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The Res-AGorA Project
Res-AGorA is a three-year, EU FP7 project (2013–2016) which has 
co-constructed a good-practice framework, the “Responsibility Navi-
gator”, with practitioners and strategic decision-makers. This frame-
work facilitates reflective processes involving multiple stakeholders 
and policy-makers with the generic aim of making European research 
and innovation more responsible, responsive, and sustainable. 

This framework was developed based on three years of intensive 
empirical research comprising an extensive programme of in-depth 
case studies, systematic ‘scientometric’ literature analysis, coun-
try-level monitoring (RRI-Trends) and five broad-based co-construc-
tion stakeholder workshops.

The resulting Res-AGorA Responsibility Navigator was conceived as a 
means to provide orientation without normatively steering research 
and innovation in a specific direction. Furthermore Res-AGorA’s 
“Co-construction Method” is a collaborative methodology designed 
to systematically support and facilitate the practical use of the Re-
sponsibility Navigator with stakeholders. 

For more information please visit:  
www.responsibility-navigator.eu or www.res-agora.eu.
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Responsibility Navigator – Why, 
what, how?

Research and innovation activities need to become more 
responsive to societal challenges and concerns. The 
Responsibility Navigator, developed in the Res-AGorA 
project, supports decision-makers to govern such ac-
tivities towards more conscious responsibility. What is 
considered “responsible” will always be defined differ-
ently by different actor groups in research, innovation, 
and society – the Responsibility Navigator is designed 
to facilitate related debate, negotiation and learning in 
a constructive and productive way. The Responsibility 
Navigator supports the identification, development and 
implementation of measures and procedures that can 
transform research and innovation in such a way that 
responsibility becomes an institutionalised ambition.  

1
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Preamble

Research and innovation (R&I) activities 
and outputs are subject to increasing 
public and political scrutiny. In response, 
R&I organisations and actors are making 
efforts, or are being asked to make ef-
forts to shape their activities and perfor-
mance in ways that are socially desirable 
and ethically acceptable. Major actors 
such as the European Commission have 
characterised this ambition as ‘Respon-
sible Research and Innovation (RRI)’. 
The demand for responsible action in 
R&I has evolved since the 19th century. 
Originally, the main aim was to prevent 
fault and to minimize risk. More recent-
ly, requests for responsibility have also 
included precaution and responsive at-
titudes of researchers and innovators. In 
2015, the European Commission stated 
that “Responsible research and inno-
vation is an approach that anticipates 
and assesses potential implications and 
societal expectations with regard to re-
search and innovation, with the aim to 
foster the design of inclusive and sus-
tainable research and innovation.” Ne-
gotiations and re-definitions of respon-
sibility in R&I will continue in the future 
and further evolve. The Res-AGorA Re-
sponsibility Navigator is designed to 
facilitate the related debate, negotiation 

and learning in a constructive and pro-
ductive way. 

What is desirable and acceptable is in 
fact highly subjective. At the same time, 
stakeholders expect researchers and 
innovators to perform in ways (and/or 
obtain results) that are based on com-
monly agreed definitions and criteria of 
what responsible research and innova-
tion is, and what it is not. We propose to 
achieve this by following a set of princi-
ples and requirements, in other words, 
by applying an orientating framework 
to enable ‘navigation’ towards learning 
and institutional transformation. We call 
this the Res-AGorA Responsibility Nav-
igator, and expect that, by adopting and 
adapting it, R&I performed in Europe will 
become more effectively aligned with so-
cietal needs and concerns.  

The Res-AGorA Responsibility Naviga-
tor is directed at several target groups 
who may play one or several of the fol-
lowing roles: 

a)	 those who lead R&I organisations 
and procedures towards more re-
sponsiveness and accountability, 
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b)	 those setting priorities, defining pol-
icies, and developing evaluation and 
assessment tools, and 

c)	 those who mediate between differ-
ent levels of the innovation system 
by bringing together different actors 
and different interests as well as de-
fining the practical implementation 
of governance instruments. 

These ‘change agents’ are motivated 
and able to work as ‘institutional en-
trepreneurs’, seeking to lead the R&I 
performed in Europe in the direction 
of more responsiveness. They typically 
work at research funding organisations, 
are on the boards of universities or com-
panies, or in professional organisations. 

The Res-AGorA Responsibility Naviga-
tor offers all of those actors support and 
guidance for reflecting on and interven-
ing in decision making and negotiation 
processes to fund and orientate R&I ac-
tivities, whereby these processes can be 
located within or between organisations. 
The Navigator supports all those actors 
in organisations who seek to take and 
influence those decisions in a broadly in-
formed and reflexive manner, taking into 
account the views and preferences of ac-
tors affected by their decision and with a 
view towards the societal desirability and 

acceptability. Thus, it shall facilitate ex-
change about the nature of responsibility 
in any given situation, and for the imple-
mentation of appropriate instruments 
and governance arrangements. 

Moreover, building on the collective 
nature of responsibility-oriented gov-
ernance and the challenges therein, the 
Res-AGorA Responsibility Navigator 
will also inspire institutional actors such 
as intergovernmental organisations, re-
search performers, expert bodies and 
advocacy groups, particularly those 
operating at the analytical, strategic or 
procedural levels, and responsible for 
guidance, programming or performance 
of activities related to R&I.

The framework can be used by actors 
facing dilemmas and complex situations 
impeding the governance of responsible 
research and innovation, and by actors 
wanting to reflect strategically on their 
own position as well as that of others 
in navigating R&I towards higher levels 
of responsible action. Since these ac-
tors have different roles and different 
needs, they will have to make choices 
about whether and how to tailor the 
Res-AGorA Responsibility Navigator 
to specific contexts.



10  Responsibility Navigator

The Responsibility Navigator is a result 
of the collective work of the Res-AGorA 
project team (2013–2016). The project 
built on existing ideas and models as-
sociated with R&I governance in dif-
ferent contexts. It analysed existing de 
facto responsibility-related governance 
arrangements, including activities such 
as Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
schemes, societal mission-oriented re-
search funding practices, citizen science 
initiatives, ethical reviews and safety reg-
ulations, technology assessments, etc., 
and conducted a range of structured 
conversations and workshops with rel-
evant stakeholders. 

The Res-AGorA Responsibility Nav-
igator is conceived as a ‘thinking tool’, 
not only intended to make individuals, 
organisations and institutional systems 
more responsive towards societal needs 
and preferences, but also to make ex-
isting and new governance instruments 
and arrangements robust, and to allow, 
encourage and process contestation, 
learning, and experimentation. Ultimate-
ly, this will facilitate institutional transfor-
mation at a systemic level, allowing RRI 
to emerge in a constructive, bottom-up 
process. The key to the Res-AGorA Re-
sponsibility Navigator lies in the re-
flexive, self-organised and collective 

nature of responsible research and in-
novation, where governance dynamics 
are shaped by specific instruments and 
arrangements, and where the design 
and operation of all instruments (even 
the formulation and operation of hard 
law) are not a given, but are actively 
constructed through processes of prob-
lem framing (appraisal), coordination 
and negotiation. In this context, what is 
judged responsible is part of these inter-
actions, where the responsibility-related 
governance takes place in sense- and de-
cision-making processes in a collective 
way.

However, it is important to keep in 
mind that, if the proposed framework 
is to make a difference, the resulting 
actor strategies must aim for effectively 
transforming present day practices of 
R&I towards ‘responsibilisation’, i.e. a 
process by which the involved actors in-
ternalise the issues of concern, enabled 
by appropriate organisational conditions 
and governance mechanisms. Given that 
there will always be multiple responsibili-
ty-related goals (from safety and sustain-
ability to inclusiveness and responsive-
ness), as well as different instruments 
to promote them (from professional 
training and education, design princi-
ples, stakeholder and public dialogue to 
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regulation by voluntary codes as well as 
hard law), the Responsibility Navigator 
aims to facilitate strategic reflection and 
continuous formative evaluations, to un-
derstand how instruments interact and 
play out at different levels and contexts, 
and to what extent goals are ultimately 
achieved.

We claim that these processes involve 
effective transformation towards a set 
of articulated normative goals embed-
ding values into practices and processes, 
and orienting action towards those goals. 
We call this the ‘deep institutionalisation’ 
of responsible research and innovation, 
which, in practice, represents a process 
of cultural change.
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Ten governance principles and  
requirements for responsibilisation 

The following is a brief description of the Res-AGorA prin-
ciples and requirements for responsibility-related govern-
ance. It includes a set of questions which those interested 
in ‘navigating’ towards responsibilisation in Europe and 
beyond would have to ask themselves in order to arrive 
at practices and directions that are widely accepted. The 
ten principles are organised into the three dimensions 
of (1) Ensuring Quality of Interaction, (2) Positioning and 
Orchestration, and (3) Developing Supportive Environ-
ments. Principles 1 – 9 are illustrated by short fictive cases.  

2
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Ensuring quality of interaction 

Principle 1: Inclusion
Navigation towards responsibilisation is more likely to be 
transformative if it takes into account the diversity of actors 
relevant to the problem or project. It should do so in a way 
that engages these actors directly and effectively in debate 
or joint activities, and considers both their material interests 
and core values. The actors should perceive the processes of 
sense- and decision-making as legitimate, transparent and 
trustworthy. 

The guiding questions to follow this principle are:   

Are all the relevant actors included/considered in the debates? 

Are all the included actors relevant and able to make effective 
contributions to the debates? 
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Example 1: Developing a roadmap for an emerging technology based 
on a broadly accepted process 

The research councils of a medium-sized 
European country are exploring the fu-
ture potential of an emerging technology, 
synthetic biology (synbio). The pressure 
from a number of government depart-
ments (a coalition of economics, busi-
ness and technology / innovation) is to 
focus funding on advancing technologi-
cal development as an expected route to 
accelerating economic and technological 
growth, but their proposed process is a 
hurried one and does not allow time to 
organise a dialogue involving broader 
participation of societal actors and stake-
holders. However, the research councils 
responsible for biology and chemistry, 
supported by funding available from the 
supra-national governmental body, or-
ganise a national discourse on the future 
of synthetic biology and its contribution 
to a range of societal objectives across 
health, well-being, environment, sustain-
ability, and economic growth. Inclusion 
is managed by a combination of online 
consultations (principle 1: broad open-
ness, bottom-up) and physical meetings 
(principle 1: targeted inclusion, sufficient 
level of representation). They ensure that 
the invitation list for the physical meet-
ings is coordinated with the ministry of 

science and education, the ministry for 
economics and the research council re-
sponsible for social sciences to include 
a broad variety of stakeholders (princi-
ple  1: heterogeneity of actors to be includ-
ed, broad ownership of debate). Invitees 
include firms and research organisations 
seeking early commercialisation, actors 
and organisations that have been openly 
sceptical about an accelerated develop-
ment of applied synbio research, as well 
as observers from social science (includ-
ing philosophy and ethics). Care is tak-
en to ensure that diversity of opinion is 
represented from the outset, including 
how the topic is framed (principle 1: initial 
openness of the framing of an issue). The 
roadmap is drafted in an iterative and 
dynamic process by a group of authors 
reflecting diverse perspectives. Minority 
views are clearly expressed in the final 
roadmap and its operationalisation pro-
vides for resources to enable on-going 
adaptive and inclusive dialogue and ac-
tion including the full range of stakehold-
ers (principle 1: demonstrating inclusion, 
accepting dissent).



Ensuring quality of interaction 

Principle 2: Moderation
Organisational modes appropriate to build trust, collect data 
and organise dialogue are needed in the form of ‘fora'. These 
are institutionalised places or procedures for interaction, 
and for ‘bridging’ different perspectives between contesting 
actors, after which some alignment of goals and procedures is 
expected. 

Guiding questions include:   

Are moderation mechanisms being put in place that allow the 
build-up of trust, and a broad exchange of arguments and evi-
dence? 

Do all the actors involved and affected accept these mechanisms; 
are they perceived as legitimate? 
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Example 2: Moderated discourse to rebalance national research 
funding profiles

As a matter of high political priority, the 
government of a small European country 
is reconsidering the balance of research 
funding between calls for research ac-
tivities directed through thematic pro-
grammes / grand challenges, and those 
without thematic prioritisation. The Sci-
ence and Technology Advisory Council 
(STAC) is tasked with implementing a 
forward-looking process to realise this. 
STAC is composed of representatives 
of all major political parties, employers’ 
and employees’ organisations, civil soci-
ety organisations and consumer groups, 
and scientists representing different 
disciplines (including social scientists), 
aiming for a balanced representation 
of organisation type, level of seniority, 
and gender (principle 2: initial moderation 
through neutral actors without operation-
al budgets and a representation of major 
vested interest). A Task Force (TF) is estab-
lished, representing a wide diversity of 
societal groups and perspectives, giving 
each member time to design and imple-
ment a systematic and open process of 
evidence gathering (background reports, 
international hearings etc.). The TF ap-
points an independent figure to draft a 
report which outlines different models 

of, and the pros and cons for, thematic 
prioritising in research funding based on 
evidence from a number of comparable 
innovation systems. The process sep-
arates the decision about the share of 
thematic prioritising in research funding 
from the choice of themes (principle  2: 
building trust in the process as the basic de-
cision is taken without focusing on specific 
areas, providing robust data). In response 
to the report, STAC asks for Parliament 
(through two committee meetings with 
open inclusive hearings) for an online 
consultation, the results of which are 
detailed in an Annex to the TF report 
(principle 2: moderation iterates between 
advisory context and political context, com-
bining different sources of legitimacy). On 
STAC’s recommendation, core funding 
is reduced and funding in competitive 
and thematically-defined areas is in-
creased, followed up by a well-received, 
challenge-oriented foresight process to 
support a further transparent dialogue 
to frame, define, and prioritise the defi-
nition of ‘challenge’ areas, based on a 
similar model of neutral moderation.  



Ensuring quality of interaction 

Principle 3: Deliberation
Sense-making and decision-making among actors with dif-
ferent knowledge claims and positions, not only between or-
ganisational actors but also individuals, require confronting, 
synthesising and eventually compromising across different 
perspectives which might arise from various ‘knowledges’. 

Guiding questions include:   

Are key substantive and procedural issues being discussed?

Is the evidence base underpinning the discourse broad and ro-
bust?  

Are the discussions leading to better mutual understanding of 
diverging viewpoints and their origins as well as better overall 
awareness and appreciation of available evidence?
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Example 3: Organising a co-constructive deliberation process on 
responsible innovation

A team from nine universities and re-
search institutes wins a competitive 
European research grant to develop a 
framework for fostering RRI.  A co-con-
struction deliberative methodology is 
adopted, involving representatives of rel-
evant organisations (academics, research 
funding councils, research performing 
organisations, small businesses and 
multi-national corporations, utilities, lo-
cal and national governments, CSOs, and 
known individuals with a commitment 
to and expertise in  Science and Society 
dialogues) (principle 2: sense-making and 
decision-making among actors with differ-
ent knowledge claims and positions). Five 
two-day stakeholder workshops are held 
in different European cities with approx. 
80 participants in total. The workshops 
are themed to test the prototype frame-
work in different contexts. The first two 
focus on technology controversies – en-
ergy, climate change and shale gas frack-
ing; and the genetic modification of food. 
The third and fourth look at problems of 
responsibility in R&I from the perspec-
tive of research-funding and -providing 
organisations, respectively; the final 
workshop of participants with a spread 
of backgrounds and functions focuses 

on strategic actors. The workshops use 
techniques to maximise opportunities 
for participants to actively engage in the 
process (principle 3: opening up for mutual 
understanding); although team members 
are present at the workshops, they influ-
ence the deliberation as little as possible, 
with the primary aim of listening in order 
to understand the real-life working con-
texts of participants and their percep-
tions of the prototype framework.  The 
deliberation process is supported by a 
fully transparent empirical knowledge 
base, generated by the research team 
over two years.  The process of co-con-
structive deliberation is realised through 
a comprehensive multi-disciplinary and 
multiple-stakeholder process of criti-
cal reflection. The result is a stabilised 
framework of ten key governance princi-
ples, communicated in a style sensitised 
to practitioner audiences (principle 3:  
discussions lead to some level of consen-
sus). The principles are supported by fic-
tive case vignettes based on the team's 
empirical research. The final framework 
becomes a tool to support self-reflection 
and the strategic action of practitioners – 
user-friendly and integrating participants’ 
recommendations. 



Positioning and orchestration 

Principle 4: Modularity and 
flexibility
Legitimate and effective governance is founded on a careful 
combination of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ regulatory mechanisms. It 
allows for self-regulation and organisation, as well as exter-
nal control and accountability structures (e.g. supervision), 
where the flexibility of governance arrangements should not 
lead to arbitrariness. 

Guiding questions include:   

What is the existing mix of governance tools that influences the 
debate and decisions concerning the issue at stake?  

Do affected stakeholders regard this mix as appropriate?

How difficult are they to implement and what could be done to 
support implementation?

Are there enough financial resources, managerial capacity and 
appropriate organisational conditions in place to support their 
implementation jointly or independently? 

Are they easily understood by the stakeholders involved?
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Example 4: A flexible code of conduct for responsibility across insti-
tutions and research practices

A large semi-public lab in the field of 
nano-toxicology is committed to the 
highest ethical standards and the ac-
commodation of societal concerns and 
needs, with recruitment procedures and 
training aimed at establishing and pro-
moting a diverse workforce. The institute 
has established a number of internal 
principles and processes to achieve this 
mission, which are reviewed periodically 
(principle 4: modularity). One core instru-
ment is a professional code of conduct 
for engineers and scientists in the field 
of nanosciences and technologies, which 
takes account of national differences in 
professional traditions (principle 4: flex-
ibility). Its contents are integrated into 
the institute’s internal guidelines and 
employment contracts, and promoted 
throughout the organisation from re-
cruitment up to all major activities (prin-
ciple 4: communication, mechanisms to be 
easy to understand). Further, the institute 
conducts periodic internal and external 
seminars and meetings to deliberate and 

anticipate the ethical, health, natural 
environment, regulatory and socio-eco-
nomic implications of the laboratory’s 
research lines and how their research re-
lates to societal challenges. In addition to 
these soft instruments, there is a formal 
sign-off process for all research activities 
(including, but not limited to, external 
research proposals), which again links 
to the code and the internal guidelines 
(principle 4: combining ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ 
regulatory mechanisms). Working with 
the code gives staff a “responsibility lit-
eracy” and creates awareness internally 
(see also principle 7: capabilities); it also 
positions the institute as a credible ac-
tor within the broader professional and 
societal discourse on responsibility, able 
to influence debates both specifically 
and generally towards a more systemic 
adoption of and commitment to respon-
sibility by organisations (see also princi-
ple 5: subsidiarity, influencing and taking 
advantage of higher levels of governance).    



Positioning and orchestration 

Principle 5: Subsidiarity
Complementary to the self-governance and self-control expected 
to result from aligning a mutual understanding of responsibil-
ity-related values and commitment, some level of hierarchical 
command-and-control may be necessary in certain circum
stances. This should be performed mainly by independent actors. 
These must be capable of overseeing and enforcing, perhaps via 
a mix of soft and hard pressures such as requiring transparency 
about R&I governance practices, naming and shaming, sanctions, 
and accountability, where bottom-up and top-down RRI govern-
ance approaches should be balanced with and attuned to the 
specific situation. In this context, the ‘external’ authority should 
have a subsidiary (that is, a supporting, rather than a subordi-
nate) function, performing only those tasks which cannot be 
performed effectively at a more immediate level.  

Guiding questions involve:   

Are mechanisms of enforcement needed to support decision-
making and compliance? If so, are they in place?   

Are there the immediate capabilities and technical know-how to 
implement them?

Are there the appropriate internal or external capacities to sup-
port or enforce agreements either ex-ante, during, or ex-post the 
decision-making, performance and outcomes resulting from R&I?
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Example 5: A dialogue between European supra-national and global 
governance organisations on responsibility in research and innovation

A supra-national European organisa-
tion has spent years developing an un-
derstanding of RRI and mainstreaming 
it within its own science and innovation 
programmes. It approaches a global 
governance body, initiating a conversa-
tion on how to standardise and up-scale 
this concept to the global level, uphold-
ing three core tenets of RRI: participa-
tive governance, orientation to societal 
challenges, and futures-oriented antic-
ipation of technological development 
and the global political economy. This 
is welcomed, but in order to canvass a 
wider range of perspectives, the glob-
al organisation initiates a consultation, 
seeking evidence from other countries 
around the world, supra-national region
al governance bodies, multi-national 
companies, and civil-society organisa
tions (CSOs) with cross-border and 
North-South remits. Evidence shows that 
RRI, as interpreted by the European su-
pra-national body, has in fact originated 
from quite a concentrated cluster of na-
tions and from its own ‘science in society’ 
legacy programmes. The leadership of 
these nations is acknowledged but, be-
yond this limited cluster, other countries 
have a much lower awareness and still 

less experience of implementing RRI. 
These other countries vary considerably 
in economic, political, social and cultural 
terms, putting them at a disadvantage 
should the supra-national body seek to 
impose a common understanding of RRI. 
Multi-nationals and global CSOs give a 
mixed response. The standardisation of 
concepts is welcomed by some, but is 
resisted by others as a new form of im-
position by strong nations. Rather than 
simply up-scaling a particular interpreta-
tion of RRI, the global organisation pro-
poses a 3-year initiative in which coun-
tries and regions from across the globe 
(supra- and sub-national) exchange 
perspectives and knowledge of what it 
means to undertake research and inno-
vation in a responsible way (principle 3: 
balancing bottom-up and top-down RRI 
governance approaches). This knowledge 
will be shared through the intermedia-
tion of the global body, enabling nations 
and CSOs and business fora to learn 
from, adapt and translate the concept 
within their own contexts  (principle  3: 
self-governance and self-control overseen 
by independent actors), whilst still ac-
knowledging the three core tenets of RRI. 



Positioning and orchestration 

Principle 6: Adaptability
Governance towards responsibilisation should be able to 
reflect different historical developments of R&I systems and 
changing conditions. Therefore, such calibration requires an 
assessment of whether governance arrangements still effec-
tively and legitimately serve responsibility goals. This must 
consider that the goals, costs and consequences of govern-
ance instruments and arrangements may also change over 
time. 

Guiding questions include:   

Is the current understanding of the governance challenges still 
valid despite changes in the context and conditions?  

If the supporting assumptions and mechanisms fail, can we re-
place them without major problems and how?

 What (positive and negative) non-intended effects may result 
from their implementation? 

How could they affect the current distribution of burdens and 
benefits among the stakeholders involved?
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Example 6: Institutionalising ethical business practice in a highly con-
tested technological area

A medium-sized firm leads research on 
the digital genome and its application 
to medical innovation. With the advent 
of rapid sequencing and digital synthe-
sis of DNA / genomes, it capitalises on 
the many commercial opportunities in 
the fast growing area of personalised 
health. Fully aware of the threats posed 
by the ‘transparent individual’, including 
pressure from employers and insurers to 
disclose personal health information, the 
firm uses various responsible governance 
mechanisms. Its own ethics committee 
meets quarterly to advise researchers, 
product and marketing managers on the 
ethical and societal implications of new 
products and processes. The ethics com-
mittee comprises different research and 
business representatives within the or-
ganisation (senior / junior individuals), ex-
ternal stakeholders, and experts, includ-
ing social scientists (principle 1: targeted 
inclusion, sufficient level of representation). 
Recommendations by the committee re-
quire a formal response by the responsi-
ble researcher, product manager and the 
firm’s leadership before implementation. 
A ‘roving’ social scientist is embedded in 
the company to advise on socio-technical 
integration, building reflexive capabilities 

to question the status quo, facilitating 
bottom-up participation, guided by top-
down protocols.  This approach supports 
the development and adaptive transla-
tion of RRI principles into practice across 
the business. In addition, an external ad-
visory board representing divergent views 
meets every two years to reflect on the 
field's development, its application con-
text and the broader societal and political 
trends as novel business models associat-
ed with the digital genome emerge (prin-
ciple 6: adaptability, in-built mechanisms 
to reflect on the appropriateness of the 
existing internal governance mechanism). 
The board reviews the work of the ethics 
committee, its guiding mission, principles, 
operationalisation, and proposes new or 
revised working practices, and how the 
organisation can institutionalise respon-
sibility to increase employees’ awareness 
of societal concerns (principle  7: capability 
building; principle 8: capacity). The firm’s 
CEO participates, and encourages em-
ployees to shape the broader societal 
multi-actor discourse on genomics and 
personalised health. The firm receives 
an award for its effective implementation 
and leadership in RRI; its share price, turn-
over and profits continue to grow.



Developing supportive environments 

Principle 7: Capabilities
Fostering responsibilisation crucially depends on reflexive 
individuals capable of recognising, anticipating, deliberating, 
communicating, and collectively pursuing societally desired 
processes and outcomes of R&I activities, and evaluating 
them. This process requires a certain level of ‘governance lit-
eracy,’ which is particularly important for the next generation 
of public and private researchers, programme and research 
managers, policy-makers and members of civil society organ-
isations, where learning and ‘un-learning’ new concepts via 
formal training, or practices for assessing ‘excellence’ involv-
ing responsibility-related values are determinant. 

The guiding questions are:   

Are there the necessary individual capabilities to achieve the 
intended goals related to responsibility-oriented processes and 
outcomes?  

If not, how can they be developed?
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Example 7: Creating the conditions and processes needed to create a 
new generation of RRI-conscious researchers

A research funding organisation seeks 
to enable greater reflexivity and antici
patory awareness of issues of societal 
concern in the community it funds. It 
has long adopted a formal framework 
that guides its programme design as well 
as its funding application and approval 
processes. Relying on formal principles 
in project proposals has resulted in RRI 
becoming yet another tick box exercise.  
The organisation thus starts to focus 
on building the capabilities and aware-
ness of its researchers, starting with the 
young generation of researchers and 
their employing organisations. Now, all 
funding applications have to show how 
they propose to accommodate specific 
challenges such as risks, ethical concerns, 
and further societal challenges (by incor-
porating participation / engagement, for 
example). All proposals are required to 
allocate part of the budget and research 
time to issues of interaction and aware-
ness-building beyond traditional ‘impact’ 
considerations. In addition, to be eligi-
ble, proposals must demonstrate how 
the supporting organisation will enable 
researchers to identify, plan and imple-
ment an action plan to deliver an RRI 
portfolio (see principle 8: capacity; and 

principle 5: modularity, soft and hard 
instruments). Importantly, the funding 
organisation also conducts a series of 
three-day workshops for the young lead-
ers of funded projects across the country. 
Principal Investigators (responsible for 
line managing the early career research-
er) are expected to participate in such a 
workshop early in the project. This not 
only involves teaching general principles 
and guidelines, but also a collective criti-
cal reflection of responsibility challenges 
and ways to deal with them. Each PI is 
required to draft a responsibility report 
two months after the workshop, signed 
off by their own line manager, commit-
ting the host organisation to supporting 
the early career researchers, recognis-
ing the additional work and resources 
necessary to implement personalised 
RRI plans. The early career researchers 
receive progressive certificates of com-
petency in RRI, and build credits towards 
a new vocational qualification in Respon-
sible Innovation, which is becoming in-
creasingly recognised by employers. As 
a result, the system builds a more reflex-
ively aware, questioning, and therefore 
bench-effective, RRI-literate workforce.  



Developing supportive environments 

Principle 8: Capacities
For individual capabilities to unfold and express themselves, 
they need a supportive organisational and network infra-
structure, such as access to information and resources for 
participation. This requires spaces for reflection, interaction 
and negotiation, appropriate incentive structures, and an 
open knowledge base. 

Similar to individual capabilities, systems’ capacities involve 
answering guiding questions such as:   

Are there the necessary systems’ capacities to achieve the 
intended goals related to responsibility-oriented processes and 
outcomes?  

If not, how can they be developed in a viable way?
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Example 8: A Civic Society Organisation lobbies for institutional 
change and system capacity-building

A large Civic Society Organisation (CSO) is 
aware of efforts to improve the capabil-
ities and sensitisation of researchers to-
wards responsible innovation criteria via 
training for individuals, especially early 
career researchers (in participative and 
co-construction methods, the develop-
ment of researchers’ own reflexivity and 
sensitisation to societal problems, risks 
and impacts, inter-disciplinary working 
and futures-oriented methods). Research 
councils have begun to include these 
training requirements and institutional 
responses in new research calls (Prin-
ciple 7: Capabilities). However, the CSO 
believes there is a need to go further to 
achieve systemic institutional change in 
order to redress the current dominance 
of scientific, business and government 
elites. It acknowledges that current insti-
tutional disincentives such as long lead 
times to publication and publication 
league tables together with competitive 
pressures within the new product de-
velopment pipeline of large businesses 
run counter to the aspirations of respon-
sible innovation. The CSO argues for a 
more fundamental role of civil society in 
constructing R&I pathways, with earlier 
participation in technology assessment 

dialogues, and involving values-centred 
small and medium and social enterprises. 
The CSO leads the creation of a network 
of CSOs covering a range of interests and 
remits from health and well-being to the 
natural environment and human rights 
(principle 8: a supportive organisational 
and network infrastructure). The network 
seeks to develop capacity internally and 
beyond with external funds from gov-
ernment and other sources (principle 8: 
available spaces for reflection, interaction 
and negotiation and an open knowledge 
base). It lobbies for deeper institutional 
change within the dominant institutions 
of research and innovation to achieve 
greater diversity in the workforce, an 
early and transparent dissemination of 
results, and the engagement of wider 
constituencies of users and stakehold-
ers of research and innovation. How-
ever, in order to effectively engage and 
influence systemic change, the network 
needs to build the capacity of its network 
members as well, in order to be able to 
provide a voice that can balance that of 
other stakeholders within the emerging 
dialogue on what constitutes responsi-
bility in research and innovation.  



Developing supportive environments 

Principle 9: Institutional 
entrepreneurship
Both capability and capacity-building are usually not self-or-
ganised activities. They require leadership, top-level and con-
tinuous support, vision and strategy, lobbying and reward-
ing institutional improvement in order to facilitate change 
towards responsibilisation. 

A key guiding question is:   

Are there credible leadership capabilities and institutional con-
ditions in place for change agents to help transform the status 
quo?   



Ten governance principles and requirements  33

Example 9: Organisational transformation within a large  
US-American university

A decade ago, a new President was ap-
pointed at the Abernath University, USA, 
a very large public university. President 
Stark had a strong vision of a ‘Good 
University’, and was critical of the insti-
tutionalised model of top-league Ameri-
can universities, which he believed to be 
exclusive and narrow in their faculty and 
student base, working in discipline silos, 
and unconcerned about social problems 
in regional environments. His vision of 
‘responsibility’ was to demonstrate how a 
public university could perform success-
fully in financial terms, yet be founded 
on the inverse normative criteria, i.e. an 
inclusive student base, excellent sci-
ence, and inter-disciplinary approaches 
addressing social problems (principle 
9: leadership, vision and strategy). Many 
senior faculty members embraced this 
vision and joined the management team, 
whilst others who shared it were recruit-
ed. A new organisational structure was 
developed along inter-disciplinary lines 
of problem-oriented centres and insti-
tutes. Faculty staff took on multiple iden-
tities according to their problem-focused 
centre, their teaching host school, and 

their ‘normative home’, e.g. sustainability. 
Networking across these identities was 
facilitated through meetings and events, 
and new inter-disciplinary centres were 
established (with five-year reviews) (prin-
ciple 9: capability and capacity-building are 
not one-off activities). Middle tiers of Prin-
cipal Investigators and faculty members 
were recruited who shared the broad 
vision, translated to their field, and who 
were entrepreneurial, forming inter-dis-
ciplinary teams to bring in new grants. 
There were turbulent years of disruption 
and change and some left who were not 
comfortable with the new model. Ulti-
mately, the grant income of the univer-
sity has increased four-fold and the stu-
dent body has grown dramatically, and 
now reflects the ethnic demographic of 
the State with a focus on students whose 
parents did not attend university. The 
model has been communicated through 
books co-authored by Stark, many You-
Tube videos and Stark’s talks around 
the world. He entreats others not to 
simply replicate the model, but to adapt 
it to prevailing local social contexts and 
changing global problems. 



Developing supportive environments 

Principle 10: Culture of 
transparency, tolerance and 
rule of law
Only basic democratic principles such as the rule of law and 
freedom of speech will make responsibility-related govern-
ance effective and sustained over time. For this reason, the 
ability to make claims and to invoke legal or political means 
is a necessary condition for fostering responsibilisation in 
different organisational settings and arrangements. Enacting 
the aforementioned governance principles implies supporting 
individuals’ ability to think and act in a proactive way and 
under the rule of law. Actors should feel empowered by the 
appropriate organisational culture. 

A basic guiding question in this respect is:    

To what extent do the governance mechanisms reflect a commit-
ment to democratic principles and allow actions under the rule 
of law?  
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