
Presentation plan - phase 1 of WPT1 
  

(See PPT “WPT1 Methodology”) 

The objective of this work is to provide a summary of the literature reviews carried out by the 

five ASIS project partners with a view to reaching a common definition of social innovation. 

  

I-                    Generic definition of social innovation (SI) emancipated from 

territories: This is to highlight the scientific cross-cutting approaches 

of the SI to provide answers to unmet needs of society.     

  

Social innovation is a rich and complex concept. There is ample literature on the subject, both 

by academics and by public and community stakeholders. The literature reviews carried out 

by the five ASIS partners raise consistent points, even though the nature of the sources 

studied is not always similar.   

    

Turin, 

Piedmont, Italy 

“We define social innovations as new ideas (products, services and 

models) that simultaneously meet social needs and create new social 

relationships or collaborations. In other words, they are innovations that 

are both good for society and enhance society’s capacity to act .” 

(Robin Murray, Julie Caulier Grice and Geoff Mulgan, “The open book of 

social innovation”, 2010)   

Baden-

Württemberg 

a new combination or new configuration of social practices, in certain 

areas of action or social contexts, prompted by certain actors or 

constellations of actors, in an intentional targeted manner with the goal of 

better satisfying or answering needs and problems than is possible on 

the basis of established practices, socially accepted and diffused widely 

throughout society or in certain societal sub-areas, finally 

institutionalized as a new social practice. 

Howaldt 

Austria “New solutions to social challenges that have the intent and effect of 

equality, justice and empowerment.” 

Anderson et.al., 2014, p. 28 



France “Social innovation consists of devising new solutions to social needs that 

are newly arisen or poorly met under current market conditions or social 

policy through the involvement of, and cooperation with, stakeholders 

concerned, primarily users and consumers. These innovations affect the 

product or service, as well as the means of organization and distribution, 

(...). They go through a multi-stage process: development, trial, 

circulation, evaluation.” Higher Council of the Social and Solidarity 

Economy (CSESS) AVISE guide 

  Chambon, David and Deverey (1982) define social innovations as 

“practices that aim to allow an individual – or a group of individuals – to 

take more or less direct responsibility for a social need – or a 

combination of needs – that has not found satisfactory responses 

elsewhere.” 

Slovenia  Social innovation is a new process, product or service that addresses 

specific social issues and/or vulnerable social groups to develop new 

social practices that are sustainable and/or non profit (summary created 

from the definitions of various Slovenian organizations). 

 

  

We also found several common aspects in the definitions suggested: 

-          Social innovation is an innovation, which is to say that it involves new ideas, new 

practices, and new products “that are socially momentous regulations of activities and 

procedures that deviate from the previously familiar scheme” (Gillward, 2000). Therefore, 

if they are of a necessarily marginal and deviant nature, these innovations should be 

institutionalized and diffused across society as a whole. 

-          Innovation is considered social because its subject and its purpose are social. 

The purpose of social innovation is to address social problems that have not been resolved 

within the commercial or public sphere, and to improve existing responses. 

-          Innovation is considered social because it generates new collaborations between 

actors and even participation by new actors, such as citizens. 

-           As a result, social innovation is in line with a new action framework for public 

authorities (at all territorial levels) and market stakeholders. In this sense, for the public 

stakeholder, it constitutes new methods of action based on public-private partnerships in 

which the private part is considered to be all non-public actors, whether traditional 

companies or social enterprises and non-profit organizations. 

 

Therefore, it appears that social innovation is thought of as a tool for transforming public action 

through openness between public and socio-economic actors. On the other hand, on this 

basis, approaches are differentiated based on two fundamental questions: firstly, on social 



innovation’s scope of action (a); secondly, on the entrepreneurial versus collective aspect of 

social innovation (b). 

 

(a) Social innovation: between individual responses and global commitment to 

social questions  

Different approaches concerning the scope of social innovation can be distinguished. 

-          approaches that spread social innovation by targeting priority populations, 

such as marginalized groups (older people, migrants, the long-term 

unemployed, persons with disabilities), and the specific issues of poverty and 

access to resources (“SI intent must be to create equality, justice and 

empowerment”, Anderson, 2014, p. 28). Social innovation is therefore seen as 

a tool for correcting existing problems. This correction can have a systematic 

effect from a certain degree of circulation.  

-          on the other hand, in other approaches, the social nature is defined by 

the innovation’s capacity to integrate the economic, socio-environmental 

and technological complexity of modern dynamics. The concept of social 

innovation is therefore more comprehensive. “SI is novel solution to a social 

problem that is more effective, efficient, sustainable than existing solutions and 

for which the value created accrues primarily to society as a whole rather than 

private individuals.” These approaches to social innovation in particular make it 

possible to integrate the technical and technological aspect: “SI has often a 

technical component that turns into real changes in the society, or real added 

value of specific groups.” In this case, social innovation relies on the search for 

alternatives to situations that are considered unsatisfactory.  

 

(b) Social innovation: new forms of individual or collective coordination 

Beyond its subject or purpose, social innovation is characterized by the new 

collaborations between stakeholders that it creates and enables, primarily through the 

involvement of new stakeholders and/or the improvement of methods of intervention by 

commercial stakeholders or public stakeholders. 

German, French and Austrian works go on to highlight the collective and 

organizational aspect: social innovation is seen as a new way to achieve objectives, 

especially through new collaborations between stakeholders, new regulations, and the 

participation of certain actors, such as civil society. In this regard, social innovation taken in 

this context is understood to be a revitalization of forms of intervention by the market and the 

state.  “Social Innovation actions, strategies, practices and processes arise whenever 

problems of poverty, exclusion, segregation and deprivation or opportunities for improving 

living conditions cannot find satisfactory solutions in the ‘institutionalized’ field of public or 

private action.” (Moulaert, 2014) 

Thus, the German concept developed by Zapf, in particular, includes “new ways of 

achieving goals, especially forms or organization, new regulations, new lifestyles that 

change the direction of the social wall, solve problems better than previous practices” 

J. Howaldt: “social innovation as a new combination of social practices that are driven 

by certain actors in an intentional targeted manner with the goal of better satisfying or 

answering needs and problems than is possible” 

However, there is a difference between, on the one hand, approaches that prioritize 

the collective aspect of the collaboration and, on the other hand, approaches that prioritize the 

individual entrepreneurial level of social innovation. 



We can also find approaches, supported by a number of researchers and stakeholders in the 

social and solidarity economy (SSE), that believe that social innovation is likely to sow the 

seeds of sustainable social transformation focused on the participation of multiple interested 

parties and on democracy. Beyond satisfying social needs (particularly if they are seen as 

individual problems), social innovation is also a leader in realizing wider social aspirations. 

These different works pay particular attention to a collective process that appears in some 

geographical areas in order to respond to unsatisfied social needs in a dynamic of societal 

transformation. It encompasses new processes, new premises, and new services that are 

tested in answer to the pressure of a social movement (movements by women, workers, the 

working classes, consumers, etc.) that contributes to the transformation of social relations (of 

production, consumption and also, of gender and class). Apart from this goal of transforming 

social relations, social innovation is characterized by the combination of a collective usage 

and process based on a broad association of stakeholders and their participation. 

Consequently, from this point of view, social innovation assumes a largely local and territorial 

character: it is part of a localized system of innovation, in the sense of organizing cooperations 

between stakeholders in a given area, in which awareness is essential and gives rise to testing 

at a local level. It also contributes to the regeneration of territorial governance.  

Likewise, the nature of any stakeholders involved in social innovation is not defined ex ante: 

social innovations can be supported by private actors, public authorities, individuals or 

associations. On the other hand, attention is focused on the favored methods of collective 

coordination. 

“Social Innovation actions, strategies, practices and processes arise whenever 

problems of poverty, exclusion, segregation and deprivation or opportunities for 

improving living conditions cannot find satisfactory solutions in the ‘institutionalized’ 

field of public or private action.” (Moulaert, 2014) 

“‘Social innovation’ seeks new answers to social problems by: identifying and 

delivering new services that improve the quality of life of individuals and communities; 

identifying and implementing new labour market integration processes, new 

competencies, new jobs, and new forms of participation, as diverse elements that each 

contribute to improving the position of individuals in the workforce.”  

(OECD’s LEED Programme – Local Economic and Employment Development in Robin 

Murray, Julie Caulier Grice and Geoff Mulgan, “The open book of social innovation”, 

2010) 

Looked at differently, social innovation can be understood through the perspective of 

the individual and by favoring an entrepreneurial aspect to the extent that responses to 

currently unsatisfied social needs or new economic, social, and entrepreneurial challenges 

are channeled through the development of new opportunities for socially responsible activities. 

This means that social innovation appears as both a means of responding to social challenges 

and a way of creating activity. It is, therefore, a more individual dimension embodied by the 

figure of the social entrepreneur. 

The approaches of the social enterprise and social entrepreneur, in both North America and 

Europe, are combined, thereby foregrounding social innovation by these entrepreneurs and 

agents of change. Taking a Schumpeterian image of the entrepreneur as a modern-day knight, 

these works attempt to define what a social enterprise (or social entrepreneur) is on the basis 

of innovation or change momentum. In this case, public action opens a window of subsidiarity, 

making it possible to roll out private actions by social entrepreneurs that are suited to 

responding to wider social needs or aspirations.  

 



Overview 1 

 
  

  

We can subsequently see emerge several social innovation aspects that make it possible to 

formulate an analysis grid of social innovation in the south Alpine region. 

Regardless of the type of social innovation, the modes of public action on a local, national and 

even European level have been reinvigorated and directed towards partnerships with socio-

economic actors in order to supplement, or even replace, a state that is less and less often a 

direct producer of services. “In line with the rules of new public sector management and the 

necessity of efficiency and competitiveness in public services, social innovation contributes to 

the renewal of types of public action to supplement, even replace, a state that is less and less 

often a direct producer of services” (Richez-Battesti et al., 2012, p. 17). SI makes it possible 

to fill the gaps in intervention by the state and regional and local authorities in terms of social 

policy. 

 

Two directions can be identified: 

-          on one hand, the processes of so-called subcontracting or partnering with 

private organizations to deliver a certain number of services (here, SI focuses 

on the second, so-called social entrepreneurship approach); 

-          on the other hand, through mobilization of the idea of public innovation “that 

promises innovation in public services, from developing to implementing public 

policies.” It is understood either through managerial innovation applied in the 

public sector, notably at the level of tools and the organization, or through co-

constructing public sector decisions by stakeholders from both the private 

sector and the public sector. 

  



                                                       

II-                  Specific definition embedded in a territory in the sense of the 

territory lived (specific to a region to a territory, to a specific 

population, to a particular professional activity, to a social group ...) 

  

In this section, each of the partners have summarized the initiatives in their regions that come 

under social innovation. The reference regions are fundamentally different in their range and 

their shape (city of Turin, region, country), which may explain the prevalence of certain forms 

of social innovation.   

Therefore, it is a matter of knowing if, depending on the regions, a prevalence of a certain 

logic of social innovation can be observed. The place of government authorities is then given 

particular consideration. We use the analysis grid formulated above (Overview 1), allowing us 

to easily contemplate four different configurations of social innovation by seeing, on one hand, 

the types of coordination and, on the other hand, the nature of the problems for which social 

innovation is rolled out.  

 

II.1 Analysis by region 

 

II.1.1. City of Turin – Italy   

The cases highlighted in Italy are largely based in the city of Turin, which is in the Piedmont 

region. The initiatives cited mostly concern the problem of urban regeneration and dealing with 

the issues of urban inequalities. Social innovation is therefore seen from the viewpoint of new 

territorial coordinations: it is a question of creating measures used by actors in a region that 

focuses on a certain number of social and economic issues. 

Nevertheless, the initiatives seem to be spread across measures that are both rather general 

and also those more targeted at poverty. 

In all cases, whether they pertain to European or regional financing, the city of Turin is always 

the source of the approaches presented (financing, organization, networking). They therefore 

seem to be in line with the perspective of rejuvenating public sector action by implementing 

new territorial governance that is suited to supporting social innovation, while developing a 

form of subsidiarity by supporting social entrepreneurship projects. 

  

  



 

Types of 

coordination 

⇒  

 

Nature of 

issues ⇓  

More entrepreneurial and individual More Territorial 

Social 

problems 

targeted 

 

Torino Social Factory (2017-2020): 

to enhance social inclusion in the poor 

areas of the City, promoting civic 

participation and co-producing of 

innovative services with a community 

welfare perspective. = call for ideas for 

non-profit sector offering technical and 

financial support for proponents of 

innovative ideas targeted to solving the 

arising social needs that are able to 

create a blended value, both social and 

economic. 

 

CO-City project (2017-2019) 

(http://www.comune.torino.it/b

enicomuni/co-city/index.shtml) 

is intended to break the self-

reinforcing circle of poverty, 

socio-spatial polarization and 

lack of participation. The 

development of an innovative, 

polycentric commons-based 

urban welfare will be 

supported, composed of 

generative communities 

centred on urban commons, 

low-cost service co-

production, social mixing, and 

care of public spaces. 



Wider 

social 

aspiration

s 

Civic Crowdfunding Centre 

(http://euro-cc.eu/): the action aims to 

encourage new forms of collective 

funding to support all the local social and 

cultural actors in order to foster the 

matching between supply and demand of 

social innovation. The City intends create 

a Civic Crowdfunding Centre, where 

teams of social innovators gain new skills 

to implement and to fund their projects in 

an innovative way. 

  

“Casa del quartiere”: urban 

regeneration 

sorts of civic multifunctional 

centers 

all spaces of integration, 

empowerment, self-

expression, leisure and shared 

activities, which support the 

local social bonding 

  

II.1.2. Rhône-Alpes, France 

In the case of the Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes (AURA) region, the projects listed are largely being 

delivered by private stakeholders from the social and solidarity economy. They have been 

listed based on information available from CRESS (Regional Chamber for the Social and 

Solidarity Economy). They are supported by traditional social innovation stakeholders: non-

profit associations, companies in the SSE sector, foundations; less frequently by public sector 

stakeholders, although the latter support a significant portion of social innovation projects via 

different local authority funding streams (notably métropoles (a cooperation of communes) 

and regions). 

The social innovation projects supported by the AURA region cover social, societal, and 

environmental, topics. 

  

 

Types of coordination ⇒  

 

Nature of issues ⇓ 

More entrepreneurial and 

individual 

More Territorial 

Social problems targeted Alyl Sécurité Incendie 

Vrac 

Vers un réseau d’achats en 

commun (Towards a joint 

purchasing network) 

Toit à moi 

Sponsorship program for the 

homeless 

Care eat 

Platform for a label 

combatting unsold food 

items  

 

http://www.alyl.fr/
http://www.alyl.fr/


Wider social aspirations Habitat & Partage 

GRAP (cooperative group of 

entrepreneurs working for 

locally-sourced organic food) 

Etic: buildings that perform 

highly both socially and 

environmentally, to host 

those involved in the SSE 

Democratizing the 

participatory environment 

POLLENS: Local hub for a 

new social and solidarity 

economy, Roanne 

 

  

II.1.3. Austria (some information missing) 

Initiatives listed for Austria are distinct in that they focus on stakeholders and issues in 

research and development, training and employment and therefore are very much aimed at 

economic development. The rationale underpinning them is one of public sector intervention 

that seeks to use innovation to galvanize the economic fabric of the area through a form of 

territorial governance. 

 

Types of coordination ⇒  

 

Nature of issues ⇓ 

More entrepreneurial and 

individual 

More territorial 

Social problems targeted   

Wider social aspirations  SURAAA – Smart Urban 

Region Austria Alps 

Adriatic (Klagenfurt & 

Pörtschach): The region 

Carinthia, together with 

partners from research and 

business, aims to create a 

leading region in terms of 

innovation. Foci are inter 

alia start-ups, e-tourism, and 

Smart Farming.
 

Institut für Innovation (IFI) 

(Klagenfurt) : This institute 

aims to foster innovation in 

the Alpe-Adria region, the 

goal is to make the region 

competitive and the most 

innovative region in Europe. 

Zentrum für Soziale 

Innovation/Centre for 

http://www.grap.coop/


Social Innovation (Wien) : 

This center fosters 

innovation in labor, diversity 

and equity, research and 

development. 

 

 

II.1.4. Baden-Württemberg: Germany 

  

In Baden-Württemberg, the projects are very varied: projects for events, private and public 

sources of finance, and platforms. They do not appear to be associated with a desire to 

resolve targeted social problems but are linked with a larger vision of aspiring for change. In 

addition, they seem to be largely aimed at social entrepreneurship that stimulate and support 

various measures and events managed by public sector authorities.   

 

Types of 

coordination 

⇒  

 

Nature of 

issues ⇓ 

More entrepreneurial and individual More territorial 

Social 

problems 

targeted 

    

Wider social 

aspirations 

“Social Impact Lab Stuttgart”, Support 

for start-ups, which with the Karl 

Schlecht Foundation and Caritas 

Stuttgart aims to promote social change 

in the region  

FabLab Karlsruhe 

Smark, Automated sustainable 

shopping, start-up 

“Social Innovation Lab” in Freiburger 

Kreativpark Lokhalle (e.g. Social 

Innovation Night)  

 

“Special Cup SOCIAL 

IMPACT”, by ministry of 

economic, work and housing in 

frame of the social innovation 

summit in cooperation with the 

association SocEntBW e. V. 

and the Social Impact Lab 

Stuttgart. 

  

II.1.5. Slovenia 

 



Slovenia is the only national-level partner. This is directly linked to the size of the country, both 

in terms of surface space and population. Social innovation in Slovenia has primarily 

developed as a form of social entrepreneurship at the instigation of citizens, non-profit 

associations, and individual private stakeholders acting in a non-profit capacity. Likewise, the 

actions in Slovenia mentioned largely pertain to wider social aspirations instead of specific 

actions aimed at a population in, or perceived as being in, difficulty: sectors of the circular 

economy, the sustainable economy, and the green economy are therefore represented in 

particular. 

  

  

Types of 

coordination ⇒ 

  

Nature of 

issues ⇓ 

More entrepreneurial and 

individual 

More territorial 

Social 

problems 

targeted 

    

Wider social 

aspirations 

Poligon 

Is a creative and independent 

plateform for the development of 

nonprofit and profit projects 

aimed at empowering self-

employed creators. 

  

 

Park Istria 

Youth project sustainability park 

encourages young people to actice 

citizenship, creating a model for 

the sustainable development of this 

region, ans the hintersland 

Slovenian Istria. 

Goodplace 

The mission is to design and 

implementate projects that raise 

awareness to green tourism 

  

 

Based on the common analysis grid, which was devised using the literature reviews carried 

out by the five partners, we have attempted to characterize the main social initiatives in the 

five regions. There is clearly a strong concentration of types of social innovation that aim to 

take responsibility for wider social aspirations. Only in the case of France were social initiatives 

aimed at specific social problems. After the actions have been carried out, verification will be 

required to ascertain whether or not it was a matter of bias produced by the partners or if this 

corresponds to a dominant trait characterizing social innovation in these areas.  

 

 

 



II.2. The place of public action 

Local public sector authorities play an important role in the development of local social 

innovation ecosystems. However, it must be noted that this role is relatively recent and that it 

has not been capitalized on in the same way across all regions.  

● In the initial stages, this role first of all goes through raising awareness among the 

public and stakeholders relevant to social innovation. These activities may concern the 

public organizations themselves. In this regard, Slovenia in particular raises the 

question of awareness among salaried workers in public institutions and public 

development agencies.  

● A more advanced stage leads to developing measures of financial support for new 

social enterprises or various forms of social innovation, either for specific areas (e.g. 

health, in Baden-Württemberg) or in a more generalized manner. Regulatory 

frameworks sometimes provide spaces that make it possible to structure social 

innovations, such as the PTCEs in France (territorial hubs of economic cooperation 

that are clusters of local stakeholders who work towards a common goal, such as the 

development of a local integration ecosystem). 

● A further stage consists of creating or supporting the establishment of agencies (public 

or non-profit) that aim to encourage social innovation (AlterIncub, in Auvergne-Rhône-

Alpes). In Baden-Württemberg, agencies and platforms of this kind seem to be first of 

all the product of private initiatives such as foundations.  

● Finally, public authorities may encourage their own dynamics to generate a local 

ecosystem of social innovation by providing the financial and material means to a 

community of actors organized in a network that is capable of grasping these 

opportunities. The Turin case is very enlightening on this subject.  

 

This is because the city of Turin is among the most advanced in terms of public sector 

intervention as a support to the local social innovation ecosystem. In 2012, the municipality 

launched the Torino Social Innovation Platform to promote social innovation. It aims to support 

young social entrepreneurs with a focus on the digital aspects of activities. However, it does 

this based on the construction of partnerships formed with various types of public and private 

organizations and so we see here the importance of creating territorial governance that is 

suited to supporting social innovation. It has been deemed necessary to establish a collective 

space (using an existing industrial building) to embody this ecosystem and develop both local 

and cross-border activities, projects and relationships. The whole entity structures the social 

and solidarity economy and technologies and puts together what is known as a “social tech 

hub”. As this ecosystem’s task increases, the city of Turin gradually becomes less and less 

important to the momentum of local social innovation. In addition, it is increasingly structured 

around research into social impact, as demonstrated by the creation of an open structure 

called Torino Social Impact that promotes the Commission for social entrepreneurship in the 

Turin chamber of commerce.  

 

The question of public sector action is therefore ambiguous to the extent that social innovation 

contributes to rejuvenating the form and nature of public sector action. The public stakeholder 

(very largely) may be at source entrepreneurial in nature, as in the case of Germany and its 

federal state Baden-Württemberg. In the same way, the actions involving multiple 

stakeholders and territorial governance may be originally developed by private actors. 

Furthermore, the issue of social innovation leads to rethinking the methods of organizing public 

sector action.  Action in favor of social innovation often leads to the emergence of public 

http://www.torinosocialinnovation.it/


structures that fall under different competencies – economic, social and territorial – and 

therefore also lead to cooperation between services and to ad hoc structures in which different 

public services, collective stakeholders, and even private actors collaborate with the aim of 

promoting social innovation.  

Finally, and more generally, public sector action, although it may be decisive in creating local 

ecosystems for social innovation, is considered a stimulant to private initiatives that may also 

be by local actors, from companies providing their support to foundations, and via a variety of 

organizations resulting from partnerships and aimed at supporting social innovation.  

  

  

III-                Can you calibrate your definitions, objectify the phenomena of 

identified social innovation 

  

 

·         Is it possible to translate these social innovations into quantitative or non-

quantitative indicators (standard criteria, scale indices, qualitative taxonomy)? 

·         Do you identify shared IS criteria in your territory. 

 

The issues of locally shared indicators and SI criteria have not been treated in a homogeneous 

manner. This likely illustrates the great difficulty in building indicators and providing information 

about them, as well as the moderately specific social innovation criteria according to the 

regions. The Austrian section has put forward several rather precise indicators, the French 

section has compiled various methods of evaluation and indicators, the German section 

mentions the social return on investment (SROI) and the Italian section has brought a current 

program in Turin.  

 

The French section presents several significant methodological points and highlights that the 

indicators fall within a particular evaluation framework. In particular, a choice must be made 

when it comes the independence or dependence of indicators in terms of the actors’ intentions 

behind social innovation.   

 

The indicators proposed focus on five major categories (using the indicators suggested by the 

Austrian and French sections, as well as other less systematic or less developed comments):  

1. The ecosystem of local social innovation, by the number and diversity of its 

organizations, projects submitted, and those who benefit from the support. 

2. The governance of social innovation dynamics, with a variety of stakeholders 

(possibly including the beneficiaries or users, but also public sector actors, private 

actors, and non-profit associations) and transformations in this governance. The 

diversity of stakeholders appears to be both a factor of social innovation (input) and a 

result of the SI process (outcome).   

3. The direct impact of social innovation on products (because SI leads to new goods 

and services), on entrepreneurial organizations, on business models (because SI can 

support business models) and, of course, on the public (because SI aims to respond 

to the needs of certain groups in the population). In this category, which may call for 

qualitative data obtained by interview or questionnaire, the SROI indicator is also 

mentioned (Baden-Württemberg) as a tool for measuring a series of effects by 

assessing their monetary equivalent. The SROI, as a ratio, must measure the effects 

produced in relation to initial investment.  



4. The longevity of social innovation projects 

5. The effects of training on local social innovation ecosystem projects, as well as global 

societal changes.   

  

The French section, based on the works of Chochoy (2017), provides some analysis elements 

that make it possible to ascertain the relevance of certain indicators. This leads to combining 

certain indicators and certain categories of social innovation as they have been presented 

above (Overview 1).  

It is also in addition to the indicators of social return that demonstrate causal links between 

the resources invested and results attributed to these investments that appear to be adapted 

to the bottom right quadrant of Overview 1: they are more adapted to SI logics as a response 

to social needs (corrective aspect) than to SI logics as a realization of social aspirations 

(alternative aspect) (horizontal axis); similarly, they appear to be more adapted to the idea of 

SI that focuses on the social entrepreneur as an individual venture (in a new subsidiarity 

relation with regard to public authorities) than an idea of SI as a means of coordination (in a 

new form of territorial governance) (vertical axis). In other words, the causality indicators are 

even less suitable than the logics guiding social innovation are collective and transformative.  

Therefore, all these factors call for a choice of indicators depending on the type of social 

innovation. According to the grid in Overview 1, it should be possible to develop arrays of 

indicators depending on the quadrant in which the social innovations studied are situated.  

 

·         What local vision of the SI would you propose? 

 

The visions of SI put forward are dependent on the regions concerned, but probably also on 

the partners of the ASIS program in these regions.  

The Baden-Württemberg partner presents a rather broad local vision of SI that is directed 

towards the idea of new behaviors and social aspects suited to answering certain challenges 

of the future for this wealthy, industrial federal state. The Austrian partner focuses on the 

diversity of the actors that take part in SI and consider it to be a complex process introducing 

new products, processes or programs that will change the social system in which they have 

been implemented. The Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes partner concentrates on the fact that SI 

should have a social purpose and specific method in all forms of innovation and therefore 

proposes referring to “societal innovation”. The Turin partner emphasizes the ecosystem as a 

resource for providing solutions to emerging social issues, based on entrepreneurial activities 

that combine financial and technological resources for efficiency and sustainability. In all 

cases, whether explicit or implicit to the long view of SI and the dynamics of SI, is the idea that 

they must focus on the long term.  

 


