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1. Abstract

The socio-economic and environmental dynamics affecting agriculture and rural development (demand of
global markets, quality and safety problems, provision of public goods, urban-rural relationships, climate
changes, etc.) require an open and responsive system for generating innovation, based on user-centric and
multiactor approaches. These approaches focus on cross-fertilisation of different types of knowledge
(scientific, technical, organisational, practical) and involvement of potential users in knowledge sharing and
development of innovations, which is beneficial for the construction of ownership and, consequently, for
their implementation.

In terms of policy designs and arrangements, the concept of co-creation of innovation calls for a shift from
research to innovation policies, which emphasize the role of governments in preparing the ground for
specific context innovations driven by farmers, through supporting the establishment of networks and
multiactor partnership.

According to Horizon 2020, the European Commission fosters trans-disciplinary and multi-actorial
interrelations between enterprises, research and education, through research and innovation actions and
thematic networks, with the aim of encouraging new integrated and sustainable development models.

Particularly, the European
Innovation Partnership (EIP) is
aimed to speed up EU research
and innovation in agriculture and
rural areas by linking policies,
instruments and actors through an
interactive innovation approach
undertaken by operational groups.

The Round Table addresses
practical issues pertaining how
multiactor approaches work under
different policy frameworks and
respective delivery systems, their
added value, the extent to which

such approaches enable effective
interactive innovation and bridge
the gap among AKIS actors.

2. Goals of the Round Table

Discuss the key elements of multi-actor innovation projects to:
- get tips to improve the design and implementation of multi-actor approaches and instruments; and

- accelerate the use of results.
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The discussion focuses on four main areas of interest:
+ Enabling environment
- Effective interactive innovation

+ Dissemination and impacts

+ Multi-level governance framework

3. Results

What kind of environment do better enable the implementation of multi-actor approaches for
innovation?

What type of policies and delivery systems better enable the AKIS to implement multi-actor approaches on innovation? What type of
support is needed to boost capability development of AKIS’ actors for interactive innovation? Which suggestions could you give to
the public institutions involved in policy and delivery systems?

Different innovation paradigms coexist: innovation can be driven by science and research, by the market,
or co-produced through multi-actor approach. The last enables to get solutions concretely useful for
farmers, because co-created by them with all other actors. Different paradigms generate different
meanings and understandings about innovation.

The multi-actor approach entails changes but not all the actors involved in the agri-food sector are ready
to undertake these changes.

Local stakeholders show a greater responsiveness and are able to promote fruitful cooperations and to
induce innovation. On the other hand, local policy makers still haven't a clear understanding about the
multi-actor approach and its usefulness in terms of improving agricultural and food sectors’ performance.
Hence, the difficulty to implement multi-actor approach and, particularly, to put in place more appropriate
tools that can help create an enabling environment for innovation.
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Changes take time and have to involve different levels (watch the video).

Innovation should concern the same policies and

procedures. In many cases, traditional procedures are
applied to innovative measures (such as M16.1),
creating barriers both in terms of access to support for
new potential beneficiaries and time-efficient
implementation of the measures themselves.
Moreover, Countries using a regional programming
approach experiments issues in creating an enabling
environment, due to different delivery systems and
policy schemes.

Creating the right environment entails the changing of
actors’ behavior, the creation of a common
understanding about the meaning of innovation and a
more power balance among actors of the food chain.

To this aim, some actions could be useful:

e Collection of good examples to be shared and exchanges at different levels can help creating an
enabling environment and, particularly, getting through the message about the importance of the
multi-actor approach to channel innovation.

e Connection of resources and knowledge already existing in a specific area. This might start from
people who already know each other, without need for structures and institutions, although
creating some space for farmers to participate and to take some risks when implementing a project
can help raising their participation and boosting innovation.

o Presence of intermediates able to connect people, facilitate processes and foster the sharing of
common understandings and languages. There’s the need for free actors able to induce innovation.
Today, links between farmers and researches had become weak and the reason lied mainly on the
absence of third parties, the intermediates, who in the past were keeping together the networks
(think to the strong advisory systems of the '80). Those people, mainly advisors, were not paid
anymore by the government and as such they did not have time anymore to keep the networks
running and contribute to enable the environment.

Which determinants do most affect effective interactive innovation?

In your experience (projects, thematic networks or operational groups), do multi-actor projects carry out a real interactive
innovation? Which approaches/methods better support effective co-creation, co-production and co-ownership of innovation?

Interactive innovation is more likely to be successful when behind the planning and description of a project

there is a 'core people burning for the idea', namely a network of passionate people really convinced about
the value of an idea and willing to implement it.

Hence, the attention has to be focused on 'the warm process': the ignition of the idea, the group
composition and its participants’ willingness and engagement in developing it. Starting with a big group
since the beginning is not necessary a good strategy. A big group who do not yet understand the idea and
where not all actors are committed can contribute creating confusion and slowing down the process. It is
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https://youtu.be/oyG_93skBGk

advisable to start with a small and enthusiastic
group that define the details about the idea and
that can motivate the others in a second stage.

Intermediate actors are often key players for
connecting the right players in the system. They
need to learn how to recognize if a group of actors
has good potential, the patterns that can lead to
innovation and how to create and support them
(watch the video).

Trustiness is a key point. Indeed, most part of
actors are not ready to participate in multi actor
projects: farmers often do not have the capacities to participate or to structure a project. On the other
hand, researchers can perhaps write good projects but they struggle creating trust relations with farmers
and other actors, and this results in projects that are not often really multi-actor. Effective interactive
innovation asks for investing in trust.

The presence of good infrastructures that can support interactive innovation processes are also important.
It is important, though, to find a good
balance in relation to that, because in
some countries there are too many
infrastructures involved in innovation and
that can create, to a certain extent,
overlapping.

Networks are crucial, as they allow to
share ideas and to initiate working
together. Even though, actors have many
available resources and the innovation
process is likely to start independently,
networks can contribute speeding up the

process

Which actions do maximize territorial impacts and trigger multiplier effects?

Which actions need to be strengthened in order to improve the territorial impact of multi-actor innovation projects and trigger
multiplier effects? What institutional actions are required in order to support and give echoes to multi-actor processes?

Communication in very important as it enables people to find an answer. To be more efficient,
“communication should be matter of farmers”, meaning that the potential users learn more easily from
each other. Also, it should be clear that there is no proven knowledge: the essential element of
dissemination is the connection between actors, the possibility to know and learn. Need for experiential
communication.

Face-to-face events and fairs, where some space is created for actors to interact, is one of the best tools to

improve dissemination. These events are important to spread results, but also to allow sharing a vision

between different actors. The lack of common vision, particularly among farmers, is often considered an
7
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issue in terms of creating interactive innovation.
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Communication about a project should not be the

simple description of what it has been achieved but it
should include also some additional guidelines and information to allow a better understanding of the
project and its usefulness.

Dissemination should be planned and organized since the beginning of the project and embedded in the
design of it, thus fostering a co-ownership process.

It should be targeted to different stakeholders. Special attention should be paid in disseminating
information to policy-makers (administrative capacity building). Usually they do not know much about
agriculture and research, while a better understanding of the importance of them would help also to frame
policies more oriented to support innovation.

Need to pay attention to processes features. Dissemination should
include information about the project’s implementation process
and not only focus on results. Sharing knowledge about
implementation mechanisms and schemes (i.e. by using Learning
histories) might increase efficiency and, also, quality of the results.

Information is a pitfall for dissemination. Pay attention to the

difference between a communication aimed at informed and a
communication aimed at disseminating: Communication and
dissemination are often used with the same meaning. More
attention must be paid to the difference between communication
and dissemination: the first it has to be aimed at increasing the
visibility of the project, the activities it carries out and the results it
is producing, the second has to be addressed to transfer the results

of the project and facilitate its practical use.

Which elements do hamper or speed up EIP innovation approaches?

Have you experienced effective linkages between multi-actor projects and thematic networks (Horizon 2020) with operational
groups (rural development policy) and other innovation projects based on national / European policies? Which elements (political,
administrative, bureaucratic, or other) hamper or speed up possibly synergies? What are your suggestions?
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The regulation concerning OGs is not appropriate for
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understand/learn (watch the video).
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Rural Development Programmes (RDPs) should

provide some mechanisms for applying to the
cooperation measure aimed at rewarding those OGs connected to H2020 multi-actor projects or that
implement their outputs at territorial level. This depends very much on the capacity of RDPs Managing
Authorities (MAs) to understand the usefulness and the opportunities of implementing H2020 outputs at
local level (watch the video).

Cross-border cooperation among OGs is key to increase their added value on Europe. It would be
important to make an additional effort to facilitate cooperation and knowledge sharing among them. The
important lesson learnt with LEADER should not been forgotten (watch the video).

There’s a lack of skills and awareness about interactive innovation, both in research and in RDPs
Managing Authorities. Researchers difficulty understand their role in social relationships with other
partners of multi-actor projects and hardly involve end-users in co-innovation process. Also, RDPs
Managing Authorities are not aware of interactive innovation and this reflects on its implementation.
There's a gap in what they think is needed and what is really needed.

Cultural change also includes the need to
recognize the importance of
intermediaries. Guiding the innovation
process is a separate job and it is more
than simple project management. This
should be part of the project itself and
often the MAs do not understand this and
tend to underestimate the effort and

capacities needed to run such projects.

Reporting about innovation projects may
also be an issue in speeding up synergies.
The experiences made during the

innovation process should be gathered
and reported, but it is very unlikely that this can be done using the traditional reporting templates. These
experiences, though, are important to improve the implementation process. Some tools to allow reporting
these lessons and experiences should be envisaged since the beginning of the project. Learning histories

are an example. They tell the story, the actions and the results, in participants' own words (by means of
9
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different documents, particularly in audiovisual form), in a way that helps the others move forward,
without having to "re-invent" what a group of learners have already discovered (watch the video).

Watch the complete video
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https://youtu.be/JV-g2bBYo7w
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6DQZLpvr2bc
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