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Short Description:
The assessment data sheet that includes the ES-GI assessment toolkit is the foundation for
the multi-objective cost-benefit analysis in WP4. The information 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. It will allow a
detailed cross-regional and cross-sectoral analysis.
The sheet includes a wide range of qualitative and quantitative information on technological
inventions, environmental, economic, social, and political costs and benefits, and ecosystem
services and green infrastructure. The data sheet aims to collect basic information to
investigate an initiative’s vulnerability for rebound effects and the green paradox. It will
provide the basis to uniformly collect relevant indicators across the various domains for all
TESS case studies and will allow other European community-based initiatives to assemble
relevant information in a structured way for self-assessment.
The ES-GI toolkit is designed to assess both positive and negative impacts of communitybased initiatives on ecosystem services and green infrastructure. The toolkit is based on a
simple and comparable semi-quantitative procedure to evaluate ecological implications of
community-based initiatives, as unintended side effects may alter their efforts to a negative
impact. This provides stakeholders and decision makers with a novel comprehensive
approach to assess potential synergies between the community-based initiatives and targets
of sustainable exploitation and use of green infrastructure.
The assessment data sheets from Task 2.2 allows the efficient collection of data relevant to
the assessment of economic, social, political, and technological impacts. One part of the data
sheet is the ES-GI toolkit from Task 2.3, which allows assessment of ecosystem services
and green infrastructure. Additionally, data related to the MRV framework (Task 2.1 and
Deliverable 2.1) is at the core of the assessment data sheet. The assessment data sheet will
be used for data collection from all TESS case studies and allow other European initiatives to
apply the TESS multi-criteria assessment (WP4) to their case.
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Executive Summary
The role of community-based initiatives (CBIs) in creating a sustainable, low-carbon Europe
is investigated as part of the TESS project. Impacts are assessed in a standardized way in
work package 2, looking at environmental, economic, social, political and technological
aspects of CBIs in Europe. The fields of activities considered are: food, transport, waste and
energy.
This report presents the foundations for such an assessment, providing the basis to uniformly
collect relevant indicators across the various domains for all TESS case studies. It also
presents the subsequent operationalization in the form of interview guidelines for data
collection with CBIs.
Data collected based on this method will be used for the multi-dimensional assessment and
multi-criteria analysis of CBIs which will be conducted later in the project in WP4. This
assessment will allow a detailed cross-regional and cross-sectoral analysis, supporting to
identify the regions and sectors where CBIs generate the largest change towards a
sustainable, low-carbon Europe. CBIs with a high impact may be considered as the most
policy relevant and are candidates to be prioritized, supported, funded, replicated and/or
institutionalized.
An important initial step of this research was to delimit and define the scope of the
assessment, i.e. what a community-based initiative is. In this regard, the TESS project
consortium agreed on including all those collective actions initiated and managed by
communities in the assessment, i.e. any group of individuals - not necessarily located in
proximity - who feel that they share something in common, be that a connection through
interest, place, lifestyle, culture or practice, and self-organized in order to deliver some
benefit to its members, to engage in socially innovative activities, and to reduce
environmental impacts, by committing their time and/or sharing their resources and/or
implementing projects which serve the community. These initiatives may have received
public money but are not managed by public authorities; they may be not-for-profit as well as
for profit; but their revenue-model should serve the community.
According to this definition, and in order to face some methodological issues related to
complexity of the wide range of possible outcomes of the CBIs, the unit of analysis for the
impact assessment will be the initiative as an organizational unit, not the single participant to
the initiative.
The first part of this report summarizes an extensive literature review on the social,
economic, political, technological and environmental impacts of CBIs. These in turn
determine key variables worth considering for the multi-dimensional assessment of CBIs. A
reflection on how these effects should be revealed and measured has been developed,
together with the proposal of a set of indicators.
The following paragraphs summarize, for each dimension (social, economic, political,
technological and environmental) the main effects, key variables and selected indicators that
will be used for the systematic assessment and comparison of a wide range of CBIs active in
various domains, sub-domains and across domains.
The social dimension is instrumental to the effectiveness and to the survival of an initiative,
and to almost all of its aims and objectives. CBIs can produce a variety of social impacts e.g.
creating and/or increasing cohesion among an heterogeneity of participants (internal social
inclusion), satisfying the needs of the local community (external social inclusion);
strengthening social interaction and networking between members (bonding social capital);
creating new relationships between people who did not previously know each other (bridging
social capital); and enhancing participants’ self- and social awareness (social
empowerment).
For political impacts, the empowerment of individuals is central. Compared to individual
action, the effort of the CBIs may be perceived to make a much larger difference. Moreover,
-9-
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the ability to build alliances and coalitions and to influence the political agenda can be
considered as a relevant outcome of the activity of a CBI. The political impact may further
increase if strong external networks with both, other (similar) initiatives and to other actors
and organizations have been created. External actors may, in fact, provide strong support
though funding, incentives, special agreements, regulations, advice, political lobbying, etc.
The economic impact of CBIs may depend on both their ability to deliver (directly and
indirectly) economic benefits to participants and the local community (e.g. increasing
individuals or households incomes), and on the extent to which an initiative contributes
(positively or not) to the local economy (e.g. creating new jobs, revitalizing a local
commercial districts, etc.). CBIs may, in fact, more strongly bind individuals and receive their
attention if an economic benefit can be delivered to participants or to the local area. At the
same time, the existence of an initiative itself can be influenced by its ability to reach internal
financial sustainability. This depends on factors such as, for example, the ability to generate
a monetary surplus or the diversification of sources of funding.
In terms of technological impact and innovativeness, the focus is on understanding the
potential of CBIs to provide a fertile terrain for innovation. This for example happens through
experimenting and applying new products, services, processes and/or technologies.
Acquired knowledge and skills may be exchanged with the surrounding. CBIs may make use
of complex and very skill intensive methods, which can have a high innovative potential but
hinders replicability; or, on the contrary, CBIs can inspire other initiatives and consequently
be imitated and replicated.by others.
Environmental impact assessment focuses on three areas (water, waste and energy). These
are complemented by an assessment of ecosystem services and green infrastructure. Such
a conceptualization shifts the focus to the interaction between humans and nature. The
assessment is based on a simple and comparable procedure to evaluate ecological
implications of community-based initiatives, including unintended side effects that may alter
their efforts to a negative impact. This provides stakeholders and decision makers with a
novel comprehensive approach to assess potential synergies between the community-based
initiatives and targets of sustainable exploitation and use of green infrastructure.
In the second part of this report, the selected set of key variables for each of the above
mentioned dimensions is listed. The variables have been chosen to be valid in a variety of
activities: from food production (e.g. community gardens) to food distribution (e.g. solidarity
purchasing groups), from recycling to cohousing, bike/car-sharing, and community energy.
The method results from an extended sharing and discussion process with partners.
Moreover, a pilot was realized with one initiative from each of the four core sectors of TESS
(food, energy, waste and transport) to provide an estimate of the data collection effort
required. Based on the pilot, variables and questions were revised and condensed.
The conceptual foundations and practical questions presented in this report constitute the
first widely discussed and harmonized assessment methodology for CBIs in Europe. It is
envisaged that this will evolve into a standard for investigating CBIs for a sustainable, lowcarbon Europe, and that it could also allow other European community-based initiatives to
assemble relevant information in a structured way for their own self-assessment. Members of
initiatives may use it for reflection, research teams will produce comparable data sets based
on the method, and policy makers will value the opportunity to obtain comparable
information.

- 10 -

TESS Project (Grant Agreement n° 603705)

D2.2

1 Introduction
The main purpose of the Work Package 2 (WP2) of TESS is to prepare a framework for
standardized assessment of various community-based initiatives (CBIs) for their carbon
reduction potential. In addition to the Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV)
framework focusing on the carbon reduction potential, WP2 focuses on developing a data
assessment sheet for the evaluation of economic, political, and social impacts of communitybased initiatives and their technology potential in order to compare projects within and across
domains, as well as ecosystem services and green infrastructure toolkit.
The objectives of WP 2, therefore, are:
•

to develop and apply the quantitative Measuring, Reporting and Verification (MRV)
tool for communities;

•

to identify innovative practices related to green infrastructure and strategies for no net
loss of ecosystems;

•

to assess the potential contribution of local and regional initiatives to a sustainable,
low-carbon society.

WP2 is divided into the five tasks and will produce four deliverables. This deliverable D2.2
reports the results of two tasks: i) development of the standardised assessment data sheet
(Task 2.2), and ii) integration of ecosystem services and green infrastructure (ES-GI) toolkit
in the case study evaluation (Task 2.3).
The assessment data sheet that includes ES-GI assessment toolkit is the foundation for the
multi-dimensional assessment of CBIs to be conducted in WP4. This assessment will allow a
detailed cross-regional and cross-sectoral analysis, and – together with the results of task
2.1 – a multi-criteria analysis of CBIs. The sheet is aimed at gathering a wide range of
qualitative and quantitative information on the following dimensions/impacts: social, political,
economic, technological, and environmental, including an assessment of ecosystem services
and green infrastructure provided by the initiatives. The information 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. It will provide the
basis to uniformly collect relevant indicators across the various fields of activities (energy,
waste, food and transport) for all TESS case studies and will allow other European
community-based initiatives to assemble relevant information in a structured way for selfassessment.
This deliverable presents, first, an extensive literature review on the social, economic,
political, technological impacts of CBIs. The literature review aimed to highlight, among each
- 11 -
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of the four above mentioned domains, what existing studies have indicated as the main
dimensions/effects of CBIs, which key variables are consequently worth considering and how
they should be revealed and measured. A growing body of research has been published
through the years, exploring the role of CBIs in the promotion of sustainable regional
transitions. While existing research and policies acknowledge the relevant contribution of
community activism in providing a soft, self-governed, and bottom-up path towards
sustainability, much of this work has a clear normative intent; it is based on individual case
studies and rarely provides a systematic assessment of their actual effects. Our aim is to
attempt to fill this gap by defining a set of indicators for the monitoring and evaluation of
these initiatives. For each of the above mentioned four dimensions, a set of key variables will
be proposed for assessing CBIs in a variety of domains: from food production (e.g.
community gardens), to food distribution (e.g. solidarity purchasing groups), from recycling,
to cohousing, bike/car-sharing, community energy.
The ES-GI toolkit is designed to assess both positive and negative impacts of communitybased initiatives on ecosystem services and green infrastructure. The toolkit is based on a
simple and comparable procedure to evaluate ecological implications of community-based
initiatives, as unintended side effects may alter their efforts to a negative impact. This
provides stakeholders and decision makers with a novel, comprehensive approach to assess
potential synergies between the community-based initiatives and targets of sustainable
exploitation and use of green infrastructure. The selected indicators have been translated
into variables and information needed for environmental, social, economic, political and
technological impact assessment. The results were shared and discussed with partners in
order to decide upon and approve the related methodologies. A pilot assessment datasheet
has been tested with one initiative from each of the four domains (food, energy, waste and
transport), in order to revise and integrate the assessment data sheet and to estimate the
data collection effort required.
The first challenge in constructing such a methodological framework is how to delimit and
define the scope of the assessment, i.e. what a community-based initiative is. The TESS
project consortium agreed upon including in the assessment all those collective actions
initiated and managed by communities, i.e. any group of individuals - not necessarily located
in proximity - who feel that they share something in common, be that a connection through
interest, place, lifestyle, culture or practice, and self-organized in order to deliver some
benefit to its members, to engage in socially innovative activities, and to reduce
environmental impacts, by committing their time and/or sharing their resources and/or
implementing projects which serve the community. These initiatives may have received
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public money, but are not managed by public authorities; they may be not-for-profit as well as
for profit; but their revenue-model should serve the community.
The second challenge is to define a set of indicators for systematic assessment and
comparison. Our aim is to define indicators which may be applied to a variety of initiatives
active in various domains/sub-domains/cross-domains and which may be difficult to compare
according to a single metric. CBIs, moreover, have wide-ranging impacts which we cannot
expect to cover exhaustively, also because some of those may be too difficult to assess
comparatively. Thus, the unit of analysis will be the initiative as an organizational unit, not the
single participants of the initiative.
Our main research question is which initiative shows the most relevant outcome/impact and,
consequently, which is the most policy relevant and should be prioritized, supported, funded,
replicated, institutionalized.
The deliverable is structured as follows. Section 2 presents a reflection on the variety of aims
and objectives of CBIs. Sections 3, 4, 5 and 6 present the results of the literature review
about, respectively, the social, political, economic and technological dimensions/impacts of
CBIs. Section 7 presents the results of literature review on environmental dimension and
impacts of CBIs. Similarly, section 8 presents information on ecosystem services and green
infrastructure. Section 9 translates the above into a specific set of indicators for CBIs’
assessment in the four dimensions. Conclusions of the deliverable is provided in Section

- 13 -

TESS Project (Grant Agreement n° 603705)

D2.2

2 Community-based initiatives’ aims and their (self-)
assessment
Before proceeding to the definition of the key assessment variables and indicators, it should
be considered that CBIs are highly diverse and – even among any single domain (food,
mobility, waste, energy) – they pursue a variety of different and sometimes divergent
objectives. In order to fully understand and to assess the environmental, social, political,
economic and technological dimension/impact of CBIs, is therefore crucial to investigate the
explicit aims that initiatives pursue and how those aims are perceived by each of them, by
their participants and by their beneficiaries.
It is, for example, crucial to distinguish between those initiatives that pursue solely utilitarian
aims or direct economic benefits and those initiatives with a more social/political orientation.
Many initiatives mention the aim of promoting more socially just and/or environmentally
sustainable forms of urban living (Girardet 2006), but their primary aims should be
established. We know little of the strategies and meanings of most CBIs: “what are the
cultural, ecological, economic, political and philosophical models which inform these
initiatives, and what geography and radical alternatives are they building?” (Tornaghi 2014).
The range of potential aims and achievements of CBIs is wide. TESS defines CBIs as
collective actions that firstly aim towards mitigating greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
reducing other adverse environmental impacts. Beyond these objectives, in practice, these
groups of people often pursue other aims and share common interests, places, lifestyles,
cultures or practices. Indeed, a brief look at existing research on the topic reveals this kind of
variety. CBIs have been regarded as aiming variously to enhance the public space, improve
and/or beautify the neighbourhood, act as “eyes on the street”, provide leisure, fun, and
health (Wakefield et al. 2007, Freeman et al. 2012), economic benefits, job creation,
entrepreneurship, other self-serving motives (Rosol 2012), social innovation, technological
innovation, civic engagement, socialization and social linkages, community building (Bellows
et al. 2003; Alaimo et al. 2008; Robinson-O’Brien et al. 2009), political claims, to reduce
ecological footprint, provide green infrastructure (Viljoen and Howe 2005; Van Veenhuizen
2006), improve deprived neighbourhoods (Kremer and DeLiberty 2011), ecological
resilience, greenhouse gas mitigation, reconnecting production-consumption linkages
(Kloppenberg et al. 1996; Jarosz, 2008; Maye et al. 2007; Donald et al. 2010), subvert
capitalist logic, re-embed production within social relations, social inclusion (Kurtz 2001;
Baker 2004; Saldivar-Tanaka and Krasny 2004; Turner 2011), public participation, social
learning (Baker 2004; Levkoe 2006), “cultivate political and social skills necessary for
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citizenship and activism” (Travaline and Hunold 2010, p. 587), pave the way for a more
“socially-inclusive form of development” (Donald and Blay-Palmer 2006, p. 1903), represent
the preferences and wishes of communities and local people in the policy process (Luckin
and Sharp 2004), reclaim the ‘commons’ (Johnston 2008) or the “right to the city” (Eizenberg
2012; Shillington 2013), etc.
Table 1: Criteria for evaluating community-based waste initiatives outcomes (Robbins and Rowe 2002)

Individual
development

Community
capacitybuilding

Organisational
development

Feelings

Enjoyment/satisfaction, increased confidence

Relations

Improved social networks

Actions

Engagement with other groups/issues

Knowledge

Increased
knowledge
environmental issues

Skills

New/improved skills

Achievements/outputs of groups

Projects completed

Long term capacity (sustainable
organisation)

Ability of the group to continue its work with a
reduced level of support

More resources

For WAG projects and to continue the initiative

Improved contact with
networks and community

of

waste

and

wider

Working with and making links between other
community groups

More
local
ownership/Management/control

Increased influence over decisions affecting the
local environment

Wider profile

Recognition of the organisations involved in the
initiative

Job satisfaction and professional
development

Development of the workers’ roles in this field

More resources

Secured to extend the initiative and to fund new
initiatives

A crucial area of assessment should therefore be what the motivations and objectives of
CBIs are, the extent to which – for example - they are driven by material/individual
needs/benefits or economic self-interest and/or environmental concerns, environmental
ethics and social justice. Existing evidence in this regard is partial and not definitive. Seyfang
and Haxeltine (2012), for example, asked Transition Towns group organisers around the UK
to describe their greatest achievements to date1, and the motivations behind joining the
initiative2, revealing a strong political orientation and sensibility of many initiatives. On the
other hand, a survey about the “sharing economy” in the UK has indicated that the main
motivation for joining sharing initiatives is to save money (36%) and, secondarily, to help
other people in the neighbourhood (19%) or to benefit the environment (9%). In a survey on
urban gardeners, more than half of respondents (54%) noted that they practice gardening to
save money on groceries and a third (34%) responded that the current economic recession
1

Results: awareness raising and community engagement activities (69%); establishing and maintaining a group
(52%), building links with other local groups and government (47%), food and gardening (40%), waste (12%),
energy (11%).
2
Results: tackling climate change (67%), building local self-reliance (66%), preparing for peak oil (57%),
community building (50%).
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motivated them “very much” or “a fair amount” (National Gardening Association 2009). Along
similar lines, in the field of energy, see for example: Walker et al. 2010, Walker 2008,
Maruyama et al. 2007, Kellet 2007.
Robbins and Rowe (2002) proposed the scheme presented in Table 1 to investigate
community-based waste reduction initiatives’ aims (through a qualitative method).
One method could be to highlight the initiatives’ objectives and motivations both when the
initiative was launched and at the present time, as in the survey about UK community
gardens conducted by Holland (2004) and reported in Table 2. Such comparison may be
useful to emphasize and to confront initial intentions with effective results. Otherwise, this
might be evaluated using logical models created to link specific, measurable inputs (such as
money and time) to specific, measurable outputs (goods/services delivered).
Table 2: What the intentions and present reasons for the community garden were and are (Holland 2004)

Initial purposes

Current purposes

Var.

Education

63

17,2%

70

16,9%

-0,3%

Community development

62

16,9%

67

16,2%

-0,8%

Leisure

61

16,7%

67

16,2%

-0,5%

Skills and/or training

42

11,5%

51

12,3%

0,8%

Health issues

33

9,0%

41

9,9%

0,9%

Protection of an area

45

12,3%

40

9,7%

-2,6%

Food provision

31

8,5%

37

8,9%

0,5%

14

3,8%

23

5,6%

1,7%

Extending existing project

15

4,1%

18

4,3%

0,2%

Total

366

100,0%

414

100,0%

Business
and/or
opportunities

job

The next few sections present the results of the literature review and a series of key
variables useful for the analysis of the following dimensions:







Social (Section 3).
Political (Section 4),
Economic (Section 5),
Technological (Section 6),
Environmental (Section 7), and
Ecosystem services and green infrastucutre (Section 8).
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3 Social dimension and impacts
In addition to being aimed at reducing environmental impacts and at promoting sustainability
practices and lifestyles, CBIs have a variety of social aims and effects. The ‘social’ dimension
of CBIs is both instrumental to the achievement of their sustainability/practical aims and a
goal in itself which, consequently, needs to be properly assessed and evaluated.

3.1 CBIs and social capital
The main social dimension/impact of CBIs is indicated in the literature as the strengthening
of social capital within the community or group. Social capital is indeed a very general term
which, according to Putnam (1995), can be defined as “connections among individuals social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them”.
The primary dimension of social capital is therefore expressed by the attitude towards
networking of a given group or community which, in turn, expresses itself through increased
trust, cooperation and reciprocity, and by building a sense of community and belonging.
The literature has emphasized that the pillars of social capital are inter-personal relationships
which, in turn, require the opportunity of actually meeting and interacting face-to-face: this is
exactly the opportunity that most CBIs offer their members (Macias 2008).
Community gardens, for example, are deliberately created to provide a “third place” else from
work and home (Oldenburg 1999) where people can meet, build relationships, develop
common interests and identify themselves as members of a community (Glover et al. 2005),
which- in turn – “can foster norms of reciprocity and trust among members”.
More generally, according to Kingsley and Townsend (2006) the social benefits of CBIs are
the following: increased social cohesion (the sharing of values enabling identification of
common aims and the sharing of codes of behaviour governing relationships)3, social
support (having people to count on in times of crisis), social connections (the development of
social bonds and networks)4.
Other authors have emphasized the capacity of CBIs to promote local pride and citizens’
participation, especially in poorer communities that may be lacking other public amenities
(Macias 2008; Johnston and Baker 2005; Lawson 2005), and to build a sense of community
and belonging. Community-building, according to Seyfang and Haxeltine (2012) is also the
motivation for people to join the initiatives in 50% of the cases, and is at times their almost
exclusive motivation: “community garden initiatives (…) are often more about the community


Author of the section: Filippo Celata, Sapienza University of Rome.
Along the same line, about community gardens, see Mares and Peña, 2010.
4
In the domain of energy see: Walker et al. 2010.
3
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than they are about gardening. They offer places where people can gather, network, and
identify together as residents of a neighbourhood” (Glover 2003, p. 192). The immediate
expressions of such networking potential are, for example, the sharing of resources among
members, increased cooperation and social support by other participants (Kingsley and
Townsend 2006), or empowerment more generally (Kirwan et al. 2013), which will be
discussed more in detail in the next section.
Moreover, building social capital among participants is instrumental to almost all of the other
initiatives’ aims (Beall 1997). It is instrumental, first, to the effectiveness and to the survival of
initiatives which often fail due to a decreased will from participants to engage, to cooperate
and to actively participate. “Maintaining momentum, managing group dynamics, developing
the group” is perceived as the third biggest barrier faced by the transition town movement’s
initiatives (reported by 53%, Seyfang and Haxeltine 2012). Networking is also instrumental to
increasing the scope of initiatives and for other people to join due to their social ties with
those who are already members. It is instrumental to disclose the socially innovative potential
of CBIs - collective action and interaction being crucial for any social innovation (Kemp et al.
1998; Kirwan et al. 2013; Smith and Seyfang 2013), as we will see further. A research by
Robbins and Rowe (2002) about CBIs in the field of waste, for example, demonstrated that
the two communities in which groups were (apparently) most effective in terms of an
increase in local recycling activity were those which had a relatively strong sense of local
identity and existing capacity. Social capital is a prerequisite, finally, for initiatives to reach
their political aims, if they have any, by linking organizers with wider social movements or
groups and providing a social space that fosters networking and activism (Flachs 2010).
The extent to which CBIs promote social capital is however extremely variable, not only
according to the typology of the initiative, the domain to which it pertain to or its primary aims,
but also according to the number of participants, the degree of their involvement in the
initiative, the opportunity that those members have to meet, interact, cooperate and their
‘social investment’ in the initiative.

3.2 CBIs and social inclusion
Another important social dimension of CBIs is promoting social inclusion (Hinrichs and
Kremer 2002). This could also be considered a dimension of social capital which is indeed a
multi-dimensional and at times elusive concept. An important distinction needs to be made
between what in the literature is defined as the ‘bonding’ dimension of social capital, and to
which we referred above (increased social cohesion among communities, groups or
participants), and its capacity for ‘bridging’ between usually separated social groups or
individuals differing in ethnicity, age, class and social identity (Kingsley and Townsend 2006).
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In this latter sense, CBIs may be evaluated in their ability to increase social integration
(Macias 2008), and consequently for their capacity to contrast social isolation.
Initiatives, moreover, can be more or the less socially inclusive not only in terms of process –
the degree to which they involve or not involve a diversity of participants – but also in terms
of their vision – the extent to which they explicitly address social, racial, gender or other kinds
of inequities – and in their outcomes – the degree to which they improve food access, waste
management, clean energy, etc., to a wide range of beneficiaries including, for example,
vulnerable groups, minorities, lower-incomes. In this, social inclusion it’s not only about
building social networks, but about social equity and social justice more generally.
The ability of CBIs to promote social inclusion is, however, controversial. Some research
suggests that although many initiatives attempt to promote wide community participation,
“they often stumble in their efforts to include a diversity of people on the basis of income,
education, and occupational status” (Hinrichs and Kremer 2002). Participants and
beneficiaries tend to be homogeneous in terms of race, religion, income, education, and
some initiatives have been accused to be explicitly exclusionary.
Several scholars (Schmelzkopf 1995; Von Hassell 2002; Peña 2005; O’Neal 2009) describe
the existing tensions between, for example, community gardeners and the greater
environmental movement. Much of this tension can be class and racially motivated, as lowincome gardeners tend to be people of colour or poorer while environmental leaders tend to
be Caucasian or wealthier. Some research notes that gardeners feel marginalized by
environmental leaders, and often exist on the periphery of this “white movement” (Flachs
2010, p. 3). According to Tornaghi’s work on urban agriculture (2014), “while many of these
food-growing projects are actually providing access to land for some social groups, this does
not always translate into a fairly accessible resource for the whole population, lacking
therefore in terms of distributional justice”. Some community gardens have been even
accused of cultivating racist agendas by masking structural inequities, and conditioning
participants to pursue change through individual endeavour (Pudup 2008). Consequently, we
need research that “goes beyond the naive and unproblematic representation of urban food
production practices, able to expose the socio-environmental exclusionary dynamics which
are embedded into them” or, more generally: “how are social cohesion and social exclusion
promoted and alleviated through UA” or others CBIs (Tornaghi 2014)?
According to Ghose and Pettygrove (2014), such exclusionary dynamics are not due to any
explicit aim to include or exclude particular groups, but because the willingness and ability to
participate vary contextually according to organizational capabilities, social connectedness,
and resource access. Research showed, to give another example, that co-housers in the UK,
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US and Netherlands tend to be affluent, white and well educated. This deters some groups
(particularly low-income and minorities) from joining cohousing communities because they
feel they would be socially and culturally isolated. Case studies conducted in the US and UK
prove that a “key problem is that some cohousing communities are more insular - resulting
from perceived hostility of surrounding communities or development fatigue (particularly in
the case of new build developments) - thus integration restricted” (Williams 2008, p. 272274).
More general literature about social capital has warned, indeed, that the bonding dimension
of inter-group relationships can produce closed networks, and that a proper balance between
bonding and bridging social capital needs therefore to be promoted.
The expressions of the social inclusion dimension of CBIs is, for example, their capacity for
integrating newcomers (State of the World 2008 of The Worldwatch Institute), engaging
disadvantaged groups (Smith and Seyfang 2013) or low-income individuals (Hinrichs and
Kremer 2002), or promoting inter-racial interactions (Shinew et al. 2004) and guaranteeing
their benefits across the whole spectrum of society. Another important dimension is the
initiatives’

gender

balance

or,

more

generally,

the

demographic

profile

of

member/participants, which, according to surveys reported in Table 3, can be highly
differentiated.
Table 3: Demographic profile of community garden allotments in the UK (Buckingam 2005)
Survey
Female (%)
Retired (%)
White British (%)
Thorpe 1969
3
NSALG 1993
15
NSALG 2003
16
40
LB Richmond 2001
41
45
89
LB Hounslow 2002
34
92
LB Hillingdon 2002
17
60
88

3.3 Key variables
The social dimensions of CBIs will therefore be evaluated according to two separate groups
of indicators:
a) Social capital. A first set of indicators will aim to estimate the CBIs (internal) networking
potential, intended as a proxy of social capital. The networking potential of initiatives is
primarily a function of the network size (number of participants/members that maintain
relationship) and the network density (frequency of contact between network members).
Key variables are therefore the following: how many members are actively participating in the
initiative (scale matters and, in this sense, can be considered as an ‘intensity’ measure:
networking potential of initiatives depends, firstly, upon their extent); how much time and
resources participants dedicate to the initiative (which may be regarded also as an indicator
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of personal commitment and social investment from members to the initiative); how often
members/participants meet (which influence the actual opportunities for personal and faceto-face interaction).
b) Social inclusion and equity. A first option in this regard is to measure indicators of the
internal diversity of CBIs participants/members’ on the one hand, and of their beneficiaries on
the other hand. Diversity, in this frame, is intended as a proxy of the initiatives’ social
integration potential or social inclusion, which for example can be measured by surveying the
composition of participants/beneficiaries/target groups: how participation in the initiative
varies by class, ethnicity, gender or any other socio-cultural dimension. The social integration
potential of groups can be measured, moreover, by the extent to which group members differ
from the local population in general (Hinrichs and Kremer 2002).
Two additional observations are needed. First, as already mentioned, when measuring social
capital is crucial to distinguish between its ‘bonding’ and ‘bridging’ dimensions. The Council
on Quality and Leadership (2005), for example, proposed a Social Capital Index to provide a
tool for organizations, people and communities to measure their social capital, that can
account for both its bridging and the bonding dimensions. Bonding social capital is defined as
“what we have with people who are similar to us and who are already part of our social
circle”, while bridging social capital is “the type we have from our relationships with others
who are less like us and who exist outside our typical social circle”. The bonding dimension is
expressed by whether participants (i) have intimate inter-relationships, (ii) participate in the
life of the community, (iii) are respected, etc. On the other hand, the bridging dimension is
estimated investigating whether participant: (i) live in integrated environments, (ii) people
interact with other members of the broader community/neighbourhood, (iii) people perform
different roles, etc. The sum of the two factors, bridging and bonding, offers an estimate of
total social capital. A similar methodology may be applied to CBIs by adapting it to their
peculiarities and by referring more specifically to the initiatives’ participants (rather than to
members of a given community in general) and their concrete opportunities for networking.
Second, it should be noted that the social dimensions/impacts of CBIs do not always extend
beyond the boundaries of the initiatives (Kingsley and Townsend 2006). This opens up the
very important issue of external networking, which needs to be properly discussed and
evaluated. The issue may be considered as an integral component of the social capital
dimension of initiatives and estimated by the degree to which the networking potential of
CBIs is limited to its members or, on the contrary, extend beyond these boundaries to involve
the whole community and/or other communities. The issue of external networking will be
discussed more in details in the next sub-section.
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4 Political dimension and impacts
Whether or not the aims of CBIs are ‘politically-oriented’, and the degree of that orientation,
community involvement and participation has an important political dimension, as shall be
discussed here. Glover et al. (2005) work on community gardens, for example, emphasizes
the “democratic effect” of those initiatives, following the idea that participation and civic
engagement is the foundation of a strong democracy. To evaluate these political impacts, the
authors refer to Warren’s distinction between the three main “democratic effects” related to
participation in any kind of association (2001):
1) the “developmental effects” of associations, i.e. micro-effects at the scale of each
individual participant. Civic engagement helps participants to cultivate their individual
autonomy in developing judgments based on personal preferences and normative beliefs,
through better information and skills and by enhancing participants’ organizational capacities.
This dimension can be expressed – and evaluated - through the lens of the concept of
individual empowerment.
2) the “institutional effects” that go behind the initiative itself, expressing its capacity to
influence external organizations and actors, to have a significant impact on and/or relation
with public policies or formal political institutions and, in the end, a societal significance: the
extent to which they influence wider socio-political priorities, agendas and practices.
3) the “public sphere effects” of associations, which refers to their ‘internal’ political
functioning. CBIs provide a relatively viable infrastructure for socialization through which
participants can discuss, confront and test ideas, and deliberate and develop a sense of
attachment. The “public sphere effects” of CBIs are related to their internal decision-making
procedures, the degree of hierarchical management or the frequency of leadership turnover,
the opportunities that non-leaders, participants, and beneficiaries have to express their
personal opinion and influence the initiative. Ghose and Pettygrove (2014), for example,
have documented that “forms of subtle exclusion occur in the division of leadership roles and
navigation of difference along intersecting lines of race and class among [community] garden
participants”. Luckin and Sharp (2004) noted that when CBIs are involved in the policy
process, they do not always represent the wishes of local people. This issue will only be
partially considered because, on the one hand, it is complex to investigate and not really
relevant in terms of the initiatives political impact and, on the other hand, it is correlated to
the issue of social inclusion referred to within the social dimension/impact.



Authors of the section: Filippo Celata and Raffaella Coletti, Sapienza University of Rome.
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By adapting the above mentioned scheme, we can therefore distinguish between (and
attempt to evaluate/measure) CBIs’ political effects among participants (“development
effects”) on the one hand, and their external political dimension (“institutional effects”) on the
other hand.

4.1 The internal political dimension of CBIs
At the scale of individuals, CBIs impact on the capacity of participants and beneficiaries to
act politically and are often regarded as means to ‘empowering’ those who participate
(Langhout et al. 1999; Myers 1998). According to Glover et al. (2005), the associative
dimension of CBIs and social networks is that they have the effect of promoting cooperation
and civic culture among ‘active’ participants, as well as providing them with the
information/skills and relational assets (networking, cooperation, empathy) which are needed
to act politically.
Empowerment – already mentioned when discussing the social dimension of initiatives – is
a concept which is flexible enough to capture a number of ‘internal’ effects that initiatives
have on those involved, including ‘political’ effects. Notwithstanding the popularity of the
concept there is no clear definition of what empowerment is, not to mention the difficulty in
providing any kind of measure. Most definitions suggest that empowerment is the process of
gaining power or gaining control over decisions and resources (Page and Czuba 1999; Jupp
et al. 2010), but how to define ‘power’ and how to evaluate such gains?
The World Bank defines empowerment as “enhancing an individual’s or group’s capacity to
make choices and transform those choices into desired actions and outcomes” (Alsop and
Heinshon 2005). The Bank suggests empowerment is expressed by: access to information;
inclusion/participation; social accountability; and local organizational capacity (WB, 2002).
On this basis, Alsop and Heinsohn (2005) proposed an ambitious set of indicators of
“degrees of empowerment” at the macro and meso-scale, based mainly on the concepts of
agency – ability to make choices – which the authors suggest to measure in terms of “asset
endowments”, i.e. psychological, informational, organizational, material, social, financial, or
human assets of individuals like, for example, skills, literacy, capacity to envision, ability to
express personal opinions, social capital, ability to organize with others for collective action,
ownership of assets and resources, etc. Direct measures of empowerment are proposed to
assess: 1. whether an opportunity to make a choice exists (existence of choice); 2. whether a
person actually uses the opportunity to choose (use of choice); 3. whether the choice
resulted in the desired result (achievement of choice). A number of ‘intervention-level’ (i.e.
meso-scale) indicators are proposed by the authors.
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Meso-scale indicators (like those referring to single programmes, projects or initiatives),
however, are by far less developed than macro-scale methods.
In our case, we need first to define what (social and political) empowerment means for the
kind of CBIs that we will evaluate. CBIs are usually regarded as venues for enhancing the
skills, knowledge, relational assets, control over means of production, security, democratic
citizenship and activism of participants. But how to measure those ‘empowerment effects’
(without necessary surveying each individual participant) and is it possible to define
indicators which do not rely on subjective judgements?
Existing methodologies are mostly qualitative. One option is to use stakeholders’ ‘stories’ to
understand outcomes, or social accounting methods (www.proveandimprove.org). Krishna
(2005) suggests letting individuals themselves define what ‘empowerment’ means in their
case, proposing a ‘community-led’ method for measuring empowerment. Other methods are
proposed by Myers (1998) and Kearney (2009), or may be found in the extensive literature
about project’s impact evaluation, starting from the methods developed by the World Bank,
referred to above. Glover et al. (2005) proposed a complex quantitative model to evaluate
the “democratic effect” of community gardens through individual surveys5. Moreover,
according to the authors, the “internal [political] effect” of community gardens – i.e.
developmental effects and individual empowerment - is stronger than their “external effects”
– i.e. institutional effects – which will be the object of the next sub-section6.

4.2 The external political effects of CBIs
The ‘institutional’ effects of CBIs, as we have seen, is their capacity to influence their political
and societal exterior in terms of, for example, policy priorities, or social practices more
generally: the degree to which they not only promote more sustainable practices and
lifestyles within their community or group, or towards their direct beneficiaries, but also
influence the wider societies. A proxy of CBIs’ societal significance could be the attitude of
initiatives towards external networking, i.e. the extent to which initiatives relate to: a) other
initiatives, b) other organisations, and actors.
A crucial issue that will be explored – and translated into standardized indicators – is the
attitude of CBIs towards networking with other initiatives: information in this regard will be
5

The authors propose measuring (civic, social and political) citizenship based on answers on a Likert scale to
questions related, first, to the degree of personal political commitment to the initiative and to the community (for
example: “I have a responsibility to connect and talk..”; “I have a duty to contribute actively…”; etc.), the degree of
political citizenship (the extent to which participants believed they should be involved directly in the discussion,
selection, and implementation of strategic alternatives in their communities), a social interaction variables (which
could be approximated by the social capital index referred to in the previous section), and a measure of intensity
of involvement (hours spent working or networking in the community initiative).
6
“Time spent in a community garden is a stronger, albeit weak, predictor of political citizenship orientations than
was time spent talking and visiting with other community gardeners” (Glover et al. 2005)
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extracted from the mapping of initiative-to-initiative collaborations, through social network
analysis.
In relation to the initiatives’ attitude towards external networking with other organisations
and actors, a tension can be highlighted between, on the one hand, the tendency of many
CBIs to pursue autonomy and self-sufficiency within their communities through a ‘localistic’
agenda and, on the other hand, those other initiatives which actively seek to up-scale, to
diffuse or to influence other communities/actors in order to transform socio-political systems,
or to promote a wider diffusion of radically alternative practices (Tornaghi 2014; Mason and
Whitehead 20127).
Existing evidence is controversial in this regard. “The need to build effective links with other
actors” is not perceived as a major barrier and it is faced only by 17% of grassroots
initiatives, as reported by Seyfang and Haxeltine (2012). Pothukuchi and Kaufman (1999, p.
220) have documented that food justice initiatives have not been successful in mobilizing or
involving diverse food system stakeholders. “Local projects seek supportive partnerships with
other local organisations on an ad hoc basis” and, some of them, perceive a risk of capture
and instrumentality in their relations with more powerful actors (Smith and Seyfang 2013).
“Voluntary organizations that rely on or compete for state funding may become ‘arms’ of the
state, serving to translate state policies to non-state practices” (Ghose and Pettyglove 2014).
Many of those initiatives, consequently, explicitly refuse to promote any sort of up-scaling
and diffusion, as a mean to “resisting pressures to mainstream, yet simultaneously generates
accusations of marginality” (Smith and Seyfang 2013).
Other typologies of initiatives are more open to their (political) exterior, as they influence or
get influenced by wider political agendas, also in order to get some sort of support from
external organizations or political institutions, which is however a problematic issue for most
small scale CBIs8. The forms of external support offered by political actors to CBIs can be
the following: advice, funding, adaptation of regulations and permission schemes (Walker
2008), tax incentives (Jaccard et al. 1997), political lobbying, etc.

7

Such tension, according to Mason and Withehead (2012), is evident in the Transition Towns movement, and
expressed in the “uncertainty over the formation of transpatial networks of towns, sharing ideas, resources, skills
(and exercising greater political solidarity) and the threats that any such network could pose to the process of local
self-determination in the individual Transition community”. According to the authors, the commitment to localism of
many initiatives has negative effects (diminish the potential for municipal exchange and coalition building, and
reduces the potential to develop extended registers for care for distant others) and positive effects (support a
strong sense of local empowerment and focus in changing the nature of a place). Opening to other groups as well
may have negative effects (often makes it difficult to develop the oppositional energy that is actually needed to
change the nature of a place) and positive ones (encourage and emphasize diversity, up-scaling).
8
In the field of energy, during the 2000s, the UK Government included non-profit domestic and non-profit
community renewable projects as eligible for grant support, but the policy designed primarily to support largescale projects and is insufficient in its support of both small-scale and community-based profit schemes (Hain et
al. 2005).
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Beside political institutions and actors, other crucial ‘external’ actors are, for example,
‘umbrella’ organisations or networks, whose roles need to be properly assessed and
examined, or the private sector (important especially in the field of waste and energy), as a
source of – for example – private sponsorship (this issue will be explored also within the
economic dimension).
While in some cases, as already mentioned, community activists explicitly refuse to relate in
any way or the get any kind of support from public (or private) actors, in other cases
researchers (see Wekerle 2004 about Toronto) have examined the emergence of a
networked movement linking community advocates, small and large public agencies, social
justice groups, staff of local government and municipal politicians. As reported by Seyfang
and Haxeltine (2012), 83% of initiatives have begun the process to “build a bridge to local
government”. Other actors that those initiatives have relationships with are: other voluntary
organisations (74%); private businesses (59%), charities (45%), social enterprises (39%),
political parties (23%), national government (8%). Other research has, for example,
emphasized the role of ‘intermediaries’ (Hargreaves et al. 2013): “the focus has shifted from
understanding ‘local projects’ towards understanding how multiple such projects combine to
form a ‘global niche’ level which refers to an emerging field or community at which shared
rules and practices form and evolve”.
Those external relations are also instrumental to the survival and success of CBIs, as
reported by Hess (2013): “over time, grassroots innovations that are connected with
aspirations of local ownership tend to be displaced by better-funded models of financing
supported by corporations in the financial and technology industries”. Public institutions in
different policy fields (health, environment, planning, etc.), have an important enabling or
constraining role for CBIs to exist, persist and diffuse. Local authorities are especially crucial.
But national policies and laws play a key role especially in the field of energy (Hain et al.
2005; Maruyama et al. 2007; Rogers et al. 2008; Walker 2008; Walker and Devine-Wright
2008; Walker et al. 2010) and waste (Robbins and Rowe 2002; Joseph 2006). The extreme
cases are those programmes that, in some localities, are coordinated centrally (Tarasuk
2001), but that do not fit with the definition of CBIs adopted within this project (i.e. those
initiatives that are initiated by communities).
Within community-led projects, however, the extent to which initiatives are relying on the
support or relating to external actors in various forms – funding, special agreements,
regulations, collaborations, etc. – is highly variable, and worth considering. Those same
agreements, regulations or policies, in other cases, can also constrain the activity of CBIs9.
9

See, for example, the ambivalent attitude of political authorities towards community gardens, which are often
tolerated, in other cases supported, but sometimes contrasted (Ghose and Pettygrove 2014; Smith and Kurts
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The issue is complex: it can only be partially explored through standardized techniques and
will also need in-depth fieldwork (see below).
It is worth considering that the relations between community involvement and the political
sphere is currently the object of fierce debates. The fact that CBIs have an important political
dimension is demonstrated by the fact that they are currently on the agenda of many formal
political institutions. CBIs, in this regard, may be said to complement wider efforts in
promoting sustainability or seeking other social and economic aims (Armstrong 2000;
Saldivar-Tanaka and Krasny 2004; Rosol 2012). On the other hand, and from a critical
perspective, the self-organization of communities may be said to substitute political
authorities by taking up tasks that are ultimately the responsibility of political institutions. In
this sense, the spread of CBIs can be regarded as an expression of a more general
“hollowing-out” or “roll-back” of the State and have been accused of constituting, justifying or
supporting a neoliberal agenda, in that community activism and volunteering replace the role
of formal political institutions in the promotion of sustainability (in the case of food, see:
Tornaghi 2014; Baker 2004; Rosol 2012; Knigge 2009; Ghose and Pettygrove 2014;
McClintock 2014). The increasing activism and autonomy of communities in pursuing
sustainability can be interpreted as an expression of a more general ‘rescaling’ of urban
ecological

policies

(Hodson

and

Marvin

2009;

Whitehead

2013),

i.e.

ecological

responsibilities shift from upper scales (states and municipal authorities) to communities and
individuals, or even as a form of “governing through community” (Rosol 2012, p. 251). From
this perspective, public policies are sometimes indicated as responsible for the
(unsustainable) situation that initiatives seek to react from and oppose to (Smith and Kurtz
2003); for example, “government has played a huge role in creating the current
industrialized, commodity-based food system” against which alternative food networks were
created (Conner and Levine 2007, p. 13). In the field of waste or energy, CBIs are often
developed in the context of government failure to provide adequate services (Beall 1997;
Chakrabarti et al. 2009), and the relation between communities and public authorities is often
problematic (Luckin and Sharp 2004; Zurbrügg et al. 2004; Pasang et al. 2007; Davies
2007). Transition to a more sustainable future according to some authors, finally, requires
“structural change and not just changes in individual or community behaviour” (Mason and
Whitehead 2012).
These two perspectives pertain to two separate strands of research – critical research on the
one hand, and policy-oriented research on the other hand – which have very little in common
and very rarely communicate with each other. A good exception to this is the work of
2003). In the field of renewable energy, in the UK from the 2000s the programme “community renewables”
entered in the mainstream policy discourse as a premise for the massive development of this kind of investment;
but in 2007 the government cut off those funds (Walker 2008; Walker and Devine-Wright 2008).
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McClinttock (2014) that – in the field of urban agric
culture – prroposed thee following scheme
(Figure 1).
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4.3 Key variables
Summing up the above mentioned political dimensions/impacts of CBIs, key and measurable
variables could be the following:
a) Individual empowerment, which can be expressed (and measured) in various ways:
access to information; training and skills; organizational capacity; ‘asset endowments’ more
generally (i.e. psychological, informational, organizational, material, social, financial, or
human assets); inclusion/participation; social capital; ability to make choices and express
personal opinions; ownership of assets and resources, etc. Following Glover et al. (2005),
such empowerment effect is dependent on the intensity of participants ‘political’ commitment
and involvement to the initiative (e.g. hours spent working or networking in the community
initiative).
b) External networking with other initiatives, which can be expressed by the attitude of
CBIs towards networking with other initiatives and extracted from the mapping of initiative-toinitiative collaboration, through social network analysis.
c) External networking with other actors/organizations, including formal political
institutions and actors (at various scales), political parties, public agencies, umbrella
organisations or networks or intermediaries, other community representatives or voluntary
organizations or socio-political organizations, social enterprises, private organizations and
firms, schools and training centres, etc. (see Wekerle 2004). One option could be to
replicate/widen the survey by Seyfang and Haxeltine (2012): with which actors are initiatives’
currently or wish to networking with or collaborating?
d) External support: the extent to which initiatives are relying on policy support – in the form
of funding, incentives, special agreements, regulations, external advice. political lobbying,
etc. In terms of public funding, this issue overlaps with those discussed within the economic
dimension.
e) To highlight the initiatives’ aims/objectives/expectations/achievements is especially
crucial when discussing their political dimension: which were their initial objectives? Where
those political objectives? To what degree those objectives have been achieved? Which are
their objectives today? What will those be in the future? We already referred to this issue in
section two10.

10

In political terms, some CBIs are direct affiliations of political activism and political struggles started during the
1960s and 1970s. As such, they are proposing a sort of participative and neighbourhood-level politics. Some
authors investigate CB-initiatives, indeed, from the perspective of social movements studies (Schmelzkopf 2002;
Staeheli et al. 2002; Wekerle 2004; Smith and Seyfang 2013). The aims of CBIs could be to reduce environmental
impacts only, or more radically and politically-informed objectives such as promoting environmental justice and
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As already mentioned, other issues that we referred to cannot be covered by a
standardized/structured questionnaire survey and need to be framed within a more politically
inspired and case-study-based action-research (Blaikie 2012). Such an in-depth and
qualitative analysis will be dealt with within WP3 – for what refers specifically to the issue of
initiatives’ success and up-scaling – and within WP4 – in the tasks related to policy
analysis.

equity (Ferris et al. 2001; Macias 2008; Tornaghi 2014), strengthening democracy and a better citizen involvement
(Neumeier 2012; Ghose and Pettygrove 2014), challenging dominant power relations and claim rights to the city
(Starr 2000; Schmelzkopf 2002; Staeheli et al. 2002; Wekerle 2004), providing alternatives to capitalist social
relations (Eizenberg 2012) or producing new individual and collective subjectivities (Pudup 2008). But such a
strong political orientation is not always the case (Flachs 2010): not all initiatives “reflect an intentional collective
effort to forward positive social change” (Glover et al. 2005); many initiatives are much more pragmatic, as already
mentioned, while those more politically-oriented do often fail in achieving most of their ambitious (political)
objectives (Ghose and Pettygrove 2014).

- 30 -

TESS Project (Grant Agreement n° 603705)

D2.2

5 Economic dimension and impacts
CBIs have a variety of economic aims and effects. According to recent studies, participants
in CBIs are motivated by a set of tangible factors - because most CBIs make available and/or
affordable housing, transport, food, etc. - and intangible ones, in that they produce indirect
economic benefits for individuals and/or their community.
In order to identify the variety of possible positive and negative economic impacts of CBIs, it
is necessary to define the scale of observation. CBIs can indeed produce economic effects at
different scales:
1. Micro: potential benefits and costs to the individual participant and by extension to
group members.
2. Meso: at a local level in the neighbourhood or locality where the initiative takes place,
or on the local community involved.
3. Macro: effects at the city-regional and/or national scale.
The further we move the point of our observation from the initiative itself, the more difficult is
to measure its impacts. For this reason, and given the aims of the research, we will focus on
the micro scale, i.e. the economic effects on individual participants, to be estimated at the
scale of each single initiative. Their aggregate impact will be explored more in detail in Work
Package 4.
In what follows, a distinction will be made between direct and indirect economic benefits.
The economic dimension is also crucial in terms of the initiatives’ chances for surviving,
which implies the assessment of the initiatives’ functioning in economic terms: how they
sustain themselves economically, through which sources, the degree their resilient in respect
to external or internal shocks, etc.

5.1 Direct economic impacts of CBIs
CBIs often have substantial effects on the economic situations of individuals, households and
communities, increasing personal or family incomes directly or indirectly (see Table 4 for an
example).
In terms of economic impacts, the literature shows that the majority of participants, when
asked the most important reasons for joining CBIs, agreed “it was due to the financial
savings” (Katzev 2003; Flachs 2010, p. 2) and impacts on income. Data gathered by
Muheim (1998, p. 20) regarding car sharing initiatives, for example, show that practical


Authors of the section: Venere Stefania Sanna and Filippo Celata, Sapienza University of Rome.
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reasons have the most important and that the proportion of those who joined for ecological
reasons is 6-9%. This rationale, according to previous research, has become more pressing
in the current economic crisis and participants “saw their efforts in most of these initiatives as
supplementing their income in the recession” (Flachs 2010, p. 2). Although evidence reveals
that other motivations are important, economic needs are becoming more pressing.
CBIs have direct economic benefits in that they tend to make goods and services available
and/or accessible and more affordable, e.g. providing products that individuals would
otherwise need to pay for, giving participants access to affordable transport, energy, food,
etc.
For car and bike sharing initiatives the financial savings are expected to be derived from
“avoiding the cost of owning and operating a private vehicle or by making it unnecessary for
people to purchase one” (Katzev 2003). Various studies (Cohen et al. 2008; Katzev 2003)
have shown that car and bike sharing schemes almost entirely remove the fixed cost
associated with transport, or reduce costs compared with public transport, taxi or car hire
(SGS Economics and Planning 2012, p. 15). Moreover, participants can also save on the
variable costs of maintenance.
Community gardens and community farming, to give another example, deliver fresh, local,
and often organic food at relatively low prices, consumers save money on comparable
products available in shops. Flachs (2010), states that participation is economically
advantageous for individuals because “with a relatively small input, they can make large
returns”. Gardeners save significant amounts of money on produce: “one project [in the US]
estimated that community gardeners saved between $75 and $380 in food costs every
season” (Hlubik et al. 1994; Armstrong, 2000). Studies have estimated that a community
garden can yield between $500 and $2,000 worth of produce per family a year, and that
every $1 invested in a community garden plot yields around $6 worth of produce (Hagan and
Rubin 2013, p. 12).
In some places or neighbourhoods, the quality and quantity of food is insufficient; “even
when cash is available to low-income urban residents, food is not always accessible” (Brown
and Carter 2003, p. 8). In ‘food deserts’ for example (areas where food supermarkets and
grocery shops have closed, and healthy and affordable food is inaccessible to the public,
particularly for those without access to an automobile) and especially in low-income areas,
particularly in cities, community-based agriculture initiatives “have filled a necessary gap in
fresh, healthy, and affordable food” (Peña, 2005). Even though food insecurity continues to
affect these communities, gardens help to make food available, sometimes generating
“literally tons of food” (ibid). Such benefits are particularly evident for low-income groups.
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CBIs not only provide food, transport and other services creating savings in household
expenditure on consumables - thus increasing the amount of income allocated to other uses
- but also, in some cases, provide surpluses that can be sold in local markets, generating
additional income for participants. More generally, products and services provided by CBIs
can be marketed or not marketed. Some US community gardens, for example “combine their
surplus and sell at farmers’ markets or sell food directly to restaurants” (Brown and Carter
2003, p. 12), “while most use gardens to supplement their food purchases, some have
created small economies by selling to neighbours and community members” (Flachs 2010, p.
2). This factor is easily quantifiable, and can generate positive publicity for similar initiatives
to start (ibid). Moreover, when neighbours and residents start to “buy local” this is likely to
activate a general trend of lifestyle changes improving both the health and economic vitality
of communities (Hagan and Rubin 2013, p. 11).
Not all the impacts of a CBI are positives. Below are some of the direct negative impacts
explored in the literature. Participants in CBIs usually incurs in direct costs; even if they are
low, membership rates and usage fees represent an expense for users. Participants may be
asked to contribute the recurrent cost of project operation, maintenance, and management.
In addition to fees paid for joining a CBI, many initiatives finance themselves through periodic
subscriptions. A CBI might also be organized based on prepayments for goods and services.
Moreover, in order to cover operational costs to maintain the program, CBI participation may
involve contributing to the initiative not only indirectly in terms of labour, effort or other
tangible contributions (space, means of transport, etc.), but also directly by, for example,
dedicating resources to the initiative. In particular, voluntary work may be considered as a
collateral direct cost expressed by the loss of free time for alternative or remunerative use.
Finally, in some cases participants to CBIs may pay higher prices for products or services
provided by the initiative. The higher price may be motivated by different non-economic
reasons, for example the use of alternative and more costly productive practices which are
more sustainable or fair (Grasseni 2014).
Table 4: Direct and indirect benefits of urban agriculture (Koc et al. 1999, p.98)

Agriculture production
Marketed (to consumers)
Not marketed (given to members or neighbours)
Indirect economic benefits
Multiplier effects
Recreational
Economic diversity and stability
Avoided disposal costs of solid waste

Social and psychological benefits
Food security (available and affordable)
Dietary diversity
Personal psychological benefits
Community cohesion and well-being
Ecological benefits
Hydrologic functions
Air quality
Soil quality
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5.2 Indirect economic impacts of CBIs
Most CBIs have as well a number of indirect or intangible economic impacts among their
members and for the community in which they are operating, which are difficult to identify or
to measure, but which should be taken carefully into account when conducting – for example
– a complete cost/benefit analysis.
The literature indicates that CBIs are felt to convey non-financial benefits – intangible factors
such as improved health, better consumption patterns, increased physical activity, lack of
stress, recreation, civic participation, etc.
Research has shown, for example, that community gardeners and their children eat healthier
and more nutrient-rich in their diets than non-gardening families (Bremer et al, 2003, p. 54).
“In a survey in Flint, Michigan, while only 17,8% of respondents from non-gardening
households ate fruits and vegetables at least 5 times a day, that number rose to 32,4% in
households with a gardener (Alaimo et al. 2008). There is evidence to suggest a connection
between access to healthy food and decreased obesity rates and other diet-related diseases
(Hagan and Rubin 2013), as well as significant benefits to mental health (Maller et al. 2006;
van den Berg and Custers 2011). Some CBIs provide participants with opportunities for
practicing a physical activity, therefore protecting health and preventing disease (Bellows et
al. 2003; NYCDCP 2009). Transport-oriented CBIs can as well have indirect socio-health
benefits. Car-share membership, for example, encourages members to walk/cycle more, and
therefore lead to a more active lifestyle (SGS Economics and Planning 2012, p. 15). These
effects can also create benefits in social service costs, such as health services.
CBIs exhibit transformational effects in terms of social behaviour and civic participation. For
example bike-share schemes tend to introduce new people to cycling and make it a part of
peoples’ lives in new ways (NYCDCP 2009, p. 17) whereas urban agricultural participants
often adopt dietary changes towards less processed foods, and an increasing attention to
energy saving and sustainable waste management. Car sharing help to re-shape
participants’ behaviour and have impacts on increasing the use of alternative means of
transport such as walking, cycling and public transport (SGS Economics and Planning 2012,
p. 15).
Among other potential intangible effects, people involved in such initiatives gain in terms of
education and knowledge – technical and practical skills, environmental literacy, nutritional
awareness, etc. Urban gardeners, for example, spread their knowledge and skills in
production, processing (and sometimes marketing their products) and, when the growers
themselves lack this knowledge, there are a number of organizations that offer public
education, training and demonstrations (Brown and Carter 2013, p. 19). CBIs offer a wide
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range of cultural opportunities (inter-generational exposure, cultural exchange, etc.). They
can serve as ‘outdoor classrooms’ in which youths can learn valuable skills, including
communication, responsibility and cooperation.
Some of these initiatives, moreover, create benefits in terms the reduction in time spent in
routine activities (e.g. shopping, driving, parking, etc.).
There may be some indirect negative effects: bike sharing, for example, increase insecurity
due to an increase in commuter accidents (Sælensminde 2004); other initiatives may expose
participants to environmental risks (Koc 1999, p. 99), but those cases are very rare.

5.3 The costs and economic sustainability of CBIs
Most CBIs do not require substantial investment and tend to have low running costs.
However, they have some costs that should be covered in some way, and this can be difficult
given that most initiatives are not for-profit. Nevertheless, ‘not-for-profit’ doesn’t mean ‘for
loss’. Even though CBIs are not created to generate revenue, they face the necessity of
covering expenses related to their activities to accomplish their mission.
Therefore, despite the nature of their official objectives and aims, financial sustainability is
a major goal/necessity towards which grassroots initiatives strive (Smith and Seyfang 2013).
According to the literature, economic difficulties faced by CBIs are some of the biggest
challenges those initiatives have to deal with. Previous research highlighted that “securing
funding” is difficult in the long term, and it is instrumental to any other of the initiatives’ aims
(Seyfang and Smith 2007; Seyfang 2009; Smith 2006, 2007). Obtaining critical funds to carry
out the necessary activities to fulfil their mission is therefore crucial.
The public sector, volunteers, donors as well as charities, foundations, banks, and private
funders have made a significant contribution to the development and financial resources for
CBIs. Often banks, non-profit organizations and governments are open to providing loans,
micro-credit and/or grants to support start-ups, labour, insurance, specific costs, etc. Those
initiatives that depend on external funding, “tend to be quite strategic – thinking ahead,
understanding funding cycles and increasingly applying to more than one fund” (White and
Stirling 2013).
However, “on-going reliance on grant funding alone is a problem” (ibid). More generally,
attaining financial sustainability through a single source of funds is improbable.
Diversification of sources contributes to the longevity of the project and to its resilience, i.e.
its ability to resist crisis.
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Financial suitability is related to internal income generation, which “was a pressure raised
by all respondents”, in order to provide potentially greater security and less dependency,
according to the survey by White and Stirling (2013). CBIs might provide and/or sell
products/goods and services that exceed their internal needs. This enables them to increase
their financial autonomy and to make independent decisions that truly reflect their - rather
than external donors’/investors’ - priorities. According to Phillips and Graham (2000),
voluntary organizations have had to become more business-like in their attitudes and
behaviour. There is indeed more emphasis on recruiting members who are business-oriented
and entrepreneurial, rather than selecting those more socially focused (Adams and
Perlmutter 1991). This is accompanied by an increased focus on adopting new governance
and management structures and practices (see below).
Depending on the nature of the initiative, another key issue is access, ownership (and
tenure) or control of the capital goods, assets and infrastructure (land, tools, machinery,
etc.) that are needed to run the initiative. This is problematic for most initiatives, for example
for community gardens. “Many involved in urban agriculture do not own the land they use to
grow food. Without title, or three to five year leases, they risk losing their investment when
the land is taken for other purposes” (Brown and Carter 2003, p. 17). In response to these
issues, growers tend to prefer to start initiatives within the context of a legal agreement to
use public or private land provided they maintain it well (e.g. usufruct arrangements,
conservation easements, land trusts, etc.) or try to secure parcels which rarely have other
uses, so can potentially remain agricultural for years (rooftops, roadsides, institutional
properties, etc.). Where the previous options are not viable, many urban farmers have been
able to write medium-to-longer-term leases; others have pressed to increase urban
agricultural spaces in the city master-plan or for obtaining incubator spaces and block grants,
or have encouraged the temporary use of vacant public and private lots, also adopting forms
of urban agriculture which require little investment or are mobile (ibid, p. 18).
CBIs, in short, can incur in economic costs that may include (i) cost of rent or purchase (if
existing), (ii) construction costs for start-up (iii) annual maintenance costs (iv) cost of labour
and (v) costs for processing, packaging, and marketing (if required). They all face challenges
that refer to how they are organised and managed, and the monetary resources and skills
they require, which can leave them vulnerable to wider shocks such as funding cuts, loss of
key people, or changes in policy priorities (Hargreaves et al. 2013; Seyfang and Smith,
2007).
It should also be considered that CBIs are highly diverse, not only in their aims but also in
their functioning (Holland 2004, Baker 2002). CBIs have “distinct organisational forms (firms
vs. a wide range of organisational types encompassing co-ops, voluntary associations,
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informal community groups, etc.); different resource bases (commercial income vs. voluntary
labour, grant funding, etc.); divergent contextual situations (the market economy vs. the
social economy); alternative driving motivations (the pursuit of profit vs. meeting social needs
or pursuing ideological commitments); and the pursuit of qualitatively different kinds of
sustainable development (mainstream business greening vs. radical reform of sociotechnical systems)” (Seyfang and Smith 2007, p. 592). Such diversity “can be seen positively
as: a source of innovation; facilitating the open and bottom up nature of growing; and,
enabling the securing of greater financial support for the endeavour” (White and Stirling
2013).
A major challenge that they all face is related to their organizational effectiveness: the
ability to perform a function with optimal levels of input and output. The idea of organizational
effectiveness is especially important in a non-profit context, as most institutions and people
who donate money, time and other resources to this kind of activity are interested in knowing
whether the organization is effective and efficient in accomplishing its goals.

5.4 Local economic impact
Although the analysis will focus mainly on the micro-scale, it is worth considering that CBIs
also have a wider impact on the local economy, contributing positively to the local area. For
example, they might create new jobs, help revitalize commercial districts, help businesses
thrive and keep money circulating in the local economy, improve nearby land and housing
values, generate additional tax revenues, work as business incubators, etc.
CBIs might produce a measurable impact on land and housing value with reportedly
higher resale values. A study by Voicu and Been (2008) found that New York City gardens
had a statistically significant positive impact on residential property value within 1,000 feet of
the garden, an impact that increased over time. More importantly, this impact was highest in
the lowest income neighbourhoods. In Milwaukee, properties within 250 feet of gardens
experienced an increase of $24.77 with every foot and the average garden was estimated to
add approximately $9,000 a year to the city’s tax revenue (Bremer et al. 2003, p. 20; Sherer
2006).
CBIs may also improve the visual quality, visual preferences, and the perceived safety of
derelict sites and the surrounding areas, by improving the quality of the urban environment.
CBIs may help foster a positive ‘green’ image for the local area and the city which can in turn
result in increased tourism and a better business climate (NYCDCP 2009). More generally,
when neighbours are rich in community initiatives, this is likely to activate a general trend of
lifestyle changes improving both the health and economic vitality of communities (Hagan and
Rubin 2013, p. 11).
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One example of this, are those CBIs in the food domain that establish alternative purchasing
networks, such as Community Supported (or shared) Agriculture (CSA): alternative, locallybased economic models of agriculture and food distribution. Typically, a CSA community
(association or group) constitutes a particular network which supports one or more local
farms, with growers and consumers sharing the risks and benefits of food production. CSA
members or subscribers pay at the onset of the growing season for a share of the anticipated
harvest; once harvesting begins, they receive weekly shares of vegetables and fruit, in
a vegetable ‘box scheme’. In the US, CSA farms share three common characteristics: an
emphasis on community and/or local produce, shares or subscriptions sold prior to the
growing season, and weekly deliveries to members/subscribers11. This arrangement creates
several rewards for both the farmer and the consumer. In particular, farmers receive
payments early in the season (which helps their cash flow), are able to cut the costs of
marketing the food, and reduce the risk of unsold products.
Those impacts may also, in the medium term, generate negative spill-overs. Among
negative indirect impacts of CBIs on the local economy, are those linked with the negative
visual impact on the area, the negative economic impact on local retailers, etc. Some authors
have documented that some kind of initiatives can promote new forms of enclosure and
(ecological) gentrification (Dooling 2009; Tornaghi 2014), by increasing the value and
attractiveness of undeveloped inner-city areas which may negatively affect low-income
residents. Notably, perhaps as a result of a bias towards enthusiasm for such schemes,
there is considerably less literature available regarding their downsides.

5.5 Key variables
a) Financial sustainability: the ability of the initiative to cover its expenses and sustain itself
economically in the long term. A detailed analysis in this regard is difficult, either because of
the size and variety of CBIs, and because most of them lack of an accounting system. It is
possible, however, to identify whether (i) financial sustainability has been established as a
goal and/or (ii) this goal has been satisfied, and/or to see whether the initiative: (i) has a
surplus, a deficit, or a “zero” balance (ii) If there is a surplus or deficit, where it is coming
from (Léon, 2001). Financial sustainability, moreover, requires the diversification of
funding sources: the ability to access external funding on the one hand (government
incentives, grants, funds, donations, loans - ordinary or with preferential terms, etc.), and to
generate (internal) income on the other hand, which may be measured by the share of
annual expenses covered by internal/external or by temporary/permanent sources. It also
requires an analysis of the initiative’s access (and tenure of) the capital goods, assets and
infrastructure (land, labour, tools, machinery, etc.) that are needed to run the initiative.
11

https://attra.ncat.org/publication.html and http://www.newfarm.org/features/0104/csa-history/part1.shtml
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b) Ability to deliver economic benefits to participants and communities: direct and indirect
impacts on participants’ income, expenditures and/or financial situation. Direct impacts can
be measured considering: (i) increase in individual or family income; (ii) decrease in
individual or household expenditure: providing essentials (food, services, transport, etc.)
below (above) market cost or free, lower (higher) proportion of income spent on the items
provided than before, increase (decrease) in disposable income and/or resources for other
necessities or for savings; (iii) decreasing in individual/family debt (and/or increasing in
savings): preventing/avoiding/deferral participants from acquiring debt to buy land, housing,
transportation, energy, etc.
c) Local economy impact: degree to which the initiative contributes (positively or not), and
how, to the local economy. For example, CBIs might create new jobs, help revitalize
commercial districts, help businesses thrive and keep money circulating in the local
economy, improve nearby land and housing values, generate additional tax revenues, etc.
d) Organizational effectiveness, which implies flexibility in the initiative’s organization,
substitutability of key roles and degree of hierarchical management, the extent to which
participants can be transferred to different activities and tasks within the initiative and,
ultimately, the adoption of an organizational model which suit to the well-functioning of the
initiative and to its aims.
It would be difficult to analyse all of these aspects systematically, but some of them could be
the object of ad-hoc and in-depth case studies.
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6 Technological and innovative dimension and
impacts
“Community action is a neglected, but potentially important, site of innovative activity”
(Seyfang and Smith 2007). Many studies have investigated, at least preliminarily, how CBIs
and “grassroots organizations” are actively engaged in innovation processes themselves or
seek to influence innovation processes from the outside (Hargreaves et al. 2013). What is
their specificity in this regard? Within the debates and the literature about innovation and
sustainability, CBIs are often regarded as a ‘soft’ and ‘bottom-up’ alternative to major
technological changes (Seyfang and Longhurst 2013). This is to say that CBIs emphasize
‘social’ innovation, rather than technological change but, sometimes, the two dimensions at
once (Seyfang and Smith 2007), therefore both need to be both properly assessed.
Grassroots innovation is, however, radically different from market-based innovation, or
business innovation – as reported in Table 5 – which is typically the almost exclusive object
of any study on innovation processes.
Table 5: Comparing the characteristics of market-based and grassroots innovations (Seyfang and Smith, 2007)

Market-based innovations

Grassroots innovation

Context

Market economy

Social economy

Driving force

Profit: Schumpeterian rent

Social need; ideological

Niche

Market rules are different: tax and
subsides temporary shelter novelty
from full forces of the market

Values are different: alternative
social and cultural expressions
enabled within niche

Organizational form

Firms

Diverse range of organisational
types: voluntary associations, coops, informal community groups

Income from commercial activities

Grant funding, voluntary input,
mutual exchanges, limited
commercial activity

Resource base

Differently from more traditional innovation processes, grassroots and community-based
innovation favours communities ‘owning’ and embodying innovative sustainable practices
and generating socially embedded changes among a plurality of actors, i.e. they do not only
favour single innovations but seek to contribute to translating those innovations into a more
general ‘socio-technical regime’ change (Seyfang and Smith 2007), also acting as ‘pioneers’
of wider changes. Moreover, they use contextualised knowledge and imply a better ‘fit’ of
solution to the context.
Beside the extensive literature on ‘standard’ innovation processes, and drawing upon this
literature, more or the less unifying frameworks for analysing the innovative potential of CBIs



Author of the section: Filippo Celata, Sapienza University of Rome.
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are to be found within research about sustainability transition. In what follows we will draw
inspiration from the following three approaches:
1) the “multi-level perspective” and strategic niche management (Kemp et al., 1998; Rip
and Kemp 1998; Geels 2002, Smith et al. 2010),
2) the “innovation systems” approach, as it has been applied to sustainability transition
(Van de Bergh et al., 2012, Jacobsson and Bergek, 2011),
3) social innovation (Moulaert et al., 2005; Klein and Harrison, 2006).
The distinction between the first two approaches is not very sharp. A comparison and
combination between the two can be found in Markard and Truffer (2008). Both perspectives
“highlight the importance of networks and learning processes together with the crucial role of
institutions” (Ibidem), and are rooted in evolutionary theory to transition (van den Berg et al.
2006; Safarzynska and van den Berg 2010; Safarzynska et al. 2012). Social innovation
perspectives have been as well related to the multi-level perspective (Kirwan et al. 2013).
The three approaches will however be treated separately.

6.1 The multi-level perspective and CBIs as innovative niches
A widely diffused approach in this regard is the so-called multi-level perspective on
sustainability transitions. The perspective has been applied previously to market-based
technological innovations, and has been lately applied to ‘grassroots innovation’ and CBIs in
a transition to a low-carbon sustainable economy (Seyfang and Smith 2007; Seyfang 2010;
Seyfang and Haxeltine 2012; Smith et al. 2010). According to this perspective, three crucial
layers should be considered:
a) Innovation ‘niches’, which are defined as local ‘protected spaces’ or ‘incubators’, in which
new technologies or socio-technical practices or ‘radical alternatives’ emerge and develop
isolated from the selection pressures of ‘standard’ markets or regimes (Markard and Truffert
2008; Smith et al. 2010; Hoogma et al. 2002). The term is borrowed from strategic niche
management theory. Niche spaces are ‘protective’ insofar as they provide “shielding,
nurturing and empowerment” (Smith and Raven 2012) (see Figure 2), and offer “supportive
networks to allow experimental new systems to take shape” (Seyfang and Longhurst 2013).
Examples are various and range from business incubators to ecovillages (Smith and Raven
2012). Smith and Seyfang (2007) applied the concept to community-based innovations and
defined “green niches” as “sustainability experiments in society in which participation is
widespread and the focus is on social learning”.
b) Socio-technical regimes (Geels 2002), which represent the ‘mainstream’ that niches wish
to change, or to react from. Regimes can be defined as “structures constituted from a co- 41 -
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esses (Smith aand Raven 2012)
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niches are more easily adaptable or acceptable within the dominant regimes and can more
easily be absorbed and even “work alongside a regime without changing it fundamentally”
(Seyfang and Longhurst 2013). The relation between niches and regimes, moreover, does
not depend much on the intentions of those involved, but on the characteristics of
innovations.
Crucial questions are therefore:
1) What is a ‘niche’, how can it be identified and strengthened and, in our case, can
CBIs be equated to ‘protective’ spaces where radical changes can more easily
emerge, consolidate and spread? Finally, what makes such niches ‘protective’ and/or
fertile?
2) Under which conditions do niches emerge, up-scale and challenge the dominant
regime and, from our perspective, how can the performative potential of niches be
assessed?
Work in this field emphasizes, on the one hand, exogenous conditions, i.e. the importance of
landscape pressures and ‘triggers’ in extending the space for radical changes, tensions and
contradictions within incumbent regimes, exacerbated by pressures deriving from broader
socio-economic dynamics (Geels 2004; see Table 6), and even the possibility that regimes
collapse following some sort of environmental or socio-economic or technological crisis
(Geels and Schot 2007; Seyfang and Longhurst 2013).
Table 6: Community garden project era dates crisis/emergency (Pudup 2008)

Potato patches

1894-1917

Panic of 1893

School gardens

1900-1920

Character formation of children

Garden city plots

1905-1920

Urban beautification

Liberty gardens

1917-1920

World War I

Relief gardens

1930-1939

Great Depression

Victory gardens

1941-1945

World War II

Community gardens

1970-present

Urban social movements

Under favourable circumstances, regimes can collapse thanks to the pressures arising from
what Haxeltine et al. (2008) define as ‘empowered niches’, i.e. niches that have “grown
‘powerful’ enough to (…) attack (sometimes effectively) an incumbent regime (and therefore
to potentially take over from it)”. Another crucial distinction is between ‘simple niches’ (not
seeking regime change) and ‘strategic niches’, i.e. “seeds for wider transformation” (Seyfang
and Smith 2007). Niches alone, however, will not seed wider change (Hoogma et al. 2002)
and need to link to wider processes of social change (Smith and Raven 2012). Some
research has emphasized the role of intermediary initiatives or actors which connect niches
to the mainstream and favour the up-scaling of new ideas and practices, even through some
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sort of compromise or mutual adjustment (Geels and Deuten 2006; Seyfang and Smith
2007). Social movements which act explicitly against existing regimes contribute to these
pressures.
Summarizing from the existing literature (Kemp et al. 1998; Geels and Deuten 2006; Seyfang
and Smith 2007, Seyfang and Longhurst 2013), we can identify some key factors and
processes that favour niche emergence and growth:


the visions and expectations of initiatives, which must be widely shared, specific,
realistic and achievable.



the capacity of the initiative towards enrolment of actors and resources.



a sense of community to facilitate information-sharing.



the possibility of building effective social networks, both internally, within single
initiatives, and externally between different initiatives/niches and with other societal
actors including a variety of ‘supporting’ stakeholders, or ‘intermediary actors’ who
“speak for the field”.



the promotion of learning processes which include everyday knowledge and
expertise, plus ‘second-order learning’, i.e. those forms of knowledge that induce
people to question the assumptions and constraints of mainstream regimes.



knowledge infrastructure to enable the flow of information and ideas.

The importance of networking and intermediary actors implies that a crucial dimension is how
a niche interacts with other niches and how it performs in aggregating actors, resource,
identities, in building coalitions and in promoting mobilisation, i.e. how does the niche
perform as a political actor, which is still, however, an open question (Smith et al. 2010), as it
is the way in which niche innovations move beyond the initial protective space, replicate,
scale-up or translate into other contexts (Smith et al. 2010).
Seyfang and Longhurst (2013), identified the following stages of grassroots niche
development and up-scaling: knowledge circulation, establishment of new projects,
establishment of national networks, new knowledge production, new models emergence. The
authors examined the prevalence of different community types and their spread and
development over time, and looked for evidence of niche-formation processes at work.
Contrary to existing research, according to the authors, up-scaling is not paralleled by the
consolidation/standardization and convergence/diffusion of a particular model but, on the
contrary,

is

characterised

by

increasing

fragmentation,

complexity

and

diversification/branching of initiatives. Moreover, according to the authors – and as already
mentioned - regime shifts are more probable when innovations are adaptable to the existing
framework, rather than completely novel.
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Haxeltine et al. (2008) have similarly attempted to identify a sequence of mechanisms that
commonly occur in socio-technical transitions (based on Geels and Schot 2007). Their aim is
to see how (empowered) niches and regimes interact to produce a transition, based on
niches’ internal dynamics (their ability to endure, to “maintain change”, to grow or to
continually search for novelty and new opportunities), their networking with other niches, and
external circumstances such as ‘trigger’ events or the reaching of a certain threshold.
The dynamic dimension of CBIs, however, will only partially be investigated here because it
will be the object of Work Package 3, dedicated to up-scaling.
In terms of evaluation and assessment tools, the methodologies adopted by most authors
within the multi-level perspective is qualitative and fieldwork based. Seyfang (2010), for
example, applied an evaluation method based on the new economics of sustainable
consumption. The author used participant observation and in-depth semi-structured
interviews with the aim of evaluating if the single initiative has positive or negative impacts
according to the following five dimensions: localisation (the degree to which they are based
on local resources), reducing ecological footprints (the extent to which they reduce
environmental impacts), community-building (the degree of involvement of the community
and network building), collective action (up-scaling and diffusion to other communities), and
building new infrastructure for provision of innovations.
Seyfang and Longhurst (2013) proposed a sort of stakeholder analysis to identify significant
actors in each stage of niche development based on background material and interviews with
“leading developers” and a panel of academic and practitioner experts.
Haxeltine et al. (2008) attempted to extract from an analysis of ‘historical’ examples of how
niches interacted with regimes to produce effective transitions, a more or the less unifying
narrative about the kinds of processes involved in producing transition patterns. Their aim
was to identify a recurrent ‘models’. Smith and Raven (2012) have used narrative analysis as
well but from the perspective of constructivism and critical discourse analysis.
According to Smith et al. (2010) there are other authors seeking to apply more standardised
and indicator-based methods to the field but, whether drawing upon qualitative methods or
quantitative measures based on indicators, there is still considerable work to do in
formalising the multi-level perspective into a solid methodology. This methodology,
moreover, should not focus on niches alone, but should include the analysis of sociotechnical regimes which are difficult to delineate or to investigate (Seyfang and Longhurst
2013; Markard and Truffer 2008).
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Some have proposed taking inspiration from the literature on innovation systems (Markard
and Truffert 2008), a perspective where standardised methodologies have been more widely
experimented, as reported in the next sub-section.

6.2 CBIs as innovation systems
Whereas the multi-level perspective emphasizes the interaction between layers/scales in the
innovation process, the innovation systems tradition highlights the relational dimension of
innovation processes. An innovation system is composed of networks of actors and
institutions that develop, diffuse and use innovations. The approach is interested in seeing
how these actors relate to one another and promote knowledge development and diffusion.
The key element is therefore the generation and diffusion of knowledge, more than the
material outcome of innovation, i.e. new products and markets. This is especially crucial for
emerging or ‘immature’ innovation systems, like most of those that will be investigated
through the project.
Following Carlsson et al. 2002, the methodology for investigating innovation systems
usually follows three steps:
a) to delimit the ‘system’ which, within different strands of literature, have been identified
at the national, regional, sectoral, or technological level.
b) to identify the actors, which within ‘standard’ innovation processes are typically
industries and firms, universities, research institutes, government agencies,
government policies, etc. Methods commonly adopted to identify the actors are, for
example, expert interviews, citation analysis, membership in associations, or the
snowball method;
c) to understand its capability, which can be distinguished into selective (or strategic)
ability (effectiveness); organizational (or coordinating) ability; functional ability;
learning (or adaptive) ability;
d) to assess its performance. Common methods in standard innovation research are the
analysis of patents, bibliometric studies, the economic performance of innovation
outcomes (which is difficult to measure), innovation diffusion, etc.
For what refers specifically to the assessment of knowledge creation and diffusion, following
Carlsson et al. (2002), Jacobsson and Bergek (2003, 2011), Jacobsson et al. (2004) a
number of possible methods can be identified: conventional patent indicators, the number of
actors involved, cross-fertilization of different technologies - e.g. mobility of professionals - an
evaluation of the ‘closeness’ to market exploitation, conventional indicators of the economic
use of knowledge, such as employment and growth figures. Examples of those standard
indicators are reported in Table 7.
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Table 7: Examples of performance indicators for an emerging technological system (Rickne 2001)

Generation of knowledge

Diffusion of knowledge

Use of knowledge

Number of patents

Timing/stage of development

Employment

Number of engineers or scientists

Regulatory acceptance

Turnover

Mobility of professionals

Number of partners/number of
distribution licenses

Growth

Technological diversity

-

Financial assets

Less conventional methods have been proposed, like measures of the supply of specialized
human capital and of the legitimacy of a new technology, or the degree of (technological, or
scientific) diversity of the system: diversity may indeed be considered an indication of
innovation systems’ performance, because of the highly selective environment.
In the specific case of sustainability transition, some authors suggested analysing each of the
innovation system functions - intermediate variables between structure and system
performance - separately (see Table 8).
Table 8: Seven sub-processes/functions in a technological innovation system adapted from Bergek et al. 2008

Knowledge
development
diffusion

and

Entrepreneurial
Experimentation
Influence
on
direction of search

The breadth and depth of the knowledge base and how that knowledge is
developed, diffused and combined in the system
The testing of innovations, applications and markets whereby new
opportunities are created and a learning process is unfolded.

the

The incentives and/or pressures for initiatives to innovate. These may come
in the form of visions, expectations of growth potential, regulation,
articulation of demand from external actors, crises, etc.

Resource mobilization

The extent to which actors within the innovation system is able to mobilize
human and financial capital as well as complementary assets such as
network infrastructure.

Market formation

The factors driving market formation, including the articulation of demand
from external actors, institutional change, changes in performance.

Legitimation

The social acceptance and compliance with relevant institutions. Legitimacy
is not given but is formed through conscious actions.

Development of positive
externalities

The collective dimension of the innovation and diffusion process, i.e. how
initiatives may benefit other initiatives. It also indicates the dynamics of the
system since externalities magnify the strength of the other functions.

Potential indicators for assessing the performance of innovation systems at the level of each
of the above mentioned sub-functions have been summarized by Markard and Truffer (2008)
in relation to market innovation. However, until now, “no standard combination of indicators
for measuring the strength of the functions has been developed” (Jacobsson and Bergek
2011).

6.3 CBIs and social innovation
The term social innovation has been applied to a diversity of contexts within various
disciplinary traditions: urban and regional studies, policy studies, social psychology, social
entrepreneurship, social movements, public administration studies, economics, etc. (for a
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review see Cajaiba-Santana 2014). The meaning of the concept is extremely varied and
existing studies range from analysing how social context influences or is influenced by
(standard) innovation processes (Pol and Ville 2009), to identifying new methods to deliver
social services or social policies (Goldsmith et al. 2010).
The concept of social innovation is here intended to identify those innovations that do not
create new technologies or products or artefacts, but express themselves “at the level of
social practice” (Howaldt and Schwarz 2010, p. 21), i.e. they don’t result in tangible
(technological or productive) improvements, but in a change of attitudes, behaviour, social
practices or forms of organization (Neumeier 2012, p. 55), which in turn can help to improve
the living conditions of those involved (Kirwan et al. 2013) and that will later become
institutionalized (Cajaiba-Santana 2014).
Table 9: Contrasts and similarities in economic and social innovation (Adams and Hess 2010)

Old economic
innovation

New economic innovation

Social innovation

Drivers

Shareholder value

Market position

Social
wellbeing/liveability

Location

Firms

Industries/regions

Community

Leadership

Company
engineers

Industry groups/clusters

Distributed

Ideas from

Experts

Shop floor

Networks

Actions

Research
development

Invention, diffusion, adoption

Building
networks

Relations

Ownership

Mutual interest

Trust

Interventions

Grants, tax breaks

Incubators/infrastructure

Facilitating
network
formation/capacity
building

Governance

Licenses, patents

Partnerships

Partnerships

and

inter-sectoral

The relevance of the concept for our project is evident because, firstly, in contrast with
standard innovation processes, social innovation is “constructivist and community based”
(Adams and Hess 2010) (see Table 9), and secondly because the domain of sustainability
transition is probably where the concept has been applied most (EC 2014).
Being intangible, social innovations and their impacts are difficult to identify and even more
difficult to evaluate through a standardized metric. Building upon existing research (Moulaert
et al. 2005; Adams and Hess 2008, 2010; Vicari Haddock 2009; Caulier-Grice et al. 2012;
Kirwan et al. 2013; Cajaiba-Santana 2014) we can identify the following key dimensions of
social innovation:
a) novelty: the initiative/practice does not necessarily need to be completely original or
unique but new in some way or applied in a new way.
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b) intentionality: “the distinguishing feature of social innovation lies firstly in newness
and secondly in the inherent purposeful actions oriented towards a desired result”
(Cajaiba-Santana 2014).
c) to provide tangible improvements and to satisfy human needs that are not yet or no
longer satisfied by the market or the state.
d) to empower those involved by increasing their socio-political capabilities and assets,
their capacity to prevent or to react, their access to or a better use of resources.
e) to create new or to change social relations (and power relations), through communitybuilding, social inclusion, participative decisional processes and by promoting social
justice.
f)

to increase the capacity of communities and groups to act collectively as social
agents of change.

g) replicability to other circumstances.
Similarly, following Mulgan (2007), Adams and Hess (2010), Cajaiba-Santana (2014), EC
(2014), we can identify some recurrent stages through which social innovation emerges:
1) ‘trigger’: social innovations often do not emerge out of the blue but constitute an
explicit reaction to, for example, environmental crisis (Biggs et al. 2010), public
spending cuts (Murray et al. 2010), etc.
2) ideation: in this, social innovations “are usually new combinations or hybrids of
existing elements, rather than being wholly new in themselves” (Mulgan 2007). Social
innovators are “technology takers” initially rather than “technology makers” (Seyfang
and Smith 2007). In some cases, the innovative dimension rest solely on the capacity
to ‘reframe’ old problems in order to provide a new approach (Biggs et al. 2010), in a
way that “makes sense to other groups and resonates with existing beliefs and
values” (EC 2014).
3) enrolment: the enrolment of people and resources, mostly intangible, through
community-building, the creation of “new social relationships between previously
separate individuals and groups which matter greatly to the people involved,
contribute to the diffusion and embedding of the innovation” (Mulgan 2007).
4) results: to create tangible benefits, improvements, skills or opportunities for those
involved.
5) effective management: putting social innovation into practice, that according to some,
“implies the establishment of consistent and motivated leadership by either an
individual or core group” (EC 2014), or even entrepreneurship, via the consolidation
of specific organizations, community enterprises or cooperatives. In other cases, in
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order to emerge, social innovations need to get ‘politicised’, i.e. to transform into
wider social movements (Vicari Haddock and Moulaert 2009).
6) external networking, intended here as the tendency of social groups to link in
collaborative and/or competitive relationships with other groups (Cajaiba-Santana
2014).
7) engaging stakeholders: almost all existing research agrees upon the importance of
engaging external stakeholders (EC 2014, Biggs et al. 2010) - also in order to cut
across organisational, sectoral or geographic boundaries - and the critical role played
by ‘connectors’: brokers, entrepreneurs and institutions that link together people,
ideas, money and power (Mulgan 2007).
8) scaling up and diffusion through replication, emulation and inspiration. Sometimes
this requires institutionalisation, i.e. initiatives “go through a life-cycle, which involves
increasing formalisation, professionalization and possibly co-optation into the
established political system” (Moulaert et al. 2005).
9) systemic change. The outcome of social innovation, as mentioned above, is
expressed by a change in social practices, rather than in new artefacts, or - more
practically - “new solutions (products, services, models, markets, processes etc.) that
simultaneously meet a social need (more effectively than existing solutions) and lead
to new or improved capabilities and relationships and better use of assets and
resources” (Caulier-Grice et al. 2012).
A by-product is the creation of a fertile social terrain “whereby each innovation opens up the
possibility of further innovations” (Mulgan 2007). Even those community initiatives that
promote new social practices, rather than ‘standard’ innovation, can provide an optimal
terrain for experimenting with more sustainable technologies (Seyfang and Smith 2007); a
sort of “test-bed for innovative experiments in environmental and sustainable living” (EC
2014). In the field of energy, for example, Maruyama et al. (2007) showed how CBIs can
affect the social acceptance of particular innovations. The analogy with the concept of the
innovative ‘niche’ mentioned above is evident. The social impact is equally evident - “social
innovation is very much about social inclusion as well as social justice” (Kirwan et al. 2013).
As well as the political implication of the concept: social innovation is the result of “intended,
planned, coordinated, goal oriented, and legitimated actions undertaken by social agents
aiming at social change” (Cajaiba-Santana 2014). Finally, social innovation produces
changes in terms of relationship between stakeholders, and fosters change in the
relationships between the public, private and third sectors (Murray et al. 2010). The role of
grassroots organizations in this scenario is crucial and it is debated whether social innovation
can be more radical or more conservative according to the context in which it is fostered.
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Methodologies for identifying, analyzing or assessing the development and outcome of
social innovations are still in an embryonic stage of development. Research in the field is still
largely based on anecdotal evidence or case studies (Cajaiba-Santana 2014). Qualitative
methodologies are by far the most widely adopted, e.g. in-depth interviews, observation and
focus groups to assess the dynamics, attitudes and behaviour of groups involved in social
innovation (Biggs et al. 2010, Seyfang and Smith 2007, Smith and Seyfang 2013), or actionresearch methods and participatory research (Reeves et al. 2013). Cajaiba-Santana (2014)
proposes the analysis of historical narratives, sense-making and storytelling to see how
change unfolds over time. Van den Berg et al. (2007) propose a comparative technique for
confronting successful and non-successful innovations using literature reviews, interviews
and workshops. Other research has attempted to use scenario-based methodologies and
‘backcasting’ as a way to highlight “discrepancies between current realities and the desired
vision of a sustainable future” (EC 2014).
More standardized methods are to be found in Reeves et al. (2013). Their proposal is to
measure changes in attitudes to environmental issues and the perceived impact of socially
innovative projects. Seyfang and Smith (2007) propose short survey research that can help
map the extent, characteristics, impacts and outcomes of social innovations, based on a
Likert-scale method.
Murray et al. (2010) list a variety of methods, whose applicability to our case needs to be
verified. Those include: standard investment appraisal methods, cost-benefit analysis and
cost-effectiveness analysis, stated preference methods, social accounting methods, quality
of life measures, social impact assessment, comparative metrics or benchmarks, user
experience surveys, etc. Others have proposed using quantitative assessment of the output
of social innovation, aimed for example at evaluating CO2 savings obtained thanks to social
innovations.
The IA4Si project12 fundend by the EC is currently developing a multi-stakeholders, qualiquantitative methods for social innovation project impact assessment. Beside this, there is
also the work of the TEPSIE project which developed a methodology for measuring social
innovation at territorial (mainly regional and national) level13.

6.4 Key variables
As already mentioned, the three perspectives presented above are not self-exclusive and
they often highlight common elements. Moreover, they all refer to a variety of potential
methodologies which are not easy to translate into a standardized and unifying framework.
12
13

http://ia4si.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/D%202%201_methodology_1.1_301114.pdf
http://tepsie.eu/index.php/summary
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What we need here is indeed not to evaluate or to measure the outcome of grassroots
innovation in terms of, for example, their environmental impact (which will be explored within
the environmental dimension) or the degree to which they succeeded in diffusing and upscaling (which will be the object of a specific work package: WP3). We need to understand
what the initiatives’ performance and their potential for providing a fertile terrain for
innovation is, i.e. the extent to which CBIs constitute ‘niche’ spaces which are conducive to
changes.
In this, a number of key variables can be highlighted. The crucial issue is not only how those
variables can be estimated but also how they can be combined to produce synthetic
measures - although exploratory - of innovative potential.
a) Novelty, i.e. the extent to which initiatives adopt original or radically different practices or
models, which is also related to their innovativeness: the extent to which they contribute to
creating or, mostly, to experimenting and applying new technologies, new ideas and novel
approaches. A related dimension is the initiatives’ diversity that, as mentioned above, is a
crucial innovation asset.
b) Technical complexity and specificity, in terms of skills or technologies required. This on
the one hand positively impacts the initiatives’ innovative potential but, on the other hand,
reflects negatively on their replicability. Being too complex can constitute a barrier to
survival, diffusion and up-scaling: a typical ‘intrinsic’ challenge of grassroots innovation is the
need for particular skills and resources which may be difficult to mobilize or to sustain
(Seyfang 2010).
c)

Social

innovation.

The

degree

to

which

the

initiative

contributes

to

the

production/diffusion of social innovations, innovative/sustainable social practices, changes in
attitudes, behaviour, forms of organization, etc.
d) Enrolment: their ability to involve and to mobilize people, actors, resources, both within
single initiatives and via their external networking, i.e. their ability to influence other niches
(that can be measured via innovation diffusion analysis) or significant actors which are
relevant for transforming single ideas or community-based practices into wider social and
technological changes. This is also related to the initiatives’ degree of institutionalisation
and their legitimacy: the degree to which they are perceived by key institutions and actors
as crucial, useful, replicable, etc. This issue will be covered in the political domain, because it
is strictly related to external networking.
e) Human capital externalities: the extent to which CBIs offers participants and
communities with first and second order learning occasions, diffuse instrumental/technical or
- 52 -

TESS Project (Grant Agreement n° 603705)

D2.2

critical knowledge, provide formal education or informal knowledge and learning
infrastructure to enable the flow of information, ideas and knowledge spill-overs.
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7 Environmental dimension
According to the World Resources Institute (1995), ‘indicators are not an end in themselves
rather they are tools that can be used with wisdom and restraint, can build support for
needed change’. Generally, ‘indicators are described as a parameter which points to,
provides information about, describes the state of a phenomenon/environment/area, with
significance extending beyond that directly associated with a parameter value’ (OECD 1998).
Environmental indicators are, therefore, a vehicle for summarizing, otherwise simplifying and
communicating information about something that is of importance to environmental decisionmaking (Moxey et al. 1998).
The Canadian government was the first to begin developing environmental indicator
concepts in the late 1980s. In 1987, the Dutch government also initiated similar work. In
1989, after the G-7 Economic Summit, the OECD was asked to develop environmental
indicators. This has been the basis for the compilation of environmental indicators by the
OECD (Hammond et al. 1995). During the 1990s, environmental indicators gained significant
importance and are now widely used in OECD countries. The OECD has been active in the
field of environmental information for the last 20 years with regular publications on The State
of The Environment (1979, 1985, 1991), Environmental Data (since 1984, biennial since
1985) and Environmental Indicators (since 1991). The OECD (2003), presents 40-50 core
indicators and 10-13 key environmental indicators. The indicators are arranged according to
a causal chain framework, the widely recognized pressure–state–response model (PSR). A
distinction is made between (1) pressures for the environment, (2) description of the state of
the environment and (3) societal responses (OECD, 1993; Hammond et al., 1995; OECD,
1998; Niemeijer and Groot 2008). More specifically, pressure indicators show the causes of
environmental problems (e.g., depletion of natural resources through extraction or
overharvesting, releases of pollutants or wastes into the environment). State indicators, in
contrast, measure the quality or "state" of the environment, particularly in relation to a decline
attributable to human activities (e.g., stratospheric ozone concentrations, urban air quality, or
fish stocks).
Later, the PSR approach was supplemented by the European Environmental Agency (EEA)
and developed into a so-called DPSIR-approach which considers two additional factors,
driving forces and impact (Smeets and Weterings, 1999; EEA, 2000; Niemeijer and de Groot
2008). The EEA’s (2013) report builds on the DPSIR framework and presents an extensive
set of 146 environmental indicators, grouped into 12 environmental themes. Apart from the
OECD and EEA’s guidelines, the Sustainablility Reporting Guidelines (SRG) of the Global
Reporting Initiative also include a set of key environmental issues and related indicators (GRI
2006). The purpose of the SRG are benchmarking and assessing sustainability performance;
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demonstration and comparison of performance between different organizations. These
guidelines can also provide a crude understanding of different environmental indicators
which have the greatest influence on future environmental sustainability.
Table 10: Environmental indicators considered in different guidelines

Indicators
Climate
change/ozone
depletion

OECD (2008)

EEA (2013)

EC (2012)

GRI (2006)

Climate change

Climate change

Climate change
Ozone depletion,
Photochemical
Ozone formation

Emissions, Effluents

Ozone layer

Energy

Energy resources

Energy, transport

Air

Air quality

Air pollution

Waste

Waste generation
Freshwater
quality

Waste

Waste

Water

Water

Water

Biodiversity
Land use

Forest
Fish

Fisheries

Biodiversity

Biodiversity
Land and soil

Green economy

Others

Acidification

Eco toxicity – fresh
water

Freshwater

Resources

Energy, transport

Agriculture
indicators
Household
consumption

Resource
depletion – water,
mineral, fossil
Eutrophication –
terrestrial, aquatic

Biodiversity

Land use
Environmental
Protection
expenditures and
investments
Products and
services
Materials and
compliance

Currently, the European Commission is testing a recently developed guidance document for
the calculation and use of an organization’s environmental footprint (EC EF). The method is
based on a life cycle approach and applies to organizational activities in general (EC 2012).
According to the guide, environmental footprint is aggregated into a range of impact
categories. The core indicators from the different guidelines are summarized in Later, the
PSR approach was supplemented by the European Environmental Agency (EEA) and
developed into a so-called DPSIR-approach which considers two additional factors, driving
forces and impact (Smeets and Weterings, 1999; EEA, 2000; Niemeijer and de Groot 2008).
The EEA’s (2013) report builds on the DPSIR framework and presents an extensive set of
146 environmental indicators, grouped into 12 environmental themes. Apart from the OECD
and EEA’s guidelines, the Sustainablility Reporting Guidelines (SRG) of the Global Reporting
Initiative also include a set of key environmental issues and related indicators (GRI 2006).
The purpose of the SRG are benchmarking and assessing sustainability performance;
- 55 -

TESS Project (Grant Agreement n° 603705)

D2.2

demonstration and comparison of performance between different organizations. These
guidelines can also provide a crude understanding of different environmental indicators
which have the greatest influence on future environmental sustainability.
Table 10. The United Nations Statistics Division also lists indicators that are based on current
demands for international environmental statistics and availability of internationally
comparable data (UNSD 2014).
In recent years, environmental indicators have become an active component for
environmental impact assessments which are common practice in planning and evaluation at
all scales of decision making, from private enterprise to town councils, governments and
international forums. Environmental regulations are rapidly increasing in number which led to
a boom in environmental assessment reports nationally and internationally (Niemeijer and
Groot 2008). Also, there is a growing need to establish appropriate environmental indicators
to allow decision makers to make informed judgements regarding policies, programs, plans
and projects (Cloquell-Ballester et al., 2006). Environmental indicators are used in reporting,
planning, clarifying policy objectives and priorities, budgeting, and assessing performance
(OECD 2008). Moreover, environmental indicators can also help in identifying the link
between environmental, social and economic dimensions which is vital for good policy
making (Niemi and McDonald, 2004).

7.1 Environmental Indicators for CBIs
The guidelines described in the previous paragraph are generally crafted to describe larger
entities, such as countries or large organizations. They are often not directly applicable to
CBIs because of different data availability and different scales. However, there are studies on
adapted sets of environmental indicators for community based initiatives. A number of
studies are focusing on a specific aspect of the environment, such as energy (Brown 2004,
Mayrhofer 2009), carbon emissions (Simon 2004), or water (Dowling 2007). Environmental
indicators for assessing community level initiatives have been summarized in a section on
natural science perspective studies of eco-village research (Wagner 2012, p89). The global
eco-village network has developed a bottom-up community sustainability assessment (CAS)
based on a questionnaire that includes a comprehensive section on environmental aspects
(GEN 2010).

Forrest (2011) bases his sustainability appraisal of small communities in

transition on a core, generic criteria for sustainability assessment as developed by Gibson
(2006). Church and Elster (2002) based their work on an assessment of environmental
impacts on multiple scales (local community, local authority, and national) and derives
lessons for national policy. In all cases, assessment is based on self-evaluation rather than
measurable quantities.
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Instead, studies that evaluate a broad set of environmental indicators are often based on the
ecological footprint methodology (Wackernagel and Rees 1998). This method can be
considered a top-down approach. Examples are reported in Giratalla (2004) and Tinsley and
George (2006). The ecological footprint has not been without criticism (van den Bergh and
Verbruggen 1999, Fiala 2008), because of the high level of aggregation, domination by
energy consumption, missing distinction between sustainable and unsustainable land use,
the arbitrary selection of spatial scales to which the footprint is applied, and a poor treatment
of trade. The environmental indicators considered in each study are summarized in Error!
Reference source not found..

Table 11: Environmental indicators identified in different CBI studies consisting of community custainability
assessment (GEN 2010), ecological footprint (Tinsley and George 2006), multi‐scale assessment (Church and Elster
2002) and transition communities (Forrest 2011)

Indicators

Energy

Water

Community
Sustainability
Assessment
Energy sources & uses
Sources, quality & use
patterns
Water waste & pollution
management

Ecological
Footprint

Energy, travel

Multi‐scale
Assessment
Energy use, travel
awareness

Waste

Consumption patterns &
solid waste management

Food

Food production,
Food
availability, & distribution

Bio‐diversity

Sense of place ‐
community location &
scale; restoration &
preservation of nature

Habitats, wildlife

Infrastructure

Physical infrastructure,
buildings &
transportation ‐
materials, methods,
designs

Environmentally
friendly housing &
buildings

Others

Non‐food
items
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Energy use & CO2
emissions, car dependency,
utility Bills
Water supply & waste
water treatment

Water

Waste

Transition Communities

Reduce waste

Waste production,

Food production

Biodiversity

Sustainable wood fuel
resource
Access to basic services &
amenities, community
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assets, employment, local
economy, low impact
consumerism, participatory
governance, social cohesion

7.2 Consideration for selection of indicators
General environmental indicators should be measurable, scientifically valid and capable of
providing information for management decision-making (Donnelly et al 2007). The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency along with the U.S. Geological Survey define an
environmental indicator as ‘a measurable feature or features that provide managerial and
scientifically useful evidence of environmental and ecosystem quality or reliable evidence of
trends in quality’ (Donnelly et al 2007). Olsthoorn et al. (2001) state that environmental
indicators should be as simple as possible and only as complex as necessary. The aims of
environmental indicators are: to raise public awareness on environmental issues (Smeets
and Weterings 1999), to allow a comparison of the environmental performance between
companies and initiatives (Olsthoorn et al. 2001, Veleva and Ellenbecker 2001, Niemeijer
2002), to provide an assessment relative to a reference condition (Reed et al. 2006), to
monitor progress towards sustainable development (ibid.), and to identify problems as well
as suitable management strategies (ibid.). Also, environmental indicators should have the
following characteristics:


objective (Olsthoorn et al. 2001, Niemeijer 2002),



significant and meaningful (LUBW 2003, UNSD 2014),



universally understandable (Olsthoorn et al. 2001, LUBW 2003, UNSD 2014),



achievement-oriented (UNSD 2014),



reproducible (Hammond et al. 1995),



scientifically sound (Niemeijer 2002, Piorr 2003; UNSD 2014),



adequately documented, controllable and transparent (Piorr 2003, EC 2012),



suitable over a time period adequate for long-term planning (UNSD 2014),



flexible enough for the consideration of new data and scientific knowledge (UNSD
2014),



relevant for stakeholders (Olsthoorn et al. 2001, UNSD 2014).

There are different approaches related to the selection of environmental indicators. Niemeijer
(2002) distinguish between a data-driven and a theory-driven approach, whereby the choice
of criteria is based on data availability firstly and secondly, motivated by the search for best
possible indicators. Bell and Morse (2001) separate indicators into (1) top-down and expertdriven, or (2) bottom-up and community-based. The first group is often quantitative and
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collected by experts while the second is more qualitative and characterized by an
involvement and understanding of local communities (Reed et al. 2006). Generally, bottomup approaches are easier to use but might be less objective.
Different authors emphasize the need for a hybrid approach that includes both perspectives
(Thomas and Twyman 2004). Olsthoorn et al. (2001) review existing literature on
environmental performance indicators for private sector organizations and additionally point
to the fact that environmental indicators need to deliver sufficient information for a value
judgment.
In the case of TESS, environmental indicators are embedded within the broad assessment
strategy which also covers economic, social, political and technological aspects. This
requires the use of a reduced and limited set of environmental indicators. Considering the
need for a smaller set of indicators, the existing knowledge from the scientific literature on
indicator selection, and the available experience in environmental assessment of CBIs, we
decided on the following approach: we selected the most important variables in terms of the
number of studies assessing these for CBIs (variables with at least 3 entries in Table 11).
Moreover, additional criterion indicators (food and biodiversity) are covered in the ecosystem
services and green infrastructure assessment (see Chapter 8).
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8 Ec
cosysttem serrvices and grreen infrastru
ucture
CBIs may influence
e ecosystem
ms, green in
nfrastructurre, and biod
diversity wh ich will be reflected
r
in the p
provisioning
g of ecosys
stem service
es. This ca
an include direct
d
and iindirect ben
nefits as
well ass unwanted
d externalities impactiing ecosys
stem servic
ces. Hencee, CBI imp
pacts on
ecosysttems need to be asse
essed holisttically, cons
sidering bo
oth direct annd indirect positive
and neg
gative effeccts, in orde
er to underrstand the overall syn
nergies andd trade-offs. In this
section,, we explain how we will accoun
nt for ecos
system serv
vices and ggreen infras
structure
within th
he TESS prroject.

8.1 E
Ecosystem servic
ces
The con
ncept of eccosystem se
ervices gai ned much popularity over the laast decades
s among
scientific communiities (Costa
anza et al. 1997; de Groot
G
et al.. 2002), annd decision makers
(Carpen
nter et al. 2009).
2
The concept trreats huma
an-nature-interaction inn a holistic way by
focusing
g on human
n well-being
g and on th
he sustaina
able management of nnatural resources at
the sam
me time. Since
S
huma
ankind is h
highly depe
endent on nature botth as a so
ource of
resourcces and as a sink for wastes and
d pollution, assessing the state oof ecosyste
ems and
their ab
bility to pro
ovide services becom
mes essential for our future surrvival (Alcamo and
Bennettt 2003). Eccological sy
ystems via ecosystem componen
nts, structurres, and prrocesses
supply e
ecosystem services th
hat are app
propriated by
b socioeco
onomic systtems (see Figure
F
3
and Ta
able 12). Ecosystem
E
services rrelevant to
o humankin
nd are num
merous an
nd interdependent (Costan
nza et al. 19
997; de Gro
oot et al. 200
02; de Groo
ot 2006).

(Source: Alca
camo and Bennett 2003)
Figure 3: The four cate
egories of ecos
system service
es provide by Millennium Ec
cosystem Asssessment
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Table 12: Important ecosystem services (excluding services mentioned in the supporting services category in
Hassan et al. (2005)) with their relevant ecosystem process and components adapted from Hassan et al. 2005;
de Groot (2006) and de Groot et al. (2010)
Ecosystem Services

Ecosystem Process

Ecosystem Components

1

Food

Conversion of solar energy & other nutrient into
edible plants & animals

Plants, animal, soil, water, nutrient
(biotic & abiotic)

2

Fibre, fuel & other raw
materials

Conversion of solar energy & other nutrient into
biomass

Plants, soil, water, nutrient (biotic &
abiotic)

3

Genetic resources

Evolution of genetic materials

Plants & animals (biotic)

4

Biochemical
resources

Medicinal/chemical (potential) use of plants &
animal

Pants & animals (biotic)

5

Ornamental resources

Ornamental use of plants & animals

Plants & animal (biotic)

6

Water

Filtering, retention & storage of fresh water

River, lakes, spring, aquifers (abiotic)

7

Air quality regulation

Extraction of aerosols & chemicals from the
atmosphere

Plants & air movement (biotic &
abiotic)

8

Climate regulation

Ecosystems’ influences on local & global climate

Plants, other abiotic structure like
mountains, rivers, lakes, etc.

9

Natural hazard regulation

Roles of forests in dampening extreme events

Plants (biotic)

10

Water regulation

Water retention, infiltration & gradual water
release by forests

Plants & soil (biotic & abiotic)

11

Erosion regulation

Soil retention by vegetation & biota

Plants (biotic)

12

Water treatment

Roles of biota & abiotic processes in removal or
breakdown of organic matter

Biota & abiotic structures in water
bodies (biotic & abiotic)

13

Biological regulation

Pest & disease control

Plants, animal, insects, etc.

14

Pollination

Transfer of pollen grains

Insects, animal, air, water (biotic &
abiotic)

15

Spiritual & religious values

Landscape features or species with spiritual
religious values

Special landscape components &
species (biotic & abiotic)

16

Recreation & ecotourism

Landscape & species attraction for recreation

Landscape components & species
(biotic & abiotic)

17

Aesthetic values

Aesthetic quality of landscape

Landscape components & species
(biotic & abiotic)

18

Knowledge
system
Educational values

Features with special educational & scientific
values/interest

Landscape components & species
(biotic & abiotic)

&

medicinal

&

Ecosystem services are the benefits that humans obtain from natural or man-made
ecosystems (Hassan et al. 2005). They are grouped into four categories: provisioning,
regulating, cultural, and supporting services. Provisioning services are the products obtained
from ecosystems (e.g. food, fibre, water, etc.). Regulating services are benefits obtained
from the regulation of ecosystem processes (e.g. climate regulation, disease regulation, etc.).
Nonmaterial benefits people obtained from ecosystems are called as cultural services,
whereas supporting services are those that are necessary for the production of all other ES.
ES are also considered as the aspects of ecosystems utilized (actively or passively) to
produce human well-being (Fisher et al., 2009).
An ecosystem is composed of biotic and abiotic components that are organized into ecosystem structures and
which interact through processes (Hassan et al. 2005). The biophysical structure and processes of an ecosystem
determine its functions which are also its capacities to provide good and services for direct and indirect human
consumption. These good and services benefit human society, enabling human well-being ((Source: HainesYoung and Potschin (2010)

Figure 4).
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(Source
e: Haines-Youung and Potschin (2010)
Figure 4: Links betwee
en ecosystem components,
c
p
processes, fun
nction, service
es, and humann well-begin..
(Source
e: Haines-Youung and Potschin (2010)

Figure 4 presentss interlinks and intera
actions betw
ween ecosystem servvices, comp
ponents,
structurres, and pro
ocesses, an
nd human benefits. Ecosystem components
c
s are chara
acterized
as the ttypes and abundance
a
of biotic an d abiotic elements of an
a ecosysteem (Wallace 2007).
Their d
distribution and arrangement de
efines the ecosystem structure that provides the
foundattion from which
w
ecosy
ystem proccesses occu
ur (Turner and Daily 2007). Eco
osystem
mplex intera
actions betw
ween the components
c
s through thhe universa
al driving
processses are com
forces o
of matter an
nd energy (d
de Groot 20
002; Lyons et
e al. 2005; Wallace 20007).

8.2 G
Green inffrastructu
ure
Green iinfrastructure, intercon
nnected gre
een spaces
s including natural areeas and agrricultural
land can
dered ecosy
ystem comp
ponents alo
ong with biodiversity. G
Green infrastructure,
n be consid
often re
eferred to as
a a ‘green
n space’ orr ‘green sy
ystem’, is defined
d
as the interco
onnected
networkk of naturall areas including som
me agricultu
ural land, such as greeenways, wetlands,
w
parks, fforest prese
erves and native plant communitie
es, and marrine areas ((EEA 2011). These
green in
nfrastructurres naturally
y regulate storm flows
s, temperattures, flood ing risk, an
nd water
and air quality, an
nd may also
o provide o
other ecosy
ystem services. Greenn infrastructture can
i climate change adap
ptation by providing
p
es
ssential ecossystem serv
vices for
play a ccrucial role in
social and econo
omic purpo
oses underr extreme climatic conditions.
c
Examples include
ng soil’s ca
arbon and water
w
storag
ge capacity
y, conservin
ng water in natural sys
stems to
improvin
alleviate
e the effect of droughts
s and to pre
event floods, soil erosion, and deesertification
n. In this
regard, ecosystem
m services underpin
u
the
e multiple functions
f
th
hat green innfrastructure
e assets
m (Landscap
pe Institute, 2009). Mo
oreover, green infrastrructure playys a crucia
al role in
perform
providin
ng ecosyste
em services
s benefiting
g human wellbeing
w
in
n urban areeas (Tzoula
as et al.,
2007).
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8.3 Approaches to assess ES
A wide range of approaches assess and evaluate ecosystem services by mapping or
carrying out biophysical assessments for (non-)monetary valuation (Haines-Young and
Potschin 2009; Brouwer et al. 2013). However, most studies have a limited focus on services
that are less easily quantifiable (e.g., supporting services). Additionally, very few studies that
integrate ecosystem service mapping with valuation exist.
Mapping or biophysical assessments of ecosystem services are carried out using various
methods. For example, tools such as “InVest” use a biophysical modelling approach based
on GIS to map ecosystem services (Tallis and Polasky 2009), whereas land use/cover
information in combination with qualitative and quantitative assessment is used to evaluate
human impacts on ecosystems and service provisioning (Burkhard et al. 2009). These
quantitative assessments are largely based on measured and/or modelled bio-physical
quantities, while qualitative assessments utilize expert opinions, stakeholder judgements,
and self-reporting.
Table 13: Toolkits for evaluating green infrastructure & ecosystem services
Name

Methods used

Spatial scale covered

InVEST

Open-source software to quantify natural capital

Biodiversity conservation
worldwide

Green Values
Stormwater Toolbox

National stormwater calculator for Chicago (U.S.):
compares performance, costs & benefits of green
infrastructure to conventional practices

Stormwater management in
the Chicago (United States)
area

i-Tree

Software suite using tree inventory data to
quantify the monetary value of annual
environmental and aesthetic benefits gained from
urban trees

Urban trees in the United
States

TESSA

Uses local information to conduct a rapid
assessment of ecosystem services

Site-scale (landscapes
anywhere in the world, from a
mountain to a reserve)

Green Infrastructure
Toolkit (NYC)

A guidebook to educate homeowners, gardeners,
etc. about stormwater management techniques

Stormwater management in
New York City (United
States)

Green Bylaws Toolkit

Use of regulatory tools to promote conservation
of sensitive ecosystems & green infrastructure

Sensitive ecosystems &
green infrastructure in
Canada

Biodiversity Planning
Toolkit

Interactive online tool to identify the location of
existing green infrastructure

Users within the United
Kingdom

Green Infrastructure
Valuation Toolkit (GIVT)

Microsoft Excel spreadsheet to calculate
monetary values for green infrastructure in urban
areas

Green infrastructure in urban
areas in the United Kingdom
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Combinations of a wide range of methods are used for the economic evaluation of
ecosystem services, for example, market price, production function, hedonic pricing, damage
cost avoided, value transfer, travel cost, and replacement cost. However, there is much
interest in using non-monetary approaches to evaluating ecosystem services (Haines-Young
and Potschin 2009). The proposed usage of energetic values (e.g., energy, emergy and
exergy) for valuating ecosystem services is such an example (Odum and Odum 2000).
Qualitative approaches have used Likert scale responses to elicit values from stakeholders
on their perception of ecosystem services and based on statements about the value of
ecosystem services (Calvet-Mir et al. 2012; Koschke et al. 2012).
There is also a specialized toolkit available for the evaluation of ecosystem services provided
by green infrastructure called the ‘Green infrastructure valuation toolkit’ (GIVT) (Natural
Economy Northwest et al. 2010). As to date, this is the only toolkit that attempts give a
monetary value to green infrastructure in urban areas. However, the GIVT does not capture
all ecosystem services. Moreover, the GIVT evaluates ecosystem services mainly for United
Kingdom based on country- or site-specific parameters that need to be figured out,
calibrated, and validated to be applied apply in other countries or sites. Additionally, the
GIVT, so far, used to evaluate ecosystem services provided by green infrastructure and
hence, application of GIVT to investigate other ecosystems or impacts of CBIs on ecosystem
services is limited. Although we planned to use the GIVT for TESS, due to above mentioned
limitations we developed a different approach to investigate impacts of CBIs on ecosystem
services.
Table 13 presents various available toolkits and methodologies used for different sectors to
evaluate ecosystem services and green infrastructure. These toolkits cover a variety of
spatial scales and methods used. However, the toolkits hardly capture all the benefits
provided by ecosystem services as defined by the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.

8.4 Impacts of CBIs
Depending on activities, CBIs may have positive or negative influences on single or multiple
ecosystem services including green infrastructure and biodiversity. CBIs included in the
TESS project are grouped into four activities: energy, food, waste, and transport. Table 14
presents examples of linkages between activities of some selected CBIs with ecosystem
services, green infrastructure and biodiversity. Supporting services are not included here as,
unlike provisioning, regulating and cultural services, their impacts on humans are either
indirect or occur over a long time period, whereas changes in other ecosystem services have
relatively direct and short-term impacts on people (Alcamo and Bennett 2003).
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The energy sector covers initiatives that generate renewable energy (mainly, solar and wind
power) for and within their communities, as well as those initiatives that strengthen
community knowledge about renewable energy and energy efficiency (Table 14). Initiatives
generating renewable energy directly contribute to direct ecosystem service benefits such as
energy, a provisioning service. Additionally, such initiatives indirectly contribute to regulating
services such as climate regulation because of their impact on reducing the need for fossil
fuels, which in turn contributes to emission reduction and air quality maintenance.
Table 14: Examples of interrelations between activities of some selected community based initiatives with
ecosystem services, green infrastructure and biodiversity

X

X

X

Biodiversity

Educational

X

Green infrastructure

Social relations

Inspirational

Aesthetic

Recreation

Cultural services

Pollination

Soil quality

Emission reduction

Water regulation

others

Energy

Food

Brief descriptions of
activities related to
community base
initiatives

Regulating services

Air quality

Provisioning
services

X

X

Energy
Own block heating

X

X

X

Renewable energy

X

X

X

X

Energy co‐op

X

X

X

X

X

Energy efficiency

X

X

X

X

X

Buildings restoration

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Food
Establishing bee hives

X

X

Mapping edible plants

X

Regional/local food

X

X

X

X

Organic farming

X

X

X

X

Permaculture

X

X

X

Community agriculture

X

X

X

Urban garden

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Waste
Recycling project

X

X

X

Reduce plastic bags

X

X

X

Sustainable printing

X

Repair cafes

X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

Transport, mobility
Car rental

X

X

X

X

X

Car sharing

X

X

X

X

X

Bike sharing

X

X

X

X

X

Cargo bike rental

X

X

X

X

Renewable power generating initiatives can indirectly contribute to cultural services such as
social relations and education. A community initiative to generate solar power also generates
a sense of togetherness, as individuals work together to contribute to cleaner air and a
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healthier environment. Setting up a solar farm and understanding the technology sets the
scene for both formal and informal education for communities. CBIs that strengthen
community knowledge about renewable energy and energy efficiency indirectly cover the
above-mentioned ecosystem services; however, they directly cover cultural services such as
education and strengthening social relations.
CBIs related to the food sector include urban bee-keeping, urban and peri-urban community
gardening/farming, and various initiatives to promote local and organic food. Urban beekeeping provides provisioning (e.g. honey, wax), regulating (e.g. pollination), and cultural
services (e.g. education, improved social relations). It can also be considered ‘green
infrastructure’ as it provides an environment in which honey bees can live and thrive and
hence also contributes to biodiversity (see Table 14).
Urban and peri-urban community gardening/agriculture is linked to provisioning services
such as food. Such agriculture could also provide regulating services such as contributing to
lower temperatures and increasing foliage. For instance, urban farms provide flora that can
trap air pollutants and help contribute to improving air quality. They also provide green
spaces (as opposed to asphalt) and can directly contribute to reducing the urban heat island
effect in cities. Evapotranspiration from plants has effects of cooling ambient temperatures
(Gittleman, 2009). Urban and peri-urban agriculture provide surface land covered in soil that
helps absorb extra rainfall, preventing floods, lowering urban temperatures; pollination:
attracting insects, which pollinate plants. Pollinating insects also play a critical role in
maintaining natural plant communities and ensuring seed production in most flowering
plants. As exemplified in Table 14, cultural services such as recreation, education, and social
relations are also linked to the services provided by urban/peri-urban gardens. In addition,
urban and peri-urban gardens and farms are significant forms of green infrastructure as they
support and enhance ecological functions and human use.
CBIs that work to recycle, upcycle, or decrease waste include recycling projects, reducing
waste, repair cafes/workshops, etc. These initiatives contribute to provisioning services by
providing alternative sources of productive resources, e.g., raw materials via recycling.
These initiatives may also cover cultural services; for example, upcycling can connect
communities through outreach programs like local workshops and art projects that use
materials that would otherwise have been discarded. Upcycling can provide cultural services
through education activities as well: workshops and community programs often inform the
public about recycling and waste in general and promote the concept and participation in
upcycling. Repair cafes are forums where community members gather to repair used ‘things’
ranging from bicycles to mobile phones, with the concept of repairing rather than throwing
away. These initiatives are linked to cultural services such as recreation, social relations, and
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community education. Despite the numerous connections the above-mentioned CBIs have
with ecosystem services (in particular, cultural services), we cannot find direct links to green
infrastructure and biodiversity (see Table 14).
The last category of CBIs is related to the transport sector and activities range from car and
bike sharing initiatives, the development of sustainable traffic systems in neighbourhoods
(e.g. car-free roads, etc.), to building cargo bicycles. Bike sharing can be indirectly linked to
regulating services. Substituting individual car use with bicycle transport can contribute to
local air quality maintenance through a reduction in the amount of emissions and pollutants
in the air caused by car emissions. Bike sharing also contributes to cultural services; bikes
are used for recreational purposes and can help strengthen communities by building trust
between bike sharing scheme members furthermore teaching the principles of sharing
(Shaheen et al. 2010). However, there is some argument as to whether car sharing
contributes to greenhouse gas emission reductions or not. The principle of car sharing is for
neighbourhoods to share cars that would otherwise sit unused on the street throughout the
week which in turn means that the car is being used more often than an alternative mode
which could be public transport. Therefore the trade-off is that fewer individual car ownership
may decrease but car use may increase and contribute more to air pollution and greenhouse
gas emissions than the use of public transport would (Druckman et al. 2011). Nevertheless,
car sharing needs to be studied and evaluated in more detail and on a case-by-case basis.
CBIs that build and promote cargo bicycles to carry and transport goods across the city can
indirectly contribute to reducing emissions and improving air-quality conditions, like the
above-mentioned transport initiatives. These initiatives can also contribute to cultural
services (e.g., recreation) as people may travel via cargo bike as a recreational activity.
Activities taking place in transport CBIs are not directly linked to provisioning services
(besides mobility), green infrastructure, or biodiversity but they can provide cultural services.
Overall, CBIs within the energy and food domains have a stronger link to green
infrastructure. Nevertheless, it can be argued that nearly all of the CBIs found in the case
study have a ‘sustainability goal’ or improved community cohesion in mind.
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9 Indicators for the assessment of CBIs

Table 15 and Figure 5 show the key variables presented in the previous pages, and the
preliminary list of potential indicators. In order to translate these variables into a specific set
of indicators for the multidimensional assessment of CBIs, each partner prepared a
methodological proposal about how to operationalize the definition and measurement of each
indicator for the analysis of TESS’s key and supportive initiatives.
Methodological proposals include the following information:
1.

A brief descriptive definition of the indicator/s selected as most suitable, and a
description of the fundamental methodology and basis for measurement;

2.

References to research where the indicator has been applied and/or supportive
literature;

3.

The basic data/information needed to measure the indicator, in table format;

4.

Draft of questions proposed, which will be used to construct a questionnaire in order to
collect the required information.

These methodological proposals are presented in the following sub-sections. In particular,
individual questions have been identified and highlighted in the following text using call-out
boxes. Some indicators can be constructed using data or qualitative information from other
sections. Finally, we include a summarised and systematized data-sheet structure, including:
domains, indicators, definitions, sub-indicators and data needs (Appendix A), while the
definitive version of the questionnaire that will be used for the data collection in the field will
form part of the Deliverable 2.3.



Filippo Celata and Venere Stefania Sanna (Sapienza University of Rome) coordinated this section, revised and
finalized the methodological proposals provided by partners, whose authorship is acknowledged in the footnotes
for each of the following sub-sections.
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Table 15: Domain specific indicators for CBIs assessment with their definitions for social, political, economic, and
technological dimensions. Indicators used for environmental dimension are presented in Table 45. Table 46
provides indictor for ecosystem services, green infrastructure and biodiversity.

Indicator

General

AIM AND SELF-ASSESSMENT

Aims and objectives of the CBI and their degree of
achievement

ENROLMENT

The ability to involve people, and openness towards new
members

BONDING SOCIAL CAPITAL

Strengthening social interaction/networking between CBI
members (trust)

BRIDGING SOCIAL CAPITAL

The creation of new relationships between people who did
not previously know each other; without the CBI
relationships would be unlikely

INTERNAL SOCIAL
INCLUSION

The heterogeneity of CBI participants in terms of origin,
gender, age, social

EXTERNAL SOCIAL
INCLUSION

The degree to which the needs of the local community are
taken into consideration

EMPOWERMENT (1)

Enhancement of the participants’ self- and social
awareness

EXTERNAL NETWORKING
WITH OTHER CBIS

The number, variety and degree of interaction/collaboration
with other CBIs

EXTERNAL NETWORKING
WITH OTHER ACTORS

The number, variety and degree of interaction/collaboration
with relevant stakeholders

POLITICAL MOBILIZATION

The ability to build alliances and coalitions, and to influence
the political agenda

EMPOWERMENT (2)

The participation of members in decision-making, capacity
building

FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY

The ability to satisfy the objective/s of the initiative while
covering expenses and generating a surplus

Political

Social

Domain

Technological

Economic

ORGANIZATIONAL

Definition

EFFECTIVENESS

Organizational flexibility, interchangeability of key roles,
degree of hierarchy, etc.

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO
PARTICIPANTS

The ability to increase income of participants, decrease
their expenditure, etc.

JOB CREATION

New jobs created directly (and indirectly)

TOTAL LOCAL ECONOMIC
IMPACT

Previous leakage from the local economy that is now
locally retained, and local income generation

TECHNICAL COMPLEXITY

Complexity of the skills needed in order to run the initiative

INNOVATIVENESS

The extent to which CBIs experiment, improve, diffuse or
create new products/services

HUMAN CAPITAL
EXTERNALITIES

Learning occasions/infrastructure and knowledge spill-over
provided by the initiative
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The diffusion of ‘alternative’ social practices, behaviours
and intangible innovations
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Internal External

Drive

Social

Political

Economic

Technological

[Self-assessment: initiatives’ initial and future objectives, degree of achievement]

Enrolment: ability to involve and to mobilize people, communities, actors, resources
(Bonding) social capital
Bridging social capital

Process

Organizational
effectiveness:
Social inclusion (external):
organizational adequacy
consideration of local needs
and flexibility
External networking:
Degree of interaction with:
(Bridging relationships with non(Pooling of assets and
1) other CBIs, 2)
members)
resources)
Stakeholders
Social inclusion (internal):
heterogeneity/diversity of
participants/beneficiaries

Output

Political mobilisation
(a): alliances/coalitions
building

Financial sustainability:
surplus creation and
revenues diversification

Political mobilisation
(b): influence on political
agendas

Ability to deliver
direct/indirect Economic
benefits

Empowerment:
(1) Enhancing self- and social
awareness

Local economy impact:
(2) Openness of decision- direct/indirect contribution
to the local economy
making

Figure 5: Key variables for CBIs’ multi-dimensional assessment

Technical complexity:
skills/technologies
required
Knowledge effort: skills
gained/acquired

(Innovation networks and
diffusion)
Innovativeness:
experimentation/creation
of new products/services
Human capital
externalities: learning
occasions/spillover
Social innovation:
changes in
practices/lifestyles
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9.1 Aims and Self-assessment
CBIs are highly diverse and even within any single domain (food, transport, energy and waste),
they pursue a variety of different and sometimes divergent aims. In order to fully understand and
assess the environmental, social, political, economic and technological impact it is relevant for
the project to investigate:
- Explicit initial objectives that each initiative pursued (from the beginning - time zero);
- The degree of achievement of each objective;
- The greatest achievement(s) to date (where relevant and as different from initial
objectives);
- Future objectives (in terms of whether they are still the same as time zero or have
changed).
As discussed in the literature review developed for the WP2 task 2.2, the range of CBIs
potential aims is enormous. A crucial area of assessment should therefore be what the (i)
objectives and (ii) motivations of CBIs are.
(i)

Objectives: one method could be to highlight the initiatives’ objectives both when the
initiative was launched and at the present time (as in the survey about UK community
gardens conducted, see Holland, 2004 and Table 16). Such a comparison may be useful
in emphasizing and companing the initial intentions with the effective results.

(ii)

Motivations: exploring motivations is a more complex task because representative
samples of participants should be interviewed. Nevertheless, this hypothesis is considered
time-consuming and difficult at least for supportive initiatives.

Table 16: Past and present intentions and reasons for community gardens (Holland 2004)

Initial purposes

Current purposes

Var.

Education

63

17,2%

70

16,9%

-0,3%

Community development

62

16,9%

67

16,2%

-0,8%

Leisure

61

16,7%

67

16,2%

-0,5%

Skills and/or training

42

11,5%

51

12,3%

0,8%

Health issues

33

9,0%

41

9,9%

0,9%

Protection of an area

45

12,3%

40

9,7%

-2,6%

Food provision

31

8,5%

37

8,9%

0,5%

Business and/or job opportunities

14

3,8%

23

5,6%

1,7%
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Extending existing project

15

4,1%

18

4,3%

Total

366

100,0%

414

100,0%

0,2%

Similar to Holland (2004), this analysis sought to reveal the interconnectedness of themes and
purposes as a way to begin the exploration of ways in which schemes developed as seen
through the range of and changes in purposes. This in turn may reveal how schemes move
towards or away from specific issues such as sustainability.
During WP1, an interview model was designed to create an inventory of CBIs and specific
questions were planned with the specific aim of exploring CBIs’ goals and missions:
What are the three main goals/missions of your initiative?
- Community regeneration
- Enhancing community cohesion
- Creating employment
- Reducing climate impacts
- Developing a self-reliant community
- Improving the local environment
- Other, please specify
At this stage of the project, as shown in Table 17, we sought a better understanding of the
initiatives, and it was considered important to:
- Structure objectives according to the main areas of investigation: environmental,
economic, social, political and technological;
- Evaluate the relevance of each aim/objective to the initiative;
- Rate the importance of each aim/objective;
- Assess the degree of achievement of these objectives;
- Rank the importance of each dimension.
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Table 17: Self-Assessment of CBI Goals and Aims/Objectives

Political

Social

Environmental

Indicators

CBI Aims/Objectives

Is it
How
Degree of
relevant? important achievement
(1)
(2)
(3)

GHG Emissions

Combating climate
change: reducing
greenhouse
gases/offsetting
emissions (e.g.,
sequestration)

yes

3

5

Energy, water,
waste

Using natural
resources more
efficiently. Reducing
waste.

yes

5

2

Raising environmental
Cultural
awareness among
service/environment
members/local
al
community/population

yes

4

2

Other environmental
to… (open)
(only for piloting)

no

0

0

Social capital
(bonding/bridging)

To stimulate/promote
social
interaction/networking
between participants
and with the local
community

yes

5

4

Social inclusion
(internal/external)

To
involve/help/integrate/r
each a diversity of
beneficiaries (in terms
of class, ethnicity,
gender), including
disadvantaged people

no

0

0

To enable participants
and the local
Empowerment (1, 2) community to have
more capabilities to
improve their daily lives

No

0

0

Other social (only for
to… (open)
piloting)

No

0

0

To mobilise people
towards a shared
political goal (e.g., to
Political mobilisation promote social/political
(a, b)
change and influence
the political agenda,
push for policy reforms,
etc.)

Yes

…

…

External networking

To build/strengthen a
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network of
engaged/similar
initiatives/communities

To
build/support/create/en
External networking
gage a network of)
with other
other (political)
actors/organizations/
actors/organizations/in
communities
stitutions…”power in
numbers”

no

…

…

Other political (only

no

…

…

no

…

…

yes

…

…

to… (open)

To
develop/experiment/de
Financial
sustainability/Organi monstrate a wellfunctioning
zational
effectiveness
business/organizational
model/strategy

Local economic
impact /selfsufficiency

To revitalize the
local/community
economy (e.g. creating
new jobs, revitalize
deprived areas,
improve local economic
activities, etc. and/or to
improve the selfsufficiency of the local
community (local
money is spent locally /
off-the-grid / selforganization)

no

…

…

Other economic
(only for piloting)

to… (open)

no

…

…

Innovativeness

To
create/improve/diffuse
innovations, product
and service delivery to
respond to a demand
which is unfulfilled in
the market, etc.

yes

…

…

To provide learning
occasions/infrastructur
e, diffuse
skills/knowledge and/or
to enhance the skills of
participants

no

Technological

Economic

Economic benefits
to participants

To deliver material
benefits to participants
(i.e. quality goods and
services at lower
prices, etc.)

Human capital
externalities
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Social innovation

To promote
new/different/more
sustainable behaviors,
life styles, social
practices

no

…

…

Other technological
(only for piloting)

to… (open)

no

…

…

Cells A and B are used to codify answers and are not visible to the respondents during the
interview. The interviewer will read each aim/objective (column C, from row 2 to 21) and ask the
following questions:
1. Is this objective/aim relevant for your initiative? Is your activity focused on it? YES/NO;
2. For those with YES: How important is this objective/aim for you? (rate on a scale of one to
ten, one being the least important);
3. To what degree do you feel you it has been achieved to date? (rate on a scale of one to
ten, one being the least important);
4. Please rank the five areas (environmental, economic, social, political, and technological)
from the most important (1), to the less important (5).
Moreover, additional issues worth considering were thought to be:
- How the initiative’s aims are perceived by participants; and
- How the initiative’s aims are perceived by beneficiaries.
Participants’ motivations in joining the initiative were considered interesting in order to
understand if participants’ motivations and aims corresponded.
However, collecting the information required to answer such a questions would have required
the sampling of participants and/or the implementation of a separate questionnaire. At this
stage, this was considered overly complex and time-consuming and therefore infeasible.

9.2 Social dimension
CBIs have a variety of social aims and effects. The ‘social’ dimension of CBIs is both
instrumental to the achievement of their sustainability/practical aims and a goal in itself which,
consequently, needs to be properly assessed and evaluated.
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As reviewed in the literature, the main social dimensions/impacts and more general benefits of
CBIs are related to the strengthening of social capital within the group of participant and with the
broader local community population, the promotion of social networking, social inclusion,
cooperation and social support between participants, and individual’s empowerment (Table 18).
Table 18: Social indicators for the CBIs assessment

ENROLMENT

Social

BONDING SOCIAL CAPITAL
BRIDGING SOCIAL CAPITAL
INTERNAL SOCIAL INCLUSION
EXTERNAL SOCIAL INCLUSION
EMPOWERMENT 1 (SOCIAL)

9.2.1 Enrolment
Enrolment can be defined as the ability of a CBI to involve people, and openness towards new
members. We seek to evaluate the extent to which a CBI is open or closed towards the
inclusion and involvement of people who are not part of the CBI.
Enrolment will be assessed using qualitative information and considering the entire process of
enrolling or recruiting new members. We will look at whether or not the CBI organizes activities
to specifically attract new members, if they pay any fees and if so, how much and how often,
whether or not there is a screening process such as an interview or application etc.
The main questions we will ask are:
1.

What is the process for becoming a member of the initiative?

2.

Is your approach quite ad-hoc or do new members have to fulfil specific requirements
before being accepted in the initiative?

We will also look at the process of becoming a CBI member, specifically to understand the level
of openness towards new members and also what the process of enrolment entails.
A possible way to examine the enrolment, as shown in Table 19, is to break down the
membership process as “open” or “closed”. In this regard, using qualitative/open answers allow
for the investigation of whether the initiative accepts anyone who wants to join its activities or
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whether there is a specific criterion or procedure for new members/people to join the initiative.
This information will be collected using the following question and referring to the data needs
specified in Table 19.
3. “Do you accept anyone who wants to join your initiative or do you have specific criteria or
procedure new members/people to join?”
Table 19: Membership Process

Members’ eligibility based on criteria

Y/N

Formal enrollment (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)*

…

Additionally, with the aim of assessing the ability of a CBI to involve people over time, it is also
important to estimate the historical trend of the enrolment of participants.
This information will be collected using questions that aim at understanding how many people
are currently formally registered/enrolled at that time, and how many were 5 years ago:
5. How many people officially registered/joined?
6. How many people were officially registered/joined 5 years ago?
Finally, data about active participants14, volunteers, a monthly average of person-hours
contributed to the initiative’s activities, people employed by the initiative, etc. will be collected.
All data coming from this section will be used to calculate the general compound annual growth
rate (CAGR) and to normalize other indicators.

9.2.2 Bonding Social Capital
Exploring what is often referred to as “Bonding Social Capital” means investigating the capability
of CBIs in offering occasions to create social links to their members, improving the propensity
for connectivity between participants and/or cooperation among groups. In fact, the literature

14

Active participants: those who actively contribute or are associated in any way to the initiative; they may work
there, participate in meetings or decision making, give/spend time, contribute to activities, running events, etc.
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has emphasized that the pillars of social capital are inter-personal relationships which, in turn,
require the opportunity of actually meeting and interacting face-to-face (Macias 2008).
By mapping the meetings/events and other occasions provided by the CBIs for people to get to
know each-other it will be possible to monitor this dimension. However, monitoring the success
rate of the networking opportunities offered is also necessary. In fact, while an initiative can offer
several networking opportunities to its members. the response rate can be very low and, in this
way, diminish the networking opportunities available.
Since CBIs are the lowest unit of analysis and so the focus will be on their social capital as
exemplified by the characteristics of their networks. In this regard all data gathered could be
used to provide additional information useful for indicators to develop a social network analysis
as we will see in the section on “external networking” indicators.
Potential indicators
(i)

Face-to-face interaction opportunities index: creation of opportunities for creating
social links to CBI participants meeting one another, both pre-requisites for the
improvement of social capital for CBI participants.
This index measures these opportunities in terms of face-to-face events on a yearly base.
Considering the different types of opportunity/activity (as listed below), this indicator can
be calculated as a ratio between the number of opportunities/events (calculated per type
of event) and the total number of opportunities/events.

(ii)

Connectivity propensity (or connectivity success rate) of CBI participants: this
indicator is a proxy to estimate the success rate of face-to-face meetings/events (measure
in terms of attendance) organised by the CBIs. For each type of opportunity/activity (as
listed below), it is calculated as the ratio between the average number of people
participating and the total number of CBI participants.

(iii)

Interaction opportunities/trust: we evaluate trust by using a proxy on the disclosure of
personal data, in our case, by looking at the different means (e.g. social media, telephone,
online networking sites, text messaging, etc.) by which CBIs communicate with one
another. Underlying this variable is an assumption that in CBIs where members
communicate by phone or by personal email there is higher level of trust than in CBIs
where communication is anonymous or mediated by CBI managers.
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In order to estimate indices (i) and (ii) data about the number of face-to-face interaction
opportunities provided by the initiative in the last 12 months will be collected, considering both
opportunities dedicated to the participants of the studied initiative and those open to everybody,
as follows:
1.

How many opportunities for face-to-face interaction did the initiative provide (and which
may have been open to everyone, also non-members) in the last 12 months/last year?

The information collected will be organized according to the following categories:
Opportunities/activities organized by the CBI:
a.

Daily activities, normal opening hours, etc.;

b.

Informational (introductory, awareness, recruiting, discussing, etc.);

c.

Learning, educational, training: e.g. courses, lecturers, talks offered by a guest speaker,
tutorials, etc.;

d.

Internal meetings: e.g. assemblies, weekly meetings, management decision voting, etc.);

e.

Other, please describe.

Average number of attendants;
Aim and main target of these activities, of which the latter could be e.g. members,
people living in the area, students, policy-makers, expert/researchers, etc.
Frequency, based on the following scale:
a.

Once or twice per year;

b.

From 3 to 6 times per year;

c.

On a monthly basis;

d.

Weekly;

e.

Daily.

In order to calculate index (iii) Interaction opportunities/trust, data is needed on the use of
different means of communication used by CBIs participants. This data can be gathered using
the following list of questions:
2.

Do participants communicate with one another?
a.

If NO, why?

b.

If YES, please indicate the main 'modes' of communication used by participants to
communicate one each-others and the % people frequency.
-

Online environment where they identities are not disclosed to others;

-

Online environment where they identities are disclosed to others;
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-

By email;

-

By mobile app or social media (e.g. Facebook);

-

By phone;

-

In person.

A weighted value (1-10) will be given to each of the typologies listed and will be used to
indicate a relative level of trust.
Index (iii) is extremely complex because it requires individual interviews with participants (or at
the least a representative sample of them). It is therefore considered impractical and excluded.
Indices (i) and (ii) are considered feasible.

9.2.3 Bridging Social Capital
Bridging social capital is another important aspect which concerns the socialization and
interaction of people who are not like one another in important respects such as provenience,
age, gender, social class, etc. (Putnam, 1995).
Bridging social capital is the type we have from our relationships with others who are less like us
and who exist outside our typical social circle. For the aim of this analysis, bridging social capital
can therefore be defined as the creation of new relationships between people who did not
previously know each other; without the CBI relationships would be unlikely.
A community-based initiative can play a key role in increasing the social capital of a community
by helping to build connections between heterogeneous groups (i.e. creating a link between
participants and non-participants).
Estimating a level of bridging social capital would allow the evaluation of the extent to which
CBIs are isolated (or not) from the rest of society or, on the contrary, how well connected they
are to the local community and thus increase their internal diversity.
Potential indicators
Using a Likert scale, we will develop two separate indicators to identify whether the CBI is
contributing to increasing both external and internal bridging social capital. Internal bridging
social capital refers to the relationships between CBI participants while external bridging social
capital is related to the CBI and non-participants.
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(i) Internal bridging social capital: the first Likert scale can be used to estimate to what extent
the CBI is contributing to create new relationships between people who did not previously
know each other. Data needed to estimate a proxy of this indicator will be gathered using the
following question:
1.

As far as you know, before joining the initiative, how many people were previously
friends/already knew each other?

(ii)

a.

Almost none/ None at all

b.

Less than half ( < 50%)

c.

About half (≈ 50%)

d.

More than half ( > 50% but < 100%)

e.

Almost all (≈ 100%)

External Bridging: in this case a Likert scale can be used to estimate the potential of
face-to-face interaction opportunities provided by the initiative in the last 12 months
(information previously collected in “Bonding Social Capital” index) using the following
question:

2.

Of all the people involved in those events (those discussed in the previous question), how
many would you say were new to the initiative, meaning didn’t already know each other
and were not previously friends?
a.

Almost none/ None at all

b.

Less than half ( < 50%)

c.

About half (≈ 50%)

d.

More than half ( > 50% but < 100%)

e.

Almost all (≈ 100%)

9.2.4 Internal Social Inclusion
As discussed in the literature review, initiatives can be considered socially inclusive in terms of:
(i) process – the degree to which they involve a diversity of participants; (ii) vision – the extent to
which they explicitly address social, racial, gender or other kinds of inequities; and (iii) outcomes
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– the degree to which they improve access to food, improve waste management, provide clean
energy, etc. to a wide range of beneficiaries including, for example, vulnerable groups,
minorities and lower socio-economic income groups. In this way, social inclusion can be seen
as more than merely building social networks: social inclusion is about social equity and striving
for social justice more generally.
Internal social inclusion refers to the internal heterogeneity of the members of the CBI. This can
be expressed as a measure of the diversity of CBI participants with respect to their birthplace,
gender, age, social status, etc. A high level of internal social inclusion would indicate that the
CBI participants are diversified in terms of demographic factors such as race, social status, age,
gender, etc. Gender equality is also a part of the measure of inclusivity of a CBI.
It is important to highlight that we distinguish internal social inclusion from external social
inclusion (discussed in section 9.2.5) as the former only pertains to the internal composition of
CBI participants while latter is specifically focused on a wider pool of beneficiaries who are
people that derive economically valuable benefits from the CBI while not belonging to or being
participants in the CBI.
We developed an indicator for internal social inclusion based on previous work on CBIs which
has highlighted the ways that inclusivity is important for their persistence. Much of the literature
refers to a sense of community “ownership”, and the active participation of a wide range of
community members, as an important basis for the continuation and success of an initiative
(Walker and Cass 2007). One of the common traps for grass-roots community (or CBI) has
been shown to be homogeneity of its members (Bergman et al 2010).
Therefore we depart from a perspective which looks at the role of internal social inclusion as a
means of understanding a CBI’s persistence. We question whether broadening and diversifying
the demographic base of CBIs, as well as making them more relevant for groups which are
economically deprived, could contribute to a CBI’s persistence. We would like to investigate if
embeddedness in the immediate community contributes to the success of a particular CBI and
whether proximity to certain socio-economic groups plays a role for CBIs’ persistence? Finally,
we are interested in understanding what the role of gender equality in CBIs that have achieved
persistence.
In order to frame these questions within the debate on CBIs, we will look to previous work on
open localism as well as research which has interrogated the dynamics between community
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inclusion, diversity, and openness. Our analysis will specifically look at the concept of social
inclusivity as linked to notions and/or conceptions of equity. We will look at equity through an
analysis of the governance of the CBI and the roles and responsibilities of different participants
within the CBI.
As much of this information relates to the internal organization and structure of the CBI, we will
also analyse equity issues from an economic perspective, i.e. using the indicator for
organizational effectiveness. Depending on the quality of and data available for this dimension,
it is foreseen that additional information from other indicators may as well prove useful for the
analysis of internal social inclusion.
Potential indicators
(i)

Diversity/heterogeneity index: this measures how much 'diversity' or 'variety' a CBI has
among based on demographic information regarding participants’ birthplace, age, gender
and social status. If data is available, we will also create a proxy to assess the inclusion of
handicapped or disabled participants as well.

Using a classic diversity/heterogeneity index (e.g. Simpson or Shannon Diversity Index) we can
estimate:
a.

The CBI’s overall level of diversity;

b.

An index of female inclusivity;

c.

An index for the inclusion of disadvantaged or socio-economically marginalized
groups/people.

In order to measure the diversity of participation in terms of birthplace, gender, age, economic
status, etc. we will collect the information presented in Table 20-Table 22:
Table 20: Composition by country of origin

Origin

Participants # or %

15

Nationals

(Others) European16
Rest of the world17

15

Nationals = native to the country, born and raised. Countries = Italy, UK, Spain, Romania, Germany, Finland.
European = citizens of European countries.
17
Others = citizens of the rest of the world.
16
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Table 21: Composition by age cohort

Age

Participants # or %

0-20
21-40
41-60
Over

Table 22: Presence of poor and disabled people

Participants # or %
18

"Poor“ people

Disabled people

9.2.5 External Social Inclusion
Similar to internal social inclusion, we consider external social inclusion as a measure of
diversity and equity. However, external social inclusion specifically refers to the relationship
between a CBI and an external community of beneficiaries who are not directly involved in the
CBI yet derive some economically valuable benefit from the existence of the initiative.
We consider the level of external social inclusion as a measure of the extent to which the needs
and desires of non-participant members of the local community are taken into consideration and
are evident within the CBI (i.e. the degree of representativeness of the beneficiaries).
Potential indicator
A set of questions will relate the ways in which the CBI elicits information and/or considers the
needs and desires of the local community:

18

Poor people are those whose earnings are below national standards as listed by country
www.euro.centre.org/data/1295444473_73292.pdf
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Do you consider the needs/desires of the local area community/population19 where your
initiative is active as relevant to your activities, strategies, decisions? (Y/N)
a. If YES

2.

What do you (as an initiative) do to engage the local community20 in order to elicit what
their needs/desires are, and how often21?
b. IF NOT, shortly describe WHY?

This type of indicator requires a clear definition of who we would consider the “beneficiaries” of
the CBI as opposed to participants. In line with the TESS project proposal, we define
beneficiaries as a broad group of people who derive some economically valuable benefit from
the CBI, i.e. in the form of goods or services, and which, moreover, could alternatively be
purchased by way of a market transaction.
We use the following question to first establish the number of total beneficiaries:
3.

“How many beneficiaries (total # or %) live in the [local area]22 of the initiative? [See the
footnote for the definition of “local area”]”

Table 23: Composition by country of origin

Origin

Beneficiaries # or %

Nationals
(Others) European
Rest of the world

We then look more closely at the demographic composition of the beneficiaries, paying special
attention to the targeting and/or inclusion of poor or disadvantaged groups (Table 23-Table 25).
An assessment of the degree to which issues pertaining to poor or disadvantaged groups are or
could be represented in the initiative is crucial to understanding a CBI’s external social inclusion.
Thus, we propose the creation of a set of specific questions looking at the activities which
benefit and/or reach specific groups identified as “poor or disadvantaged”.

19

In urban areas the local area will be the immediate surrounding neighbourhood, in case of more sparsely
populated rural areas, the local area is the municipality. In addition, we allow partners to will adapt this definition
based on the characteristics of their case-study region.
20
E.g. organizing meetings and assemblies with the local community, running surveys and questionnaires in the
neighborhood, etc.
21
Frequency of activities conducted in order to consider the needs/desires of the local area can be coded as follow:
a) Once or twice per year, b) From 3 to 6 times per year, c) On a monthly basis, d) Weekly, e) Daily.
22
In urban areas the local area will be the immediate surrounding neighbourhood, in case of more sparsely
populated rural areas, the local area is the municipality. Beside this, we ask partners to refine this based on the
characteristics of their case-study region.
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In order to assess the existence or level of benefits provided to poor or disadvantaged members
of the community we ask the following questions related to the activities that the CBI organizes:
4.

In the group of beneficiaries are there any people whom you would consider poor or
disadvantaged/marginalized? (YES/NO)

5.

(If Yes) What type of disadvantage/marginalization do they have, and why do you consider
them as such (please describe)?

6.

How many disadvantaged/marginalized people are there (% with respect to total number
of beneficiaries)?

7.

What do you organize for and/or provide to them (poor or disadvantaged/marginalized)
(short description/open answer)?

Table 24: Composition by age cohort

Age

Beneficiaries # or %

0-20
20-40
40-60
Over

Table 25: Presence of poor and disabled people

Beneficiaries # or %
Poor people
Disabled people

9.2.6 Empowerment social
As mentioned in the literature review, one of the internal effects that initiatives have on their
participants is the individual empowerment. As Warren (2001) argues, the “developmental
effects” of associations are, for example, related to the individual autonomy in developing
judgments based on personal preferences and normative beliefs, through better information and
skills and by enhancing participants’ organizational capacities. Hence, the concept of
empowerment can have different meanings, and can be studied using various frameworks.
In order to propose a feasible proxy of this indicator, and according to Rowlands (1997),
VeneKlasen and Miller (2002), a possible approach could be to analyse the “alternative forms of
power” where this can be seen both as a negative and a positive force.
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According to the following categorization the empowerment can be framed according to four
different definitions (forms) of power (Table 26).
Table 26: Forms of power and potential indicators

Form of power

Meaning

Data-sheet indicator

Power to

Individual ability to act (positive)

Social (Empowerment 1)

Power over

Domination or control of one over
another (negative)

Political (Political mobilisation)

Power with

Collective action, working together
(positive)

Political (Political mobilisation)

Power within

Self-worth, dignity (positive)

Political (Empowerment 2)

In our opinion, each “form of power” can be associated to a different indicator of the data-sheet
analysis. In particular, the first form of power (to) is mostly related to the social dimension of this
study, while we consider the latter three forms of power (over, with and within) to be related to
the political dimension (next section).
From a social point of view the empowerment of individuals can be understood as the process
of enhancing the capacity of a person to make choices and to transform these choices into
desired actions and outcomes (power to). In the context of TESS, we see empowerment as
related to the individual agency and the ability (personal) and opportunity (structural) to make
decisions, or have meaningful input on how decisions are taken.
In practical terms, about the ‘power to’, due to the impossibility of interviewing a number of CBI’s
members, we would therefore focus on the structural dimension: opportunity for individuals to
make decisions. This form of empowerment, in fact, relates to having decision-making authority,
power to solve problems. It can be creative and enabling. It is related to capacity building,
supporting individual, leadership, etc.
Following Hobson and colleagues (2014) we see two parallel processes at work in CBIs:
internal governance structures are likely to be able to flexibly respond to the collective
processes that take place in the operating procedures while, at the same time, leaders are key
to the establishment of CBIs and their eventual growth and scaling-up or scaling-out. Therefore
we are interested in knowing the degree to which participation includes their involvement in
decision-making processes.
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Potential indicators
Participation Index: it expresses the participation degree (distribution, intensity, and frequency)
among members, including decision-making processes.
This kind of indicator is relatively complex to estimate, mainly because participation is an issue
with a strong qualitative nature, and because the level and real impact of participation are
difficult to measure. In this case, it is argued that initiatives with more distributed leadership and
more

participation in the

decision-making processes

enhance

better

the

individual

empowerment. We will use this data as a proxy to understand whether there is a strong or
distributed form of leadership within the CBI, and estimate the percentage of active participants
involved in the decision making processes. The frequency of the meetings and assemblies also
gives an idea of the opportunities that individuals have to express opinions and make decisions.
This index can therefore be estimated based on four main variables:
1.

Participation in decision-making, which can vary from “full participation” to “no
participation” (see Table 27);

2.

Proportion of participants involved in the decision making process;

3.

Number of face-to-face interaction opportunities (especially Internal meetings e.g.,
assemblies, weekly meetings, management decision voting, etc.), number of attendants,
etc. (see Table 28);

4.

Structure of the organization (hierarchical or not).

Possible variables to be used to normalize the indicators are: ratio of active members/total
participants, and gender equilibrium in the decision-making process.
With this data, we could determine if there is a strong or distributed leadership, and the
percentage of active members and non-members involved in the decision making processes.
The frequency of the meetings and assemblies (data collected for previous indicators) could
also give an idea of the opportunities that individuals have to express opinions and make
decisions.
Finally, information needed to estimate a proxy of this indicator will be gathered using the
following questions:
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1.

How many persons among the total are active members of the CBI?

2.

How is the initiative run in terms of decision making and overall operations? (Short open
question)23.

3.

Who makes strategic decisions for the initiatives24? And, how many of those who make
strategic decisions are males/females (number or %)?

4.

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

5.

Is the method that you use for making strategic decisions more hierarchical or
participative25? Please see Table 27 below and select the definition which fits the best
your initiative.

Table 27: 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 making.

6

Full participation

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

23

Open answer but please ensure E.g. if there is any management body or committee: how it is structured, what is its
aim, how and how often members of this body/committee are selected, and why?
24
Strategic decision = are those which affect the CBI, regarding e.g. new activities, main goals, funding, strategic
collaborations, etc.
25
Strategic decision = regarding new activities, main goals, funding, collaborations, etc. When entering the response
please just select which corresponds to the selection listed in Table 27.
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Table 28: Type of opportunity, frequency, average number of attendants, aim, and target

How often?
Type of opportunity /
activity

Average number of
attendants
(# people)

What is the aim
and the main
target26?







Once or twice per year
From 3 to 6 times per year
On a monthly basis
Weekly
Daily

Daily activities27, normal
opening hours etc.
Informational
(introductory,
awareness, recruiting,
discussing, etc.)
Learning, educational,
training28
Internal meetings29
(e.g., assemblies,
weekly meetings,
management decision
voting, etc.)
Other, please describe

9.3 Political dimension
CBIs can be more or less politically oriented and it is the aim of this dimension and indicator to
assess whether or not community involvement and participation has an important political
dimension. Previous work has shown, e.g., how working in community gardens has created
"democratic effects" and evaluations have sought to understand how these relate to
participation across a wide range of activities, organizations or initiatives (c.f. Glover et al.,
2005; Warren, 2001). These areas through which the effect takes place are: developmental,
encouraging autonomy and empowerment in individuals; institutional, attempts that seek to
influences political institutions and e.g., help in achieving political agenda setting; public sphere,
where internal positioning takes place within an organization or similar and relates to decisionmaking processes (ibid).
We will explore these dimensions further below and in more depth in the sections below on
potential political indicators (Table 29):
26

Main target can be e.g. members, people living in the area, students, policy-makers, expert/researchers, etc.
Daily activity: e.g. working together in gardens, fixing bicycles together, etc. This will vary for domains, e.g., urban
gardens could be open 24/7 and that’s ok. Just get as good an estimate as possible for daily opening hours.
28
E.g. courses, lecturers, talks offered by a guest speaker, tutorials, etc.
29
Main target should be only participants, but there are cases were internal meeting are informally opened to any
non-member/affiliate who wants to participate.
27
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Table 29: Political indicators for the CBIs assessment

Political

EXTERNAL NETWORKING WITH OTHER CBIS
EXTERNAL NETWORKING WITH OTHER ACTORS
POLITICAL MOBILIZATION
EMPOWERMENT 2 (POLITICAL)

9.3.1 External Networking with other CBIs
In order to estimate an indicator for external networking with other initiatives, a social network
analysis of collaborations will be performed. The theory of networks represents a powerful
toolset and robust paradigm for researchers aiming at investigating how interaction shapes the
relations between all the actors (nodes) in a network and how each node’s behaviour is
influenced by its ties with other nodes (Borgatti et al. 2009). Thus, many different indices and
algorithms have been proposed to perform network analysis and identifying which one, if any,
outperforms the rest it is not always a straightforward task (McGrath 2003). However, we
attempted to narrow the range of options in relation to a few criteria: the aim and scope of the
TESS project at its current stage; data availability; simplicity of the tool; and synthetic nature of
the tool.
An investigation using network analysis can usually be developed at multiple levels of detail
(Scott 2011; Freeman 1979), with each level conveying a specific stratum of information.
Although all strata are important in building a thorough network analysis, considering the scope
of TESS, not all levels are strictly necessary. We present the three main levels below in addition
to a few remarks in justifying their inclusion/exclusion:
i)

The entire network - Indices at this level consider the network as a whole and aim at
defining specific network properties such as density, amplitude, centrality etc. These
measures are very general and are not very useful in describing the types of relations
between nodes. As long as what we need are indicators which refer to each single
initiative/node, this level of investigation can be avoided. However, a Graph Centrality
index (see Freeman 1979), can be used to determine how dispersed or compact a
network is for exploratory purposes. Figure 6 clearly shows how networks can be shaped
very differently: a dense and highly interconnected network is seen at the top while a
dispersed and disconnected one is shown on the bottom. The networking indicators used
to determine a node’s size and colour and a label’s size are described below.
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Ties - a tie is defined as the dyadic relation between two nodes. Network analysis
methods based on ties are very similar to the ones that can be used for nodes, indeed
one can transform nodes with equal attributes into ties. However, ties focus on the
function performed by links in the network rather than describing nodes’ roles and
importance; hence, during this stage of the TESS project focusing on the nodes is
preferable.

iii)

Nodes – nodes are the level that will be considered at this stage of the TESS project.
Nodes-based methods can be used to evaluate the role played by a single node
according either to connectivity or centrality. Each CBI will represent a single node in the
network. .

Below the most used node-level indices in literature (Latora et al. 2007) are presented and
compared, hence a choice among one of these is proposed:
a)

Degree - the number of direct ties that a node has with other nodes, the higher the
number of direct relations the more important the node’s role. In order to allow meaningful
inter-network comparison this value is usually normalized. The Degree D of a node i is
defined as:
∑

[1]

Where aij is 1 if node i is linked to node j, and 0 if else; ki is the degree of node j; n is the
number of nodes in the network.
Advantages: ties can be bimodal, making it possible to identify the direction of the relation, and
thus allowing for an evaluation of the level of in-degree and out-degree. This also allows for
represents a further description of each node’s role. An in-degree reflects how “popular” a node
is, while an out-degree measure indicates how “active” it is. However if only one index is
selected, a simple ranking of the degree of general centrality is suggested.
Disadvantages: nodes with the same number of ties are considered peers hence, if it were
needed, it would not be possible to investigate their hierarchical ranking/position.
b)

Closeness - this refers to the importance of a node as a function of its proximity to all
other nodes. It is based on the minimum aggregate steps needed to connect one node to
all other nodes in the entire network. The Closeness C of node i is defined as:
[2]

∑
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Please tell us the names of all the [similar initiatives] operating in your geographical region
with whom you have interacted30 and are still in touch with?

The aim of this question is to obtain a complete list of all other CBIs known by the respondent
CBI. We will then ask the following questions in repetition for each of the other CBIs
mentioned/listed:
2.

How do you or in what ways do you interact with them31?

3.

How often do you interact with them?
‐

Weekly (Very often/Always)

‐

On a monthly basis (Frequently)

‐

From 3 to 6 times per year (once every couple of months OR Sometimes/Every
once in a while)

4.

‐

Once or twice per year (Rarely)

‐

Less than once per year (Very rarely)

How important32 is this relationship to your CBI’s operation/existence?
‐

Extremely important (vital)

‐

Very important

‐

Somewhat important (moderately)

‐

Not very important

‐

Not at all

Finally in order to estimate detect and assess any relevant outcomes/impacts of these
interactions/collaborations and the ‘strategic vision’ of the CBI about possible alliances the
following questions will be asked:

30

The interaction means doing something together more than simply acknowledging the existence. E.g., you keep
regularly in touch, meet sometimes, exchange information, have collaborated in some way or perhaps worked
together on an event, project etc.
31
E.g. they can collaborate by only exchanging information, they can share space and/or resources, they might get
funded, etc.
32
The importance of each interaction does not depend on the frequency of the interaction/collaboration, it may also
depend on frequency but not exclusively. For example, a relation with a similar initiative can happen once per year
but might be vital for your initiative’s activities.
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5. Considering all the collaborations you mentioned, could you tell us about the most
important outcome/impact of these collaborations?
6. Is there any other initiative you would like to build a collaboration with? If yes, could you
please name them and tell us why?
7. 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?
8. Is your initiative a replication/imitation/spin-off of others similar initiatives?

9.3.2 External Networking with other actors
External networking can be defined as the degree of interaction with external actors such
national, regional and local governments, public agencies, business, universities, schools and
colleges, research centers, NGOs, international social movements, suppliers or customers.
External networking affects, among other things, the project’s resilience, the initiative´s ability to
change and/or construct policy, the visibility of its activities and therefore their potential
replication and the creation of alliances at different scales (Seyfang and Longhurst 2013,
Wekerle 2004). As Wekerle (ibid) points out, “networks bridge issues and scales”.
Some cohorts advocate that several different indicators can be used to potentially explore
external networking properties, such as:
1.

Degree of interaction and engagement with local community;

2.

Level of interaction with suppliers and/or customers;

3.

Level of collaboration with institutionalized organizations, donors, institutions (universities,
research centres) or business sector;

4.

Level of collaboration with local, regional and national government and public agencies;

5.

Degree of participation in broader social movements;

6.

Public statements on vision and change/use of local public communication channels to get
message across.

All of these indicators are valuable options that can be potentially implemented in the TESS
evaluation toolkit for supportive and key initiatives. We have not found a specific research
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review where these indicators have been discussed and/or compared. However, having already
structured an entire set of indicators for “External networking with other CBIs”, it is considered
feasible and appropriate to use the same methodology identified above (degree, closeness and
betweenness) for this indicator as well. We consider degree, closeness and betweenness as a
more straightforward way to measure the intensity and quality of external networking;
furthermore, their simplicity is another criterion/argument that supports their implementation for
the purposes of this analysis.
The indices proposed are all quite similar. All are built upon a relatively low level of information
that can be either directly asked to the initiatives or observed indirectly. For example, one option
is to ask initiatives about the degree (and quality) of each interaction with other actors (i.e. as a
qualitative ranking from very low to very high, and assigning a corresponding wight/value), while
on the other hand an indirect evaluation of the same information could be possible if we knew
how many activities, workshops, projects, seminars, meetings, different actors are brought
together or normally attend/organize such events.
Finally, given the variety of possible external actors and given the nature of the political
dimension to be analysed, we decided to set some clear boundaries on the possible categories
of actors, and limit them only to those who are politically relevant (i.e. political actors in the
broadest sense).
During the analysis we will therefore provide a definition of “collective” actors excluding, for
example, all types of firm. We will provide a specific list of the political actors to which the
indicator refers.
Data needed to develop the social network analysis and the set of indicators mentioned earlier
(degree, closeness and betweenness) will be gathered using the following questions:
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Please name all the [collective]33 actors or network organizations you have interacted with
and you are still in touch with34.
Based on the answer, it will be possible to categorize these actors according to the
following typologies, and therefore evaluate the degree and intensity of these interactions.
‐

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 organizations 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, etc.;

‐

Firms' associations (employers’ associations, non-profit networks, etc.);

‐

Local/community/neighbourhood associations;

‐

NGOs;

‐

Other (please specify).

For each of the actors you listed, please repeat the following questions:
2.

For each individual actor listed, please tell us about how you have interacted or are still
interacting with them (meaning what do or have you done with them)?35

3.

How often do you interact with them36?
‐

Weekly (Very often/Always)

‐

On a monthly basis (Frequently)

‐

From 3 to 6 times per year (once every couple of months OR Sometimes/Every
once in a while)

‐

Once or twice per year (Rarely)

‐

Less than once per year (Very rarely)

33

“Collective” actors means ‘political’ actors in the widest sense. It excludes, for example, any type of firm. Please
refer to the list below for understanding what kind of actors we need or we don’t need to ‘map’.
34
The interaction means doing something together than simply acknowledging the existence. E.g., you keep
regularly in touch, meet sometimes, exchange information; you have collaborated in some way or perhaps worked
together on an event, project etc.
35
E.g. they can collaborate by only exchanging information, they can share space and/or resources, they might get
funded, etc.
36
By interaction we mean: face to face, by phone, by e-mail, at events, etc. Please respond separately for each CBI
listed by the respondent – run through the list one by one).
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How important is this relationship to your CBI’s operation/existence (for each of the
individual actors listed) 37?
‐

Extremely important (vital)

‐

Very important

‐

Somewhat important (moderately)

‐

Not very important

‐

Not at all

Finally in order to estimate detect and assess any relevant outcomes/impacts of these
interactions/collaborations and the ‘strategic vision’ of the CBI about possible alliances the
following questions will be asked:
5.

Considering all the political/collective actors you mentioned, could you tell us about the
most important outcome/impact of these interactions?

6.

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?

9.3.3 Political mobilization
The orientation of a CBI towards political or apolitical objectives determines whether or not it
seeks to mobilize its participants and/or the wider local community in political aims. Political
mobilization typically looks to estimate the “developmental”, “institutional” and “public sphere”
effects (see Task 2.2) of a CBI’s efforts in encouraging participants to become civically engaged
through the provision of or participation in political acts.
Considering the possible approach suggested by Rowlands (1997), VeneKlasen and Miller
(2002) regarding the analysis of the “alternative forms of power” already described for in the
previous sections, there are two forms of power relevant for this indicator, as shown in Table 30.
In particular, we will focus on the second one.
Table 30: Forms of power pertaining to Political Mobilisation

Form of power

Meaning

Power over

Domination or control of one over another (negative)

Power with

Collective action, working together (positive)

37

The importance of each interaction does not depend on the frequency of the interaction/collaboration, it may also
depend on frequency but not exclusively. The data that we are seeking here is to distinguish between how important
they are to one another and separately how frequent the interaction is. For example, a relation with an actor can
happen once per year but might be vital for your initiative’s activities.
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Potential indicator
By creating an indicator for political mobilization, we aim to estimate a CBI’s ability to build
alliances and coalitions, and to influence the political agenda. Considering the complexity of the
estimating both the mobilization of participants as well as the potential influence of activities
organized with political aims, we choose to focus on a simple, straightforward variable that can
estimate the extent to which these aims are part of the CBIs agenda and whether or not they
are involved in political activies. Therefore, we will ask the following question:
1.

In the last year, has the initiative been involved in any political activities or political
campaigns38? YES/NOT
IF YES:
‐ Can you list them?
‐ Can you give us an idea of the scope and frequency39 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?

9.3.4 Empowerment political
Beside the effects on individuals (already covered by the social empowerment indicator), there
are other important impacts related to participation in any kind of association (Warren 2001),
which pertain to the political dimension. These can be categorized as:
“Public sphere effects” of an initiative which regard its ‘internal’ political functioning, decisionmaking procedures, the degree of hierarchical management or the frequency of leadership
turnover, the opportunities that non-leaders, participants and beneficiaries have to express their
personal opinion and influence the initiative.
“Institutional effects” that go behind the initiative itself by expressing its capacity to influence
external organizations and actors, to have a significant impact on and/or relation with public

38

Collective actions attempting to exert a political pressure in order to achieve a common objective through, for
example, political pressure, protest/demonstration, participation in political decision-making, participatory forum,
partnerships with formal political organizations, legal action, lobbying, petitions, letters/fax/emails, sit-in, running
campaigns, Negotiation, intermediation and/or lawsuits (e.g. class actions), running for election, etc.
39
Number of signatures to petitions, number of mails/posters, number of attendants to participatory forums, number
of everything: people, and/or events, and/or whatever scale could be used.
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policies or formal political institutions and, in the end, a societal significance: the extent to which
they influence wider socio-political priorities, agendas and practices.
In addition, considering the possible approach suggested by Rowlands (1997), VeneKlasen and
Miller (2002), and regarding the analysis of the “alternative forms of power” (previously
introduced while developing the social empowerment indicator), we suggest an examination of
the typologies of power metioned in Table 31.
Table 31: Forms of power pertaining to Empowerment Political

Form of power

Meaning

Power within

Self-worth, dignity (positive)

We take the CBI as a whole, and not the individual participants, as our ‘unit of analysis’. Power
within (themselves) then refers to self-confidence, self-awareness, consciousness, etc. The
concept stems from a reflection on how individuals or groups recognise how power operates in
their lives (by way of self-reflection) on their experience(s) and thus gain the confidence to act
and influence and/or “induce changes” (Williams et al, 1994).
After considering the potential strategies for interrogating political empowerment, it was decided
that this indicator could be infeasible as well as overly time consuming. In conclusion we
decided to eliminate this indicator and instead to ensure that a component of this element was
covered by other indicators.

9.4 Economic dimension
As discussed in the literature review, CBIs have a variety of economic aims and effects, and the
economic dimension can be analysed at different scales.
One commonly adopted distinction in this, as in other, regards is between the intrinsic and
internal challenges faced by initiatives – e.g. how grassroots innovations are organised and
managed, the skills and resources they require, and the ways in which this can leave them
vulnerable to wider shocks such as funding cuts, loss of key personnell, or changes in policy
priorities - and external substantial effects on the economic situations of individuals,
households, the local community and more generally on the local area.
Suitable indicators to assess the economic dimension of CBIs which emerged from the literature
review are shown in Table 32.
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Table 32: Economic indicators for the CBIs assessment
A. EQUITY BALANCES
B. DEBT RATIO

Economic

1. FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY

C. REVENUE CONCENTRATION
D. SURPLUS CREATION

*
2. ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
3. ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS
4. JOB CREATION
A. LOCAL WEALTH RETENTION

5. LOCAL ECONOMIC IMPACT

B. LOCAL WEALTH GENERATION

*Additional indicators might be added during the data analysis.

9.4.1 Financial sustainability
Financial sustainability is a challenge for most CBIs and represents a goal that most of them
strive for. Ideally, financial sustainability enables an initiative to cover all of its costs, to sustain
itself economically in the long term, and to accomplish its objectives while developing resilience
to occasional economic shocks in the short term (e.g. loss of program funds) “without
undergoing interminable negotiations with donors who may or may not agree with its vision or
with its cost percentages” (Léon 2001, p. 7).
There is a variety of economic indicators that seem particularly appropriate to assess the overall
financial sustainability of a CBI. Financial sustainability can, in fact, be assessed by analysing
an initiative’s net income (the surplus of revenues over expenses), liquidity (the cash available
to pay bills), and solvency (the relationship of assets and debt or liabilities). With regard to the
feasibility of collecting data gathered from the CBI’s financial statement, such as income,
expenditure, cash flow, debts, etc. the four main following indicators are suggested.
Potential indicators
The kind of indices to define the financial profiles of charities and nonprofits organizations used
by Tuckman and Chang (1991), Greenlee and Trussel (2000), Abraham (2003) etc. are:
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(i) Equity balance: this measures the relative amount of equity that an organization has. This is
measured as the ratio of total equity to total revenue.
(ii) Debt ratio: the debt ratio is a measurement of the amount of debt that the organization uses
to finance its programs and projects. It is measured as the ratio of total liabilities to total assets.
(iii) Revenue concentration index: this assess whether an initiative depends on a specific type
of income/source of funding or on a mix of incomes.
(iv) Surplus margin: necessary to evaluate a periodic monetary result (positive or negative).
1. Equity balances
According to Tuckman and Chang (1991) “nonprofits with relatively small amounts of equity may
be less able to replace lost revenues following a financial shock than those with relatively large
amounts of equity. After a financial shock, a nonprofit with a large equity balance may be able to
leverage its assets rather than reduce its program offerings. Thus, the lower the equity balance
is, the more likely the organization is to be financially vulnerable, a predicted inverse
relationship”.
2. Debt ratio
This is an indicator of long-term risk and is a financial ratio that indicates the proportion of an
initiative’s assets that are provided via debt.
This represents the ratio of total debt (the sum of current liabilities and long-term liabilities) to
total assets (the sum of current assets, fixed assets, and other assets). In other words, the
proportion of debt relative to assets.
Ʃ Current liabilities
long term liabilities
Total assets
Risks (of bankruptcy for example) are high when total liabilities exceed total assets. Therefore a
high value can suggest liquidity problems and may be perceived as a risk by creditors.
Consequently, according to the above-mentioned authors, a debt ratio of 1 or less is good.
3. Revenue concentration
One of the major, measurable pillars of financial sustainability is income generation and
diversification, which refers not only to internal income generation, but also to the number of
income sources that provide funding (Léon 2001, p. 16), including grants, donations, etc.
According to Abraham “diversification of revenue sources increases financial sustainability
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because of the probability that all sources will not be affected by the same economic shock.
Conversely, the fewer an organisation’s revenue funds, the more financially vulnerable it is to
revenue downturns” (2003, p. 7). An initiative “with equal distributions of income from various
revenue sources will be more financially sustainable, than one which receives most of its
income from a single source. Therefore, the larger the number of revenue sources and the more
equally these sources contribute to total revenue, the more financially sustainable the
organization” (Ibidem).
Another challenge mentioned by different authors (Léon 2001, Santog-Padilla 2012) is the risk
of reliance on external funding sources and streams. A CBI can count on a diverse set of
funding sources, either internal (subscriptions, donations, self-taxation, etc. or income
generated through a sales strategy of goods and/or services) and external (public, financial
institutions, foundations, philanthropic organizations, etc.). All sources can be delivered in
different ways: funding (e.g. grants, donations, micro-credit, loans, fees for services, etc.),
contracts, materials, services, time (labour - hours of work), access to (and tenure of) the capital
goods, assets and infrastructure (land, tools, machinery, etc.) that are needed to run the
initiative.
Ongoing reliance on grants or external funding alone is a problem. Even if an initiative has many
donors, it will remain extremely vulnerable if a large portion of its budget depends on only one
source, mainly because “any potential change in the donor’s financial capacity, will or decision
can induce a major crisis” (Léon 2001, p. 16). According to Léon “at least 60% of the
organization’s overall budget must come from five different sources” (Ibidem).
To measure revenue concentration Tuckman and Chang (1991) constructed an index (also
adopted by Greenlee and Trussel 2000, Abraham 2003, etc.) similar to the Herfindahl Index
used in economics to measure market concentration. For each initiative “the square of the
percentage share that each revenue source represents to total revenue is summed to produce
the index. This provides a revenue concentration measure that captures both the number of
revenue sources and the extent of revenue dispersion” (p. 453).
Revenue
Total revenues
If the organisation has equal revenue from many sources the value of its index will be close to
zero. If it revenues come from single source it will have an index of one. “Consequently, the
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organisation is most likely to be financially sustainable at times when its concentration index is
closest to zero” (Abraham 2003).
4. Surplus margin
Generally, CBIs are non-profit organizations; nevertheless, being non-profit does not mean “forloss” (Léon 2001, p. 7), and generating a surplus is not prohibited, even though it must be borne
in mind that when they are run/registered as charity and non-profit organizations any surpluses
made by CBIs must be spent on purposes strictly related to their objectives. Therefore, surplus
or deficit creation represents the second measurable pillar the financial sustainability of CBIs.
According to Tuckman and Chang (1991) another valuable index to use is operating margin
(defined as revenues less expenditures, divided by revenues). In general, if a non-profit “has a
low or negative operating margin, this means that it has little or no cash surplus that can be
drawn down before it must cut program support. A non-profit with a negative margin is already
likely to be in the process of reducing program offerings. Nonprofits in the bottom quintile with
respect to operating margins are labelled at-risk”.
Total revenues
Total expenses
Total revenues
While indices (iii) and (iv) may be considered feasible, indices (i) and (ii) might be difficult to
estimate. The ability to process these depends on the availability, consistency, and quality of
data.
Additional issues worth considering could be:
5. Gross earnings. Grants and/or loans. In a community-based case, this can be
considered as equity capital and includes periodic expenditures as well as the purchase of
equipment and infrastructure which most donors allow organizations to retain ownership
of beyond the life of the project.
6. The ownership/control of means of production and assets needed to run the initiative.
7. Direct Costs. All expenses directly and exclusively related to the activity of the CBI.
8. Overhead Costs. In general these are expressed as a percentage of the organization’s
total budget, and are calculated by dividing general overhead (operational expenses
including administrative functions) by total costs. Some donors may be concerned about
an overhead costs ratio that is greater than 10 percent, as they expect management to
devote most of the resources available to programs that directly benefit the specific
projects that they funded.
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9. Staff Productivity Ratio. Staff (or active participants, volunteers, etc.) productivity can be
measured by dividing total income (or the total production of goods and/or services) by the
number of people employed and/or actively involved and working in the CBI.
The strategy adopted at this stage of the project is to collect information during the pilot test of
the WP2 data collection (beginning 2015) and evaluate the actual feasibility of these indicators.
Whatever the outcome, various unresolved issues could be the object of ad-hoc/individual case
studies.
In practical terms, the data needed to evaluate the financial sustainability set of indicators will be
collected using the following questions, and referring to the data requirements specified in Table
33-Table 35.
Table 33: Cash in-flow

Sources

€ or %

Number40

Fees/Subscriptions/Membership’s dues

..

N/A

Sales of goods (produced by the initiative)

..

N/A

Sales of services (produced by the initiative)

..

N/A

Cash donations, inheritance, etc.

..

…

(Public) grants

...

…

(Private) sponsorship

...

…

Other (…)

..

N/A

Total revenues

...,00 €

N/A

1.

Do you cover your costs?

If yes: what is your surplus (fiscal year 2014)?
How do you allocate your surplus (see Table 34)?
If no: what is your deficit?
How do you cover your deficit?

40

For cash donations, grants and sponsorships we need the real figures about how many they have received in the
past 12 months.
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Table 34: Surplus Allocation

2.

Re-invested in the initiative itself (%)

€ or % …

Savings (%)

€ or % …

Shared among members (%)

€ or % …

Other (please specify)

€ or % …

Do you have any loans?

If yes, how much of your annual costs go to cover the payments for this loan(s) (# or %)
3.

Could you estimate your overall costs? (Euros or % of the total Cash in-flow for the
period)

4.

5.

How much of your overall costs, go to cover:
a.

Labour costs: _______

b.

Rent of land, office, spaces (overhead on-site management costs): _________

c.

Capital goods (e.g. tools, machinery, etc.). _________

d.

Administrative costs: ________

e.

Fundraising activities (all events):_________

f.

Consumable inputs (for the production of goods and services):_______________

g.

Other, please describe: _______________________

Does the initiative receive material (good and services) donations or loaned assets?
Please fill in Table 35 with an approximate amount of their market value (how much would
you have to spend if you had to purchase these assets/goods?)

Table 35: Donations and Goods and Services Received

Assets donated and/or loaned

Approx. yearly market value €

Land, office, spaces
Other capital goods (e.g. tools, machinery, etc.)
Consumable materials (e.g. inputs used for production)
Services, utilities
Other (specify)
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9.4.2 Organizational effectiveness
Organization effecctiveness shows how effective is an organization in achieving the outcomes
and results that intends to produce. But to be effective and achieve its goals, an organization
must successfully respond to environmental factors. In the literature, there is not a single model
of organizational effectiveness to fit all organizations. Various models of determining
organizational effectiveness exist because organizations face different environments, they
produce different products, their members are made up of different kinds of people, and the
organizations are at different stages of development (Das 2011, p. 2).
In spite of the extensive academic interest in the topic, there still remains confusion and
controversy about what constitutes organizational effectiveness and how it should be measured.
The lack of a universal definition sharpens this problem. The several alternatives to measure
organizational effectiveness reflect that organizational effectiveness means different things to
different people.
Also, the construct of organizational effectiveness has gained interest in the community-based
initiatives and besides the growing academic interest in these organizations, community-based
initiatives realized that being critical at their performances is important to warrant the survival of
their organizations. In addition to the pressure of profit institutions to capture the previously
considered domain of non-profit organizations, funders of community-based initiatives showed
an increased interest in their effectiveness. If defining effectiveness in profit organizations is a
thorny task, it might be even more difficult in non-profit organizations which often have
ambiguous goals and offer intangible services. Moreover, the distinction between profit and nonprofit organizations questions the use of the same effectiveness criteria (Balduck and Buelens
2008, pp. 8-9).
Potential indicators
Organizational effectiveness is typically evaluated within community-based initiatives using logic
models. According to Balduck and Buelens (2008) the issue of effectiveness in organizations
revolves round four main models or approaches: the system resource model, the goal model,
the strategic constituency model and the internal process model.
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The Goal Model: Its focus is on the output to figure out the essential operating objectives
like profit, innovation, and finally product quality.

(ii)

The System Resource Model: explains the effectiveness from the point of view of the
ability to obtain necessary resources from the environments outside the organization.

(iii)

The Process Model: pays attention to the transformation process and is dedicated to
seeing to what extent the resources are officially used to give services or produce goods.

(iv)

The Strategic Constituency Model: deals with the effect of the organization on the main
stakeholders and their interests.

For each model we proposed several feasible indicators that can be easily assessed and
summed up and each of these indicators can be applied for several models. For example the
amount of received financial resources can be applied for the goal model and for the system
resource model, but can also be used for evaluate the efficiency of the process.
1.

The Goal Model

Its focus is on the output to figure out the essential operating objectives like profit, innovation
and finally product quality. There are some basic assumptions for the goal approach. One of
them is that there should be a general agreement on the specific goals and the people involved
should feel committed to fulfilling them. The next assumption is that the number of goals is
limited and achieving them requires certain indispensable resources. But the weakened
significance of the goal-based approach for the evaluation of the effectiveness of communitybased initiatives is depicted in the accurate and clear measurement of the results. In fact, it is
crucial in the vividness of the goals and output measures. The goal model is suitable only when
these conditions are met (Ashraf and Kadir 2011, p. 81).
Key indicators for assessing organization effectiveness of community-based initiatives related to
the goal approach:
a.

Number of participants at public activities/ initiatives;

b.

Amount of external financial resources;

c.

Number of initiatives/activities.

2.

The System Resource Model

It explains the effectiveness from the point of view of the ability to obtain necessary resources
from the environments outside the organization. The application of system resource can be
effective if a vivid relation exists between the resources which an organization receives and the
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goods or services it produces (Cameron, 1981).This approach invites managers to consider the
organization not only as a whole but as a part of a larger group as well. The dominating attitude
is that any part of the activities of an organization has an effect on all other parts. In addition,
due to their quantitative features, the uses of input and output measures of effectiveness in the
system resource approach seem appealing. However, they will not actually display the entire
story of performance, because it is not possible for new thoughts and discoveries to have an
immediate and directly observable effect (Ashraf and Kadir 2011, p. 81).
Key indicators for assessing organization effectiveness of community-based initiatives related to
the system resource approach:
a.

Amount of external financial resources;

b.

Number of volunteers involved as team members;

c.

Number of partners (external actors).

3.

The Process Model

Pays attention to the transformation process and is dedicated to seeing to what extent the
resources are officially used to give services or produce goods. By effectiveness, it is meant that
the organization is internally healthy and efficient and the internal processes and procedures in
that place are quite well-oiled. In an effective organization, there is no trace of stress and strain.
The members are completely part of the system and the system itself works smoothly. The
relationship between the members is based on trust, honesty, and good will. Finally, the flow of
information is on a horizontal and vertical basis (Ashraf and Kadir 2011, p. 81).
Key indicators for assessing organization effectiveness of community-based initiatives related to
the process approach:
a.

Number of employees related to number of public activities/ initiatives;

b.

Number of participants at public activities/ initiatives.

4.

The Strategic Constituency Model

It deals with the effect of the organization on the main stakeholders and their interests. Based
on this approach, effectiveness refers to the minimal satisfaction of all of the strategic
constituencies of the organization. Strategic constituency involves all the people that are
somehow connected to the organization. These people may have different roles such as the
users of the services or products of the organization, the resource providers and the facilitators
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of the organization’s output, the main supporters and the dependents of the organization. This
approach assumes an exhaustive attitude toward effectiveness and evaluates the factors both
in the environment and within the organization. In this outlook, the concept of social
responsibility is taken into consideration. This is the notion that was not formally paid attention
to in the traditional approaches, but it is of crucial importance for community-based initiatives.
Therefore, in order to evaluate how answerable an organization is to the society, there raises
the question of accountability of activities and outcomes in relation to public expectations
(Ashraf and Kadir 2011, p. 81).
Key indicators for assessing organization effectiveness of community-based initiatives related to
the strategic constituency approach:
a.

Number of volunteers involved as team members;

b.

Number of initiatives/ activities.

Almost all listed variables will be collected using the data-sheet questionnaire. Additionally, due
to the specific need to analyse the decision-making process of the CBIs, and their management
and organizational methods (mostly in a qualitative manner), some supplementary variables will
be collected using the following questions:
1.

How is the initiative run in terms of decision-making and overall operations? (Short open
question)41.
Who makes strategic decisions for the initiatives42? And, how many of those who make

2.

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 Table 36 and explain why].

Table 36: 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

41

Open answer but please ensure E.g. if there is any management body or committee: how it is structured, what is
its aim, how and how often members of this body/committee are selected, and why?
42
Strategic decision are those which affect the CBI, regarding new activities, main goals, funding, collaborations, etc.
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Is the method that you use for making strategic decisions more hierarchical or
participative43? Please see Table 37 and select the definition which fits the best your
initiative.
44

Table 37: Decision making within the initiative

1

No participation

Members/participants
decisions.

are

not

actively

informed/involved

in

2

Passive Participation

Members/participants
are
simply
informed
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 making.

6

Full participation

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

about

9.4.3 Economic benefits to participants
This indicator aims to analyse a CBI’s potential economic benefits by focusing on individual
participants and, by extension, wider group members, to be estimated at the scale of each
single initiative.
For the purposes of the analysis, economic benefits to participants can be defined as direct
impacts on participants’ income, expenditures and/or financial situation. The necessity to
develop this indicator derive, in fact, from a significant presence of literature showing that the
majority of participants, when asked the most important reasons for joining CBIs, agreed “it was
due to the financial savings” (Katzev 2003; Flachs 2010, p. 2) and impacts on income.
(i)

Positive and negative direct economic impact can be measured considering: Decrease or
increase in individual or household expenditure: providing essentials (food, services,
transport, etc.) below (above) market cost or free, lower (higher) proportion of income

43

Strategic decision = regarding new activities, main goals, funding, collaborations, etc. When entering the response
please just select which corresponds to the selection listed in Table 37.
44
How are decisions made within this initiative? How are members involved? Please select the definition which fits
the best your CBI.

Authors of the section: Alessandra Prampolini, T6 and Venere Stefania Sanna, Sapienza University of Rome.
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spent on the items provided than before, increase (decrease) in disposable income and/or
resources for other necessities or for savings;
(ii)

Increase or decrease in individual or family income (e.g. distribution of surplus between
participants, salary, etc.);

(iii)

Decreasing (increasing) in individual/family debt, or

(iv)

Increasing (decreasing) in savings: preventing/avoiding/deferral participants from
acquiring debt to buy land, housing, transportation, energy, etc.

This analysis does not take into account a range of indicators potentially linked to the economic
benefits dimension for which evaluations cannot be developed with a monetary metric (i.e.
improved health, better consumption patterns, increase in physical activity, and lack of stress).
Moreover, economic benefits related to the impact on land and housing value, which hold a
significant importance from the economic point of view, might be the object of an in-depth
analysis while dealing with specific case studies.
We are aware that this kind of analysis would require, for each CBI, an in-depth analysis of
individuals (based on ad-hoc interview/questionnaire delivered to, at least a sample, of
participants). However, at this stage of the project, considering that the “unit of analysis” will not
be the single participants but the initiative (as a whole), and because of time constraints, this is
not considered feasible.
Because of these reasons, we will focus on indicators (i) and (ii).
Potential indicators
(i) Decrease or increase in individual or household expenditure:
changes to annual expenditure of participants (and/or beneficiaries) generated as a result of the
CBI’s project activities will be estimated based on the extent to which the participation in a
community based initiative allows them to purchase goods and services at a cost below or
above the market one. Hence, increases or decreases in their expenditures will be visible and
comprise the main focus of this indicator. We measure the level and monetary values of this
change at both individual and aggregated for household levels and which directly results from
participation in a CBI. Simply stated, we want to understand the real extent of the “savings”
factor as one of the main motivation for joining the CBIs.
We include a number of questions to assess the overall costs of membership, savings (or
avoided costs) gained through membership as well as the benefits in terms of income generated
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by the CBI and received by the members. A first question regards the direct cost of membership
(i.e., membership dues or fees). We then prompt a series of questions to elicit an estimate of
the average annual savings are in terms of goods and services purchased by members. This is
comparable to what a similar basket of goods and services would be at average market prices
and thus we can deduce a savings in terms of lower costs and expenditure.
These are further divided into sub-questions on whether the goods and services are cheaper
when provided by the CBI or freely provided and they are broken down by activity as well as by
respective domain (See Table 38).
(ii) Increase or decrease in individual or family income:
This can come from a number of sources: e.g., employment or occasional work at the CBI,
profits generated by the CBI and redistributed among its members.
It is necessary to underline that CBIs do not generally have a profit motivation and in most
cases the eventual surplus in overhead costs, (if any) will, in many cases, be re-invested in the
CBI. This indicator is hence strictly linked to the CBI’s economic sustainability dimension (see
section 9.4.1).
The average annual income of the initiative is important because if CBI activities produce goods
and services at a lower cost than they sell or provide them they are generating surplus values
which are also important in terms of estimating the value of voluntary (or low-cost) labour inputs
from the membership.
We further ask about how any surplus value is used (e.g., re-investment in the CBI, distribution
among participants in a profit-sharing scheme).
Although direct information about income and finances can be difficult to ascertain, we direct
these questions in a manner so as to avoid any discomfort or awkwardness for the CBI
respondent, again, who is representing the entire CBI membership in their responses. We also
ask which CBI activities generate surplus value/income (see Table 38).
The final questions are focused on employment or labour costs which are paid to participants.
We ask for average salaries/wages as well as an estimate of the percentage of participants who
receive payments for their labour/efforts at the CBI.
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An entire section of the data-sheet questionnaire is dedicated to benefits to participants, and
data needed to estimate a proxy of this indicator will be gathered using the following question
and will be filled in Table 38 :
1.

How many people are employed by the initiative?

2.

How many person hours are paid every month (to those employed in the initiative, to
people receiving a salary or wage for working at the initiative)?

3.

In relation to people employed by the initiative: what is the minimum and maximum hourly
wage you paid to your employees last year?

4.
Considering your principal activities “what do you do/produce?” [E.g. we repair bikes; we
produce food, we…]
1.

What are the 3 main/ typical/most important, tangible and marketable goods or services
that individuals receive from the initiative? Please list [+ provide quantity produced per
year for each product].

2.

What do they (monetary) pay for this?

3.

How much they would pay for this in a comparable similar/open/standard market?

Table 38: Value estimates for goods and services produced

Name of
product/service

Quantity produced
yearly

Your (initiative) price per
unit

Market price per unit

1
2
3

4.

How much do you estimate that your beneficiaries save annually as a result of your
project activities?

5.

In case the initiative facilitates transactions (e.g. connecting producers and consumers),
can you give us a figure [monetary or non-monetary] of how much is exchanged yearly
thanks to the initiative?

9.4.4 Job creation and Local Economic Impact
Many CBI’s are aiming to contribute to economic regeneration, economic relocalisation, and
resilience and the transition to environmentally sustainable local livelihoods.


Author of the section: Philip Revell, Climate Futures.
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Local economic impact is the degree to which the CBI contributes (positively or not), and how,
to the local economy. For example, CBIs might create new jobs and enterprises, help revitalize
commercial districts, regenerate local economies, help businesses thrive, keep money
circulating in the local economy, create new local investment opportunities, improve nearby land
and housing values, generate additional tax revenues, provide new training and skills learning
opportunities, changes to local wealth distribution etc. It is possible that they may also have, or
be perceived to have, negative local economic impacts such as displacement from existing
business.
For some CBI’s, conventional economic measures are less relevant than a focus on measures
of ‘well-being’, alternative means of exchange such as the ‘gift economy’ and less tangible
measures of social capital, community capacity and empowerment.
Conventional (‘top-down’) measures of economic activity such as employment rates, earnings,
wealth distribution, debt levels, asset values etc. are unlikely to be useful because data is not
up-to-date or available at a high enough resolution and because it will not be possible to
attribute changes directly to a particular CBI. Another issue is the likely long lead-time before
tangible economic benefits are likely to be realized (Armstrong, 2000).
Building on previous work by Cox 2010, Hopkins 2010 proposes a range of indicators of local
economic resilience which aim to measure the extent to which a diverse, and vibrant range of
responsible businesses and enterprises are able to respond to market demands to create
positive social, economic, and environmental outcomes and the effectiveness of local money
and resource flows. These include indicators such as the percentage of local household
expenditure that is spent locally and the percentage of employers that are locally owned.
Potential indicators
It may be of interest to use such indicators to assess the economic resilience of the
communities in which TESS case study CBIs are operating but for the purposes of assessing
the local economic impact directly attributable to TESS case studies CBIs, the following
indicators are considered relevant:
1.

Jobs Creation: net number of permanent new jobs created (FTE). This can be used as a
standalone indicator, and at the same time might serve as part of a Total economic impact
index.
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Local Wealth Retention: value of former leakage from local economy now retained
locally;

3.

Local Wealth Generation: change in value added locally to bring in extra income to local
area;

4.

New Skills and Training: number of people acquiring new skills and knowledge.

1. Job creation
The number of new jobs created may include those funded by new grant income brought in by
the CBI as well as those in new or expanded enterprises started or supported by the CBI or
through new opportunities for existing businesses that are created.
Data needed to evaluate a proxy for this indicator can be collected asking the CBI to count how
many new jobs (measured as ‘full time equivalent’) have been created as result of the CBI’s
activities. In this case only new jobs created as a direct consequence of the CBI’s activities
should be counted.
2. Local Wealth Retention
Retention

of

more

wealth

locally

may

occur

through,

for

example,

enabling

beneficiaries/participants to save on household energy bills or through increased availability of
local food or other goods. It may also include services now carried out by local people instead of
by people coming in from outside the area. This should include an evaluation of the ‘local
multiplier’ effect resulting from recirculation of money locally.
CBIs may contribute to reduced economic leakage in many ways (Table 39). It will probably be
useful to ask them to think about this through relevant examples from each domain that the CBI
is involved with.
Table 39: Example of economic leakages

Energy

E.g. Value of savings on beneficiary energy bills –through reduced energy
consumption or micro-renewable energy generation

Food

E.g. Value of extra food now produced and consumed locally as a result of the CBI’s
activities

Transport

E.g. Value of savings accruing to beneficiaries (e.g. on car fuel and running costs
and public transport fares) as a result of reduced travel or modal shift to
walking/cycling

Waste

E.g. Value of savings by participants as a result of goods repaired and reused rather
than replaced by new, or food not wasted
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3. Local Wealth Generation
Generation of new local wealth may occur through value being added by local processing of
goods or materials previously exported from the area of a CBI or, for example, by what was
previously considered as ‘waste’ being ‘upcycled’ e.g. CBI may be milling timber that was
previously exported from the area as round logs, or adding value to locally grown food (such as
milling wheat and baking bread), or a CBI may own a wind turbine that is generating substantial
annual revenues, etc.
Additional funds gained through grants or other similar funding schemes can potentially channel
or spur economic activity in the local area and may be considered a component of local wealth
generation.
4. New Skills and Training
New skills and training opportunities created by a CBI may not lead to short-term economic
impact but some measure of the local skills base and how these changes are of relevance to
future potential for economic impact.
Additionally it would be useful to consider measures of wider ‘well-being’ and to consider the
contribution of a CBI to building local economic resilience, which may include social and
economic inclusion as well as longer term community capacity building.
However, after considering the importance of the four potential indicators, according to time and
data constraints, we decided to focus on the first three only.
In order to estimate the first three indicators, data is needed on the employment, goods and
product produced, prices of sales, etc. This data can be gathered using the following list of
questions and can be filled in Table 40:
1.

How many people are employed by the initiative?

2.

How many person hours are paid every month (to those employed in the initiative, to
people receiving a salary or wage for working at the initiative)?

3.

In relation to people employed by the initiative: what is the minimum and maximum hourly
wage you paid to your employees last year?
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Besides the people already employed at the initiative, are there any outside new paid
jobs45 (measured as ‘full time equivalent’) created thanks to the initiative activities46?
YES/NO

5.

If YES, how many of those jobs were still existing at the end of 2014?

6.

What are the 3 main/ typical/most important, tangible and marketable goods or services
that individuals receive from the initiative? Please list [+ provide quantity produced per
year for each product].

7.

What do they (monetary) pay for this?

8.

How much they would pay for this in a comparable similar/open/standard market?

Table 40: Value estimates for goods and services produced

Name of
product/service

Quantity produced
yearly

Your (initiative) price
per unit

Market price per
unit

1
2
3

9.

What percentage of your total activity goes towards these 3 products (to be expressed in
work time or proportion of budget or quantities)?

10.

Considering all the tangible and marketable goods or services that individuals receive
from the initiative (not only the 3 previously mentioned), what is the total value47 of goods
and services your initiative produces/provides annually?

11.

What is the total quantity/amount of goods and services your initiative produces/provides
annually?

12.

What percentage of your total expenditure is spent with local suppliers48?

13.

How much do you estimate that your beneficiaries save annually as a result of your
project activities? (With locally relevant examples49 to prompt for information required).

45

We may need to prompt interviewees with examples from different domains. E.g. Insulation/solar panel installers,
bike mechanics, food growers/processors/distributors, reuse/repair/upcycling workers, etc.
46
“Thanks to the CBI activities” means that without the CBI this job would have never existed, i.e. the CBI contributed
greatly to providing e.g., the money required for this to start up, assets needed to pursue this activity, opportunities to
help get the activity up and running etc. Important: these should only be counted if there is a clear and direct
attribution to the CBI’s activities. An “I don’t know” response will correspond to 0.
47
Market price.
48
Expenditure includes all money spent on purchasing consumables as well as services such as e.g. graphic design,
IT support, website design, venue hire, bookkeeping/accounting, etc.
49
This question aims at estimating the reduced economic leakage as a result of financial savings made by all the CBI
beneficiaries = money that is now being saved and retained in the local area that beneficiaries would previously have
spent on goods or services bought in from outside the area.
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In case the initiative facilitates transactions (e.g. connecting producers and consumers),
can you give us a figure [monetary or non-monetary] of how much is exchanged yearly
thanks to the initiative?50

9.5 Technological dimension
The use of different skills or technologies by CBIs varies greatly and may have an influence
over their potential to foster “innovative” or innovation processes. While the use of more
complex or specific technologies may favour better delivery of goods and services it also may
limit the possibility of replication the CBIs work in other areas. Overly complex processes create
challenges for diffusion even though they may be necessary and the need for specific skills and
resources to maintain, up-scale or survive as a CBI is an on-going issue faced by CBIs
(Seyfang, 2010).
Since CBIs favour a sense of ownership by communities, embedding innovative practices or
technologies and creating or sparking socially sustainable behavioural change among a wide
range of actors is possible. Not only do single innovations often become diffused more easily,
through uptake within the community as well as CBI network of actors, but the development and
use of technological solutions is potentailly more made to measure and may have a better fit
within the local context. By looking at the technological dimensions of CBIs, including technical
complexity, innovativeness, human capital externalities and social innovation, we aim to extend
our analysis beyond the business, hardware or software focus found in much of the literature on
technological innovation (Table 41). In this way, we develop a unifying framework for analysing
the innovative potential of CBIs from research on sustainability transitions.

Technological

Table 41: Technological indicators for the CBIs assessment

TECHNICAL COMPLEXITY
INNOVATIVENESS
HUMAN CAPITAL EXTERNALITIES
SOCIAL INNOVATION

50

For example: money collected by a Solidarity Purchasing Group in order to ‘pay’ the farmer for the vegetables. In
this case the initiative only ‘facilitates’ the transaction but it is relevant to understand the amount of money ‘collected’.
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9.5.1 Technical complexity
This indicator relates to ways in which people, organizations (including CBIs) and communities
develop and share the benefits of a program (Jegou and Manzini 20008). If one considers the
context in which CBIs are embedded, the use of different types of technologies becomes clear:
the ways that a CBI gathers, filters, processes and uses information depends on the difference
resources (e.g., human, economic, physical, social) resources which are at their disposal. The
delivery of (new) goods and services produced by a CBI is also a reflection of how well
information is managed and how well the access to knowledge, skills and tools vis-a-vis
technologies are used. The use of technology has to be tailored to the needs of members as
well as used in designing new and/or collaborative services (Warnke and Luiten 2008).
Originally, we envisioned an indicator for technical complexity and specificity to include skills
and technologies required and applied within the CBI. As a complex component of a CBI’s
potential in terms of innovativeness it can provide an indication of how well the CBI mobilizes
and designs or develops resources for its purposes, mainly, goods and services provision.
However, a negative aspect of this technical component can also hinder the possibility for other
CBIs to replicate or develop an application of this innovativeness for their own use. Thus, high
complexity or technical/technological complexity and specificity also risks becoming a barrier to
further growth and/or survival of a CBI since particular skills and resources may be difficult for a
CBI to find and to sustain within its membership, its operations.
We continued to develop a widened perspective on technical complexity which was capable of
encompassing a technological as well as novelty or innovative component. In conducting our
literature analysis a key theme emerged: many CBIs which are considered innovative or novel
make use of technological resources to enable solutions and many technologically adept CBIs
can be considered “relationally” or “socially” innovative (Cipolla, 2008).
In terms of technological complexity, many already existing methodologies consider more
conventional indicators such as patents, the number of actors involved, cross-fertilization of
different technologies - e.g. the mobility of professionals – which becomes an evaluation of the
‘closeness’ to market exploitation, indicators based on the economic use of knowledge, such as
data on employment and economic growth.
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We can easily observe a relationship between innovativeness and an enhanced development or
use of technology. Many commonly used technologies were developed to enable new forms of
organization to take place and have furthermore facilitated wider, socially-led and system-wide
innovations. One example of this is in car sharing which has been catalysed through the use of
a specialized technology, freely available, and applied in order to organize the services of the
CBI, i.e. the sharing of vehicles and the management of bookings, usage, payments,
membership data through a CRM which is widely distributed through a smartphone application.
The management of both the physical assets (the cars themselves) as well as a level of
customization for each individual member across different spaces is made possible through the
easily distributable app, capable of tailoring the service to specific and individual needs of the
CBI members (c.f., Warnke and Luiten, 2008).
We can thus consider two ways in which technology is supportive: firstly, in supporting the
realization of ideas, creating accessibility to services for members and participants and to
stabilize this service provision; secondly, to enable the connection of people to CBIs and to
access their knowledge, the tools and skills developed within the CBI and to then have the
ability of replicating these collaborative services or to start new services (see also Human
Capital Externalities below). For instance, in the case of an Italian G.A.S. (Gruppo di Acquisto
Solidale which means Solidarity Purchasing Group): how can users find services they desire,
i.e. food products, and how can the potential producers meet this demand in their
neighbourhood or area? Technological complexity may be low in addressing this coordination
issue in a smaller scale production-consumption network while for a larger G.A.S. it may require
a higher, more sophisticated system to organize and manage service delivery and related
information.
In our research framework we consider “technological complexity” as the complexity of the
“skills needed in order to run the initiative” and owned by those (members, participants,
volunteers or employees) active in the initiative.
Potential indicator
Technological complexity index: it measures the complexity of skills needed in order to run
the initiative. This indicator can assume a double role. It can be intended as a proxy of the
absolute and relative "complexity" (also technical) of the CBI. The more specific are the skills
needed/required in order to run the activities, the more complex is the CBI.
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Skills owned
Skills needed
Skills needed
Given the variety of domains (food, transport, waste and energy) and the wide range of possible
skills applied in the initiatives, the focus is on professional/technical skills which require
education and/or work experience and not about skills in general. Any reference to
interpersonal, relational, attitudinal skills, e.g. charisma, empathy, enthusiasm will be avoided;
these are all characteristics impossible to assess in an objective way (see also Table 42 and
Table 43).
1.

What are the three skills which require the highest level of qualifications (e.g., education,
training or experience) – LIST THESE 3 (see Table 42)
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?
d) If you pay for skills #1, #2, #3, how much do they cost? If you don’t pay for skills #1, #2,
#3, how much do you think they would cost/ how much do you think their salary would
be?

2.

What is the most widely diffused/common skills51 applied in the running of the initiative.
Which is the most commonly held skill necessary to run the initiative? (see Table 43)
e) How many people in the initiative have that skill?
f) How many years of education to obtain that skill?
g) How many years of experience to obtain that skill?
h) If you pay for this skill, how much does it cost? If you don’t pay for this skill, how much
do you think it would cost/ how much do you think the salary would be?

Table 42: 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

Market
value/average
salary that this skill
(would) cost

1. _____________
2. ____________
3. ____________
51
E.g. FOOD: food/order management, planting and organic fertilization knowledge; TRANSPORT: bike repair,
transport planning; ENERGY: energy data tracking/reporting, customer service; WASTE: handicraft/up cycling skills,
merchandise management
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Table 43: 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

Market
value/average
salary that this skill
(would) cost

1____________

9.5.2 Innovativeness
Innovative CBIs extend the concept of “community” to a wider area where individuals come
together to tackle challenges and new demands for well-being.
Innovative CBIs can be differentiated from a traditional concept of social initiatives through the
organization of activities: innovativeness in a CBI can mean that people do things to help
themselves and at least partly do so by themselves; innovativeness can be a process-based
introduction of new processes or products which change the social system in which innovations
occur; and innovativeness can refer to solutions for which benefits accrue at the society level as
opposed to individuals (Bassi, 2011). In the case of CBIs, we assumed that the people
concerned (the community) are often directly and actively involved in achieving a result that the
CBI itself set out to reach.
In reflecting on what an indicator for innovativeness would be composed of or cover we
reviewed some of the well-known frameworks for measuring social innovation including: the
Innovation Union Scoreboard, the INSEAD Global Innovation Index, NESTA’s Innovation in
public sector organizations and the Australian Public Sector Innovation Indicators. These have
been used in assessing innovation interventions and policies in other indicators and frameworks
such as the OECD Better Life index, National Footprint, TTT-Index and CIVICUS (The Young
Foundation, 2012). However, we departed from a perspective which sees innovativeness more
generally as visible within a CBI’s novelty in terms of the ability to meeting social needs, ability
to enhance society’s capacity to act and implementation, from original ideation to design and
development and finally effectiveness in terms of specific outcomes of the CBI. Thus, we
considered the generation and diffusion of knowledge a key element and included the element
of technological complexity.
Innovativeness can be seen as a composition or network of actors and institutions that develop,
diffuse, and use innovations. We can delimit an innovative CBI ‘system’ at the community level,
identify the actors as the CBIs themselves and seek to understand their capabilities, understood
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as organizational and functional as well as adaptive or learning abilities. We are interested in
seeing how actors within a CBI relate to one another and promote knowledge development and
diffusion. The key element is therefore the generation and diffusion of knowledge, more than the
material outcome of innovation.
Potential indicators
This indicator will be derived using the “Seven sub-processes/functions” proposed by Bergek et
al. in their work of 2008 (mentioned in the literature review and our re-adaptation in Table 44).
Table 44: Innovativeness (adapted from Bergek et al. 2008)

Process steps

In your activities….

IF YES…

Knowledge
development
and diffusion

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?

Pressure for
change

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

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

Experimentation

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

What are you
experimenting on? Why is
this innovative?

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?

Formalisation

Did you apply for patents? Did you register any
patents?

What you patented?

Resource
mobilisation

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?

Development of
positive
externalities

Are there other organizations that are using your
innovation(s)? Has there been any replication in
other places, sectors of what you are doing?

Which products or
services are being
utilized/implemented by
others and who is doing
so?

Legitimation
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9.5.3 Human capital externalities
A first step towards understanding a CBI’s human capital externalities is by distinguishing two
different areas in which skills are visible:
1)

Human capital externalities caused by the CBI: e.g. making skills acquisition more
accessible and helping members of the CBIs realize. Members are able to make use of
their knowledge, tools, and the initiatives’ activities, e.g. in order to expand or
replicate/start new initiatives or to find new work/employment because of the skills and
knowledge gained from the connection to the CBI.

2)

Human capital externalities which are channelled through members of the CBI: e.g.
gaining skills and acquiring knowledge needed for the CBI but from sources outside the
CBI.

Human capital externalities (HCE) can be defined as the extent to which CBIs offer participants
and communities first and second order learning occasions, diffuse instrumental/technical or
critical knowledge, provide formal education or informal knowledge and learning infrastructure to
enable the flow of information, ideas and knowledge spill-overs.
Summarizing from the existing literature (Kemp et al. 1998, Geels and Deuten 2006, Seyfang
and Smith 2007, Seyfang and Longhurst 2013), we can identify some key factors and
processes that favour niche emergence and growth:
-

the possibility of building effective social networks, both internally, within single initiatives,
and externally between different initiatives/niches and with other societal actors including
a variety of ‘supporting’ stakeholders, or ‘intermediary actors’ who “speak for the field”.

-

the promotion of learning processes which include everyday knowledge and expertise,
plus ‘second-order learning’, i.e. those forms of knowledge that induce people to question
the assumptions and constraints of mainstream regimes.

-

knowledge infrastructure to enable the flow of information and ideas (ibid).

We can observe HCEs in communities where diffusion is evident both in terms of specific
results and social qualities. A group of people actively seeking to resolve an issue in a CBI
create collateral effects which can reinforce both the internal social “fabric” of the organization
as well as improve external factors such as environmental quality. They produce these results
through an expansion of the social conceptualization: in working towards overcoming social
problems and interacting with wider groups of individuals in their daily lives, the direct and active


Author of the section: Cary Yungmee Hendrickson, Sapienza University of Rome.

- 127 -

TESS Project (Grant Agreement n° 603705)

D2.2

interaction of the members within the CBI carries over beyond the CBI activities. Members take
the skills and network which have been developed within their participation in the CBI and carry
them over to their professional and personal activities beyond the CBI. These external spillovers
can often translate into skills being used for new employment opportunities, the creation of new
jobs or even the creation of new businesses.
New kinds of social services which are collaborative and networks of active people and
institutions that participate in this co-production shift the role of service provision from one
central figure that provides the service to others to a group of co-producers and co-designers
providing for themselves. These non-hierarchical and network based models catalyze larger
numbers of people who are interesting in building peer-to-peer networks and allowing for people
to meet and organize themselves, reinforcing each other.
The distinction between producer and consumer becomes blurred when the new models of
service provision in CBIs and spillover effects begin to emerge. This model encourages direct
relationships to be forged between the CBI members and outside users of the CBI services and
in many cases the consumers or users of the service will become co-producers themselves.
The relational quality of a CBI is built upon the collaboration of groups of people and the
relationships and mutual trust which are fostered through the members’ active participation. This
is almost certainly a prerequisite to their existence and it fosters a new organizational mode
which challenges the mainstream models of private-public, producer-consumer, local-global etc.
(Un, Rocchi, Green, 2008). While deeply rooted activities are tied to one place, at the same time
the on-going activities of all members and the organization model of collaboration spill out
beyond the confines of the CBI.
Potential indicators
(i)

Human

capital

externalities

(Formal):

this

is

indicator

which

assesses

the

learning/training opportunities that are available through (offered by) the CBI. This
indicator is an attempt to measure the extent to which CBI offers learning occasions,
diffuse instrumental/technical or critical knowledge, provide formal education or informal
knowledge, learning infrastructure, and knowledge spillovers. We can also consider the
flow of information.
Index = A*B/C
A = number of times events have been organized (frequency)
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B = rate of attendance (average percentage of attendants)
C = CBI’s total participants
(ii)

Human capital externalities (Informal): human capital externalities are related to skills
owned and interaction opportunities. It is assumed that to (i) a highest level of skills
owned, (ii) high heterogeneity of skills and (iii) high frequency of face to face opportunities
for interaction are beneficial (positive correlation to) and create positive human capital
externalities.
Index = F (Level of skills, innovativeness, heterogeneity and F2F opportunities)

The strategy adopted at this stage of the project is to collect information during the pilot test of
the WP2 data collection (beginning 2015) and evaluate the actual feasibility of these indicators.
In practical terms, the data needed to evaluate the human capital externalities set of indicators
will be collected using data and information coming from other indicators:
1. Skills from “Technological complexity”:
a. Three skills which require the highest level of qualifications:
i. # of people in the initiative with skill #1, skill #2, and skill #3;
ii. # of years of education to obtain skill #1, skill #2, and skill #3;
iii. # of years of experience to obtain skill #1, skill #2, and skill #3;
iv. Salary or market value of skill #1, skill #2, and skill #3.
b. The most widely diffused/common skills applied in the CBI:
i. # of people in the initiative with that skill.
ii. # of years of education to obtain that skill.
iii. # of years of experience to obtain that skill.
iv. Salary or market value of that skill.
2. Face to face opportunities for interaction from “Bonding Social Capital” with a specific
focus:
a. Learning/educational/training activities held by the CBI.
b. Frequency.
c. Average # of attendants.
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9.5.4 Social innovation
While there are many definitions of social innovation, here we identified those innovations that
primarily do not create new technologies or products or artefacts, but express themselves “at
the level of social practice” (Howaldt and Schwarz 2010, p. 21), i.e. they do not result in any
tangible (technological or productive) improvements, but in a change of attitudes, behaviour,
social practices or forms of organization (Neumeier, 2012, p. 55), which in turn can help to
improve the living conditions of those involved (Kirwan et al. 2013), and will later become
institutionalized (Cajaiba-Santana 2014).
The definition proposed by Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan (2010) is particularly useful in
developing an operational definition of the concept. According to the authors social innovation is
“new products, services or methods that tackle pressing and emerging social issues and, at the
same time, transform social interactions promoting new collaboration and relationships” (2010:
3). In this definition, the term “social” which represents the focus of this kind of innovation (and
differentiate it from technological innovation) is used in two ways: it characterises the issues to
be solved (which has to be “social” such as adaptation to climate change and the effects of
aging population on society) and the methods used for solving such issues, and which imply a
modification (of some sort) in social relationships. In this definition, social innovation represents
both product and process innovation. It is said to generate a new product/service by changing,
at the same time, the way in which this product/service is produced. It benefits society ‘twice’,
that is, by proposing a solution to a specific problem and by offering new social links and
collaboration opportunities. This understanding of social innovation is well recognised by policymakers and institutions. For example, the Bureau of European Political Advisers of the
European Commission (BEPA) quotes it in a dedicated publication (2011); the concept of social
innovation is a part of the Innovation Union Flagship in EU 2020 strategy (EU, 2010) and an
Employment and Social Innovation programme will soon be launched.
In analysing the meanings attributed to social innovation by these institutions, however, some
differences can be detected in understanding the concept. In most cases, the term is used to
describe and recommend a new centrality for private-public partnerships as instruments capable
of innovating the welfare state, and making it more efficient (BEPA, 2011). Although some
governments and international organisations (like ORCD) use the first definition of social
innovation described above, its operationalization may vary considerably depending on the
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inclusion, or, exclusion of social actors as potential social innovators. More specifically, in what
can be defined as a governmental approach to social innovation, social entrepreneurs and
companies, cooperative and consultancies are recognised as the main innovators that can
support government in the implementation of new initiatives and in changing the welfare state.
Bottom-up processes, grass-roots initiatives and social movements may find it difficult to access
the support measures offered by governments under social innovation programmes without the
mediation of social entrepreneurs and ad hoc consultancies (Illie and During, 2012). For the
purposes of the TESS project, we decided it would be interesting to see the role of grassroots
and social movement in this scenario.
Moreover, social innovations refers to positive innovation/modification that, as in the definition
proposed by Philip, Deiglmeier and Miller (2008:36), is meant to be more “more effective,
efficient, sustainable, or just than existing solutions.” We began by focusing on these two
definitions for developing our indicators. Thus, a social innovation index is not a standalone
index but a transversal index which aggregates and gives visibility to indicators that are already
included in other indices: the concepts of efficacy, effectiveness and sustainability are mainly
economical, while the concept of “just” or, better, “fairness” refers to CBI capability of promote
social integration, fights social exclusion and promote the social and political participation of
categories at risk of social exclusion and discrimination (Passani et al., 2014). Of course, a precondition for analysing this aspect is the fact that CBI address social issues promote new
solutions and impact on citizens and institutions way of thinking and behave.
It is not easy to monitor changes in opinions, ethical orientations and behaviours. The main
challenge is attribution (Bund and others, 2013). In fact, even when observing a change, it is
very difficult to associate that change to a defined input. It is possible, for example, to monitor
an awareness raising campaign about HIV in terms of number of persons informed through
different channels, but it is not possible to say that the decrement of HIV infections is a result of
that specific campaign. The issue is complicated by the fact that changes in opinions and
behaviours are influenced by the number of people that decide to assume certain behaviours:
the more people assume new behaviours the easier it becomes to see this change spreading
across the population (network effect).
In an attempt to overcome the attribution problem normally researchers use user/target
audience surveys and, when possible, compare them with control groups not exposed to the
awareness raising campaign or related actions. Therefore, quasi-experimental research design

- 131 -

TESS Project (Grant Agreement n° 603705)

D2.2

is the most used one for this kind of analysis. Other possible methods to be used alternatively or
in association are Stated preference methods, Priority evaluation method, and Revealed
Preference methods but these methods are based on user surveys that we so far excluded from
the TESS research.

9.6 Environmental dimension
Based on the literature review, a set of appropriate environmental indicators for TESS is
presented. On the one hand, we are restricted to a small set of indicators in view of the
indicators for the impacts in the other dimensions (Sections 36). On the other hand, we want to
give an overview of the important environmental impact of the CBIs under investigation. In view
of these constraints, we considered those indicators which are common both in the general
guidelines and CBI studies. As Later, the PSR approach was supplemented by the European
Environmental Agency (EEA) and developed into a so-called DPSIR-approach which considers
two additional factors, driving forces and impact (Smeets and Weterings, 1999; EEA, 2000;
Niemeijer and de Groot 2008). The EEA’s (2013) report builds on the DPSIR framework and
presents an extensive set of 146 environmental indicators, grouped into 12 environmental
themes. Apart from the OECD and EEA’s guidelines, the Sustainablility Reporting Guidelines
(SRG) of the Global Reporting Initiative also include a set of key environmental issues and
related indicators (GRI 2006). The purpose of the SRG are benchmarking and assessing
sustainability performance; demonstration and comparison of performance between different
organizations. These guidelines can also provide a crude understanding of different
environmental indicators which have the greatest influence on future environmental
sustainability.
Table 10 and Error! Reference source not found. show, the common indicators used by all
frameworks are energy, water and waste. Therefore, we selected these indicators for assessing
the CBIs as presented in Table 45. We aim to make the assessment of environmental impacts
compatible with the GHG assessment described in Deliverable 2.1. Thus, we compare
environmental impacts against a baseline reference case to be determined in an activity-specific
way.

9.6.1 Energy
The aim is to understand how much energy use is reduced through the activities of the initiative,
compared to the baseline case that the initiative is absent. In case of fossil-fuel based energy,
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the relevant data is already being collected in the GHG assessment as described in Deliverable
2.1. To complement the picture, questions will investigate if in addition energy from renewable
energy sources is saved.

9.6.2 Water
For water consumption, we are interested to measure the the amount of water (in liters or m3)
that the activities of a CBI is able to reduces. This can be determined based on water use from
utility bills (Veleva and Ellenbecker 2001) and comparing it against a baseline of national
avarage water use. Water is most relevant for CBIs that engage in the domain of food
production. Specific questions will be included in the MRV tool as described in Deliverable 2.1.

9.6.3 Waste
Waste is a signal for dissipation of resources and perhaps increases with the growth of
participants of the CBI and its production output. The environmental performance of a CBI is
better the more it prevents the generation of waste, the more it reuses materials or parts of
products, the more it recycles and the more it uses the remaining waste for the generation of
bioenergy (Japan Ministry of the Environment 2003). Information collected includes the mass
and volume of waste (in tons or m3) reduced per year by the activites of the CBIs. In addition
the type of waste matters – mainly whether it is hazardous or non-hazardous (Veleva and
Ellenbecker 2001). Relevant data is collected within the MRV tool in order to also assess the
impact on GHG emission reductions. The potentila final destination of the waste avoided is
considered in the basline case defined within the MRV tool. This can be landfill, incineration,
reuse and recycling (Marsanich 1998).
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Table 45: List of environmental indicators proposed for the assessing CBIs.

Environment

Dimension Key Indicators

Description

Formula

Energy

This measures how
much energy is
conserved through the
activities from the
initiative from
different sources.

Water

Identify the volume of
water consumption
reduced through
saving, recycling or
reusing

Amount of fuel * fuel
specific energy content

Solid waste

This measure the total
volume of waste
avoided through
activities by the
activities.

Depends on data
availability from the
initiatives
e.g. number of goods
recycled * volume per
good * waste type
specific factor

Activity‐specific; e.g.
Amount of fuel * fuel
specific energy content
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Data/Information needed

Information will be
collected through the
MRV framework

Information will be
collected through the
MRV framework

Information will be
collected through the
MRV framework

Questions to ponder
no questions needed – the
data will be collected with
the GHG accounting data
sheets.

no questions needed – the
data will be collected with
the GHG accounting data
sheets.

no questions needed – the
data will be collected with
the GHG accounting data
sheets.

9.7 Ecosystem services and green infra-structure
As mentioned in Section 8.3, several approaches are been used to assess and evaluate
ecosystem services. These approaches are mainly used to evaluate ecosystem services
from certain types of ecosystem including green infra-structure, which has designated
geographic boundary. However, we here need to investigate CBIs and their interaction with
ecosystem services, green infrastructure, and biodiversity. Hence, we design a semiquantitative approach to evaluate and assess impacts of CBIs on ecosystem services, green
infrastructure, and biodiversity.
Table 46: Overlaps and links with semi-quantitative evaluation of ecosystem services and other indicators used to
evaluate impacts of CBIs.

Values

Link to indicators and
questions

Food

amount & monetary value

Section 5/Task 2.1 GHG
accounting

Energy

amount & monetary value

Section 9.1/Task 2. 1 GHG
accounting

other resources

amount & monetary value

Section 5/ Task 2.1 GHG
accounting

Air quality maintenance

Qualitative Scale

See Section 0 for questions

Water regulation

Qualitative Scale

See Section 0 for questions

Local water quality

Qualitative Scale

See Section 0 for questions

Noise regulation

Qualitative Scale

See Section 0 for questions

Carbon sequestration/
emission reduction

amount

Task 2.1 GHG accounting

Pollination

number of pollinator

See Section 0 for questions

Recreation/ecotourism
Aesthetic
Inspirational

number of visitors/ users
Qualitative Scale
Qualitative Scale

See Section 0 for questions
See Section 0 for questions
WP3

Educational

number of educational
visits

See Section 9.2

Green infrastructure
Biodiversity

area
Qualitative Scale

See Section 0 for questions
See Section 0 for questions

Provisioning services

Regulating services

Cultural services
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Our semi-quantitative approach attempts to cover all provisioning, regulating and cultural
services. As assessment of CBIs within the TESS project is mostly based on questionnaire
survey, such survey will also be used for evaluating ecosystem services, green infrastructure,
and biodiversity. The questionnaire aims to obtain quantitative information where applicable,
for example provisioning services such as food and energy. In case of other services where
obtaining quantitative information is tricky, we propose to obtain qualitative information based
on a range of responses on a qualitative scale. The qualitative scale is used to assess CBIs’
perceptions on ecosystem services.
Additionally, we find overlaps between some of the indicators used for social, political,
economic, technological, and environmental impacts, and ecosystem services. Moreover,
reduction of emission, a regulative service, is covered in detail by Task 2.1. Additionally,
quantity and economic values of provisioning services (e.g., food, energy, and other
resources) are covered by Task 2.1. In such case, we will gather the information once and
use for assessment data sheet and carbon accounting rather than collecting the information
twice in separate questionnaire. Table 46 presents such overlaps with proposed semiquantitative evaluation of ecosystem services. Since we find more overlaps between Task
2.1 and Task 2.3, we included questionnaire for Task 2.3 in questionnaire of Task 2.1.
Proposed questionnaire is provided in below. A definitive version of the questionnaire that will
be used for the data collection in the field will form part of the Deliverable 2.3 that includes
the entire questionnaire from Task 2.1, Task 2.2 and Task 2.3.
Once the data is collected, we planned to apply a mixture of approaches for data analysis to
compare impacts of different CBIs on a broad range of ecosystem services. Various
statistical tools will be used to analyze collected quantitative and qualitative data. Use of
proper means of data visualization will enable us to extract information underlined in the
collected data and to identify positive and negative impacts of various CBIs on ecosystem
services, green infrastructure, and biodiversity.
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9.7.1 Questionnaire on ecosystem services52
Regulating services53
1. What effect do you think the CBI has on local air quality?54
Strongly beneficial effect
Beneficial effect
No effect
Negative effect
Strongly negative effect
Don’t know/Not sure
2. Please explain your answer about the effect on local air quality
3. What effect do you think the CBI has on noise regulation?55
Strongly beneficial effect
Beneficial effect
No effect
Negative effect
Strongly negative effect
Don’t know/Not sure
4. Please explain your answer about the effect on making the surrounding quiet and
calm
5. What effect do you think the CBI has on water regulation?56

52

The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment was a major contribution to evaluating the state of nature. It uses
ecosystem services as a framework to understand the interaction between ecosystems and humans.
53
One important set of these ecosystem services are regulating services, which (broadly speaking) help to keep
agreeable conditions by regulating ecosystem processes. CBIs may have an influence on such ecosystem
services. With the next few questions, we want to evaluate this influence - mostly with a short self-assessment.
This will be contrasted with the activity portfolio.
54
CBI may extract chemicals from the atmosphere and/or lower chemicals emissions to the atmosphere,
influencing many aspects of air quality. For example, plants in urban garden may absorb air pollutants, enhancing
air quality in the surrounding area. Similarly, using bicycles may lower emissions from cars, which may lower the
pollution level in the surrounding. This also holds for renewable energy initiatives when we compare that to energy
generated by coal power pants.
55
When the CBI reduces noise in the surrounding, it has a positive effect on noise regulation. If the CBI creates
noise, it has a negative effect. For examples, noise for road traffic is lower in urban garden, providing a quite
surrounding. Cars replaced by bicycles may also reduce traffic noise.
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Strongly beneficial effect
Beneficial effect
No effect
Negative effect
Strongly negative effect
Don’t know/Not sure
6. Please explain your answer about the effect on water regulation
7. What effect do you think the CBI has on local water quality?57
Strongly beneficial effect
Beneficial effect
No effect
Negative effect
Strongly negative effect
Don’t know/Not sure
8. Please explain your answer about the effect on local water quality
9. What effect do you think the CBI has on the number of pollinators (e.g., bees,
butterflies, other insects that help pollination)?
Strongly beneficial effect
Beneficial effect
No effect
Negative effect
Strongly negative effect
Don’t know/Not sure
56

CBI may have effect on water regulation by influencing timing and magnitude of runoff, flooding and aquifer
recharge. Water regulation can be positively affected by reducing surface sealing and by rain water harvesting,
whereas, it may be negatively affected due to surface sealing. For examples, urban gardening in soil may reduce
surface sealing, enhancing water regulation.
57
CBI may have effect local water quality by becoming a source of impurities (for instance, in fresh water) but also
can help improve water quality by treatment of waste water. This depends on how does CBI dispose and treat
generated waste and waste water.
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10. Please explain your answer about the effect on the number of pollinator and also
provide your estimates regarding the change (increase/decrease) in number of
pollinator58
11. Are there other regulating services influenced by the CBI that is not mentioned
above?59
Yes
No
12. If Yes, please list below other regulating services that are influenced by the CBI and
how they are influenced.
Cultural services
13. Do you think that your initiative creates recreational benefits60 for people?
Yes
No
14. If yes, of all your users/utilizers, how many people would you consider obtain
recreational benefits from the initiative’s activities?
15. Do you think the initiative affects the aesthetic value61 of the local area?
Strongly beneficial effect
Beneficial effect
No effect
Negative effect
Strongly negative effect
Don’t know/Not sure
16. Please explain your answer about the effect on aesthetic value

58

Please use positive value for increased number and negative value of decreased number.
Regulating services are the benefits obtained from the regulation of ecosystem processes, including: air quality
regulation, climate regulation, water regulation, erosion regulation disease regulation, pest regulation, natural
hazard regulation, etc.
60
Recreational benefits are also known as ecotourism, a cultural service, is considered as the characteristics of
the natural or man-made landscapes where people often choose to spend their leisure time. In other words,
recreational benefits are time spend within the initiative as leisure time activities. Examples of recreational
benefits: Food, e.g., spending free time in plating/gardening, etc. in an urban garden; Transport: people riding a
bike as their leisure activities; Energy: people visiting energy park in their free time; Waste: people involving in
waste management for fun.
61
Aesthetic value is related to beauty. Many people may find beauty or aesthetic value added in various aspects
by initiative's activities on the local areas. This may also be reflected in the support for initiative. Examples of
aesthetic value: Food, e.g. people considering urban garden enhancing beauty of the local area; Transport: bike
rider making the local are more attractive; Energy: energy/solar park as an additional component making the local
are beautiful; Waste: waste management activates contributing to make the local are neat and clean.
59
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9.7.2 Questionnaire on Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity62
17. What effect do you think the CBI has on Green Infrastructure (i.e., green spaces
including natural areas, agricultural land, and water bodies) ?
Strongly beneficial effect
Beneficial effect
No effect
Negative effect
Strongly negative effect
Don’t know/Not sure
18. Please explain your answer about the effect on Green infrastructure and also provide
your estimates about changes (increase/decrease) in area of green space63
19. What effect do you think the CBI has on biodiversity (e.g., number of plants, birds,
animal, insect types and population) in surrounding?
Strongly beneficial effect
Beneficial effect
No effect
Negative effect
Strongly negative effect
Don’t know/Not sure
20. Please explain your answer about the effect on biodiversity and also provide your
estimates about changes (increase/decrease) in biodiversity64

62

Green infrastructure, often referred as ‘green space’ or ‘green system’, is defined as the interconnected network
of natural areas including some agricultural land, such as greenways, wetlands, parks, forest preserves and native
plant communities, and marine areas. We, here, define biodiversity as diversity and richness of species (e.g.,
plants, birds, animal, rodents, insect, etc.). CBIs may have an influence on Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity.
With the next few questions, we want to evaluate this influence - mostly with a short self-assessment. This will be
contrasted with the activity portfolio.
63
Please use positive value for increased area and negative value of decreased area.
64
Please use positive value for increased number and negative value of decreased number.
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10 Discussion
This deliverable presents the foundation for assessing the role of CBIs in creating a
sustainable, low-carbon Europe based on uniformly collected relevant indicators across the
various domains for all case studies. The domains considered are economic, social, political,
technological, and environmental - including ecosystem services, green infrastructure and
biodiversity. Based on an extensive literature review on the social, economic, political,
technological and environmental impacts of CBIs, a set of indicators to assess CBIs was
proposed.
The novelty of this framework is in its proposition for a cross-sectional, cross-regional and
multi-dimensional comparison of case studies. CBIs can produce a wide range of social
impacts depending on what their aims and objectives are. Understanding social impacts is
essential for the effectiveness and the survival of an initiative. In general, CBIs may have
larger political impacts compared to individuals. This is derived from a CBI’s ability to build
alliances and coalitions, which can be further increased through external networking with
other CBIs and/or relevant actors. CBIs may have economic impacts depending on their
ability to deliver economic benefits either directly and/or indirectly to individuals and within
the local communities and economies in which they are found. CBIs can provide a fertile
terrain for innovation which could be considered a component of their potential technological
impact. The comprehensive questionnaire attempts to capture these social, political,
economic and technological impacts in details based on various socio-economic indicators.
However, CBIs’ impacts on the environment, ecosystem services, green infrastructure and
biodiversity were considered within the framework. Environmental impacts are mainly
covered by the GHG assessment described in Deliverable 2.1 and they focus on water,
waste and energy. Additionally, the questionnaire attempts to capture the perception of CBI
members with regard to their activities’ impacts on ecosystem services, green infrastructure
and biodiversity. We considered this alternative approach to a biophysical evaluation
because of data unavailability and time constraints which prevented any systematic catalog
or collection of information. This is also a challenge for the assessment of wider
environmental impacts. Furthermore, the questionnaire consists of over 100 questions in total
and 2 to 3 interviews per CBI was required to collect the relevant data for WP 2, including the
data assessment sheet and GHG assessment. Hence, we structured the data collection in a
way that would not overburden the CBIs in terms of time requirements and instead merged
the questionnaires and data collection for environmental impacts with the data for the GHG
assessment, adding an additional brief questionnaire for ecosystem services, green
infrastructure and biodiversity.
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In conclusion, the questionnaire allows for a detailed cross-sectoral and cross-regional
analysis of the various dimensions of a CBI’s impact in order to identify the regions and
sectors where CBIs generate the largest potential change towards transitioning to a
sustainable, low-carbon society. CBIs with a high impact may be considered the most policy
relevant and are candidates to be prioritized, supported, funded, replicated and/or
institutionalized.
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A-Table 1: Data-sheet: domains, indicators, definitions, sub-indicators and data needs

Domain

Social

General

Indicator

AIM AND SELFASSESSMENT

ENROLMENT

Definition
Aims and objectives of
the CBI and their
degree of achievement

Sub – indicator

Data need

(To be used in the
MCA)

1. Aims and objectives (structured according to the main areas of
investigation: environmental, economic, social, political and technological)
2. Assessment of their importance (rating)
3. Degree of achievement (rating)

(i) Enrolment

1. # members (total and active)
2. # volunteers (total and active)
3. # beneficiaries
4. # paid staff members, hours worked.
If possible with a gender classification.

The ability to involve
people, and openness
towards new members
(ii) Growth / decrease

Historical information (5 years ago*) about:
1. # members (total and active)
2. # volunteers
3. # beneficiaries
4. # paid staff members
*If the CBI is more recent, the first year of activity will be considered.
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CAPITAL

BRIDGING SOCIAL
CAPITAL

INTERNAL SOCIAL
INCLUSION

EXTERNAL SOCIAL
INCLUSION
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Strengthening social
interaction/networking
between CBI members

Face-to-face opportunities of interaction:
1. Type, # and frequency of face-to-face opportunities/activities organized by
(i) Face-to-face
the initiative on a yearly basis (e.g. informational, introductory, awareness,
interaction opportunities internal meeting, daily activities - if applicable, etc.).
index
2. Target of these activities (e.g. members, policy makers, local community,
etc.).
3. Average number of people participating/attending.
(ii) Connectivity
--propensity (or
For a “proxy of trust” (not considered feasible) information needed:
connectivity success
rate) of CBI participants 1. Typologies of means of communication (e.g. online environment, mail,
telephone, etc.) used by participants.
2. Total # of participants

The creation of new
relationships between
people who did not
previously know each
other; without the CBI
relationships would be
unlikely

(i) Internal Bridging
(ii) External Bridging

Information about previous/existing relationships between participants.
If applicable, information about previous/existing relationship between
people who attend face-to-face opportunities offered, and activities
organized by the initiative.

The heterogeneity of
CBI participants in
terms of origin, gender,
age, social

(i) Diversity/
heterogeneity index
(participants)

1. Information about participants: origin, gender, age, social status, disabled
people, disadvantaged/marginalized groups.
2. Focus on disadvantaged/marginalized groups (if applicable): information
about # of people, number, type and frequency of activities benefiting them.

(i)
Diversity/heterogeneity
The degree to which the
index (beneficiaries)
needs of the local
community are taken
into consideration
(ii) Local community
needs (qualitative)
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consideration of local community’s needs in the initiative (formal/informal).
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(i) Participation index
EMPOWERMENT 1
(SOCIAL)

Enhancement of the
participants’ self- and
social awareness

(ii) Decision making
(iii) Interaction
opportunities

1. Participation in decision-making, which can vary from “full participation” to
“no participation” (see table below);
2. Proportion of participants involved in the decision making process;
3. Number of face-to-face interaction opportunities (especially Internal
meetings e.g., assemblies, weekly meetings, management decision voting,
etc.), number of attendants, etc. (see table below);
4. Structure of the organization (hierarchical or not).

EXTERNAL
NETWORKING WITH
OTHER ACTORS

Information about interactions that have occurred in the last 12 months, with
similar initiatives, operating in the same geographical region:
The number, variety
Social Network
1. Name and description of the political actor
and degree of
Analysis (Betweenness, 2. Type of interaction
interaction/collaboration
Closeness, Degree,
3. Frequency of interaction
with relevant
etc.)
4. Importance of the interaction
stakeholders
5. Any relevant outcomes/impacts of these interactions/collaborations
6. ‘Strategic vision ‘ about possible alliances

Political

EXTERNAL
NETWORKING WITH
OTHER CBIS

Information about interactions that have occurred in the last 12 months, with
similar initiatives, operating in the same geographical region
The number, variety
Social Network
1. Name of the similar initiative
and degree of
Analysis (Betweenness, 2. Type of interaction/s
3. Frequency of the interaction/s
interaction/collaboration Closeness, Degree,
with other CBIs
etc.)
4. Importance of the interaction/s
5. Any relevant outcomes/impacts of these interactions/collaborations
6. ‘Strategic vision’ about possible alliances
7. Name of any initiative inspired/motivated/spin-off/replicate by the CBI
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POLITICAL
MOBILIZATION

The CBI’s involvement in any political activities or political campaigns
(activity) in the last 12 months:
1. # and type of activity
2. Short description (scope)
3. Frequency
4. The most relevant outcome/result/influence/impact

The ability to build
(i) Power over
alliances and coalitions,
and to influence the
(ii) Power with
political agenda

If there are no activities: reasons for not collaborating in collective actions
(e.g. lack of… trust in policy
makers/institutions/commitment/motivation/human/ financial
sources/knowledge and information, etc.).

EMPOWERMENT 2
(POLITICAL)

The participation of
members in decisionmaking, capacity
building

FINANCIAL

(i) Equity balances
(ii) Debt Ratio
The ability to satisfy the
(iii) Revenue
objective/s of the
Concentration
initiative while covering
(iv) Surplus Creation
expenses and
*Additional indicators
generating a surplus
might be added during
the data analysis.

1. Total monetary budget for the past 12 months (revenues, donations, fees,
grants, loans, etc.).
2. Assets donated or loaned.
3. Costs.
4. Presence of monetary surplus, and how it is used.

Organizational
flexibility,
(i) Organizational
interchangeability of key
effectiveness
roles, degree of
hierarchy, etc.

1. Participation in the decision-making process
2. Organizational and management method

SUSTAINABILITY

Economic

D2.2

ORGANIZATIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS

ECONOMIC
BENEFITS TO
PARTICIPANTS

The ability to increase
income of participants,
decrease their
expenditure, etc.

(i) Power within

Not feasible

1. The total value/amount of goods and services that the CBI provides
annually.
(i) Decrease or
(# of participants).
increase in individual or
2. Price paid for goods/services
household expenditure
3. Information about increase or decrease in individual or household
expenditure
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JOB CREATION

New jobs created
directly (and indirectly)

TOTAL LOCAL

Previous leakage from
the local economy that
is now locally retained,
and local income
generation

ECONOMIC IMPACT

TECHNICAL
COMPLEXITY

Complexity of the skills
needed in order to run
the initiative

D2.2

(i) Job creation index

1. # of people employed by the initiative.
2. # of new paid jobs that have been created outside the CBI but thanks to
the CBI’s activities*
*Thanks to the CBI’s activities = that without the CBI this job would have
never existed.
1. Amount or % of the CBI’s inputs (and expenditure) supplied by local**
suppliers

(i) Local wealth
retention

2. Job created by the CBI

(ii) Local wealth
generation

3. Impact on participants
**Locally = from within the case study city-region e.g. Rome, Barcelona, etc.

Skills necessary to run the initiative.
1. The 3 highest skills.
(i) Technical complexity 2. # of people with those skills.
index (skills complexity) 3. # Years of education needed to obtain skill #1, #2 and #3
4. #Years of experience to obtain skill #1, #2 and #3
5. Salary or market price for skill #1, #2 and #3

Technological

1. Need/pressure to introduce/implement radically different or new
products/services/technologies/processes/organizational models or any kind
of innovation.
2. Use/test innovations, applications and innovative
products/services/processes/ organizational models developed by others.

INNOVATIVENESS

The extent to which
CBIs experiment,
improve, diffuse or
create new
products/services

(i) Seven subprocesses/functions
(Bergek et al. 2008)

3. Creation of any new markets/segments/alternative goods/services, etc.
4. Patents registered.
5. Collaboration with other organizations/ wider network of collaborators/
innovators.
6. Self-perception about their innovative efforts being acknowledged by other
orgs as relevant/useful/worth the effort/fundable/something that should be
improved, diffused, etc.
7. Example of replication/imitation by others.
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1. Skills from “Technological complexity”:

HUMAN CAPITAL
EXTERNALITIES

Heterogeneity of the
skills
possessed/used/applied
in order to run the
initiative.

(i) Human capital
externalities formal
(ii) Human capital
externalities informal

a. Three skills which require the highest level of qualifications:
i. # of people in the initiative with skill #1, skill #2, and skill #3;
ii. # of years of education to obtain skill #1, skill #2, and skill #3;
iii. # of years of experience to obtain skill #1, skill #2, and skill #3;
iv. Salary or market value of skill #1, skill #2, and skill #3.
b. The most widely diffused/common skills applied in the CBI:
i. # of people in the initiative with that skill.
ii. # of years of education to obtain that skill.
iii. # of years of experience to obtain that skill.
iv. Salary or market value of that skill.
2. Face to face opportunities for interaction from “Bonding Social Capital”
with a specific focus:
a. Learning/educational/training activities held by the CBI.
b. Frequency.
c. Average # of attendants.

SOCIAL
INNOVATION

The diffusion of
‘alternative’ social
practices, behaviours
and intangible
innovations

Not feasible

Elaborated by Filippo Celata, Venere Stefania Sanna and Cary Yungmee Hendrickson (Sapienza University of Rome).
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