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WP3 focuses on assessing the trajectories of community-based initiatives over time and how 
they spread in space, i.e., across communities and their members. In this Work Package, we 
examine the processes and conditions that favour the emergence of bottom-up initiatives, 
evaluate the societal, social, attitudinal, and behavioural transformation processes involved, 
and assess the persistence of initiatives beyond the original project and potential spin-off 
projects for different sectors and domains. We also assess the limiting factors and 
constraints for initiatives’ institutionalisation and up-scaling, including factors at various 
scales. Last, we analyse how institutional arrangements and change influence socio-
technical systems aiming at transition, while enhancing prosperity and wellbeing. Special 
interest lies in community-based initiatives cutting across more than one domain/sector, in 
assessing how the initiatives impact on the respective sectors – both negatively and 
positively, and in analysing their ability to be inclusive and address equity issues.  
 
In the first part of this WP (Task 3.1 in the DoW), all partners conducted a thorough literature 
review, which focused most specifically on the success factors and constraints of 
community-based initiatives. Based on this review, detailed research questions were 
discussed, specified, and agreed upon to guide the data collection. We then developed a 
common fieldwork methodology for the key case studies identified, which centered on semi-
structured qualitative interviews with members of the community initiatives as well as with 
outside stakeholders who have had a direct or indirect impact on the trajectory of the 
initiative. We also worked with partners from other WPs, specifically with the team involved 
in the development of the quantitative assessment of initiatives‘ impacts (WP2) to add a 
series of questions related to success factors to the survey instrument that was to be 
implemented for all supportive (n=48) and key (n=14) case studies. 
 
The qualitative interviews and quantitative instrument were thoroughly pretested by all 
partners in July/August 2014 (for the interviews) and January 2015 (for the quantitative 
instrument), and subsequently refined. Researchers from each partner then conducted 
interviews with members and individuals associated with the key initiatives, as well as field 
visits and participant observation within the key initiatives (November 2014-May 2015). They 
also implemented the quantitative instrument called the “data assessment sheet” with both 
key and supporting initiatives (February 2015-May 2015), which – although focusing on the 
needs of WP2 – also included questions geared at the objectives of WP3. This data 
collection was the second part of WP3 (Task 3.2 in the Dow). In May 2015, partners 
concluded their data collection, transcribed their fieldwork data, and engaged in a 
preliminary exploratory analysis of the qualitative interviews. 
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1 Executive Summary 
 
WP3 builds on the inventory of community initiatives completed by all partners in WP1. 
This inventory led to the selection of: 

• 14 key initiatives which work closely with the project and with which WP3 
engages through in-depth qualitative interviews meant to analyze the trajectory 
and success factors of initiatives 

• 48 supportive initiatives targeted by WP3 (through the WP2 assessment sheet) 
for quantitative data about specific aspects of the initiatives’ trajectory. The key 
initiatives are also part of the quantitative data assessment.  

The main objective of WP3 is to assess the trajectories of community-based initiatives 
over time and how they spread in space, i.e., across communities and their members. 
In this WP, we examine the processes and conditions that favour the emergence of 
bottom-up initiatives, evaluate the societal, social, attitudinal, and behavioural 
transformation processes involved, and assess the persistence of initiatives beyond 
the original project and potential spin-off projects for different sectors and domains. We 
also assess the limiting factors and constraints for initiatives’ institutionalisation and 
up-scaling, including factors at various scales. Last, we analyse how institutional 
arrangements and change influence socio-technical systems aiming at transition, while 
enhancing prosperity and wellbeing. Special interest lies in community-based initiatives 
cutting across more than one domain/sector, and in assessing how the initiatives 
impact the respective sectors negatively and positively. In this WP, we also assess the 
extent to which initiatives contribute to social and environmental equity and the 
constraints they face to be more environmentally just. 
Between March 2014 and May 2015, partners were involved in three main types of 
responsibilities, which can be summarized as Task 3.1 and 3.2 as per the DoW. First, 
partners conducted a thorough literature review which focused on the success factors 
and constraints of community-based initiatives. Based on this review, detailed research 
questions were discussed, specified, and agreed upon to guide the data collection 
(Task 3.1).  
Second, we developed a common fieldwork methodology for the key case studies 
identified, which was centred on semi-structured qualitative interviews with members of 
the community initiatives as well as with outside stakeholders who have had a direct or 
indirect impact on the trajectory of the initative. We also worked with partners from 
other WPs, specifically, with the team involved in the development of the quantitative 
assessment of initiatives‘ impacts (WP2) to add a series of questions related to 
success factors to the survey instrument that was to be implemented for all supportive 
and key case studies. 
Last, partners conducted field work on the trajectories of community initiatives. Before 
engaging in more thorough field work, qualitative and quantitative instruments were 
thoroughly tested by partners through a pilot study and subsequently refined.  All 
partners then conducted interviews with members and individuals associated with the 
key initiatives, as well as field visits and participant observation. Quantitative data was 
collected as part of a series of WP2 meetings with both key and supporting initiatives. 
Figure 1 below summarizes the different steps and components of our process for 
collecting data (Task 3.2).  
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Figure 1. Data Collection Process WP3 
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2 Introduction 
 
WP3 focuses on assessing the trajectories of community-based initiatives over time 

and how they spread in space, i.e., across communities and their members. In this 

WP, we examine the processes and conditions that favour the emergence of bottom-

up initiatives, evaluate the societal, social, attitudinal, and behavioural transformation 

processes involved, and assess the persistence of initiatives beyond the original 

project and potential spin-off projects for different sectors and domains. We also 

assess the limiting factors and constraints for initiatives’ institutionalization and up-

scaling, including factors at various scales. Last, we analyse how institutional 

arrangements and change influence socio-technical systems aiming at transition, while 

enhancing prosperity, wellbeing, and biodiversity conservation. Special interest lies in 

community-based initiatives cutting across more than one domain/sector, and in 

assessing how the initiatives impact the respective sectors negatively and positively. In 

this WP, we also assess the extent to which initiatives contribute to social and 

environmental equity and the constraints they face to be more environmentally just. 

Deliverable 3.1 is based on two Tasks (3.1 and 3.2) as mentioned in the DoW.  

Task 3.1: Research Design and Data Collection Methodology (UAB, with support from 

all partners) 

In Task 3.1, partners prepared the evaluation of the societal, social, attitudinal, and 

behavioural transformation processes which favour the emergence of bottom-up 

initiatives. This included an assessment of the persistence of initiatives beyond the 

original project and potential spin-off projects for different domains.  

Upon the completion of a broad and in-depth state-of-the-art literature review (March-

April 2014), which was conducted at the beginning of Task 3.1 and took into 

consideration state-of-the-art research on community-based initiatives, especially 

success factors and constraints, the TESS team jointly identified a series of research 

questions before and at the project meeting in Barcelona, June 2014. Based on the 

gaps and contradictions identified in the literature review and the research questions 

deemed most productive and relevant to investigate, partners developed a common 

fieldwork methodology for the key initiatives identified in WP1. This methodology 

focused on observation, participation in initiatives’ meetings, and semi-structured 

interviews with members of and individuals associated with the key initiatives. Partners 

also developed a methodology for collecting data for the supportive case studies, 
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namely survey questions to inititatives’ leaders and members integrated in and 

conducted through the data assessment sheet developed as part of WP2.   

Task 3.2: Implementation of data collection (UAB with support from all partners) 

Upon the completion of the methodology, partners tested the qualitative instruments 

and the data asessmnent sheet, and then proceeded to collect qualitative and 

quantitative data with key and supportive initiatives. Data was collected in the local 

languages of each country after a common discussion and agreement on the 

development and content of the interview instrument and datasheet. This process is 

described in detail in the next sub-sections.  
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3 Preparing the Literature Review  
 

In the DoW, WP3 was described as examining the trajectories of CBIs over time and 

space and the success factors behind the 'emergence, persistence, durability, and 

spill-over of community initiatives'. In order to be able to conduct sound empirical 

research on these success factors among our CBIs, we first needed to identify 

precisely the existing knowledge on those success factors and on how community 

initiatives engaged in building a low(er)-carbon or more sustainable economy emerge, 

persist, become more durable, and replicate themselves. Indeed, sound research 

attempts to first identify gaps or contractions in the theoretical bodies of literature that 

informs a research topic and problem, and from there derive a series of research 

questions to be operationalized in a specific study. From an operational standpoint, 

during a workshop at TESS’ kick-off meeting in December 2013, partners discussed 

how the literature review would be split up among the team members and which most 

important topics would need to be reviewed. After discussion, we divided the literature 

review in 8 topics, namely:   

• Conditions, context, and catalysts for initial community initiatives' emergence  
• Factors explaining the persistence of the initiative itself, in other words factors 

for project internal growth, internal institutionalization, and resistance to shocks 
or crisis. How does internal growth, institutionalization, and perspective occur? 
Why do projects/initiatives grow internally, become more institutionalized, and 
persist? What allows them to grow internally, become more institutionalized, 
and persist? 

• Factors for scaling-up across scales, domains, and other groups or 
organizations -- in other words factors for external replication, diffusion, and 
transfer. How does external replication and transfer occur? Why do 
projects/initiatives replicate themselves and/or get transferred?  What allows for 
replication and transfer? What do potential initiatives' developers look for in 
another project to get inspired?  

• Policy or political support. Under which conditions and in which context does 
the political support or the policy support for community initiatives occur?  In 
which domain(s) does it seem to occur the most? What did this support allow in 
terms of project external scaling up? What are the policy/political constraints 
that community initiatives face as they emerge and then scale-up and 
replicate? 

• Business uptake or business support in community initiatives. How does this 
update/support occur? Under which conditions? In which sector/domains does 
it seem to happen the most? What did this support and uptake allow as internal 
or external scaling up? Was business uptake or support a constraint or does it 
at times weaken the initiative and its purpose? If yes, in which ways? 

• (Social) Innovation as a factor for emergence and scaling-up within the 
project/initiative and across calls and domains. What forms of social innovation 
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does the community initiative/project seem to allow? How does this social 
innovation work to help project emergence, persistence, and spill-over?  

• Role of individuals, leaders, and networks in project emergence, internal 
persistence, and external replication.  

• Other factors/conditions for external scaling-up and replication beyond 
policy/political support, business uptake/support and beyond networks.  

  

This literature review was conducted within the context of community initiatives 

engaged in building a low-carbon economy or in building greater environmental 

sustainability or in other environmental projects (such as community conservation 

initiatives, for instance).  Each partner conducted their part of the literature review 

between March and April 2014 after choosing 1 topic among the 8 topics listed above, 

generally a topic in which they had most expertise and interest. Upon completion, each 

partner sent a 2,500 word summary of their mini-literature review to the coordinating 

partner (UAB), which contained a summary of the main debates and themes covered 

by scholars for their topic, the identification of gaps and contradictions in the literature, 

a critical reflection on the literature, and suggestions for research questions based on 

the topic.  

In a second stage, the UAB compiled all mini-literature reviews and prepared a 

summary that was shared with all partners for reflection and discussion before and 

during our second team meeting in Barcelona in June 2014. Appendix 1 presents a 

summary of this literature review steps and methodology while Appendix 2 illustrates 

an example of a mini-literature review. 

Based on the document prepared by the UAB in May and June 2014, a journal article 

was prepared and submitted for review. The article led by the UAB enriched the 

different mini-literature reviews prepared by partners, organized them in an argument, 

a proposed a new framework for research on the success factors of CBIs, namely “the 

fertile soil theory““. This paper was circulated for comments and reviewed by interested 

partners in Spring 2015. It was also shared with TESS’ advisory board and submitted 

to an international journal for review in July 2015. 

 

 

  



 13 

4 Preparing the Data Collection Methodology 
4.1 Selection of research questions 

The selection of research questions for WP3 was based on the identification of 

knowledge gaps during our literature review process (March-June 2014) together with 

the WP3 discussions at the Barcelona workshop on June 26, 2014.  

Even though initial discussions in Potsdam (December 2013) and Barcelona (June 

2014) within the TESS team led us to see success as the development of the initiative 

over time and space – from emergence to persistence and scaling-out and scaling-up 

of the initiative – together with the implementation of their environmental and social 

mission/activities, we also took the opportunity of this WP3 work to inquire about how 

the initiatives themselves view and define current and future success. Through this 

task, we aimed at better understanding the perceptions and interpretations that 

initiatives’ members have of their work.  

Research questions jointly identified in Barcelona, June 2014 [based on 

contradictions and gaps in the literature review] 

• What does ‘success’ mean for participants in community initiatives (and other 
stakeholders?)? In their view, what influences success? [This question is at the 
core of our WP as its remit is to analyse the factors that foster and constrain 
success of community initiatives – but the question what actually constitutes 
this success is not often explicitly addressed. This data will be interpreted in 
relation to the literature; for example, how do participants’ concepts of success 
relate to ideas such as ‘persistence’, ‘upscaling’, ‘outscaling’ etc.?] 

 
• What is the role of individual agency in community initiatives? What role do 

individuals, with their own motivations, values, worldviews, skills and interests 
play in the development of an initiative? What role do specific events (eg, 
external stimuli, shocks) play in the development of an initiative and how do 
these interact with agency? How is individuals’ agency en- (or dis-) couraged? 
[A large part of the literature focuses on the role of internal and external 
structures in the successful development of initiatives – here, we want to bring 
in a more psychological perspective, inquiring about agency in the context of 
these structures. This might be relevant for both ‘leaders’ and other participants 
in the initiative. For example, the collectivism/ individualism construct might be 
interesting to explore. If desired, these factors can then, again, be related to the 
different concepts of success as investigated in Research Question 1] 
 

• What is the role of inclusivity and equity? Do our community-based initiatives 
attempt to (a) actively involve and (b) provide benefits to a wide cross-section of 
society? If so, how do they do that, and are they successful? How do they 
conceptualise inclusion and/or equity? How do they relate to objectives 
concerned with the inclusion of socially marginalized groups to benefit from 
environmental goods and services (environmental justice)? [This set of 
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questions arises from the observation that many initiatives and the transition 
movement in general is usually portrayed in the literature as ‘educated white 
middle-class’, with little ethnic and other types of diversity. Why is this? We 
want to investigate mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion (e.g., cultural 
capital, outreach to marginalized groups) in more depth.] 
 

• What are the discourses of transitions? How are the initiatives communicated 
and ‘sold’, and how are storylines of single initiatives incorporated (or not) in 
wider discourses of social change? What are the implications of such 
discourses for the ways in which transition initiatives are enacted and succeed 
(or not)? [This question arises from the observation that transition initiatives 
(both in the literature and in our own experience) are talked about in very 
different ways – for example, they are often portrayed as a small-step 
reformation/evolution that ultimately leads to fundamental change, without the 
need for a revolution. We have also observed that the discourses and broader 
political goals of initiatives vary a lot (e.g., compare Barcelona and Aberdeen). 
We want to investigate and compare the implicit assumptions underpinning 
such discourses. This question also relates, for example, to the question on 
understandings of success (Question 1 and 5)].  

 
• Do initiatives contribute to larger social and political change (beyond their 

direct members and beneficiaries)? If so, what are these contributions, and how 
are they generated? [Looking at different scales from the direct beneficiaries of 
the initiative, to the local community around them, the municipal scale, the 
region, and society at large. This is linked to Research Question 4.] 
 

• Crosscutting: How do initiatives’ trajectories unfold over time? How do 
initiatives adapt over time, in their different stages, from emergence to 
consolidation and upscaling? [This question provides us with in-depth insights 
that are relevant for most of the questions above, for example:  

o Relationships between phase/stage and understandings of transition (eg 
more revolutionary at the start, more mainstream when scaling up?) 

o Changes in approaches to inclusivity and equity over time  
o Changes in governance arrangements within the initiative over time, and 

their consequences (eg changing approaches to leadership, 
active/passive membership, interplay between different groups among 
the members, the role of professionalization 

o Changes in relationship with outside supporters or stakeholders, 
including policy-makers, community networks 

• Through this question, we are able to explore in greater depth different factors 
that have contributed to the emergence, consolidation, upscaling, and 
outscaling of community initiatives. It helps us conduct an analysis over time 
and space of the initiative and of the internal and external changes it has gone 
through]  

• Input into WP4: the relation between the initiative and policy/politics, not 
intended just as specific funding but, more in general: did the initiative have any 
relation to any kind of political institution/stakeholder; did it benefit directly or 
indirectly from any specific policy/programme/funding scheme/etc; is there any 
law/regulation/policy that hinders rather than facilitates the initiative’s activities 
and/or its success/growth/up-scaling. What type of relation/engagement (for 
instance collaboration, negotiation, conflict, refusal of engagement) has it built 
with policy-makers (and the policies they support/have put in place over time? 
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Why have decision-makers within the community initiative decided to build that 
type of relation/engagement? Has the type of engagement changed over time? 
If yes, how and why?   

 
Using these research questions, the TESS team was able to design the study with 

greater detail and direction.  

4.2 Qualitative study design and data collection procedures  

Our qualitative research in WP3 takes a relatively grounded, qualitative social scientific 

approach. It aimed to be exploratory, and we intended to identify and interpret links 

and connections made by the participants (as opposed to remaining at a very 

descriptive or ‘factual’ level) in our interviews. Researchers within each partner 

institution were therefore advised to encourage their respondents to speak freely, in 

their own terms. This implied that rather than imposing our own language and 

concepts upon respondents, we were interested in their languages and 

conceptualisations. This also meant that we were not (or not primarily) interested in 

‘facts’ (e.g., number of members in the initiative, starting date, exact information on 

funding etc.) but in the ways in which such aspects of an initiative are portrayed and 

interpreted. It therefore was important to analyse possible conflicts and contradictions 

between interviewees’ responses in order to be able to examine tensions in greater 

depth (and how such dynamics evolved and played out within the initiative and its 

trajectory). For example, we were interested to see if founders vs. more peripheral 

members diverged in their views on questions of future trajectory, ideal governance 

style, funding sources to be pursued, or engagement with policy-makers, and how 

such divergence played a role in the trajectory of the initiative.  

Qualitative data collection for WP3 included semi-structured interviews with 1) 

members of key community-based initiatives and with 2) outside stakeholders whose 

work, activism, resources, etc had an influence or impact on the initiatives’ trajectories. 

Semi-structured interviews were based on an interview guide developed and refined by 

the TESS partners. The list of questions was meant to serve as a guide to prepare and 

conduct semi-structured interviews to help us understand qualitatively what factors 

contribute to the success of community initiatives (see Appendix 3). Qualitative data 

collection also included observation and participant observation of with the activities of 

key community-based initiatives, including CBI assembly meetings, work days, 

community celebrations, etc.  
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Last, in view of the research questions regarded as the most relevant and original 

ones, of our literature review and of the qualitative heterogeneity of the secondary data 

(websites) identified in WP1, we decided that the systematic collection of secondary 

data was not required or relevant for our purposes and for the research design we 

adopted.  

Even though we mentioned in the DOW the possibility to include North American case 

studies as part of the development of WP3, we decided after internal discussions in 

Barcelona (June 2014) with all partners that the key research questions explored for 

WP3 were best answered through an intra European comparison. North American 

case studies would be difficult to integrate in research design and analysis as cultural 

and political contexts would likely be significantly different from the European context. 

Therefore, there was a high risk that a comparison between North American and 

European cases would lead to inconclusive findings. However, there is still an 

opportunity to integrate a North American case in the next 12 months of TESS as part 

of the WP4 analysis, which has a narrower focus, and a comparison might therefore be 

more useful.  

 
4.2.1 Semi-structured interviews with members of CBIs  
Interview selection 
 
• Focus: key community-based initiatives (14 initiatives in total across all partners) 

• The number of interviews per initiative depended on the size of the initiative. However, the 

selection of interviewees captured the diversity of roles within the initiatives, for example, 

a founding member, a core member (or leader), a more peripheral participant, a 

beneficiary (for instance, people who might buy the food from a food co-op; customers of 

bicycle workshops, clients of energy co-ops); generally, the selection included people who 

had been involved in the initiative for different lengths of time.  

• A key criterion for selection of interviewees was also diversity of views. To ensure that we 

approached respondents with a wide range of views (and also those whose views might 

diverge from the mainstream in the initiative, or who might have been critical members), 

we used snowball sampling, so that we did not let some individuals in the initiative act as 

‘gatekeepers’. We started our interviews with a couple of diverse individuals (who were 

nominated at the initial meeting with the initiative), and then asked for contacts to other 
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people, also explicitly of those who might have very different views. This way, we ensured 

that we covered more extreme ends of the spectrum rather than just the centre. 

• To share ideas on interviewee selection and ‘streamline’ the selection across partners, we 

organized an online training conference in October 2014. The training covered 

suggestions for identifying appropriate respondents, organizing initial meetings with 

partners, presenting TESS, conducting semi-structured interviews, taking field notes, 

recording, and transcribing.  

• Each partner interviewed at least 5-7 members per initiative (often more, dependent on 

character and scope of the initiative) 

Approach to data collection 
• Individual interviews were preferred in order to ensure “independence”  of point of view 

and to allow respondents to elaborate in-depth responses  

• Interviewees spoke as individuals, not as representatives of their initiatives 

• Interviews took an hour or more (depending, e.g., on history of the initiative and 

willingness of the participant to talk) and, on average, lasted between 1.5 and 2 hours.  

• The interview instrument (see Appendix 3) was used as a guide. However, given that we 

wanted participants to describe the initiative in their own terms, without too much 

conceptual or normative input from our side, each partner had the possibility to adapt the 

questions and their order to the flow of the conversation. Interviewers thus had to be very 

familiar with the aims and content of the study, to be able to adapt the questions as 

necessary.  

• Overarching questions were asked first and encouragement was given to the interviewee 

to talk freely. Probing questions were only used if necessary (if the topic had not been 

sufficiently addressed yet).  

• Interviews were conducted by as few interviewers per partner organization as possible – 

in any case, each interviewer had to be fully aware of the approach and aims of this study  

• Interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim in the original language 

• Notes were taken during the interview and after the interview.  

• Coding: we discussed our general approach to data analysis and coding at the Rome 

meeting in December 2014. We then jointly identified key themes for coding categories in 

Edinburgh in May 2015, which will be expanded into a full coding framework in June/July.  

 

Timeline 
• July/August 2014: Initial interview guide with key initiatives was pretested by each partner 

in the partner’s language with individuals active in community initiatives (but not in the key 
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initiatives) to identify (a) any problems with the wording, order, length, content of the 

schedule and (b) issues with translation into other languages  

• August 2014: Feedback on test interviews submitted by partners to UAB and JHI as WP3 

leaders  

• September 2014: Revised interview guide and informed consent form circulated to all 

partners  

• October 2014: Online training sessions  

• October 2014-April 2015: Interviews conducted 

• Early /Mid-November 2014: Initial interview experiences shared with partners by phone 

and email 

• December TESS meeting, Rome, 2014: Discussion of first impressions, adaptation of 

data collection protocol, agreement on further data collection procedure, and discussion 

and agreement on data analysis process.  

• May 2015: All interviews transcribed and explored in relation to the research questions, 

identifying also emerging (additional) themes  

Table 1 below summarizes and paraphrases the research questions and shows them in 

relation to the interview questions.  

Table 1. Summary of main interview themes and research questions.   
 

Interview questions Research 
questions 

Aspects to focus on/follow 
up (background 
information for the 
interviewer) 

Could you please describe 
the history of the initiative? 

• How it began 
• Factors hindering and helping 
• Policies 
• Roles of people 
• Motivations 
• Decision-making 
• Relationships with external 

actors 
• Achievements 

TRAJECTORIES  

AGENCY 

(DEFINITIONS 
OF SUCCESS) 

(WP4: 
POLICIES) 

• The role of individuals: why did 
they do what they did? How are 
they described/portrayed? 

• What influences success? Our 
literature review showed a 
number of these factors – how 
does people’s experience 
across a number of initiatives 
relate to these? 

• Role of policies in the widest 
sense – relevant for WP4 

In your personal view, what 
are the main aims of this 
initiative? 

• Changes over time 

If you imagine yourself and 
this initiative in a year’s time 
from now – when would you 

DEFINITIONS 
OF SUCCESS 

TRANSITION 
DISCOURSES  

TRAJECTORIES 

(WP4: 

• Particular notions of success 
that reflect definitions of 
success in the literature, or 
diverge from them (eg in relation 
to upscaling, growth, replication) 
– maybe the initiative has no 
ambitions to grow – why? 
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say that the initiative has had 
a successful year?  And in 5 
years from now? 

• Strategy 
• Professionalization 
• Upscaling, growth 
• Mainstreaming vs 

radicalisation 

In your view, what factors 
would have an influence on 
that success? 

• Changes within initiative, in 
membership, external support 
etc 

POLICIES) • How is the change 
conceptualised that the initiative 
is working towards? What are 
the ideals – what is it exactly 
that the interviewee would like to 
achieve? How is this seen to 
relate to the mainstream way of 
life – as radically different? As 
‘normal’? As…? 

• How is the initiative working 
towards their ideals and aims? 
What do they do to achieve 
these? 

Some people say that 
initiatives such as this one 
can contribute to larger social 
or political change [adapt]. 
What do you think about this? 

TRANSITION 
DISCOURSES  

TRAJECTORIES 

As above. 
• How do members see their 

initiative in the wider context of 
transition initiatives? (Maybe 
they don’t see themselves as 
part of a wider movement at 
all?) 

In your view, has the initiative 
had any influence on others? 
Please expand – in what way 
have these been influenced? 
What have been the factors 
behind this influence? If the 
initiative has not been influential 
on others, what have been the 
barriers? 

In your view, who benefits 
from your initiative at the 
moment? Who should 
benefit? If they don’t, what 
prevents this from happening, 
in your view? 

IMPACTS ON 
LARGER 
SOCIAL 
CHANGE 

 

• How do members of the 
initiatives conceptualise who 
benefits and who doesn’t, and 
why?  

• How do they see their impact? 
And how do they make sense of 
it (what are the perceived 
reasons for limited influence on 
others)? Maybe influence on 
others was not part of their 
aims? 

• What does the initiative do to 
achieve larger changes (if this is 
part of their aims)? 

Could you talk us through the 
different people participating 
in the development of the 
initiative? 

 

Who benefits from your 
initiative at the moment? Who 
should benefit? If they don’t, 
what prevents this from 
happening, in your view?  

 

AGENCY 

INCLUSIVITY 

• The role of individuals: why did 
they do what they did? How are 
they described/portrayed? 

• How do members of the 
initiatives conceptualise who 
participates and who doesn’t, 
and why?  

 

4.2.2 Semi-structured interviews with outside stakeholders 
Context:  
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In addition to interviews with members of the key initiatives, the TESS team decided to 

conduct interviews with outside stakeholders. Interviews with the outside stakeholders 

help us contextualise the interviews with the key initiatives, triangulate some of the 

data obtained through the interviews, as well as help us answer some of our research 

questions, such as:  

• What does ‘success’ mean for outside stakeholders and how is their view on 
success influencing the course of an initiative (or of the broader type of 
initiative/domain we are studying)? 

• What is the role of inclusivity and equity in sustainability transitions, in the eyes of 
these stakeholders? How do community initiatives address questions of inclusivity 
and equity in their work, in view of these stakeholders? 

• What are the discourses of transitions within community initiatives?  
• Do initiatives contribute to larger social and political change (beyond their direct 

members and beneficiaries)?  
• How do initiatives’ trajectories unfold over time? - What role do specific events (eg, 

external stimuli, shocks) play in the development of an initiative and how do these 
interact with agency? (a new policy or regulation could be a shock. A new funding 
mechanism could be a stimulus. Support from private investors could be a stimulus, 
too, hence the interviews with agencies or people who have played a role there)  

• What is the relation between the initiative and policy/politics? 

 
Selection and Identification of outside stakeholders: 
During our brainstorming session in Barcelona in June 2014, we identified the following 

categories of relevant stakeholders: 

• Policy-makers 
• Public officials/planners/regulators 
• Public funders/Business supporters 
• Beneficiaries (not members) 
• Partners 
• Network organizations 

Between October 2014 and May 2015, each partner was responsible for identifying the 

most relevant and salient outside stakeholders for their context, to be interviewed 

based on the interviews conducted with initiatives’ members. In many cases, names of 

relevant stakeholders or categories of stakeholders emerged during an interview, and 

interviewers then followed-up on those with the interviewee at the end of the interview 

in order to get specific names, contacts, and further recommendations. Each partner 

then contacted the stakeholder individually, and conducted 4-5 targeted interviews with 

the most relevant stakeholders. These interviews tended to have a more restricted 

scope than the interviews with the initiatives’ members.  

Table 2 below recapitulates the categories of stakeholders and the main keywords of 

the research questions that apply to them.  
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Table 2. Categories of stakeholders and keywords related to the themes of 
WP3’s main research questions  
 

 Success Transition/
Discourses 

Contributor to larger 
political change 

Inclusivity Trajectories Interplay 
with politics 

Public officials 

Planners 

X X X  X X 

Policy-makers X X X  X X 

Public funders 

Business 
supporters 

X X X  X X 

Beneficiaries  X  X X  

Partners  X X  X  

Network 
organizations 

 X X  X  

 
Appendix 4 presents the list of interview questions for the outside stakeholders. 

 
Timeline 

• December 2014: Initial interview guide with key initiatives was pretested by each partner 

in the partner’s language with individuals active in community initiatives (but not in the key 

initiatives) to identify (a) any problems with the wording, order, length, content of the 

schedule and (b) issues with translation into other languages.  

• December 2014: Feedback submitted by partners to UAB and JHI as WP3 leaders  

• December 2014: Revised interview guide for stakeholders circulated to all partners  

• January-May 2015: Interviews with initiatives’ members and stakeholders  

• May 2015: All interviews transcribed and explored in relation to the research questions, 

identifying also emerging (additional) themes  

• June-November 2015: Data processing, organization, and analysis in preparation for 

summary reports.  

4.2.3 Observation and participant observation 
A last type of qualitative data consisted in observation and participant observation of 

with the activities of the key initiatives. These meetings took place anytime between 

November and May 2015 and consisted of researchers from TESS partners attending 

community events, initiatives’ regular meetings, celebrations, or work days, and at 

times volunteering in some of the initiatives’ activities (i.e., planting seeds, cleaning-up 

of fields, support on bike repair days, etc). During such meetings, TESS partners made 
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ample observations of the development of the activity, of the participants and the 

dynamics between them, took the time to reflect with participants on the initiatives’ 

trajectory, and learned more generally about the development of the initiatives. Those 

meetings helped researchers from TESS to reflect on the initiatives and deepen some 

of the interview topics. Researchers took ample observation and reflection notes 

during meetings (whenever possible) and after meetings. Observation and participant 

observation served as tools to complement interview data.  
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4.3 Quantitative study design and data collection procedures  

Context:  
 
Part of the data collection of key initiatives in WP3 also included a quantitative component 

measured through the assessment datasheet created as part of WP2, Task 2.2, as the 

foundation for the evaluation of community-based initiatives’ impact. Part of the datasheet 

was used to collect standardised information among the supportive and key case studies on 

the trajectories of the initiatives, based on the research questions of WP3 reported in Section 

4.1. We decided to integrate some of our WP3 survey questions into the WP2 datasheet 

assessment because our initial interactions with initiatives revealed their concern about the 

time and energy required to complete multiple surveys and participate in multiple tools and 

interviews. We therefore considered that it would be more time efficient to use the tool and 

meetings of the WP2 standardized assessment to collect the information which was better 

fitting to a structured quantitative questionnaire, to complement the information collected via 

in-depth interviews within the WP3.  

 

The information contained in the datasheet covered the effects an initiative had on its direct 

surrounding and beyond and complements the information on institutional arrangements and 

community processes investigated qualitatively in WP3. The WP2 datasheet included a wide 

range of information on environmental, economic, social, political and technological effects of 

CBIs. The selection of key variables to be included in the assessment datasheet was the 

result of extended sharing and discussion with partners, also considering the areas of 

interest for WP3. Before engaging in the full data collection with all 62 initiatives, TESS 

researchers implemented a pilot with one initiative from each of the four core sectors of 

TESS (food, energy, waste, transport) to provide an estimate of the data collection effort 

required. Based on the pilot, variables and questions were revised and condensed. 

 

Appendix 5 presents the specific questions included in the data assessment sheet which are 

meant to provide evidence to be used in WP3. Those were questions regarding the following 

issues:  

• initiatives’ trajectories, growth over time, scaling-up and scaling-out, etc.; 
• networking and relationships between initiatives, including spin-offs, replications, 

imitations, diffusion; 
• issues of social inclusion and targeting of disadvantaged groups; 
• internal functioning of initiatives, e.g. enrolment processes, decision-making, 

participation, etc.; 
• relations with external actors, external funding sources and public bodies and policies 

more generally; 
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• political activities conducted by the initiatives; 
• initiatives' innovative dimensions and social innovation  

 
Relevant questions for WP3 are included in the following sections of the data assessment 
sheet: 

• SECTION 2. COMPOSITION  
• SECTION 3. USERS/UTILIZERS 
• SECTION 5. INTERNAL ORGANIZATION 
• SECTION 6. EXTERNAL NETWORKING  
• SECTION 7. POLITICAL MOBILIZATION  
• SECTION 8. INNOVATIVE EFFORT 
• SECTION 9. SKILLS 

 
Beside specific questions which were included in order to address the WP3 research aims, 

all the information and evidences obtained through the WP2 questionnaire will contribute to 

enhancing our understanding of key initiatives and potentially used for the preparation of 

Summary Reports on case study findings by Month 24 (Deliverable 3.3). Moreover, data 

from WP2 and the information and findings of WP3 will be further elaborated and used for 

case studies integration activities and policy recommendations, which will be of the object of 

WP4. 

 

Timeline: 
• June 2014: Initial discussions in Barcelona TESS meeting about research questions to be 

answered through quantitative data collection 

• September 2014 - November 2014: Draft of data assessment sheet with survey questions 

to be included for WP3.  

• December 2014: Feedback submitted by partners about WP3 survey questions to be 

integrated in data sheet.  

• January 2015: Final datasheet with all questions for WP3 integrated into datasheet 

• January 2015 - May 2015: Data collected among all partners   

• June 2015 - September 2015: Data standardization and elaboration to fit the information 

requirements of WP3 
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4.4 WP3 Full Database 

Appendix 6 presents the list of all supportive and key CBIs.  
 
4.4.1 Qualitative Database 
Upon completion of interviews with members of key initiatives and relevant outside 

stakeholders, TESS partners obtained a total of 116 interviews, ranging in general 

from 45 minutes to 3 hours for a total of 147 hours of interviews. Between November 

2014 and May 2015, partners filled an online database to record the completion of their 

interviews. Appendix 7 presents two screenshots of partners’ interview databases, 

namely OUAS and PIK, with a listing of the CBI name, the interview date, the type of 

respondent, the domain, the interview duration, and the length of the interview 

transcripts.  

Figure 2 below presents a summary of the number of hours of interviews per partner 

while Figure 3 summarizes the number of hours of interviews per country.  

 

NB: Interviews for the two key initiatives in Italy were divided between T6 and 

Sapienza (for Italy). In Scotland, three key initiatives (two by JHI and one by Climate 

Futures due to the fact) were interviewed because of the initial risk of not counting with 

the secure participation of two initiatives. In Finland, three key initiatives were also 

interviewed because of the interest and strong relevance of the food, waste, and 

energy sectors, and the interest in studying initiatives from these three sectors.  

 

 
Figure 2. Number of hours of interviews per partner 
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Figure 3. Number of hours of interviews per country 
 
In terms of total interviews with initiatives’ members and interviews with stakeholders, 

T6 conducted 7 interviews, CF 9, USV 14, PIK 18, OUAS 18, JHI 22, Sapienza 9, and 

UAB 19. Figure 4 below presents a summary of the interviews (broken down between 

interviews with CBIs’ members and interviews with stakeholders) and side meetings 

conducted by partners.  

 

 
 
Figure 4. Type of interviews and number of interviews per partner.  
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initiatives and their development over time and space. In a separate online database, 

partners recorded the name of the initiative with which they engaged in a side meeting, 

the type of side meeting, the date, time spent, and types of output. Appendix 8 

presents screenshots of two partners’ side meetings databases.  

Figure 5 below summarizes the number of side meetings partners had with initiatives. 

Numbers differed quite widely because of the differing expectations of CBIs towards 

TESS partners. There were a total of 46 side meetings conducted, for a total of 144 

hours.  

 

 
 
Figure 5. Side meetings with key initiatives.  
In addition to the raw qualitative data of interview transcripts and notes, in May 2015, 

partners wrote short summaries (approx. 3 pages single space) of their exploratory 

analyses of the WP3 interview data, exploring the themes and issues that arose during 

interviews and observation (in relation to our original research questions, but also over 

and above these). This 3-page short exploratory analysis document reflected on 

general impression, striking observations and preliminary answers to our research 

questions, highlighting trends and important aspects in each partner’s data. Such a 

reflection exercise was meant to prepare for the qualitative data analysis and 
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November 2015. Because of confidentiality agreements with our CBIs, we are not able 

to share the reflection memos in the content of a public deliverable, but they are 
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The entire qualitative database of interview transcripts and note transcripts from 

observations and participation observations is available and organized in a drive 

shared by all partners.   

 
4.4.2 Quantitative Database 
 

Data collection for WP2 took place between February and May 2015 and consisted of 

researchers from the TESS partners having at least two meetings with representatives 

of community-based initiatives for both key and supportive case studies. The 

information collected covers the effects an initiative has on its direct surrounding and 

beyond and will complement information on institutional arrangements and community 

processes investigated in WP3.  

Quantitative data collection was based on a data assessment sheet (annex to the 

Deliverable 2.3) developed in conjunction with all partners. In January 2015, specific 

training  and guidelines for implementing the data assessment sheet with all CBIs were 

provided to all partners.  

This quantitative data was collected over two meetings. A first meeting with 

representatives of community-based initiatives was aimed at introducing the TESS 

project to each CBI (if this had not happened before), defining the activity portfolio of 

the initiative (products and/or services provided by the initiative), and beginning the 

data collection using the data assessment sheet  

The second meeting (which proved in many cases to be insufficient due to time 

constraints; thus another meeting was added where required) aimed at gathering the 

remaining information for the data assessment sheet.  

A last meeting to present and discuss the results will be developed in the next months, 

following the completion of the data cleaning and analysis.  

A total of 61 CBIs were surveyed, ranging in general from 1 to 4 hours per meeting, for 

a total of 206.5 hours of interviews for all TESS partners.  

In particular, CF surveyed 5 CBIs, JHI 3, Sapienza 6, T6 5, USV 12, PIK 9, UAB 11 

and OUAS 10. Figure 6 below presents a summary of CBIs surveyed per partner. 
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Figure 6. Total number of CBIs surveyed per partner 
 
As mentioned, in order to complete the survey, in most cases partners had to organize 

several meetings with each initiative. Figure 7 below shows the total number of 

meetings that each partner organized in order to complete the data assessment sheet 

for all their respective initiatives. CF organized a total of 5 meetings, JHI 8, Sapienza 

12, T6 9, USV 23, PIK 14, UAB 23 and OUAS 12 meetings. 

 

 
Figure 7. Total number of meetings with CBIs per partner 
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Figure 8. Cumulative meeting duration per partner (in hours) 
 
Finally, each partner was responsible for translating the questionnaire from English 

into their local language, as well as cross-checking the base questionnaire in English 

for consistency. Additionally, after each survey, partners entered the data collected into 

an online database specially created for data reporting and storage, in English. Figure 

9 provides an overview of the cumulative duration of preparation and post-processing 

work conducted by each partner.   

 

 
Figure 9. Cumulative duration for preparation and post processing work per 
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Starting in June 2015, the quantative data is being processed and organized and 

partners will integrate part of the quantitative data relevant for WP3 into the analysis of 

success factors and constraints.  
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5 Conclusions 
The focus of WP3 is to assess the trajectories of community-based initiatives over time 

and how they spread in space. In WP3, partners examine the processes and 

conditions that favour the emergence of bottom-up initiatives, evaluate the societal, 

social, attitudinal, and behavioural transformation processes involved, and assess the 

persistence of initiatives beyond the original project and potential spin-off projects for 

different sectors and domains. We also assesse the limiting factors and constraints for 

initiatives’ institutionalisation and up-scaling, including factors at various scales, and 

the extent to which initiatives contributed to social and environmental equity and the 

constraints they faced to be more environmentally just.  

Between March 2014 and May 2015, TESS partners engaged in two tasks (3.1 and 

3.2) which can be split into the following stages: 

• Conducting a literature review on success factors and constraints related to 
environmental CBIs. Mini-literature reviews conducted by theme were then 
merged, compiled, and analysed by UAB for further debate and discussion (at 
the Barcelona meeting in June 2014) 

• Drafting, discussing, and refining core research questions to answer theoretical 
gaps and contradictions in existing literature (June 2014) 

• Developing, testing, and agreeing upon data collection methodologies, namely 
semi-structured interviews with key initiatives (together with observation and 
participant observation) and survey questions with supportive initiatives and 
key initiatives integrated into WP2 data assessment sheets to avoid duplication 
and enhance effectiveness of data collection (July 2014 and September 2014) 

• Conducting initial and full data collection and preparing a database for further 
analysis (July 2014-May 2015).  
 

The main outcome for Task 3.1 and 3.2 is the qualitative and quantitative data 

collected by all partners. Both types of data have been compiled, transcribed, and 

entered in the database. Initial qualitative screening of the data analysis has also been 

completed by partners. The data will now be processed and analysed by all partners in 

summary reports based on case study findings (by month 24 D.3.2).  

In our mid-term meeting in Edinburgh in May 2015, partners held several meetings on 

how to explore, structure, code, and analyse the qualitative data. A starting point for a 

common coding framework was also developed. They also used this meeting to decide 

on an analysis strategy for the survey questions in the data assessment sheet that 

correspond more specifically to the aims of WP3 (success factors and trajectory).  
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Appendix 1. Protocol for Literature Review: Guide and 
Recommendations for WP3 Literature Review 
 
Timeline: 
February 1-April 1: Each partner conducts its own 2,500 words mini-literature review 
on the assigned topic (for a reminder on the full list of topics (8), see the bottom of this 
Word document) 
Mid-March (tentative date, please pencil it down: March 17th, 10AM CET): Short 
Skype call with all the partners to assess how things are going with the literature 
review, to decide if we need to refocus, and offer more support where/when needed.  
April 1: Send the mini-literature review to UAB as coordinating partner 
(Isabelle.Anguelovski@uab.cat.) 
April 30th: UAB merges and summarizes the mini-literature, formulates research 
questions based on identification of research gaps’, and sends document back to all 
partners for preparation of the WP3 workshop in Barcelona in June 
Barcelona June Workshop (dates to be confirmed): Each partner should come 
prepared with concrete ideas and suggestions for the design, content, and structure of 
a semi-structured interview instrument (for the key case studies) and of a survey 
questionnaire (for the supportive case studies) based on the merged and summarized 
literature review document that the UAB will put together after April 1st. As defined in 
the proposal, the interview and survey instruments will help assess the trajectories of 
successful case studies and the factors for successful emergence, persistence, 
durability, and spill-over of community initiatives. 
Common Protocol for Conducting Literature Review 

• Use Google Scholar, Web of Knowledge, and Scopus, and conduct keyword 
searches on your assigned topic. Choose preferably indexed journals (but not an 
obligation) and choose articles or books in English. 

 

• Download all your article or book Citations into the online citation software/database 
called Endnote so that we can easily exchange bibliographic citations, and even have 
a common bibliography. HOWEVER: Before you even start downloading your 
citations, please send your email address to Anke at anke.fischer@hutton.ac.uk so 
that you can share your articles within the database. Anke will then give you access 
to the online database called www.myendnoteweb.com. This is a free online resource 
if you sign up for the simple version – you don’t need to install Endnote software on 
your computer. You need to create an account – this only takes 1 min – and please 
tell Anke which EMAIL ADDRESS you’ve used when creating the account.   
 

o Under the “Collect” tab on myendnoteweb.com, you can now import 
references from an existing database, search online in various catalogues, 
including Web of Science, or enter references manually.  

o It is probably convenient to determine a few “favourites” for the Online Search 
under collect, as you then don’t have to scroll through an endless list of tools 
each time you want to do a search.  

o Make sure each reference is shown in the folder TESS WP3 which can be 
found under ‘Groups shared by Others’. If you’ve entered references, but they 
are not shown under “TESS WP3”, click on “All my references”, find the 
respective reference, tick it, and click “Add to group – TESS WP3”.  
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o Keywords: There is a list of keywords (in Excel format) in the TESS Google 
drive folder WP3>Literature review. Please use these keywords (you’re 
welcome to add keywords that you would find useful to the list and to your 
topic) when entering your Citations into myendnoteweb.com (see below). 
Relevant references can then easily be found. The keyword list can be 
ordered alphabetically (under Tab: Data). If you reorder them, make sure 
you’ve included columns B and C in the ordering process, too, so the table 
doesn’t get affected. 

o In Endnoteweb, please enter relevant search terms/keywords for each of the 
references from the Excel list. You can then search the entire TESS WP3 
group for references of your interest, no matter who entered them! Once you 
know the author etc, you can find the article on Google drive (as described 
above).  

o Editing existing entries in Endnoteweb: click on the title of the publication. 
Then click on the line that you want to edit. If you want to enter keywords, but 
there are none shown yet, click “show empty fields” (top right corner) and 
scroll down to keywords. 

o Empty one keyword per line (press enter to get to the next line). 
o Note that the references currently in the database just have a dummy function 

;-).  
 

Download each relevant article or book chapter or book into the Google drive folder 
called Articles (Path: WP3 > Literature Review > Articles) 

Please name each article according to the following convention: Authors’ last 
names, year, journal. This way it’ll be easy to find them.  
 

Write a 2,500 Word literature review following the following framework and send the final 
version to Isabelle.Anguelovski@uab.cat : 

 
1) Write the review as a narrative by theme. Please write paragraphs starting 
with a strong topic sentence and develop the argument for this paragraph (Do 
not start with names of authors and something like “XXX says that”, “Y says 
this”). Here would be an example:  

“Lower-income residents and people of color tend not to participate in 
alternative urban food systems, as they either do not have the material 
capacity to purchase goods from those networks, or as such markets or food 
distribution venues do not reach inner-city neighborhoods (Allen 2004; Morales 
2011; Perez, Allen, and Brown 2003; Guthman 2011). Yet, the alternative food 
movement fails to consider these circumstances and tends to marginalize 
vulnerable groups in its struggles (Alkon and Agyeman 2011b; Slocum 2006). 
Its discourse and practice often stems from a position of social privilege (Alkon 
2012). Alternative food movement activists often underestimate the obstacles 
that African Americans, Latinos, or Native Americans face in order to benefit 
from farmers’ markets or CSAs that are sprouting in urban neighborhoods. In 
northern California for instance, the managers, vendors, and customers at 
farmers’ markets have been shown to hold preconceived ideas about farmers 
and community members, which reflect a richer and more liberal habitus of 
whiteness. (Alkon and McCullen 2011). Markets are shaped by white cultural 
practices of consuming (Guthman 2008a). Such a behavior makes it 
challenging to confront the inequalities present in the alternative food 
summary reports of their findings regarding the most important factors 
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for the development, up-scaling, and diffusion of community-based 
initiatives movement.” 

2) Identify gaps, contradictions in the literature (a few paragraphs), 
critically reflect on the literature 

3) Based on (2), suggest possible research questions on your topic 
Reminder of Topics 
In the initial TESS proposal, we defined that WP3 will look at the success factors 
explaining the 'emergence, persistence, durability, and spill-over of community 
initiatives'. Therefore, the literature review will serve to examine the existing knowledge 
on those success factors as well as the existing knowledge on how community 
initiatives engaged in building a low(er)-carbon or more sustainable economy emerge, 
persist, become more durable, and replicate themselves.  
Topics: 

• Conditions, context, and catalysts for initial community initiatives' emergence 
• Factors explaining the persistence of the initiative itself, in other words factors 

for project internal growth, internal institutionalization, and resistance to shocks 
or crisis. How does internal growth, institutionalization, and perspective occur? 
Why do projects/initiatives grow internally, become more institutionalized, and 
persist? What allows them to grow internally, become more institutionalized, 
and persist? 

• Factors for scaling-up across scales, domains, and other groups or 
organizations -- in other words factors for external replication, diffusion, and 
transfer. How does external replication and transfer occur? Why do 
projects/initiatives replicate themselves and/or get transferred?  What allows for 
replication and transfer? What do potential initiatives' developers look for in 
another project to get inspired?  

• Policy or political support. Under which conditions and in which context does 
the political support or the policy support for community initiatives occur?  In 
which domain(s) does it seem to occur the most? What did this support allow in 
terms of project external scaling up? What are the policy/political constraints 
that community initiatives face as they emerge and then scale-up and 
replicate? 

• Business uptake or business support in community initiatives. How does this 
update/support occur? Under which conditions? In which sector/domains does 
it seem to happen the most? What did this support and uptake allow as internal 
or external scaling up? Was business uptake or support a constraint or does it 
at times weaken the initiative and its purpose? If yes, in which ways? 

• (Social) Innovation as a factor for emergence and scaling-up within the 
project/initiative and across calls and domains. What forms of social innovation 
does the community initiative/project seem to allow? How does this social 
innovation work to help project emergence, persistence, and spill-over?  

• Role of individuals, leaders, and networks in project emergence, internal 
persistence, and external replication.  

• Other factors/conditions for external scaling-up and replication beyond 
policy/political support, business uptake/support and beyond networks.  

• This literature review will be conducted within the context of community 
initiatives engaged in building a low-carbon economy or in building greater 
environmental sustainability or in other environmental projects (such as 
community conservation initiatives, for instance).  
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Appendix 2. Example of mini Literature Review – James 
Hutton Institute   
 
TESS WP3 literature review – factors that facilitate or hinder the emergence of 
community initiatives 
Liz Dinnie, Kirsty Holstead, Petra Lackova and Anke Fischer – James Hutton 
Institute 
 
INTRODUCTION 
During our review, we identified four types of potentially useful publications: (a) 
conceptual or theoretical considerations that include factors that are, in principle, 
relevant to understand emergence (e.g., literature on social movements), (b) case 
studies that describe, among other things, how an initiative emerged which allowed us 
to deduce relevant factors from the description, (c) empirical studies that particularly 
focus on the early stages of community initiatives and identify relevant factors within 
this process, and (d) reviews of studies on community engagement in general, not 
specifically on transition initiatives.  
However, not everything in the literature that is labelled ‘community’ refers to 
communities in the sense of TESS. Often, studies looking at individual (household) 
behaviour change claim that these changes are about community action, essentially 
interpreting aggregated individual action as community action. Here, we adopt a 
different understanding of community activity, which is characterised by social 
interaction and coordination between the members of a community. However, even 
with this narrower definition, the question remains how ‘community’ is exactly 
understood, and how important this definition is when considering factors that facilitate 
or hinder emergence.  
Our review included publications from various bodies of literature, including transition 
theories (such as the multi-level perspective) and social movements as conceptual 
perspectives, and low carbon, energy and nature conservation issues as areas of 
application. The factors we found can be grouped into three categories: (i) factors that 
explain how and why community initiatives begin (motivations), (ii) community-internal 
factors that facilitate or hinder the emergence of a community initiative (capacities) 
and (iii) factors external to the community that facilitate or hinder the emergence of a 
community initiative (external structures). Typically, little distinction is made in the 
literature between the emergence of an initiative and its internal institutionalisation, 
growth or consolidation. To some degree, we thus often had to make inferences in 
order to identify those factors relevant for the emergence of an initiative. 
 
1. WHY DO COMMUNITY INITIATIVES EMERGE? MOTIVATIONAL FACTORS 
Dominant theoretical frameworks in sustainable transitions research, i.e., transition 
management, the Multi-Level Perspective and technological innovation systems, 
commonly consider change in the interactions between wider technological, economic, 
social and cultural systems to be a major stimulus that gives rise to new transition 
structures and pathways (Geels 2011). For example, in the Multi-Level Perspective 
(MLP), shifts in the ‘socio-technical regimes’, or the dominant ways in which social 
needs such as energy supply are fulfilled, are understood as pressures exerted by 
niche innovations and landscape factors (i.e., social values and political beliefs ) 
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(Geels 2011, Markard et al. 2012). The MLP notes a number of activities, which can 
facilitate niche development (Kemp et al., 2007). These include (a) strategic activities 
such as norm setting and the formulation of long-term goals, (b) tactical activities 
related to interpreting visions developed by various networks, organizations and 
institutions involved in ‘strategic activities’ and (c) operational activities, i.e., the 
process of learning by doing through the implementation of radical innovations which 
will then transform structures and cultures at the ‘regime’ and ‘landscape’ level. 
However, the MLP has been criticized for underplaying the role of human agency in 
transition, in that it has been noted as being too “descriptive and structural” (Geels 
2011). Whilst these frameworks thus provide analyses of transitional change, the 
processes underlying responses to changes, including the factors that motivate such 
responses, remain underdocumented (Farla et al. 2012).  
Social, economic and environmental justice is one of the areas largely neglected by 
transition research (Eames and Hunt 2013). Yet, the concept of justice can offer 
important insights into motivations behind the emergence of community initiatives in 
response to unfair treatment and distribution of outcomes (e.g. intergenerational 
implications of nuclear power waste, or unfair distributions of costs and benefits from 
energy production) (Walter and Gutscher 2010, McLaren 2012, Bickerstaff et al. 2013, 
Stockton and Campbell 2011, Walker 2008).  Justice is commonly considered from two 
perspectives, which are often intertwined (Eames and Hunt 2013, p. 48): 

1. Distributional justice refers to how the social, spatial or temporal distribution 
of risks and benefits of change are felt across society. 
  

2. Procedural justice relates to both access to and participation in decision 
making and wider governance processes; and to who and what (including what 
forms of knowledge) are afforded recognition in such processes. 

Concerns over just distribution of benefits can lead to the formation of initiatives, e.g. 
those wanting to develop and access community benefit funds established through 
wind farm developments (Cox and Johnson 2010, p.130; see also Cowell et al. 2012, 
Bell and Rowe 2012, Gross 2007). Such initiatives are often also seen to be motivated 
by a quest for autonomy and community sustainability, which can be interpreted 
as a symbolic tool for mobilisation (i.e. for the emergence of community initiatives). 
However, it is unclear to what degree this quest is really purely symbolic as the same 
initiative can also have very clear material benefits (e.g. financial gains from wind 
energy) (Bomberg and McEwen 2012). 
In the literature, opposition to mainstream growth-based conceptions of wealth 
distribution and progress, coupled with concerns about climate change and carbon 
dependent economies is seen to have triggered the development of a distinct 
Transition culture that challenges the mainstream and seeks alternative and innovative 
solutions (Neal 2013, Seyfang and Haxeltine 2010). Communities have increasingly 
organized themselves around a shared vision to build low carbon, resilient 
communities concerned with “bottom up, localised and community centred politics 
which emphasize mutuality and collective action” (Neal 2013, 62).  These  “value 
based grassroots innovations” are motivated by a vision to do energy consumption 
differently, by “experimenting with new energy related consumption practices with a 
view to the socio-technical transition to local renewable or lower carbon energy 
systems” (Hielscher et al.2011, p.2).  
Related to this, several studies map out the role of expectations and visions in the 
mobilisation of community action (Farla et al. 2012, Budde et al. 2012, Konrad et al. 
2012, Markard and Truffer 2012).  For instance, Transition culture has mobilised the 
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permaculture movement that opposes prevalent energy-intensive industrial farming 
methods and envisions a more integrated relationship between land use, production 
and consumption (Halfacree 2007, Neal 2013).  In this light, changing expectations 
about our relationship with the land can motivate community action, e.g. community 
garden initiatives producing organic food, which eventually influence the dynamic of 
sustainability transitions (Budde et al. 2012).  
 
2. COMMUNITY CAPACITIES 
This section summarises the literature on community-internal factors that facilitate or 
hinder the emergence of a community initiative. Middlemiss and Parrish (2010) 
suggest four types of community capacities and thus provide a coarse framework to 
organise these factors, to which we have added other relevant categories: 

1. Personal capacity, i.e. members’ resources such as skills, understanding, 
values and enthusiasm (Middlemiss and Parrish 2010, Hopkins 2008). Several 
other authors mention factors that could be subsumed under this heading, 
including (a) ‘economic and environmental literacy’ which enables people to 
actively participate in decision-making (Cox and Johnson 2010), (b) ‘command 
over the word’ that enables individuals to participate in and challenge “the 
hegemonic dominance over the way language is used in a way to exclude” 
others (Cardona 2010, p. 255) and (c) ‘ecological citizenship’ (Dobson 2003, 
Seyfang 2006) which denotes a sense of environmental responsibility in 
individuals. While the former two refer to a type of cultural capital sensu 
Bourdieu that allows individuals to ‘play the game’, the latter one focuses more 
on the values that form the basis for community action. 
 

2. Organisational capacity of a community, i.e. the “values of the organisations active 
in a community and resulting support available for community action” (Middlemiss 
and Parrish 2010 p. 7561). Seyfang et al. (2013) describe similar factors as the skills 
and characteristics of a group, which ideally consists of committed individuals that 
form an effective organising body capable of maintaining momentum and overcoming 
setbacks. Hopkins (2008) suggests that community initiatives need a steering group 
that puts the success of the project above the one of individuals, changes as 
subgroups form, and designs its own redundancy from the start. However, apart from 
that, the role of leadership in the emergence of initiatives seems to be largely 
neglected.  
 

3. Social capital. Both bridging and bonding capital could be argued to be essential 
preconditions for the emergence of community initiatives, for example, groups with 
higher social capital could be more resilient to setbacks; however, we did not find any 
studies that explicitly investigated these links.  
 

4. Infrastructural capacity: the “provision of facilities for sustainable living by 
government, business and community groups” (Middlemiss and Parrish 2010 p. 
7561). 
 

5. Cultural capacity, i.e., the “legitimacy of sustainability objectives in light of the 
history and values of a community” (Middlemiss and Parrish 2010 p. 7561). Hopkins 
(2008) feels that caring about sustainability is more important than experience, formal 
education or training (see personal capacity) as it allows people to see the need to 
act. Openness to new ways of engagement is also important. Cox and Johnson 
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(2010) emphasise that values need to be clearly articulated within a community to 
avoid misunderstandings. 
 

6. Community identity as a symbolic resource could be regarded as another factor 
that can facilitate the emergence of community initiatives, as it helps to overcome 
collective action problems such as freeriding by offering a shared identity that 
enhances solidarity and communication, which, in turn, can foster trust, the sharing of 
norms, and reciprocity (Bomberg and McEwen 2012). Neal (2013) argues that 
notions of community and place have driven transition initiatives and this is evident in 
typical activities and events. Harder to find are concrete ‘energy descent’ plans, 
referring to the decline in net energy usage that will accompany transition to a low 
carbon society. The concept of community can be a symbolic resource that facilitates 
emergence (e.g. through association with the local, the rural and face-to-face 
interaction); it can also hinder the emergence of initiatives that do not neatly fit into 
this romantic stereotype, such as initiatives in urban settings, at different scales and 
including diverse populations.  

Within community initiatives, inclusivity and access are important issues that tend to be 
overlooked in empirical case studies: who participates, in which role, who does not, 
and why? Representation is identified as the biggest threat to transition initiatives, and 
in factors helping/hindering emergence this can be seen in networks, engagement and 
marginalised groups.  

1. Wheately (2008) identify networks (here understood as networks between 
community actors) as ‘the first stage of emergence’, hence there is a need to 
examine the dynamics of networks and how they develop. Networks can embrace 
many stakeholders (Seyfang and Longhurst 2013) but it is unclear of the function that 
networks have – for example are they advisory or should they be decision-making? 
And how are ‘relevant’ stakeholders to be identified and included?  
 

2. Seyfang (2013) sees lack of community engagement as the single greatest threat 
to the emergence of initiatives. One way to ensure engagement is through 
‘personalised recruitment’ (Hoppmann and High-Pippert 2010), such as being asked 
by someone you know personally, or through participation in a shared event. 
However, recruitment only through personal networks may mean that some in the 
community are unrepresented.  
 

3. Marginalised and excluded groups are always a possibility where minimisation of 
adversarial divisions are desired (linked to community as a symbolic identity) (Neal 
2013). Transition offers itself as a ‘non-political’ politics of change and a ‘social 
experiment (Neal 2013). The practices and ways of operating of transition are 
distinctly middle class (meetings, consensus, discussion). There is thus a question 
and dilemma about how to make local initiatives in sustainability relevant and 
effective to wider audiences in places marked by social and economic deprivation, 
division, inequality and conflict.  
 
 

3. EXTERNAL FACTORS  
Broader features of the socio-political system in place can enable and/or disable the 
emergence of community initiatives. Among these, availability of and access to direct state 
support is one of the most widely cited factors that can facilitate or hinder community action 
(Bomberg and McEwen 2012, Seyfang et al. 2013). The inability of organisations to raise 
capital, especially for high risk costs at the preplanning stage can prevent initiatives from 
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mobilising  (Middlemiss and Parrish 2010). However, the ability of community organisations 
to access funding is not uniform; some groups are more skilled than others in resource 
mobilisation (Bomberg and McEwen 2012).  As such, for some groups, self-funding is a 
reality (Hopkins 2008, Seyfang et al. 2013)).  
The existence of wider levels of organizational networks and intermediaries (beyond the 
community itself, compare to the section above) is crucial to supporting community initiatives 
(Hargreaves et al. 2013, Quitzau et al. 2012, Seyfang and Longhurst 2013, Seyfang et al. 
2013). Organisational networks can include a wide range of institutions including local 
businesses, other community groups, NGOs, schools and national government departments 
(Hopkins 2008, Seyfang et al. 2013). Intermediaries such as Community Energy Scotland 
act to connect isolated community groups and have often have a role in facilitating dialogue, 
offering guidance, consolidating information and providing institutional information 
(Hargreaves et al. 2013). 
Finally, policy, planning and regulation can help or hinder niche developments. The 
political and social environment at large can create a context in which community initiatives 
are encouraged or discouraged (Bomberg and McEwen 2012). Similarly, the Multi-Level 
Perspective (MLP) notes that successful niche development (for example the emergence of 
a community initiative) is dependent on the availability of a nurturing environment (Hielscher 
et al. 2011, Seyfang and Longhurst, 2013). In an ideal case, local and national policy and 
planning legislation are aligned with local stakeholders’ visions of development to support 
grassroots innovation (Quitzau et al. 2012, Seyfang et al. 2013, Truffer and Coenen 2012). 
This is sometimes problematic as, the long-term orientation of policy required to support 
sustainability transition  is at odds with the usual short term spans of attention of political 
processes (Voß et al. 2009). 

 
4 CONCLUSIONS: OBSERVATIONS AND OPEN QUESTIONS 
In our review of the literature on the factors enabling and hindering the emergence of 
community initiatives, we found that: 

• Typically, little distinction is made between the emergence of an initiative and its 
internal institutionalisation, growth or consolidation 

• A strong focus on the structures and conditions supportive of community initiatives is 
present in the literature. By contrast, the reasons why initiatives emerged are rarely 
discussed (see section on motivational factors above). In other words, the agency of 
actors, both as “independent players” and as members of communities, in mobilizing 
resources and developing strategies to bring about change is not sufficiently 
addressed by transition research (Farla 2012; Markard and Truffer 2008)   

• Little attention is given (especially in the applied literature) to the actual factors that 
help or hinder the emergence of initiatives. Instead, what is present is a demand to, 
the activists’ call, ‘go ahead and do something’ because, as they note, this in itself 
will generate the necessary ‘energy’ to get things going (Hopkins 2008). Although 
giving lots of practical advice about setting up initiatives is valuable (e.g. through a 
12-point action plan) there is the idea that ‘the right people will appear at the right 
time’ and there is thus no need to worry about having certain things in place before 
starting. While this may be encouraging for activists, for researchers it obfuscates the 
mechanisms, skills, networks, capacities and symbolic resources that successful 
initiatives utilise to emerge and keep going.  

• We found that authors often tend to overstate the relevance and achievements of an 
initiative. Critical perspectives are missing that deconstruct the role that such 
initiatives might play in society (eg, strong citizen engagement reduces the burden on 
the government; government thus aims to encourage such initiatives) and transition 
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discourses (eg, the prevailing message that a lot can be achieved simply through lots 
of small changes might not be realistic if substantial reductions in carbon emissions 
are to be achieved; however, this might be too confrontational and the transition 
movement seems to avoid conflict). This is puzzling given that elsewhere, social 
change is often understood as a result of confrontation between different groups with 
different interests and ideologies, usually based on class. Transition is thus unusual 
in that it pictures social change happening without a struggle, and as fun for those 
involved. As a result, the literature paints an overly optimistic, but also quite bland 
and unconfrontational picture of transition initiatives. This might be because many 
authors are activists themselves (eg, Hopkins) or at least supportive of the movement 
(eg, Seyfang).  

• For a variety of reasons, a large part of the literature (and this, like the previous point, 
does not only relate to the literature on emergence of initiatives) focuses on the 
educated middle class. Again, this contributes to a relative homogeneity and 
blandness of research in this area. 

• Again more generally, publications in this field of transition seem to fall in one of two 
categories. Either, they consist of descriptive analyses of specific cases, or they 
focus in a somewhat abstract way on theoretical concepts (such as niche 
development). Analyses that combine sound theoretical frameworks with empirical 
depth seem to be rare, and there have been pleas for increased plurality of 
theoretical understandings of transition beyond the MLP (Shove and Walker 2007). 

 
REFERENCES 
 
Bell, D. & Rowe, F. (2012) Are Climate Policies Fairly Made? York: Joseph Rowntree 

Foundation. 
Bickerstaff, K, Walker G. and Bulkeley H. (2013) Introduction: Making Sense of Energy 

Justice. In Bickerstaff, K, Walker G., Bulkeley H. Energy Justice in a Changing 
Climate. Social Equity and Low Carbon Energy. London: Zed Books. 1-13. 

Bomberg, E., & McEwen, N. (2012). Mobilizing Community Energy. Energy Policy, 
51(0), 435-444. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2012.08.045 

Budde, B., Alkemade, F. & Weber, M. (2012) Expectations As a Key to Understanding 
Actor  

Strategies in the Field of Fuel Cell and Hydrogen Vehicles. Technological 
Forecasting and Social Change, 79, 1059–1071. 

Cardona, M. (2010). Empowering Farmers to React and to Act: From an Anti-golf 
Course Pressure Group to a Community-based Farmers’ Cooperative. In: M. 
Peters, S. Fudge & T.Jackson (eds), Low Carbon Communities: Imaginative 
Approaches to Combating Climate Change Locally. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar.  

Cowell, R., Bristow G. and Munday, M. (2012) Wind Energy and justice for 
Disadvantaged Communities. York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation. 

Cox, E., & Johnson, V. (2010) Decarbonizing Local Economies: A New Low Carbon, 
High Well-being Model of Local Economic Development. In: M. Peters, S. 
Fudge & T.Jackson (eds), Low Carbon Communities: Imaginative Approaches 
to Combating Climate Change Locally. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar.  

Eames, M. and Hunt, M. (2013) “Energy justice in Sustainability Transitions Research”. 
In  



 42 

Bickerstaff K, Walker G., Bulkeley H. Energy Justice in a Changing Climate. 
Social Equity and Low Carbon Energy. London: Zed Books. 46-60. 

Farla, J., Markard, J., Raven, R. and Coenen L. (2012) Sustainability Transitions in the 
Making: A Closer Look at Actors, Strategies and Resources. Technological 
Forecasting & Social Change, 79, 991–998 
Geels, F.W. (2011) The Multi-Level Perspective on Sustainability Transitions: 
Responses to Seven Criticisms. Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions, 1, 
24–40. 
Gross, C. (2007) Community perspectives of wind energy in Australia: The Application 
of a Justice and Community Fairness Framework to Increase Social Acceptance. 
Energy Policy, 35 (5), 2727–2736. 
Halfacree, K., (2007) Trial by space for a ‘radical rural’: introducing alternative 
localities, representations and lives. Journal of Rural Studies 23 (3), 125-141. 
Hargreaves, T., Hielscher, S., Seyfang, G., & Smith, A. (2013). Grassroots Innovations 
in Community Energy: The Role of Intermediaries in Niche Development. Global 
Environmental Change, 23(Arce,  #2401), 868-880. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2013.02.008 
Hielscher, S., Seyfang, G., & Smith, A. (2011). Community Innovation for Sustainable 
Energy: CSERGE working paper EDM. 
Hoffman, S. M. & High-Pippert, A. (2010). From private lives to collective action: 
Recruitment and participation incentives for a community energy program. Energy 
Policy 38, 7567-7574. 
Hopkins, R. (2008). The Transition Handbook: From Oil Dependancy to Local 
Resiliance. UK: Green Books. 
Kemp, R; Loorbach, D & Rotmans, J. (2007). "Transition management as a model for 
managing processes of co-evolution towards sustainable development". The 
International Journal of Sustainable Development and World Ecology 14 (1): 78–91.  
Konrad, K., Markard,  J., Ruef, A. and Truffer, B. (2012) Strategic Responses to Fuel 
Cell Hype & Disappointment.  Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 79, 
1084–1098. 
Markard, J, Raven, R. and Truffer, B. (2012) Sustainability Transitions: an Emerging 
Field of Research and Its Prospects, Research Policy 41, 955–967. 
Markard, J. and Truffer, B.  (2012) “Actor oriented analysis of innovation systems: 
exploring micro-meso level linkages in the case of stationary fuel cells. Technology 
Analysis and Strategic Management 20, 443–464. 
McLaren, D.P. (2012) Justice and low carbon energy transitions. A review and 
synthesis of work undertaken by InCluESEV. 
https://www.academia.edu/1563752/Justice_and_low_carbon_energy_transitions_A_r
eview_and_synthesis_of_work_undertaken_by_InCluESEV 
Middlemiss, L., & Parrish, B.D. (2010). Building Capacity for Low-Carbon 
Communities: The Role of Grassroots Initiatives. Energy Policy, 38(12), 7559-7566. 
Neal, S. (2013) Transition culture: Politics, Localities and Ruralities.  Journal of Rural 
Studies, 32, 60-69. 
Quitzau, M.-B., Hoffmann, B., & Elle, M. (2012). Local Niche Planning and Its Strategic 
Implications for Implementation of Energy-Efficient Technology. Technological 



 43 

Forecasting and Social Change, 79(6), 1049-1058. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2011.11.009 
Shove, E. & Walker, G. (2007). CAUTION! Transitions ahead: politics, practice, and 
sustainable transition management. Environment and Planning A 39, 763-770 
Seyfang, G. (2006). Ecological Citizenship and Sustainable Consumption: Examining 
Local Organic Food Networks. Journal of Rural Studies, 22(4), 383-395. 
Seyfang, G., & Longhurst, N. (2013). Desperately Seeking Niches: Grassroots 
Innovations and Niche Development in the Community Currency Field. Global 
Environmental Change, 23(5), 881-891. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2013.02.007 
Seyfang, G., Park, J.J., & Smith, A. (2013). A Thousand Flowers Blooming? An 
Examination of Community Energy in the Uk. Energy Policy, 61(0), 977-989. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.06.030 
Seyfang, G. and Haxeltine, A. (2010) Growing Grassroots Innovations: Exploring the 
role of  
community‐based social movements in sustainable energy transitions’, CSERGE 
Working Paper EDM.  
Stockton, H. and Campbell R. (2011) Time to reconsider UK Energy and Fuel Poverty 
Policies? York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation. 
Truffer, B., & Coenen, L. (2012). Environmental Innovation and Sustainability 
Transitions in Regional Studies. Regional Studies, 46(1), 1-21. doi: 
10.1080/00343404.2012.646164 
Voß, J.-P., Smith, A., & Grin, J. (2009). Designing Long-Term Policy: Rethinking 
Transition Management. Policy Sciences, 42(4), 275-302. doi: 10.1007/s11077-009-
9103-5 
Walker, G. (2008) Decentralised Systems and Fuel Poverty: Are there any links or 
risks? Energy Policy, 316, 4514-17. 
Walter, G. and Gutscher H. (2010) Public Acceptance of Wind Energy and Bioenergy 
Projects in the Framework of Distributive and Procedural Justice Theories: Insights 
from Germany, Austria and Switzerland. Zurich: The Advisory 
House.http:// www.advisoryhouse.co.uk/UserData/Publication_00685_00.pdf . 
Accessed March 25, 2014. 
 
 

 
 
  



 44 

Appendix 3. Interview instrument with key community based 
initiatives  
 
Note to partners: First ask overarching question (in bold) and let interviewee talk. Use 
probing questions only if necessary (if the topic hasn’t been sufficiently addressed yet).  
We want to ensure that the interviewee has plenty of time to develop and elaborate on 
his/her thoughts and perspectives so that we can better interpret this qualitative data in 
our analysis.  
 
Dependent on previous interaction with the interviewee, explain the background and 
purpose of the interview. 

• EU-funded research project on the success of and challenges encountered by 
initiatives that are run by communities and that contribute to a low-carbon 
economy 

• Six countries involved (give examples), which allows us to compare across 
contexts 

• We are very grateful for your time and willingness to participate in this interview. 
• Explain voluntary informed consent – sign form 
• I am going to ask you a few broad questions about your work with the initiative. I 

don’t expect you here to speak as a representative of the initiative. Rather, this 
interview is about your personal experiences, and about your personal views on 
the development of the initiative. Because of that, there are also no ‘right’ or 
‘wrong’ answers – we are interested in how you personally think about the work 
that you’re doing here. Please remain certain that your responses will remain 
confidential and are anonymous if you ask us to remain anonymous (see the 
consent form).  

 
1. WARM-UP 

To start with, could you please tell me a bit about yourself? 
And what is your role in this initiative? What do you enjoy about it?  [not too 
long, make sure that the interviewee doesn’t start telling the entire story of the 
initiative already here] 

 
2. TRAJECTORIES, AGENCY, (DEFINITIONS OF SUCCESS) (WP4: POLICIES) 
Could you please describe the history of the initiative?  
[To be adapted to the specific case. Also needs to be adapted to the interviewee: 
for people who have joined the initiative after it was started, express that is 
perfectly fine that they give an account of how they understand the initiative to have 
started and evolved, even if they were not part of it. Also express that it is fine is 
the interviewee does not know the early stages of the initiatives and want to focus 
on his/her experience since he/she became involved with it.  
We would still like to ask them these questions, as they will have their own 
interpretations of these issues, which will be interesting to understand different 
definitions of success, visions of the initiative, and transition discourses] 
 

a. (As far as you know,)  how did it all start, why and by whom?  
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a. Can you think of any external stimuli/shocks/events/triggers that sparked 
off activity? If yes, what were/was they/it, and how did they/it play out? 
 

b. Could you tell me about the different stages and events in the life of the initiative 
to date? How did it develop over time? 

a. What factors have helped the development of the initiative, thinking from 
its emergence until now? 

b. What factors hindered the development of the initiative (again thinking 
from its emergence until now)? How have they been overcome? 

c.  To your knowledge, were there any specific policies that played a – 
positive of negative – role in the development of the initiative? [Note: 
‘Policies’ includes any type of political instrument, e.g., regulations, laws, 
funding schemes etc.] 
 

[For initiatives that have been running for some time and participants that have 
been active from the start, this question can potentially be very complex. If this 
helps, ask participants to draw a timeline on a flip-chart sheet of paper, with 
different phases and factors on post-it notes, which they then can refer to and use 
while explaining the history of the initiative (keep the timeline in a safe place and 
treat it as data!) If you consider this appropriate, you could bring a tablet (Ipad or 
other) with you, so that the interviewee can draw/write on it.] 
  
[In your questions, please use the interviewee’s terms for describing the different 
stages of the initiative’s history, rather than the project terminology (i.e., don’t use 
‘upscaling’ etc if the interviewee hasn’t brought this up). It’s also no problem if the 
participant feels that they can’t discern different stages (or name them) – this is not 
required, but might be helpful for some.] 

 
To be probed for each of the different (implicit) stages [to be adapted to the context – 
guide only for ourselves – make sure you cover all of these but don’t convey the 
impression that participants are expected to know an answer to all of them. None of 
the information is expected to be complete; this is about getting to know some salient 
examples, not about a complete social network with all the changes over time]: 

• What roles did specific people take on, and how has this changed through the 
course of the initiative? 

• What do you think motivated people to get involved initially? How has this 
changed over time? 

• And how is that for yourself - thinking back of when you started your work with the 
initiative, what motivated you then? What keeps you going now?  

• How did decision-making within the initiative change over time? Who was making 
decisions? Did the leadership style change over time? [internal governance] 

• What relationships has the initiative had with political or financial decision-
makers? How did relationships with those decision-makers outside the initiative 
(e.g., local politicians or funding agencies) change over time? Why have they 
evolved in that way? 

• What have been the greatest achievements of the initiative so far? 

 
 
3. DEFINITIONS OF SUCCESS, TRANSITION DISCOURSES, TRAJECTORIES (e.g. 

mainstreaming versus radicalism), (WP4: POLICIES) 
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3a. In your personal view, what are the main aims of this initiative?  
a. Have the aims changed over time? 

 
3b. If you imagine yourself and this initiative in a year’s time from now – 
when would you say that the initiative has had a successful year?  And in 5 
years from now?  
Probe the following aspects as appropriate: 

a. How would you describe the initiative’s approach and strategy? 
b. Are there plans to get more paid staff? Are there plans to professionalise 

(e.g., train) volunteers? [professionalization] 
c. In your view, should the initiative grow? If so, in which way? Why? Should 

it have an influence on other initiatives elsewhere – should it be copied 
elsewhere? Etc. [Upscaling, growth, replication of the initiative elsewhere] 

d.  In your view, should the initiative engage with funding agencies and 
political decision-makers in a different way than it currently does? How 
should the initiative position itself in relation to how the majority of people 
deal with these issues [food, transport, energy etc] – should it try to get as 
many people as possible on board, or should it offer alternative ways 
which might only be taken on by relatively few? [Radicalization vs 
mainstreaming] 
 

3c. In your view, what factors would have an influence on that success? 
Probe the following aspects as appropriate: 

a. Changes within the organization, e.g.: In your view, would anything have 
to change in the organization of the initiative for this to happen? 

b. Changes in membership 
c. External factors, such as policies, external financial support, political 

support by formal institutions within the city, region, country, or EU etc.  
 
 
4. TRANSITION DISCOURSES, TRAJECTORIES (e.g. mainstreaming versus 

radicalism) 
I would now like to ask you a couple of questions about the potential wider impact 
of the initiative. Some people say that initiatives such as this one can 
contribute to larger social or political change [adapt to what has been said so 
far!!]. What do you think about this? 

a. Probing specific terms as appropriate to the language and context of the 
initiative, e.g.: You might have heard of the term ‘sustainability transitions’. 
What comes to mind when you hear this term? 

b. Some people also say that community/sustainability initiatives should be 
radical and confront the system to achieve change – what is your view on 
this? 

 
5. IMPACTS ON LARGER SOCIAL CHANGE 
5a. In your view, has the initiative had any influence on others? Please 
expand – in what way have these been influenced? What have been the 
factors behind this influence? If the initiative has not been influential on 
others, what have been the barriers? 

a. On other individuals 
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b. On other initiatives 
c. On the community/direct social environment (including on social 

environmental inequalities, e.g., related to the access to environmental goods 
such as fresh food or clean efficient transportation) 

d. On society more generally 
 

6. AGENCY, INCLUSIVITY 
Could you talk us through the different people participating in the 
development of the initiative? 
[Probe issues of social exclusion wherever they are touched upon, by simply 
asking the participant to expand.] 
a. Who are the most active people? What do they do? What are their backgrounds 

[professional, incomer vs ‘native’, white versus racial minority, middle-class versus 
low-income etc, dependent on the context of the initiative]? 
[If interviewees are happy to mention individuals here, that’s fine, they might 
have already done so throughout the interview. It’s not necessary to name 
others, though, they can also just talk about groups of people (e.g., “there have 
been a few young  families who recently moved into the area” or “more African 
immigrants have recently come to our group meetings…”).]  

b. Who is less active? Why might that be? 
c. Has the involvement of these different people changed over time? Why, do you think, 

might this have been the case? [Probe different motivations if this hasn’t been 
addressed before.] 

d. If you want(ed) new members, how do/would you approach them? 
e. Who would you like to see involved who currently is not? What are the obstacles for 

their involvement? 
f. Are there different (interest) groups within the initiative in your view – how are they 

characterised?  
g. Have you encountered any conflicts/differences in views in your initiative? Could you 

illustrate this with an example? How was it addressed?  
i. How do you deal with attempts to change something within the 

initiative? (maybe use an example to illustrate what we mean?) 
 

5b. In your view, who benefits from your initiative at the moment? Who 
should benefit? If they don’t, what prevents this from happening, in your 
view?  
[This refers to locally accruing benefits (i.e, not reduction of carbon levels at global 
level). Both tangible and less tangible benefits could be referred to here, e.g., 
produce from a community garden, access to means of sustainable means of 
transport, etc. 
The idea here is to examine whether social or racial minorities are considered by 
the initiative and how the initiative might try to address social or racial inequalities 
that traditionally exist in the distribution in the environmental goods and services 
through the local work of the initiative] 
 
[ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS IF DESIRED…] 

 
7. FINAL 
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These were the questions that I had in mind – thank you so much for your time and 
for sharing your thoughts. Is there anything that you think we’ve missed? Any piece 
of advice that you would like to pass on other initiatives of this kind? 
[Explain what will happen next – further interviews, workshops with other partners 
in other countries, summaries of the interviews etc. Offer participant to send them 
the WP3 report – write down email-address if appropriate. If appropriate and 
desired, you could also ask for names of other potentially relevant/interesting 
interview candidates, including those with very different views – also outside the 
initiative, e.g., relevant officers at local authorities, etc] 
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Appendix 4. Interview instrument with outside stakeholders 
 
Interview questions 
Introduction (for each stakeholder)  

Explain the background and purpose of the interview. 
• EU-funded research project on the success of and challenges encountered by 

initiatives that are run by communities and that contribute to a low-carbon 
economy 

• Six countries involved (give examples), which allows us to compare across 
contexts 

• We are very grateful for your time and willingness to participate in this interview. 
• Explain voluntary informed consent – sign form 
• I am going to ask you a few broad questions about your perception of and 

relationship with the initiative we are studying. We selected your institution as an 
institution or entity that has played a role in the development of the initiative or in 
the domain/activities in which the initiative is working. There are also no ‘right’ or 
‘wrong’ answers – we are interested in how you personally think about the work 
that you’re doing here. Please remain certain that your responses will remain 
confidential and are anonymous if you ask us to remain anonymous (see the 
consent form).  

 
PUBLIC OFFICIALS/PLANNERS/REGULATORS/POLICY-MAKERS/PUBLIC 
SUPPORTERS/BUSINESS SUPPORTERS 

1. Background  [this will have to be adapted to the context of the interview – some 
interviewees might feel that you should have done your homework and know the 
answers to these first questions – but they are really for us to get some context from 
the perspective of the interviewee, so it’s important that you phrase them in a way 
that the interviewee considers appropriate] 

a. To start with, as a bit of background for me, could you please briefly describe 
your role in [the organisation that the interviewee works for]? 

b. Could you tell me a bit about the relationship between yourself, in your 
professional capacity, and [name of the key initiative]?  
 

2. Perceived aims and objectives of initiative 
a. In your view, what are the main aims of [name of the key initiative]? 
b. Have these aims changed over time? If so, how?  
c. What, in your view, should be the aims of this initiative?  
d. How would you describe [name of the key initiative]’s approach and strategy? 

a. In your view, do you feel this approach is appropriate and helpful to 
achieve their aims? 

b. If not, what would you advise them to do differently? 
 

3. Initiative trajectories and history of relationship with initiative  
a. Let us go back to the question I asked a little earlier on the relationship 

between [the interviewee’s organisation] and [the key initiative]. Could you tell 
me a bit more about the role that your organisation has played over time in 
the development of this initiative?  

b. How do you presently interact with this initiative?  
c. Have you had any relation with initiatives of a similar kind? 
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d. And how does your role in the development of this initiative relate to the role 
of other policy actors? [if the interviewee is from the policy world]  And how 
does your role in the development of this initiative relate to the role of other 
business actors? [If the interviewee is from the business world]   

a. Probe for conflicting aims as well as synergies 
e. Could you tell me a bit more about your objectives when dealing with [the key 

initiative]? 
 

4. Impact and effects of initiative’s work 
1. What is your perspective on the kinds of effects/impacts that this initiative [or 

similar initiatives] has had? Probe the following if appropriate: 
a) On other individuals 
b) On the (local?) community 
c) On other initiatives 
d) On other stakeholders/society more broadly 

2. What kinds of effects/impacts would you like to see it bring about in the near 
future? 

3. What do you think would need to happen for such changes or impacts to 
occur? 

4. What factors do you think have facilitated the work/effects of the initiative? 
What factors do you think have hindered its work/effects?  
[Probe especially in relation to factors external to the initiative itself, e.g. 
political support, business support, funding, and institutional/policy 
landscape that the initiative has to work within] 

5. In your view, should the initiative engage with funding agencies and political 
decision-makers in a different way than it currently does? [If the interviewee 
represents funding agencies and political decision-makers] In your view, 
should the initiative engage with businesses in a different way than it currently 
does [if the interviewee is from the business world]? If so, how?  

6. Some say that initiatives such as X can contribute to broader social or political 
change [adapt to what has been said so far!!]. What do you think about this? 
a) Probing specific terms as appropriate to language used by the informant, 

e.g. You might have heard of the term ‘sustainability transitions’. What 
comes to mind when you hear this term? 

b) Some people also say that community/sustainability initiatives should be 
radical and confront the system to achieve change – what is your view on 
this? 
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BENEFICIARIES 
1. Background 

a. To start with, could you say a few words about yourself? [Professional and 
educational background, originating from where? etc)  

b. Could you tell me a bit about the relationship between yourself and [name of 
the key initiative]? How did you get to know of them, and how did you first get 
in touch with them?  
 

2. Perceived aims and objectives of initiative 
a. In your view, what are the main aims of the initiative? 
b. What, in your view, should be the aims of this initiative? 
c. What is your view on the ways in which the initiative works? What do you like 

about it? What do you think should be different?  
d. What was your motivation for getting in touch with the initiative? What do you 

think motivates others? E.g. staff members, board members, volunteers. 
 

3. Inclusivity 
a. Are you interested in becoming more active/involved in the initiative? E.g. as a 

member and/or volunteer. Why or why not? 
b. In your view, who benefits from your initiative at the moment? Who should 

benefit? If they don’t, what prevents this from happening, in your view?  
[This refers to locally accruing benefits (ie not reduction of carbon levels 
at global level). Both tangible and less tangible benefits could be 
referred to here, e.g., produce from a community garden, access to 
means of sustainable means of transport, etc. The idea here is to 
examine whether social or racial minorities are considered by the 
initiative and how the initiative might try to address social or racial 
inequalities that traditionally exist in the distribution in the environmental 
goods and services through the local work of the initiative] 
 

4. Impact and effects of initiative’s work 
1. In your view, what effects has this initiative had so far? Probe the following if 

appropriate: 
a) On other individuals 
b) On the (local?) community 
c) On other initiatives 
d) On other stakeholders/society more broadly 

2. What kinds of effects/impacts would you like to see it have in the near future? 
3. What do you think would need to happen for such changes or impacts to occur? 
4. Some say that initiatives such as X can contribute to broader social or political 

change [adapt to what has been said so far!!]. What do you think about this? 
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PARTNERS/NETWORK ORGANISATIONS 
1. Background 

a. To start with, could you say a few words about yourself and your role in [name 
of the interviewee’s organisation/initiative]?  

b. Could you tell me a bit about the relationship between [name of interviewee’s 
initiative] and [name of the key initiative]? How did you get to know of them, 
and how did you get in touch with them?  
 

2. Perceived aims and objectives of initiative 
a. In your view, what are the main aims of the initiative? 
b. Have these aims changed over time? If so, how?  
c. What, in your view, should be the aims of this initiative?  
d. How would you describe the approach that this initiative has chosen to pursue 

their aims? 
e. How does this compare to your own organisation/initiative? 

 
3. Impact and effects of initiative’s work 

1. In your view, what effects has [key initiative] had so far? Probe the following if 
appropriate: 

a) On other individuals 
b) On the (local?) community 
c) On other initiatives 
d) On other stakeholders/society more broadly 

 
2. What kinds of effects/impacts would you like to see it to bring about in the near 

future? 
 

3. What do you think would need to happen for such changes or impacts to occur? 
Probe the following aspects as appropriate: 
a) Changes within the organisation, e.g. “in your view, would anything have 

to change in the organisation of the initiative for this to happen?” 
b) Changes in membership 
c) External factors, such as policies, external financial support, political 

support by formal institutions within the city, region, country, or EU, etc. 
d)  What are the factors that help or hinder the development of an initiative 

such as [key initiative] or [interviewee’s initiative], in your experience? 
e) In your view, should the initiative grow? If so, how? Why? Should it have 

an influence on other initiatives elsewhere – should it be copied 
elsewhere? Etc. [Upscaling, growth, replication of the initiative elsewhere] 
 

4. Some say that initiatives such as [key initiative] and [interviewee’s initiative] can 
contribute to broader social or political change [adapt to what has been said so 
far!!]. What do you think about this? 

a) Probing specific terms as appropriate to language used by the informant, 
e.g. You might have heard of the term ‘sustainability transitions’. What 
comes to mind when you hear this term? 

b) Some people also say that community/sustainability initiatives should be 
radical and confront the system to achieve change – what is your view on 
this? 
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Appendix 5. WP3 relevant sections and questions included in 
the assessment datasheet (task 2.2) 
 
SECTION 2. COMPOSITION  
Getting started…. “We know, from our previous meeting, that your initiative was 
founded in xxx (see database WP1)” 

1. How many people founded this initiative?  
2. How many were males/females? 

Let’s talk a bit about how people join the initiative   
3. Do you accept anyone who wants to join your initiative or do you have specific criteria 

or procedure new members/people to join? [Interviewer should refer to TABLE 1] 
 

TABLE 1: Membership Process 

Members’ eligibility based on criteria Y/N 

Formal enrolment (simple subscription – no fees, 
just sign up) 

Y/N 

Membership fee  

IF YES, how much (and how often) (e.g. 1£ per 
year) 

Y/N  

€/£ and 
frequency 

Interview / any type of screening and selection process  Y/N 

Informal / no rules (anyone who wants to join is 
welcome) 

Y/N 

Other (please specify) … 

 
If (from the previous question) there’s any kind of formal subscription or 
membership, continue with question n. 19, otherwise SKIP to question n. 21: 

4. How many people officially registered/joined (if the response is the # of households, 
please specify this and ask for an average # of household members; in addition 
please note that the same unit of reference MUST be used in the subsequent 
questions)?  

5. How many people were officially registered/joined 5 years ago? 
 
SECTION 3. USERS/UTILIZERS 
 
Now let’s shift back to the current situation … 
 

6. How many people would you consider are “users/utilizers” meaning that they have 
received some economically valuable benefit from this initiative, i.e. goods, services 
(not jobs!) or anything that has a monetary and marketable value?  

7. How many users/utilizers (total # or %) live in the [local area] of the initiative? [See 
the footnote for the definition of “local area”] 
 

8. Please fill in the following tables regarding the composition of users/utilizers.  
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TABLE 3:  Composition by country of origin 

Origin Users/Utilizers # or 
% 

Nationals   
(Others) European   
Rest of the world   

 
TABLE 4: Composition by age cohort 

Age Users/Utilizers 
# or % 

0-20   
20-40   
40-60   
Over   

 
TABLE 5: Presence of poor and disadvantaged people 

 Users/Utilizers 
# or % 

Poor people   
Disabled people   

 
9. In the group of users/utilizers are there any (other) people you would consider 

disadvantaged /marginalised? YES/NO: 
-‐ If NO SKIP to question 41 
-‐ IF YES continue to question 38 

10. What type of disadvantage/marginalization do they have, and why do you consider 
them so (please describe)? 

11. How many disadvantaged/marginalized are there (% in respect to total participants)?  
12. What do you organize for and/or provide to them (disadvantaged/marginalized) (short 

description/open answer)?  
 
LET’S TALK ABOUT OTHER KIND OF BENEFITS: 
13. Do you think that your initiative creates recreational benefits for people?  YES/NO 

if YES go to Q42, if no SKIP TO Q43 
 

14. Of all your users/utilisers, how many people would you consider obtain recreational 
benefits from the initiative’s activities?  

15. Do you think the initiative affects the aesthetic value of the local area? 

a) Strongly beneficial effect 
b) Beneficial effect 
c) No effect 
d) Negative effect 
e) Strongly negative effect 
f) Don’t know/Not sure 

 
16. Please explain your answer (open qualitative). 
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17. Do you consider the needs/desires of the local area community/population where 

your initiative is active as relevant to your activities, strategies, decisions? (Y/N)  
a. If YES 
-‐ What do you (as an initiative) do to engage the local community in order to elicit 

what their needs/desires are, and how often?  
b. IF NOT, shortly describe WHY? 

 
SECTION 5. INTERNAL ORGANIZATION 
 

1. How is the initiative run in terms of decision making and overall operations? (Short 
open question) 

2. Who makes strategic decisions for the initiatives? And, how many of those who make 
strategic decisions are males/females (number or %)? 

3. Has this changed in the past 5 years? (Y/N; if Yes describe how/why?) 
 

4. What is your perception of how well the organizational and management method is 
working? How well do you think it works, how could it be improved and why? [Please 
check one from the table and explain why]. 

 
TABLE 7: Functionally ratings for the current organizational method 

5 Perfectly functioning 

4 Functioning pretty well 

3 Somewhat functioning, room for improvements 

2 Functioning poorly 

1 Not functioning at all 

 
5. Is the method that you use for making strategic decisions more hierarchical or 

participative? Please see the Table below and select the definition which fits the best 
your initiative. 

 
TABLE 8: Decision making within the initiative 

1 No participation Members/participants are not actively 
informed/involved in decisions. 

2 Passive 
Participation 

Members/participants are simply informed about 
decisions/activities after the decision has been 
made. 

3 Functional 
participation 

Members/participants are informed and asked to 
give their inputs and provide information, 
knowledge, opinions; but these do not necessarily 
influence decision making. 

4 Participation by 
consultation 

People participate by being consulted. Activities 
may be modified in the light of 
members/participants' responses. 

5 Interactive 
participation 

Members/participants are involved in joint 
analysis and discussions which have a relevant 
and meaningful role and influence on decision 
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making. 

6 Full participation All decisions are taken jointly and based upon 
consensus of all participants  

7 Other Please explain. 

 
6. Was/is there any law/public policy/public source of funding relevant for your 

emergence or development? (If so, please describe what and how) 
7. Was/is there any law/public policy/administrative procedure which constituted an 

obstacle to your activities or development? (If so, please describe what and why) 

 
SECTION 6. EXTERNAL NETWORKING  
“Let’s talk about your external relationships …” 

18. Please tell us the names of all the [similar initiatives] operating in your geographical 
region with whom you have interacted and are still in touch with?  

*NOTE: FOR THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, THESE NEED TO BE INDIVIDUALLY 
ANSWERED FOR EACH CBIS IN THE LIST ABOVE (see table n. 8 bis): 

For each of the initiatives you listed: 
19. For each of the individual initiatives listed, please tell us about how you have or 

interact with each of them (meaning what do or have you done with them)? 
20. How important is this relationship to your CBI’s operation/existence?  (for each of the 

individual initiatives listed).   
-‐ Extremely important (vital) 
-‐ Very important   
-‐ Somewhat important (moderately)   
-‐ Not very important   
-‐ Not at all  

 
TABLE 8 bis: Networking with “similar initiatives” 

Name of the initiative Type of 
collaboration 

Importance of the collaboration  
-‐ Extremely important (vital) 
-‐ Very important   
-‐ Somewhat important (moderately)

  
-‐ Not very important 
-‐ Not at all  

1_______________   

2 ______________   

n. ______________   

 
21. Considering all the collaborations you mentioned, could you tell us about the most 

important outcome/impact of these collaborations?  
22. Is there any other initiative you would like to build a collaboration with? If yes, could 

you please name them and tell us why?  
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23. Are you aware of any community-based initiatives which were 
inspired/motivated/have attempted to spin-off or replicate the work being done by 
yours? If YES, please could you name them? 

24. Is your initiative a replication/imitation/spin-off of others similar initiatives? 
 

25. Please name all the [collective] actors or network organizations you have 
interacted with and you are still in touch with, please name them (based on the 
answer, the interviewer should categorize these actors according to the 
following typologies):  
-‐ National public bodies 
-‐ Regional public bodies 
-‐ Local public bodies (e.g. municipal) 
-‐ Intermediary network organizations (e.g. Network of Solidarity Purchasing 

Groups, ICLEI - Local Governments for Sustainability, Network organisations 
such as Community Energy Scotland, Scottish Communities Climate Action 
Network, etc.)  

-‐ Social and political movements (activists) 
-‐ Political organizations (e.g. parties), interest groups, trade unions… 
-‐ Firms' associations (employers’ associations, no-profit networks, …) 
-‐ Local/community/neighborhood associations 
-‐ NGO networks 
-‐ Other (please specify) 

For each of the actors you listed (see table 8 ter) 
26. For each of the individual actors listed, please tell us about how you have or interact 

with each of them (meaning what do or have you done with them)? 
27. How important is this relationship to your CBI’s operation/existence (for each of the 

individual actors listed)?   
-‐ Extremely important (vital) 
-‐ Very important   
-‐ Somewhat important (moderately)   
-‐ Not very important   
-‐ Not at all 

 
  

 TABLE 8 ter: Networking with “collective actors or network organizations” 
Name of the 
collective actors 
or network 
organizations 

Type of 
collaboration 

Importance of the 
collaboration  
-‐ Extremely important (vital) 
-‐ Very important   
-‐ Somewhat important (moderately)

  
-‐ Not very important 
-‐ Not at all  

1_______________   

2 ______________   

n. ______________   

 ..........................................................................................................................................   
28. Considering all the political/collective actors you mentioned, could you tell us about 

the most important outcome/impact of these interactions?  
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29. Is there any other political/collective actor you would like to build a collaboration with?  
If yes, could you please name them and tell us why?  
 

SECTION 7. POLITICAL MOBILIZATION  
 “Let’s talk a bit about your activities beyond the initiative and how the initiative 
works within the whole of society” 

30. In the last year, has the initiative been involved in any political activities, campaigns, 
protests, petitions etc. or any other kind of political pressure?  YES/NOT   
  

IF YES:  
-‐ Can you list them? 
-‐ Can you give us an idea of the scope and frequency of the activity? 
-‐ What do you think has been the most relevant outcome/result/influence/impact of 

these political activities?  

IF NOT INVOLED IN ANY ACTIVITIES: please explain why not? 
 

SECTION 8. INNOVATIVE EFFORT 
 “Let’s talk about the extent you engage in innovative activities…” 
TABLE 9: Innovativeness 

In your activities…. IF YES… 

1. Have you created any new goods/services/markets 
(or market segments)? Do you feel the initiative 
responds to a demand which was unfulfilled? Do you 
offer anything which was unavailable? Do you 
created an alternative form of providing goods and 
services? 

What did you create? How did 
your activities change? In 
what ways does it differ from 
existing 
provision/activities/models, 
and from your (former) 
competitors? 

2. Do you feel the need to introduce/implement 
(radically) different or new 
products/services/technologies/processes/organizati
onal models or any kind of innovation?  

What and why you feel this 
need? Why or how would this 
be innovative? 

3. Are you testing innovations, applications and 
innovative 
products/services/processes/organizational models 
developed by others?  

What are you experimenting 
on? Why is this innovative? 

4. Do you perceive those [innovative] efforts to be 
acknowledged by other organizations as 
relevant/useful/worth the effort/fundable/something 
that should be improved, diffused, etc.? 

Can you give us an example 
of how, who, why? 

5. Did you apply for patents? Did you register any 
patents? What you patented? 

6. Are you collaborating with any other organization in 
these activities? Are you part of a wider network of 
collaborating innovators? 

With whom are you 
collaborating? What networks 
are you involved in? What are 
you developing? 

7. Are there other organizations that are using your 
innovation(s)? Has there been any replication in 

Which products or services 
are being 
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other places, sectors of what you are doing?    utilized/implemented by 
others and who is doing so?  

 
SECTION 9. SKILLS  
“Let’s talk about what happens within the initiative and who does what, how 
things get done etc…” 

31. Let’s talk about the PROFESSIONAL/TECHINCAL skills really needed and used to 
run this initiative. In the group of people active in the initiative, what are up to three 
skills which require the highest level of qualifications (e.g., education, training or 
experience) – LIST THESE 3 (see the table) 
a) How many people in the initiative have skill #1? skill #2? skill #3?  
b) How many years of education to obtain skill #1? skill #2? skill #3?  
c) How many years of experience to obtain skill #1? skill #2? skill #3?  
NOTE: clarify that we are not referring to interpersonal skills, people 
skills and team-working   

32. Now let’s talk about the most widely diffused/common skills applied in the 
running of the initiative. Which is the most commonly held skill necessary to run the 
initiative? (see the table) 
a) How many people in the initiative have that skill? 
b) How many years of education to obtain that skill? 
c) How many years of experience to obtain that skill? 

 
TABLE 10: Highest skills held in the CBI 

SKILLS with highest 
level of qualifications 
(e.g. education, training 
or experience) 

How 
many 
people in 
the 
initiative 
have this 
skill 

How many 
years of 
education 
to obtain 
this skill 

How many 
years of 
experience 
to obtain 
this skill 

1.  
___________________ 

   

2.  
___________________ 

   

3.  
____________________ 

   

 
TABLE 11: Most common skills held in the CBI 

SKILL: most widely 
diffused/common skills 
applied in the running 
of the initiative 

How many 
people in 
the 
initiative 
have this 
skill 

How many 
years of 
education 
to obtain 
this skill 

How many 
years of 
experience 
to obtain 
this skill 
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___________________ 

   

Appendix 6. Key and supportive CBIs in TESS partner 
countries (key initiatives in bold)  
 

Initiative ID 
Name of Community 

Initiative Domain 

CFID00002 Comrie Development Trust 
Energy, Food, Waste, 
Transport 

CFID00011 Highland Perthshire Cycling Transport 
CFID00026 Transition Black Isle Transport, Food,  
CFID00055 Remade in Edinburgh Waste 

CFID00072 

Colintraive and 
Glendaruel Development 
Trust 

Energy, Food, Waste, 
Transport 

JHI000009 Shift - Umbrella Energy 

JHI000016 
Huntly and District 
Development Trust 

Multi-domain, community 
development 

JHI000073 Greener Kemnay 
composting/paths-
transport/gardening 

OUASID00002 
Herttoniemi food co-
operative Food 

OUASID00007 Eno energy co-operative Energy 

OUASID00008 
Centre of sustainable 
development Waste 

OUASID00009 
Sustainable development 
association of Jyväskylä 

Food, transport, energy, 
waste 

OUASID00013 
Tuupovaara Energy Co-
operative Energy 

OUASID00020 Hollola energy co-operative Energy 

OUASID00026 
Helsinki Metropolitan 
Area Reuse Centre Waste 

OUASID00030 Ecovillage of Bromarv Energy 
OUASID00034 Tealight hunt Waste 
OUASID00035 HINKU-village Northern Ii Energy 

PIKID00055 
Rosa Rose 
Gemeinschaftsgarten Food, Waste 

PIKID00061 Foodsharing Food 
PIKID00062 Leila All-sharing-shop Waste 
PIKID00068 Stadt macht satt Waste 
PIKID00077 BürgerEnergie Berlin Energy 
PIKID00114 Oktoberdruck Waste 
PIKID00111 Material Mafia Waste 
PIKID00127 Repaircafé Kreuzberg Waste 
PIKID00131 Solawi Waldgarten (CSA) Food 

PIKID00136 
Fahrwerk 
Farradkurrierkollektiv Transport 

SAPIENZAID00009 Gas Tiburtino Food 
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SAPIENZAID00013 La Città dell'Utopia Food (waste) 
SAPIENZAID00021 Refugee ScArt Waste 
SAPIENZAID00028 Associazione Ciclonauti Waste 

SAPIENZAID00031 
Il Fiore del Deserto - 
Progetto Natura Food 

T6ID00002 Movimento Salvaciclisti transport 
T6ID00003 Gas Mondi Possibili Food 
T6ID00004 Casale Podere Rosa Food, Waste, Energy 
T6ID00006 Orti Urbani Garbatella Food, Waste 
T6ID00013 Gasquilino Food 
T6ID00015 Gas Tura Food 
UABID00005 Pixapins Food 
UABID00015 Trevol Transport 
UABID00018 Som Energia Energy 
UABID00019 Can Masdeu Food 
UABID00021 Calafou Waste 

UABID00028 
Totacucaviu food 
cooperative/Aurora Food 

UABID00035 La Col Waste 
UABID00044 Kosturica Food 
UABID00058 L'Ortiga Food 
UABID0008 PEP Energy 
UABID00104 Taller Biciosxs Waste 
USVID00001 Rowmania Initiative Transport 
USVID00002 ADEPT Foundation Food 
USVID00003 CCN Bike Club Napoca Transport 
USVID00004 Tasuleasa Social Waste 

USVID00005 
Slow Food Iasi / Convivum 
(SFIC) Food 

USVID00006 Suceava Pedaleaza Transport 

USVID00012 Hosman Durabil 
Food, Transport, Waste, 
Energy 

USVID00017 Asociatia Eco Bucovina Waste 
USVID00019 In Cuib Food 
USVID00020 Iasi Recicleaza Waste 
USVID00021 Colecteaza Baterii Waste 
USVID00022 Mai Bine Food, Transport, Waste 
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Appendix 7. Examples of interview databases: OUAS and PIK 
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Appendix 8. Examples of side meetings with key initiatives: 
JHI and PIK 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 


