panel meetings with an expert workshop in between.The process of 

citizen dialogues in PROSO is supported by the analytical capacity of experts and stakeholders, 

as was the citizen participation process in CIVISTI. The PROSO project aims to uncover citizens’ 

views of citizen engagement in R&I as information for developing governance of engagement 

policies and practices that can that can better meet citizens’ perspectives and (possible) 

desires in being engaged in R&I.  

 THIRD SECTOR8 ACTORS PROSO developed 9 case studies that reflect the views of third sector 

actors and others on the importance and challenges of societal engagement across a range of 

research and innovation topics (60 interviews). The national audit office defines third 

sector organisations as “the range of organisations that are neither public sector nor private 

                                                           

8 ‘Third Sector’ in this report means ‘Fourth Helix’. 

http://www.proso-project.eu/proso-support-tool-2018.pdf
http://www.proso-project.eu/proso-support-tool-2018.pdf
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sector. It includes voluntary and community organisations (both registered charities and other 

organisations such as associations, self-help groups and community groups), social 

enterprises, mutuals and co-operatives”. 

 PRACTITIONER AND EXPERTS. The research results of PROSO are informed by the outcomes of 

three expert workshops and a multi-actor deliberation event in Brussels with around 50 

stakeholders from across Europe and beyond including policy makers, research management 

and funding organizations, science education and communication actors, RRI researchers, and 

third sector organizations.  

 

3.4 Methods of education and training for external QH partners  
This section explores the methods of education and training that projects provided for their external 

QH partners. 

The ENVRIPlus Project provided guidelines for scientists interested in starting a citizen science project. 

“Citizen Observation Training Programme” was carried out in the form of an interactive workshop 

teaching the basic principles of citizen science – including when and when not to use it and provided 

examples of tools and resources available to help collect data from remotely based citizen scientists 

(human remote sensors). The workshops brought together scientists and representatives of groups 

interested in getting involved in citizen science and those interested in (or in some cases those who 

might consider) using citizen science. PERARES Project provided training and education opportunities 

such as mentoring, advice and workshops to assist the organisers of science shop-like initiatives. AORA 

project provided ocean literacy education for citizens. The project was in coordination with marine 

science educators in Europe & US and Canada to better inform and engage citizens about the ocean’s 

influence on them and their influence on the ocean. Through AORA, school lesson plans are shared 

from Canada, European Union, and United States of America including links for educators to use 

in creating lessons on seafloor mapping, wet maps, watching the ocean in 3D etc. Engage2020 

project provided training on “how to engage partners” to 120 policy officers (no further details were 

available on the contents of the training provided). MARINA project delivered MML workshops using 

different methodologies such as World Café, Science Café, Focus Groups, and Structured Democratic 

Dialogue Process (SDDP).  

Most of the reviewed projects developed training materials and tools, aimed especially for the public 

engagement and science education pillars of RRI, for all types of stakeholders to use. The UPSIDE 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5c608a3b5&appId=PPGMS
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project developed an inventory for participatory approachesError! Bookmark not defined. for civil 

society. Engage2020 project produced tools and training material for engagement of public in research 

and innovation. The project created toolsError! Bookmark not defined. and training materials 

including an Action CatalogueError! Bookmark not defined. and e-anthologyError! Bookmark not 

defined. for societal engagement.  The ACCOMPLISSH project aimed to provide training and tools for 

both SSH researchers and research users to bridge the academic/non-academic gap and 

interconnect. The project also provided online course on “Research Impact: Making a Difference”. 

The BALTICFLOWS project aimed to leverage citizen activity in grass-root level water quality 

monitoring, resulting in a methodology for establishing a pan-European water monitoring participation 

and education scheme for citizens. The PROSO support tool was developed for promoting engagement 

of citizens and third sector actors in research and in R&I policy. This tool and its documentation offer 

information and inspiration to develop policies and practices that encourage the engagement of 

citizens and third sector actors in publicly-funded research. 

 

3.5 Methods of co-design and co-production  

This section explores the methods used by the projects for co-design and co-production with their 

external QH partners. A short literature review offering working definitions of co-design, co-

production, co-creation and co-innovation terms is also provided, because these terms will be used as 

part of the conclusions that follow.  

3.5.1 Working definitions 

Sneeuw et al. define co-design as “an approach to creative practice which roots back to the 

participatory design techniques. Co-design is often used as an umbrella term for participatory, co-

creation and open design processes. Through the co-design approach, a wide range of people can help 

to define and find solutions for problems creatively. This approach goes beyond consultation. Instead, 

all stakeholders affected by or attempting to resolve a particular challenge build and deepen equal 

cooperation. A key tenet of co-design is that users, as experts of their own experience, become central 

to the design process. A co-creation process can enable organizations/projects to find a connection 

between groups that would normally not collaborate; raise awareness and sensitivity towards 

important issues with certain groups/individuals - create a safe space for sharing - create a common 

understanding - empower minority perspectives.” (Sneeuw, et al., 2018). 
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Bovaird defines co-production as “regular, long-term relationships between professionalized service 

providers (in any sector) and service users or other members of the community, where all parties 

make substantial resource contributions.” (Bovaird, 2007). 

Co-production and co-creation can be distinguished from ‘participation’, which, means being 

consulted (SCIE, 2015) and could also refer to passive involvement (Voorberg, et al., 2014). 

Fronteer defines co-creation as “the practice of collaborative product or service development: 

developers and stakeholders working together” (Fronteer, 2009). 

Sang et al. defines co-innovation as “a new innovation paradigm where new ideas and approaches 

from various internal and external sources are integrated in a platform to generate new organizational 

and shared values. The core of co-innovation includes engagement, co-creation, and compelling 

experience for value creation. The co-innovation platform is built on principles of convergence of ideas, 

collaborative arrangement, and co-creation of experience with stakeholders” (Sang, et al., 2012). 

3.5.2 What the projects did with external QH partners in this area 

The present SoA of the PERARES, ENGAGE2020 and UPSIDE projects found that these projects viewed 

co-design and co-production mainly as engaging the civil society members such as citizens and NGOs 

in the organised activities. As part of co-production; CSOs were engaged in gathering information and 

laying foundations for new science shops and were also included in local human rights research in 

the PERARES project. The ENGAGE2020 project defined ‘collaborating’ as partnering with the public 

in each aspect of the decision, including the development of alternatives and the identification of 

the preferred solution. The UPSIDE project organised design and production activities for the local 

projects to invite citizens to be involved in the design process. An example of a local project (as part 

of UPSIDE project) was one IKEA Initiative, which was a structured lab encouraging people to 

collaborate on activities, with each activity feeding into the next. UPSIDE has also used techniques such 

as active listening and activity summaries; to help participants to share their own experiences of the 

initiative using with video and social media links. The majority of the reviewed projects, including 

ACCOMPLISSH, PROSO, CONSIDER, ATLANTOS, AORA and BALTICFLOWS, demonstrated a range of 

examples of collaborative activities among all members of the QH in co-production and co-design. 

The details of these activities are provided below for each project: 

 The ACCOMPLISSH project generated a guide to co-creation which provides some basic 

guidelines and tips for setting up and conducting co-creation partnerships in a QH setting. 

The guide indicated that there is no single model for how a co-creation should work in order 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/35d470_3136df3c786149e2ab78027fb0cc33f1.pdf
https://3db107a1-4dca-4f9e-9ea7-b7db9e04fa9e.filesusr.com/ugd/35d470_62deffc170834b35987d4fc0ee5e08a8.pdf
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to make a difference and that partnership approaches to research and innovation often 

highlight the need for inter-organizational collaborations, often person-to-person interactions 

that link researchers to other societal actors (Aalborg University, Denmark, 2017). 

 The PROSO project used a combination of citizens panels, interview to partners, experts’ 

workshops and multiactor deliberation conference as part of the co-design and co-production 

activities. 

 The CONSIDER project organised workshops as a co-design activity where CSOs, academics, 

policy makers and industry representatives were engaged in gathering information and 

feedback in order to identify the characteristics, influencing factors and best practice of CSO 

participation in research projects.  

 The AtlantOS project established an Engagement Board and wider pool of stakeholder 

representatives to advise and help co-design AtlantOS products and longer-term strategy to 

ensure that the product is fit for purpose. Due to the nature of the AtlantOS project, all the 

stakeholders were seen as key actors in the scoping, design, implementation and monitoring 

process, especially those coming from the academy and research sectors. The business sector 

was identified as the main feedback contributor, and the policy makers and governments were 

identified to have a critical role wide spreading the project objectives. 

 The AORA project created different trilateral Working Groups for the co-production of mutual 

research theme area topics. These working groups were formed of international stakeholders 

representing ocean science, formal and informal education, government, marine education, 

business, industry and policy. The diversity of geographical spread of the partners were also 

given importance and collaboration among key strategic partners working among Canada, the 

United States (US) and the European Union (EU) were included.  

 The BALTICFLOWS project applied co-production methods for engaging and activating citizens 

in water monitoring by performing wide-scale water measurements. A cooperation among all 

the stakeholders (researchers, regional authorities and the active citizens) participating in the 

monitoring process was encouraged within the project activities. 

The design and production were mainly one dimensional in the ENVRIPlus project where no evidence 

for the co-design and co-production of knowledge was found, and there was some evidence that the 

partners from the fourth helix were kept apart from the Research Infrastructure organisations 

participating in the project, so there was no or limited interaction. This despite that Diagram 1 (see 

https://www.atlanticresource.org/aora/site-area/aora-cooperation-areas/aora-cooperation-areas
https://www.atlanticresource.org/aora/site-area/aora-cooperation-areas/aora-cooperation-areas
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above) and much other theory of innovation suggests that it is the interaction and interplay among the 

sectors (helices) that is vitally important for achieving innovation. 

 

3.6 Responses in Category 3: Monitoring, reflection and evaluation   

This section draws conclusions on the responses in Category 3 (Table 1, above). Despite that it may be 

assumed that the overall success of projects funded by the EU is a function of their effectiveness in 

involving all the QH partners in a balanced way given that this is a criteria that the funding body 

requires (it is entwined in the definition of a successful project), it was not found that evaluation was 

given much attention. The SoA review found projects did not always explicitly describe their own 

processes for the evaluation of involvement of their external QH partners—which leaves room to 

suspect that they did not attempt to assess this question in their evaluation and monitoring.  

In general, when there was evaluation, two types of evaluation approaches were identified. GGRIP 

researchers decided to class these approaches as independent evaluation and in-house evaluation. 

Independent evaluation included having an external partner (subcontractor) to evaluate the project, 

possibly applying a variety of tools, possibly also examining comparables. In-house evaluation was 

conducted by the project’s own consortium of partners, and typically benefitted from help from an 

advisory panel, and covered an analysis of feedback from conferences and events.  

Independent evaluation: 

 The PERARES project developed a tool for evaluation but assigned an independent university 

to carry out the evaluation using this tool, which included interviews with WP leaders. The 

project also applied a framework for evaluation of economic role of science shops facilitating 

research engagement with society.  

 The PE2020 project assigned a private company named Technopolis Group) to evaluate the 

project effectiveness.  

 

In-house evaluation by a consortium partner: 

Common practices in all in-house evaluations undertaken by consortium were: 

 A dedicated work package for evaluation 

 Activity reports from all stakeholders  
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 Assessment of the participation levels experienced in R&D contexts by using quantitative 

survey methods 

 

Among these, there were few that specifically assessed and monitored the involvement of QH partners 

as a specific criteria for success. The PROSO project carried out consultations with advisory panel as 

well as participation and feedback from multiple citizens panels, interviews, experts’ workshops 

and multi-actor conference. As a result of the evaluation, PROSO identified a number of factors that 

can negatively affect the willingness of (4) citizens to get involved with research and with research and 

innovation policy. The identified six key barriers were: lack of relevance; lack of impact; lack of trust 

and critical views of others; lack of knowledge and skills; lack of time and finances; and lack of 

legitimacy. PROSO Support Tool presented several policy and practice options for each barrier tailored 

to the different types of actors. 

In most cases, whenever external QH partners were from the fourth helix, evaluation was carried out 

by means of questionnaires to partners and stakeholders after events and interactions to collect 

feedback. For example,  

BALTICFLOWS consortium evaluated citizen participation (willingness to be included in the project) 

by a series of surveys. The results showed that if people are offered the chance and asked to locally 

participate in the water monitoring process, they will most likely be interested in such activities.  

ACCOMPLISSH project evaluated the results and conclusions from 14 focus group interviews with QH 

partners in 12 countries. As a result of the evaluation an impact planning toolkit was developed 

including Knowledge Translation Training and Tools and a Knowledge mobilization plan.  

The SoA analysis of the evaluation methods of 12 EU projects concluded that the projects did recognize 

the importance of collection of feedback after events held with civil society actors. Another 

observation was that no evaluation was conducted for some projects (MARINA and UPSIDE).  

4 Conclusions and lessons for GRRIP 

4.1 Conclusions and lessons based on QH approaches 
Conclusion 1: In the projects studied, identification and outreach methods are the most well-

established for approaches to (4) citizens and civil society groups in the fourth helix. This is followed 

next by the stakeholders from (1) public authorities (science policy officers, ministries) then from (3) 

academia (higher education and secondary education in particular). Stakeholders from (2) industry 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/35d470_62deffc170834b35987d4fc0ee5e08a8.pdf
http://www.kmbtoolkit.ca/the-toolkit
http://www.kmbtoolkit.ca/sites/all/themes/kmb/assets/images/Knowledge_Mobilization_Planning_Form.pdf


49 
       

 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and 
innovation programme under grant agreement No 820283 

are rarely engaged as external partners despite their having a recognized stake in the model of 

innovation. 

An important finding of the SoA review is that projects which involved QH partners from the fourth 

helix civil society (CSOs, citizens) have mainly identified their partners by using international networks 

and umbrella organisations, and more rarely via first recruiting public authorities in partnership. On 

the local level, regional public authorities and NGOs were used to identify and reach out to individual 

or groups of citizens. A key action in the identification of policy officers from helix one was by co-

nomination. 

 

Conclusion 2: While noticing variable incidence of participation from each helix, the present study 

was not able to explain it (the small sample set and approach in this investigation did not support 

explanations), but did find a common absence of (3) industry partners. 

The SoA review found that for a number of projects (BALTICFLOWS, AORA, MARINA, AtlantOS, 

ENVRIPlus), (4) citizens are the most prominent external QH partners. The second most common 

external partners are from (3) Academia; more specifically RPOs and Higher or Secondary Education 

Establishments. The SoA review identified (2) industry partners as the least prominent type of 

stakeholders in QH overall in all types of projects considered in the review. 

 

Conclusion 3: Generally, the involvement of an external QH partner is limited to participation in 

workshops, panels and conferences. 

The SoA review found that the external QH partners (from all of the four helices) were involved in the 

projects mainly by participating in workshops, panels and conferences. They were not given specific 

tasks or responsibilities as they were not seen as part of the consortium but rather their views were 

taken by the consortium; either via surveys or by participation in some form of physical meeting. In 

the CONSIDER interview, the project coordinator highlighted that external partners were not provided 

with a specific task as they were not a part of the structure. Partners from civil society were invited as 

“the end user” to test the tool or the innovation developed by the project (ACCOMPLISSH). Only rarely 

(PERARES) the participation of external partners from civil society was taken a step forward by 

including them in the generation of research questions or topics via online dialogues as well as research 

projects with universities (science shops).  
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Conclusion 4: Training is provided mainly to (4) citizens and civil society when they participate as 

external partners. Face-to-face workshops in the format of World Café, Science Café, Focus Groups, 

and Structured Democratic Dialogue Process (SDDP) and a selection of useful public engagement 

tools were identified. 

In summary, projects provided training mainly to their external partners from the civil society. The 

content of these trainings was often the on a single issue with an approach taken from the RRI 

conceptual model, rather than the full RRI conceptual framework all-in-one. Some examples are found 

in citizen science training and ocean literacy education for citizens and schools. Stakeholders from 

public authority such as policy officers also received training on “how to engage partners”. A selection 

of useful tools developed by the projects that stood out and open-access are: PROSO Support tool, an 

inventory for participatory approaches for civil society (UPSIDE), engagement tools an Action 

Catalogue and e-anthology for societal engagement (ENGAGE2020).  
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Conclusion 5: Co-design and co-production is viewed mainly as engaging the fourth helix, citizens 

and NGOs for highly organised activities (citizens panels, interviews of partners, experts’ workshops 

and multi-actor deliberation conferences). 

Social media was used as a tool to help citizens to share their own experiences of participating in R&I 

activities in co-design and co-production (UPSIDE). Documents for guiding co-creation and for setting 

up and conducting co-creation partnerships in a QH setting (ACCOMPLISSH) and in conducting citizens 

panels (PROSO) were identified. 

 

Conclusion 6: The performance and effectiveness of the QH members and the success of the project 

in relation to using the QH collaborations were in only a few instances monitored and evaluated, 

either by an independent evaluation or by an in-house evaluation carried out by consortium.  

Success of the projects were evaluated using more conventional methods such as interviews with work 

package leaders, activity reports from stakeholders, surveys to collect feedback from events, and 

cconsultations with advisory panel. The SoA analysis highlights the importance of collection of 

feedback after events with external partners, in particular with fourth helix civil society actors. More 

specifically, only a few projects were evaluated in such a way to assess whether forming QH 

collaborations with external partners resulted in meaningful results. In one very interesting attempt at 

evaluation, a specific framework was developed for evaluating the economic impact of a series of 

science shops which were by design aimed at facilitating research engagement with society (PERARES). 
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4.2 Conclusions tailored to GRRIP WPs 
The table below summarizes the conclusions and recommendations for the relevant work packages of 

GRRIP.   

 

WP 
N 

Work 
Package 

Title 
Conclusion Recommendation 

4 
Quadruple 
Helix 
engagement 

QH is mostly reinterpreted as a collaboration 
concept majorly targeting the inclusion of civil 
society partners and less as an innovation 
concept where all partners contribute with 
equal importance. 

Provide PE training to M&M RPO RFO sites and 
prepare senior leaders (both WP leaders and senior 
leaders at M&M RPO RFO sites) to understand how 
to utilize participatory methods. 

Create a dedicated section for training and 
education of all the external QH members and have 
a sub-section for each type of QH. 

Importance of mutual benefit of partnerships 
is emphasized for willingness of external QH 
partners to engage in project activities. 

Create a framework for evaluation of the benefits of 
the activity, work, research or training carried out 
for/with each external QH members. 

Co-design and co-production activities are 
regarded as the core of QH approach.  

Refer to the guide to co-creation of ACCOMPLISSH 
project for basic guidelines and tips for setting up 
and conducting co-creation partnerships in a QH 
setting. 

 

WP 
N 

Work Package 

Title 

Conclusion Recommendation 

1 

Project 
Coordination, 

Standardization and 
Methodology 

The QH stakeholders were not 
seen as part of the structure as 
they entered and exited the 
project at various stages of the 
project. Hence, they were not 
provided with detailed description 
of their tasks. 

Similar practices used for internal QH partners 
(consortium) should be followed for external QH 
partners (including volunteers, contractors and sub-
contractors). GRRIP should specify the anticipated 
involvement and the extent of participation of external 
QH members and provide detailed explanations of the 
roles and responsibilities. 

Diversity of stakeholders involved 
in consortium becomes important 
in reaching out to external QH 
partners.  

It is very useful for the project consortium to be diverse, 
both in the type of actors as well as the countries 
represented. This will increase the chances of 
accessing local or international partners in all types of 
QH members. 

 

 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/35d470_3136df3c786149e2ab78027fb0cc33f1.pdf
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WP 
N 

Work Package 

Title 

Conclusion Recommendation 

8 

RRI Mutual 
Learning- 

Monitoring, 
Reflection and 

Evaluation 

No sign of an assessment on 
the projects to indicate 
whether the use of QH 
approach has benefited the 
project in a meaningful way or 
not. 

Develop metrics to show if the project has been successful 
in any dimension specifically because of the use of QH as 
a collaboration and innovation concept.  

Assess and evaluate the participation levels of external QH 
experienced in R&D contexts by means of quantitative 
surveys 

2 

 

 

Dissemination, 
Exploitation and 
Communication 

A range of interactive 
approaches in communication 
were identified as useful for 
effective QH engagement 

Add interactive elements to the web portals to have online 
debate sessions for creating a dialogue around a defined 
research topic to engage with all types of QH partners. 
Consider the language aspect while doing so for maximum 
inclusiveness over the countries and stakeholders. 
Prepare audio-visual training materials and tutorials. 

 

4.3 Advice and proposed good practices for GRRIP  
The table below summarizes the advice provided by the project coordinators in the interviews.  

• Do not to underestimate the lack of knowledge by the QH of RRI. Full and complete 

explanation required. 

• Gender balance required and often neglected. 

• Relaunch some of the tools that are for QH and RRI engagement. 

• Use RRI tools in your communications and training. 

• The more development there is towards more engagement in R&I, the more 

collaborative process in society it becomes.  

• It is extremely important that future missions and projects take up RRI with QH 

engagement.  

Five sets of recommendations tailored to stakeholders: 

• Researchers: Clarify your reasons for CSO involvement; Be aware of your local 

institutional support and recognition; Set your clocks: clarify likely timescales in advance; 

Agree on project management principles in advance. 

• CSOs: Dare to take the initiative; Act in line with your mission, priorities and reputation; 

Be clear about your resources and be ready to raise funds; Grow your research skills; Raise 

your visibility. 

• Funders: Raise awareness of the issues to consider in CSO engagement; Allow CSOs to 

help shape the research agenda; Create funding structures that are sensitive to CSO needs; 
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Facilitate building connections between CSOs and researchers; Emphasize the importance of 

dissemination and impact; Celebrate positive research outcomes involving CSOs; Ensure 

sensitivity to CSO-related issues during evaluation. 

• Evaluators: Consider the public relevance of the project; Review the appropriateness 

of the proposed co-operation structures and funding allocation; Take into account the 

dissemination potential. 

• Policymakers: Clarify objectives when encouraging CSO participation; Create an 

environment conducive to CSO participation in research; Rethink scientific excellence; Simplify 

processes; Recognize the diverse nature of CSOs; Foster collaboration over competition. 
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