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Executive Summary
This deliverable describes the outcomes of the external evaluation of GoNano project, and, based on
this experience, suggests a semi-qualitative methodology for the evaluation of co-creation processes
and activities.
The evaluation was done with reference to the expected impacts of GoNano, based on specific
indicators addressing the efficacy and efficiency of the process, and the efficacy of the project. These
indicators have been measured using a mixed methodological approach, by means of both primary
(interviews) and secondary (e.g., project deliverables) sources. Results have been analyzed and
included in this report.
Overall, the quantified outcomes of the evaluation show that the GoNano project succeeded in terms
of both efficacy and efficiency, and thus impacts of the action. The most relevant outcomes related to
the three expected impacts of GoNano are:
•

•

•

Impact 1 (product level). Realize R&I products aligned with social needs and values.
The project was successful in delivering a wide range of products ideas and suggestions,
aligned with the views of the stakeholders engaged in the process. However, the level of
maturity, structure and definition of these products varies a lot, and only few of them might
find a practice use in the future. The effective engagement of industry and policy makers has
been a bottleneck of the process.
The project was effective in taking into account gender and diversity, which were
mainstreamed all along the process and the project, either in the setting up of the co-creation
process and in its implementation.
Impact 2 (policy level). Support more responsive approaches to strategy building and policy
making in R&I
This action has been affected by the difficulties in engaging with policy makers and industrial
stakeholders during the project, also due to changes in the planning of events due to the covid19 situation. However, it has also been realized that this impact was quite ambitious given the
methodology and activities planned in the project. In order to achieve this goal, it is important
that policy and decision-makers go beyond responsiveness to societal needs and values, and
societal engagement, and put forward initiatives to motivate and incentivize research,
business and industry to change their way of working.
Impact 3 (stakeholder level). Facilitate inclusive approaches for R&I, to increase confidence
on R&I
The project was very successful in terms of favoring the mutual learning and active
engagement of different actors. There were good and successful foundations in the project
for opinions and voices to be heard: results were very good in terms of interaction between
different stakeholders and in increasing trust among them. Providing evidence of the
potential (economic) benefits for product development of co-creation is still an open issue,
that might go beyond the goals of the project

Some reflections on how to perform co-creation emerged from the external evaluation:
- Fostering mutual learning: co-creation should be implemented both as an “external process”,
engaging a diversity of stakeholders (e.g., citizens, professional stakeholders), and as “internal
process”, ensuring interactions and mutual learning within the teams/partners coordinating
the co-creation process
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-

-

-

Defining expectations: co-creation can have different goals, ranging from the democratization
of science to user-led innovation. It is key to understand and address this dichotomy since the
very beginning of the process
Ensuring engagement and motivation of industry and policy actors: these stakeholders are
essential, as they are the ones that could put in practices results of the co-creation process,
and thus enhance responsiveness of innovation. They need to be strongly involved, motivated
and incentivized, and be proactive in the co-creation process
Continuous engagement: stakeholders need to be engaged throughout the co-creation
process
Review and adapt methodologies: the approach to co-creation should be adapted to the
specific context, and thus methodology design and implementation go hand-in-hand:
methodology developers directly involved “on field” in the engagement activities, for testing
the efficacy of the process and fine-tune it, whenever necessary.

The methodology adopted for the evaluation of GoNano, proved to be applicable along all the three
phases of the co-creation process, namely:
• identification and structuring of the problem,
• dealing with the problem,
• implementation.
The proposed approach went beyond the assessment of the deliverables and KPIs defined in the
project itself, and while building upon the praxis available in literature, it was integrated with the
following additional aspects:
- adopting a co-creation approach for the evaluation method itself, by involving the project’s
partners in the design of the methodology and indicators
- defining specific indicators for capturing the quality of the outcome and of the impacts.
It was built upon the concept of collecting information and interacting only with the mediators of the
co-creation process (i.e., the project’s partners), and not with the stakeholders participating in the
process. This has been possible given that each of the specific co-creation actions performed by
individual partners in GoNano already foresaw extensive collection of feedbacks from involved
stakeholders.
In addition, it was pointed out the importance of involving the external evaluator in selected cocreation events, to collect primary information on the process itself, and to triangulate the feedback
and data collected by the partners.
As a next step, it would be interesting to apply the proposed approach in other co-creation actions, so
to fine-tune and improve it, with the ambitious and ultimate goal to define a common approach to the
evaluation of the efficacy, efficiency and impact of co-creation processes.
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1

Introduction

Nanotechnologies – the purposeful engineering of matter on the atomic or molecular scale – have
given rise to great expectations in recent years, unlocking new research opportunities in areas as
diverse as energy, healthcare, electronics, food, and construction. At the same time, concerns have
been raised about possible unintended consequences of the use of nanomaterials.
The GoNano project aims to improve the responsiveness of research and innovation processes to
public values and concerns, focusing on the application of nanotechnologies in the three sectors of
food, healthcare and energy. This goal has been pursued through a structured co-creation process
involving citizens, civil society organisations, industry, researchers and policymakers across Europe,
acting as change agents for the nanotechnology research and innovation system.
Three co “pilot” activities have been performed, using a multi-step engagement process, with the goal
to co-create concrete product suggestions within the areas of food, health and energy, illustrate new
opportunities for innovation and develop policy recommendations.
GoNano aimed to have impacts at the level of improving R&I development processes, providing
recommendations for policy making and facilitating stakeholder engagement and co-creation
processes on nanotechnologies.
The project plan included the involvement of an independent expert to monitor and evaluate the
project and provide professional and expert advice, with respect to objectives and expected impacts
of GoNano. The external evaluation has been complemented by the internal quality assurance process
of products and deliverables, carried out by the partners and by the Advisory Panel.
This report describes the outcomes of the evaluation process, and provides a measure of the indicators
identified in the D8.3-External Evaluation Report I. More in detail, after a brief summary of the
workflow and expected impacts of GoNano, the workflow of the evaluation steps and the objectives
and indicators to be measured are described (section 3 and 4). The outcomes of the evaluation step 0
and of the final evaluation are then reported in section 5 and 6, detailing the way in which the
indicators have been quantified, and providing an overall evaluation of the efficiency and efficacy of
the project. Then, key issues for co-creation projects and a discussion of the evaluation approach
developed are provided in section 7.

2

The GoNano workflow and expected impacts

GoNano activities are structured in eight workpackages (see annexes), and the overall project
workflow is sketched in figure 1. Main phases include: exploring the knowledge base, co-creation
demonstration process by pilot activities citizens and multi-stakeholder engagement), and outreach
and capacity building (through policy and governance recommendation and training & capacity
building).
The external evaluation looked at all project activities, with a focus with the most relevant ones with
respect to the expected impacts of the project (WP3,4,5,6).
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Figure 1: GoNano project workflow. External evaluation mainly focused on pilot co-creation activities
(workshops and online consultation), community and capacity building and development of policy
recommendations

The role of the external evaluation has been to analyse the workflow of the project and the on-going
results of the project activities, with respect to the expected impacts of the project. These are:
GoNano Impact 1 (product level): Realize R&I products aligned with social needs and values
The early and continuous engagement of all stakeholders will be essential for sustainable, desirable
and acceptable innovation in nanotechnologies, where R&I is aligned to the values, needs and
expectations of society
• Showcase an early, continuous engagement process with citizens & professional stakeholders,
taking into account gender and culture aspects
• Develop co-creation of nanotech product suggestions aligned to public values in the sectors of
energy, health, and food (understood by co-creation participants as sustainable, desirable and
acceptable)
GoNano Impact 2 (policy level): Support more responsive approaches to strategy building and policy
making in R&I
The outcomes of the project are to be fed back into policy making and innovation partnerships such as
ETPs, aiming to achieve a responsive R&I system and co-production of knowledge
• White papers and business case on the value of co-creation and broad inclusion of
stakeholders
• Engaging and disseminating results to policy makers, innovation partnerships and research and
innovation communities, to achieve a responsive R&I system
GoNano Impact 3 (stakeholder level): Facilitate inclusive approaches for R&I, to increase confidence
on R&I
The project will lead to enhanced public understanding of nanotechnology, will build trust and foster
mutual understanding between citizens, and public and private institutions, leading co-creation of
new R&I and increased confidence of companies to invest in new tech
• Understanding of societal actors of the contribution of nanotechnologies to realize solutions
to societal challenges in Health, Food and Energy
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•
•

Understanding of industry and researchers of the societal context of their innovation
outcomes
Building of a community of citizens, consumer and interest organizations, researchers,
engineers, and policymakers working as change agents for RRI conditions in nanotech R&I

GoNano impacts could be considered more broadly in the context of analysis of social impacts of
research and innovation, and in particular with respect to Sustainable Development Goals1 (Figure 2)
and dimensions related to Responsible Research and Innovation. A sketch of this relationship is
provided in Figure 3. With respect to SDGs, the following connections are identified:
• GoNano Impact 1:
o SGD 9 (Industry Innovation and Infrastructure), in particular goals 9.22 and 9.53;
o SDG 5 (Gender Equality), in particular 5.54 ;
• GoNano Impact 2:
o SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth), in particular goal 8.35;
• GoNano Impact 3:
o SDG 17 (Partnership for the goals), in particular 17.146, 17.167, 17.178.

1

https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/globalpartnerships/
Promote inclusive and sustainable industrialization and, by 2030, significantly raise industry’s share of
employment and gross domestic product, in line with national circumstances, and double its share in least
developed countries
3
Enhance scientific research, upgrade the technological capabilities of industrial sectors in all countries, in
particular developing countries, including, by 2030, encouraging innovation and substantially increasing the
number of research and development workers per 1 million people and public and private research and
development spending
4
Ensure women’s full and effective participation and equal opportunities for leadership at all levels of decision
making in political, economic and public life
5
Promote development-oriented policies that support productive activities, decent job creation,
entrepreneurship, creativity and innovation, and encourage the formalization and growth of micro-, small- and
medium-sized enterprises, including through access to financial services
6
Enhance policy coherence for sustainable development
7
Enhance the global partnership for sustainable development, complemented by multi-stakeholder partnerships
that mobilize and share knowledge, expertise, technology and financial resources, to support the achievement
of the sustainable development goals in all countries, in particular developing countries
8
Encourage and promote effective public, public-private and civil society partnerships, building on the
experience and resourcing strategies of partnerships
2
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Figure 2: Sustainable Development Goals

This has been used to inform the development of indicators for external evaluation, as described in
the following paragraphs.

Figure 3: Relationship between GoNano impacts, SDGs, RRI dimensions and stakeholders engaged in the project
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Workflow of the evaluation steps

The evaluation has been carried out in different steps along the project, according to the workflow
reported in the figure below. The timing of the last step has been changed along the process, due to
the extension of the GoNano project caused by the COVID-19 situation. More in detail, the following
three evaluation steps have been performed (Figure 4):
- 1st step: evaluation of the status 0, i.e., the time at which the indicators have been set up and
measured, and against which progresses during the project have been compared. Interviews
were performed with the project partners, concerning the outcomes of the citizens’

9

-

workshops and the first round of stakeholders’ workshops (March/May 2019). This led to the
first evaluation results, reviewed with partners during the Rome meeting, in November 2019.
2nd step: evaluation of the status 1, i.e., intermediate outcomes of the GoNano project,
performed based on the deliverables of the projects and on the outcomes of the main
activities, such as the Winter School9, the webinar and the data collected on social platforms
and media (February/June 2020). These data were used for preparing the questionnaire of
the step 3.

Figure 4 Steps of the evaluation process

-

9

3rd step: evaluation of the final status. Development of questionnaires, sent to the same
partners who were interviewed during the 1st evaluation step, for consistency in the
assessment. The questionnaires were built upon the outcomes reported in the project’s

The Winter school took place in February 2020. It was originally planned to take place during the summer 2019.
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deliverables, as described in the annex10. The analysis of results led to the second and final
evaluation of results, reviewed with partners during the final GoNano consortium meeting,
November 2020.
This Final Evaluation Report describes the process and the outcomes of the review process, reporting
the results of the steps 1 and 3, together with overall conclusions of the process, while the outcomes
of the step 2 were used for preparing the questionnaire of the step 3.
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Objectives and indicators to be measured

The objective of the evaluation process is to evaluate and measure:
•

the efficacy and efficiency of the process, i.e., the way in which the co-creation process has
been set up and implemented. This is strictly connected to the Impact 1 and 2 of the project
(section 2);

•

the efficacy of the project, i.e., the impact generated. This is strictly connected to the Impact
3 of the project (section 2).

The indicators identified for the evaluation are reported in Table 1, together with the method, data
and information used and the moments in the project during which the measurements have been
carried out.
Table 1 Overview of the external evaluation process in terms of: objectives, indicators used, method, data
source and moment in the project during which the measurement s have been carried out.

OBJECTIVES

INDICATORS

Efficiency and
efficacy of the
process

Awareness of the
value added by
citizens and other
stakeholders to
technology
innovation11
Quality of
engagement and
interaction along the
project
Level of participation

Efficacy of the
project
(impact)

Implementation of
the citizens and other
stakeholders’ views
into the pilot project
More positive
attitude vs
nanotechnology
innovation and
development

METHODS

•
•
•

Interviews
questionnaires
Secondary
sources

DATA SOURCES

WHEN

Primary
(partners)

Scoping document,
setting indicators
• D8.3,
Feb 2019

Primary
(partners)
Secondary
Primary
(partners)
Secondary
Primary
(partners)

Primary
(partners)

First evaluation
• Interviews
(Mar/May 2019)
• On-going analysis
of deliverables
• Review
(Rome Meeting,
Nov 2019)
Second evaluation
• On-going analysis
of deliverables
• Questionnaires
(Nov. 2020)
• Review
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This task was initially planned to be carried out at the Final conference in Brussels, where the whole co-creation
process would have been assessed, but the conference was changed into an online format, due to Covid-19, and
the evaluation process adapted accordingly.
11
Stakeholders need to recognise the value and contribution of their participation in the results and in the
process of co-creating

11

(Final Consortium
Meeting, Nov
2020)

A representation of the methods and tools adopted for the evaluation process is reported in Figure 5.

Figure 5 Methods and tools used for the external evaluation of the GoNano project
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First evaluation

The initial status of the project was evaluated during and after the Project meeting in Barcelona (March
– April 2019), by means of interviews with the Project’s partners. In addition, some partners also
provided a written contribution, as a follow up to the interviews.
The detailed list of questions per each person interviewed is reported in the Annex I.
The details about how the indicators reported in table 1 have been quantified, the overall evaluation
of this first measurement step and some suggestions for the GoNano Project are reported in the
following sections.
5.1 Analysis of the interviews
The qualitative and semi-quantitative information collected during the interviews has been analysed
and elaborated with a threefold purpose:
− Condense and translate the feedbacks into quantitative indicators, for an overall evaluation of
the status and progress of the project;
− Identify potential issues of concerns, which might affect the achievement of the impact of the
project;
− Ensure the confidentiality of the feedback received (avoid the identification of the partners
who provided a specific comment),
The approach taken by the evaluator during the interviews was quite open, (“letting the people talk
whenever they wanted to”), and thus the duration (between 25 and 50 minutes) and contents
addressed varied among partners. This resulted, on the one side, into a broad set of information to be
analysed, but on the other side, also in a better understanding of the motivations behind the answers.
The latter aspect also supported the elaboration of the answers into the indicators listed in table 1.
The elaboration has been structured along the following steps:
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-

-

Attribution of the interview questions to the single indicators;
Evaluation of each indicators based on a Likert scale 1-10, as far as the quantitative answers
are concerned (these quantitative answers concern only indicators that affect the efficiency
and efficacy of the project)
Analysis of semi-quantitative and qualitative answers and their translation into a Likert scale
1-10;
Aggregation of the single indicators listed in table 1 into the 2 macro indicators, i.e., efficacy
of the process and impact of the project.

The processes of indicators’ evaluation and their translation into a Likert scale has been based on the
answers received during the interviews, some of which were, in turn, supported by the quantitative
outcomes of the stakeholders’ and citizens workshops, as reported in D4.2 (draft) and in D3.2, and by
the methodological deliverables, namely D1.2 and D2.1. No additional sources and documents have
been considered for the elaboration.
At the current stage of the project it was not possible to measure all the indicators, in particular the
following:
- Implementation of citizens’ and stakeholders’ views into the pilot project;
- More positive attitude vs nanotechnology innovation and development.
These indicators can be measured only at the end of the project, as they refer to a final status of
achievement of the outcomes. The indicator “quality of engagement and interaction along the project”
was partially measured, i.e., first feedbacks have been collected in the stakeholders events but the
next steps have been essential for a more complete evaluation.
In addition, the linking of the outcomes of the measurement to the GoNano impacts, the RRI pillars,
and the SDGs has been carried out as last step of the evaluation, based also on feedbacks from the
policy-related initiatives (i.e., white papers).
The objectives of the project have been evaluated either at the level of project’s stakeholders and
partners, taking into consideration the following aspects:
- The process of co-creation of the methodology (main difficulties, potential improvements,
equal and balanced treatment of all the inputs received);
- Feedback from citizens and stakeholders about their involvement in the co-creation process;
- Implementation of the process;
- Potential to achieve the expected outcomes of the project.
Their description is reported in section 5.2.
5.2 Overall results of the first evaluation
The results of the interviews provided a clear understanding of the implementation of the Project and
of the approach to the co-creation methodology definition and implementation. The partners
demonstrated to be very responsive, open and constructive in critically analysing the steps carried out
in the project.
Overall, a good alignment in the answers from the different partners was found, especially regarding
the efficiency and efficacy of the process in relation to project’s stakeholders. Different perspectives
emerged in relation to the diversity of roles within the project, while the different background and
expertise did not affect the diversity in outcomes.

13

There are two key aspects that should be further considered in the next steps of the project, and also
for future projects on co-creation:
- Capability to keep stakeholders engaged along the project;
- Ensure that methodology developers participate also to methodology implementation. This is
important for further tailoring and adjusting the methodology, if and where needed, and for
easing the mutual learning within the partners, considering their different experience and
background.
These aspects are further detailed in the analysis of the results and their elaboration, reported below,
in relation to the two project’s objectives, and considering – when relevant – either the evaluation at
the level of project’s stakeholders and partners:
Efficiency and efficacy of the process.

Project’s stakeholders
Overall, the participants to the citizens’ and stakeholders’ workshops reported positive feedbacks
about the engagement and co-creation process and demonstrated a good level of participation. More
in detail, on the basis of the judgment expressed directly by the respondent:
- The level of participation of citizens and stakeholders was evaluated as “good”, on average,
- The interaction between citizens and stakeholders as “satisfactory”, on average.
Regarding the citizens’ workshop, the recruitment process, which was different among the partners’
countries, affected the achievement of a homogeneous situation among the different citizens’ groups.
However, despite the lack of homogeneity, the plurality of voices was taken into account (citizens
could vote individually), thanks also to the preparation of the work and to the moderators (moderators
further encouraged the participation whenever necessary).
The events were considered positively by the participants, who - in many cases – recognised the added
value of including also their perspective and were conscious about the relevance of the contribution
they were providing. The “good” evaluation considers also that in some cases citizens felt to not have
received enough background information for actively contributing to the discussion. This should be
taken into account by the partners, as input to a further refinement of the co-creation methodology,
in particular in relation to the duality guided vs more open approach to co-creation.
As far as the stakeholders is concerned, common aspects identified relate to the difficulty in recruiting,
especially industrial stakeholders, and in the interaction between citizens and stakeholders. The latter
could support the reconsideration of the “satisfactory” judgment made by the partners. However, this
aspect has been monitored and further checked after the 2nd stakeholder workshop, as it affected also
the achievement of the outcomes of the project and thus, the impact of the project itself.
Project’s partners
As far as the project’s partners is concerned, the following main issues have been identified:
- the need for more interactions and loops among them, as necessary for aligning views and
understanding, considering the different background, expertise and views. This in particular
regarded the dual approach to co-creation, which can be summarised into the dichotomy
democratisation of science (i.e., the citizens determine what should be done) vs user-led
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-

-

innovation (i.e., researchers determine what needs to be done). These were transparently
identified as two components of the methodology, and it is important to leave enough time
and space for discussing and reflecting it into the interpretation of the results achieved at the
end of the project;
Top-down vs bottom-up approach in setting the co-creation process. This diversity of approach
should be further debated among the partners considering the feedback collected from the
different workshops. It is important for the future that who designs the methodology is also
involved in its implementation, in order to validate the efficacy of the methodology itself. This
in turn would allow to more concretely implement aspects which are complex, broad and nontangible, such as diversity in gender and culture. The type of approach taken affects the
capability of keeping stakeholders engaged throughout the process and of creating more
opportunities for interacting with citizens and stakeholders, which are success factors for the
co-creation process. “Co-creation is about building relationships, creating a community, it’s an
iterative process”. In addition, the approach taken affect also the way in which the different
inputs to the co-creation, brought by the partners, are considered: it is thus important to
ensure that all the voices are properly accounted for.
Mutual learning. The co-creation activated a learning process within the partnership in terms
of creating a level-playing-field of the key concepts and approaches. However, it is important
to keep ensuring this alignment among all the partners, that have different background, so to
avoid that the co-creation process is considered “hard to unravel”, either for cultural
specificities or for the way in which the work is presented. The risk is that the process could
be perceived more as “a byproduct of meetings […] rather than active motivated and constant
participation”. Thus, the continuous engagement is the key for the success of the co-creation.

Efficacy of the project
Regarding the key outputs of the project, the concept of “concrete product ideas” might need to be
revised and broadened, to include also the approach developed for defining product ideas, namely the
co-creation approach and methodology. In order to increase the efficacy of the project, a series of
aspects have been identified:
- Defining how to keep stakeholders engaged along the process. “Co-creation is an ongoing
process, stakeholders and citizens are very willing to give input and collaborate, but this does
not happen automatically”. This recall the dichotomy top-down vs bottom-up approach in cocreation, and overall, it is suggested to adopt a more systemic approach, i.e., take into account
the diversity of surrounding conditions, the expertise of the mediators and participants,
resources needed, and the flexibility in adjusting to the different cultural contexts.
- The timing for the implementation of the co-creation methodology should be reconsidered for
future initiatives: some steps, such as the recruitment, require more time and it would be also
necessary to consider more resources for engaging stakeholders, and listening to their needs.
- Understanding how to make use of stakeholders’ views and knowledge in the next steps of the
GoNano project. This can be achieved being more focussed in the discussion during the
engagement events. “Product suggestions would be taken more seriously if it would be
connected to a specific interest of a certain stakeholder” and in this regard, “there seems to be
a lack of ownership of the ideas that are being discussed”.
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As far as the co-creation approach and methodology is concerned, it emerged that the process set up
and the way in which needs and wishes are transferred into the next steps of the project is a key aspect,
that goes beyond the achievement of the product ideas. In this regard, it is important to “keep
experimenting that science and society can find the way to talk and listen each other”.
In addition, it should be recognized that co-creation has not been only an external output of the
project, i.e., an approach and methodology applied for and with citizens and stakeholders, but also an
internal output, i.e., among project’s partners. An effective mutual learning process took place since
the beginning of the project among all the partners, which lead to an increased understanding of the
co-creation itself. “Co-creation is not just a matter of defining procedures and methodology right, but
it is a mind-set of participants. You have to want to listen and understand what the others are saying”.

5.3 Key issues and suggestions for the following steps of the GoNano project
Overall, the application of the quantification approach as described in section 5.1 resulted in the
following first evaluation of the project:
Objectives

Evaluation (Likert scale)

Efficiency and efficacy of the process

7/10

Efficacy of the project (impact)

7/10

The quantification of the indicators has been carried out according to the approach described in
section 5.1. More in detail:
- Attribution of the interview questions to the single indicators. The questions were already
structured per objective, while the attribution to the indicators was done based on the content
of the answers received. The questions themselves were not enough for performing the
attribution, as - depending on the interview – in some cases the answers were broader and
touched also other aspects.
- Analysis of quantitative answers using a Likert scale 1-10. This in particular related to the
questions on the efficacy of the project (impacts on project’s partners).
- Analysis of semi-quantitative and qualitative answers and their translation into a Likert scale
1-10. This translation of a qualitative answer into a quantitative score was carried out by the
evaluator, considering the answers received, supported also by the analysis of the background
deliverables available namely D4.2, D3.2, D1.2 and D2.1. More in detail:
o D2.1 and D1.2 supported the evaluation of the objective “Efficiency and efficacy of the
process”, in relation to the following indicators: “quality of engagement and
interactions along the project”;
o D3.2 and D4.2 supported the evaluation of the objective “Efficiency and efficacy of the
process”, in relation to the following indicators: level of participation”; “quality of
engagement and interactions along the project”; “awareness of the value added by
citizens and other stakeholders to technology innovation”.
o For all the other indicators, namely “Implementation of citizens’ and stakeholders’
views into the pilot project” and “More positive attitude vs nanotechnology
innovation and development” it was not possible to perform an evaluation considering
that these aspects could not be grasped at the current stage of the development, at
the time of the interviews.
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-

Aggregation of the single indicators listed in table 1 into the 2 macro indicators, i.e., efficacy
of the process and impact of the project, as a result of a mathematic average, leading to the
two scores reported in the table.

The quantified outcomes suggest that the project and the partners are on the right track, and some
key points of attentions have been identified for ensuring the full achievement of the expected
outcomes, either at the level of project and of co-creation process, reported in the table below.
Key issues for the project efficiency and efficacy
-

Ensure more interactions and loops among the partners for aligning
views and improve common understanding, considering the different
backgrounds, expertise and views

-

Further reflect upon the challenge of the co-creation process in terms
of democratisation of science vs user-led innovation, and reflect it into
a critical evaluation of the achieved outcomes

-

Clearly define strategies for keeping stakeholders engaged along the
whole process;
Strengthen the communication tools within the project, in particular
the role and use of the co-creation platform.

Related to the project

-

Related to the cocreation process

-

Top-down vs bottom-up approach, also within the partners

-

Trade-off between complexity and breadth of some topics and need to
implement them in practice

-

More focussed vs broader discussion on the topics object of the cocreation

-

Continuous interactions with the stakeholders involved in the process
(“Co-creation cannot be captured totally in one single event”), in
particular a more regular engagement with at least some of the
participants

-

Careful planning of the resources for the implementation of the cocreation methodology
Ensure that methodology developers participate also to methodology
implementation

-

The need for investing more on these aspects was recognised by all partners, and they have been
monitored during the next steps of the evaluation process.

6

Second and final evaluation

The final status of the project was evaluated in the period between the final conference and final
consortium meeting (November), by means of questionnaires sent to the same project’s partners
which were interviewed during the first evaluation step. More precisely, one additional partner was
invited to contribute, with the aim of collecting the feedbacks and views of all those who were involved
in the GoNano project, which might not have been strongly involved in the first steps of the project.
The detailed list of questions is reported in the Annex.
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The details about how the indicators reported in table 1 have been quantified, the overall evaluation
of this final measurement step and some recommendations for future initiatives on co-creation and
for a follow up of the GoNano Project are reported in the following sections.
6.1 Analysis of the questionnaires
The answers provided in the questionnaires were evaluated with the ultimate goal of relating the
GoNano Impacts and its objectives to the indicators of the project defined for the evaluation
methodology, following the relationships reported in Table 2.
Table 2 Relationship between GoNano impacts, the project objectives and the indicators used for evaluating
the overall project.

Impact

Objectives GoNano

IMPACT 1
(PRODUCT LEVEL) –
Realize R&I products
aligned with social
needs and values

IMPACT 2
(POLICY LEVEL) –
Support more
responsive approaches
to strategy building
and policy making in
R&I

IMPACT 3
(STAKEHOLDER LEVEL)
– Facilitate inclusive
approaches for R&I, to
increase confidence on
R&I

Macro
Indicator

OB1: Show case early, continuous
engagement process taking into
account gender and diversity

Awareness of the value
added by citizens and
other stakeholders to
technology innovation;

OB2. Develop 9 concrete product
suggestions aligned with societal
needs, values and concerns
OB3: Consolidate a network of
ETPs, innovation networks, Eu and
national R&I policy makers
OB4: Provide concrete policy
recommendations for governing
the develop. Of conditions and
actors responsive to societal needs,
values and concerns
OB5: Establish a community
working as change agents for the
development of RRI conditions in
nanotech. R&I
OB6: Make companies convinced of
co-creation and broad inclusion of
stakeholders as a valuable business
case for their portfolio

Specific Indicators

Efficiency and
efficacy of
the process

Quality of engagement
and interaction along the
project
Level of participation
Implementation of the
citizens’ and other
stakeholders’ views into
the pilot project

Efficacy of
the project

More positive attitude vs
nanotechnology
innovation and
development

The qualitative and semi-quantitative information collected have been analyzed and elaborated,
following the same approach of the step 0
The compilation of the questionnaires took around 20 minutes, and in most of the cases the feedback
provided was rich, well-structured and in all the cases critically constructive. The elaboration has then
been structured along the following steps:
-

Attribution of the questions to the GoNano impacts;
Attribution of the questions to the single indicators for each impact;
Analysis of the semi-quantitative answers reported, based on a 1-10 Likert scale, and
calculation of the arithmetic average per question;
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-

Aggregation of the score into the two macro-indicators, i.e., efficacy of the process and impact
of the project.

In addition to the answers reported in the questionnaires, the following project’s deliverables have
been considered and analyzed:
- Communication Plan 2019-2020. Communication strategy and activities for the final year of
the GoNano project. 13 December 2019
- D7.6 Report on all the audio-visual vignettes from throughout the project
- GoNano Policy Briefs 1-7
- GoNano White Papers:
o WhPa 1: Responsiveness in practice: aligning nanotechnologies with societal needs
and values
o WhPa 2: Co-creation in practice: enabling multi-stakeholder collaboration in
nanotechnology research and innovation
o WhPa 3: The importance of gender and diversity in nanotechnology Research and
Innovation
- D4.5 Concrete Product Suggestions for future nanotechnologies
- D4.3 Evaluation report on the outcomes of the MML platform
- D4.4 Final report on the insights and lessons from the engagement activities
- D6.1 A collection of training materials for researchers and engineers
- D6.2 Online guidelines and easy-to-understand information for publics and stakeholder groups
wanting to be involved with nanotechnology R&I
- D6.3 Report collecting the materials and participant list from the Winter School

6.2 Overall results of the final evaluation
The evaluation of this final step is structured according to the project’s impacts:
Impact 1 (product level) – Realize R&I products aligned with social needs and values (OB1,
OB2)
Impact 2 (policy level) – Support more responsive approaches to strategy building and policy
making in R&I (OB3, OB4)
Three aspects emerged from the evaluation:
-

Gender and diversity: these concepts were generally considered to be mainstreamed during
the discussion along the project and were taken into account either in the setting up of the cocreation process and in its implementation. A further step and improvement of the co-creation
process consist in tracing these concepts through the product development process, i.e.,
relating them more to the final products in which nanomaterials are used than to the
nanomaterials themselves.

-

Concretization of outcomes: one of the expected impacts of GoNano at product and policy
level was the definition of 9 concrete product suggestions, out from the co-creation process.
Though overall many more suggestions have been defined (92 in total), these have completely
different level of analysis, in terms of structure, definition, maturity of the proposed ideas.
Most of them can be considered abstract, or anyway difficult to put in practice. The
questionnaires confirmed that getting from constructive dialogue during the co-creation
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process into practical suggestions and actions, remain a significant bottleneck: while during
the different workshops, an increased focus around the products’ idea was achieved, however
“it was too late in the project to follow these ideas through – this should have been the focus
of the project from the beginning”. In addition, this process of “concretization” might have
suffered also from the following aspects:
o
o

The challenges in actively involving industry representatives and policy makers into
the process.
Professional stakeholders were not involved in citizens’ workshop, an aspect which
might have made difficult to connect the outcomes of citizens’ workshops to the
stakeholder workshops. Favoring interaction and mutual learning in all phases of cocreation could likely be quite effective in order to obtain concrete outputs.

The dichotomy between “enhancing inclusion” and “adding value” in co-creation,
characterized the GoNano co-creation process. On the one side, this “might have hampered
developments in both directions”, on the other side pointing out the issue, which is inherent
to any co-creation process, helped to understand the implications of one approach over the
other. As underline in D4.4, “both rationales are valid and […] it is too much to expect both
objectives to be addressed simultaneously”.
-

Impact at policy level: the uptake of the outcomes of the project by policy makers was affected
by the difficulties in engaging with these stakeholders, also due to the Covid-19 situation.
However, it is important to point out that “for real change to happen, we need policy and
decision-makers to get behind responsiveness to societal needs and values, and to societal
engagement, and to motivate and incentivise research, business and industry to change their
way of working. [..] It is too easy at the moment for researchers to sit back and wait for social
science, humanities and other practitioners to prove collaboration and engagement is
valuable”. Thus, likely this impact was at least partially beyond the possibility of the project.

Impact 3 (stakeholder level) – Facilitate inclusive approaches for R&I, to increase confidence on R&I
(OB5, OB6).
From the point of view of enhancing the public understanding of nanotechnology, building trust and
fostering mutual learning among citizens and other stakeholders, GoNano delivered very positive
outcomes. It was successful “in favoring the mutual learning and […] in the active engagement of
different actors, in particular research organizations, citizens, SSH researchers and practitioners, in one
or more of the different phases of the co-creation process”. Overall, there were good and successful
foundations in the project for opinions and voices to be heard and interaction between different
stakeholders.
Open issues, pointed out also in the discussion on Impact 1 and 2, relate to making companies
convinced of co-creation, i.e., showcasing the benefits (business case) of co-creation. As pointed out
also in D4.5, “there are preliminary indications that the co-creation process could add value to
commercial product development […] but there is no evidence that these suggestions are currently
being taken up or have produced significant commercial benefits for the companies involved”.
However, there are additional considerations to be done related to this point:
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-

-

the showcase of the business value requires a strong involvement of industry and policy
makers, whose participation – as pointed out before – was hampered by different factors. In
addition
“the immediate translation from broad aspects into products in just one setting may have been
a bit too much to ask from stakeholders usually involved in concrete R&I or business”.

The GoNano co-creation methodology was adapted along the process, based on the feedbacks
received and with the goal of achieving the project impacts, and taking into account both the need of
“enhancing inclusion”, through democratization of science, and the need to provide concrete and
tangible outcomes, “adding value” to product development. It was pointed out by many partners that
a suggestion could be to “decide for one or the other and remain aware that the other one exists”.

7

Discussion and conclusion

Overall, the application of the evaluation approach to GoNano resulted in the following outcomes at
the end of the project:
Objectives
Efficiency and efficacy of the process

Evaluation (Likert scale)
9/10

Efficacy of the project (impact)

7-8/10

The quantified outcomes suggest that the GoNano project succeeded in terms of efficacy and
efficiency and as well project impacts. Some points of attention and future reflections have been
identified, which could be useful to take into consideration for future co-creation projects.
Reflections for future co-creation projects

Co-creation process in
R&I for increasing
responsiveness

-

co-creation should be implemented both as an “external process”,
engaging a diversity of stakeholders (e.g., citizens, professional
stakeholders), and as “internal process”, ensuring interactions and
mutual learning within the teams/partners coordinating the co-creation
process. This is key for aligning views and understanding, and for
maximising the impact.

-

Showcasing the business case of co-creation remains a challenge: it is
key to address since the beginning the dichotomy between
democratisation of science vs user-led innovation.

-

Stakeholders, in particular research, business and industry, need to be
motivated, and incentives set for them, to favour a change in their way
of working, towards an increased responsiveness.

-

Tools and methods are important for maximizing the impact of cocreation processes but are not enough: industry and policy makers play
a key role in enhancing responsiveness, and they need to be strongly
involved and be proactive in the co-creation process.

-

Stakeholders need to be engaged throughout the co-creation process
(“Co-creation cannot be captured totally in one single event”)
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-

The approach to co-creation should be adapted to the specific context,
and thus methodology design and implementation go hand-in-hand:
methodology developers directly involved “on field” in the engagement
activities, for testing the efficacy of the process and fine-tune it,
whenever necessary.

Besides the overall evaluation of the GoNano project, a second goal of the external evaluation was to
define and test a strategy for evaluating co-creation processes. Regarding the latter aspect, the
proposed approach can be summarised as follows:
- “Interview the mediators of the co-creation process”, i.e., gather information through the
project’s partners in their position of informed stakeholders, with different roles in the setting
up of the co-creation process.
- Desk analysis of the outcomes of the initiative (e.g., reports, deliverables).
- Participation in selected co-creation and project meetings.
The feedback collected showed that also a fourth step is important for an effective evaluation process:
the direct participation of the external evaluator in the engagement events of the project, to collect
primary information on the process itself, and to triangulate the feedback and data collected by the
partners. This last step indeed was foreseen when setting the methodology but was not implemented
due to mainly the following aspects: the pandemic, and the language barrier of some events. The latter
aspect would remain also in other co-creation process, but it would be important in any case to capture
the feedbacks and attitude, beyond those collected written and verbally.
The methodology adopted for the evaluation of GoNano, proved to be applicable along all the three
phases of the co-creation process, namely i) Identification and structuring of the problem; ii) Dealing
with the problem; iii) Implementation, in particular:
- The efficacy of the process and the impact of the project can be measured and evaluated
through a mixed approach of primary and secondary sources.
- Interviews to the partners: the proposed list of questions (see annex) have a general
applicability, even if some of them might need to be tailored to the specific application of the
project at hand.
- The use of a semi-quantitative method based on a Likert scale proved useful for assessing the
outcomes of the co-creation process and for collecting more precise and concrete feedback
from the partners. In fact, while qualitative comments provided by partners might tend to be
neutral (some people might prefer not to report, or recognize, strong conflicts or diversity of
positions in the partnership), the attribution of a score such as in the Likert is more instinctive
and genuine. In this regard, it is suggested to always include a Likert-type approach in any
question.
- The questionnaires are a useful tool for monitoring the progress, while the interviews – giving
more freedom to the interviewed people to broaden the discussion – are key at an initial stage
of the process.
The proposed approach went beyond the assessment of the deliverables and KPIs defined in the
project itself; while building upon the praxis available in literature, it was integrated with the following
additional aspects:
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-

adopting a co-creation approach for the evaluation method itself, by involving the project’s
partners in the design of the methodology and indicators.
defining specific indicators for capturing the quality of the outcome and of the impacts.

As next step, it would be interesting to apply the proposed approach in other co-creation initiatives,
so to fine-tune and improve it, with the ambitious and ultimate goal to define a common approach to
co-creation process evaluation.

8
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Annexes

9.1

GoNano Workpackages
•

WP1: Turning lessons into action
To understand what drives mutual learning among different stakeholders in relevant
nanotechnology engagement projects, explore societal debates on nanotechnologies, in
particular the role of values, culture, gender, asses views and opinions of policy makers, and
research and innovation players on societal engagement in nanotechnologies

•

WP2 The co-creation platform, methods and manuals for pilot studies
To lay the foundation of the pilot studies by providing a coherent and equally responsive
methodology for the citizens and stakeholder engagement and the corresponding
infrastructures

•

WP3: Envisioning and deliberating with citizens
To organize pilot co-creation cases, through organization of deliberation and envisioning
workshops and on-line interaction with citizens, in order to generate suggestions which align
research & innovation with the values, needs and expectations of society during early-stage
product development.

•

WP4: Co-creation with professional stakeholders
To follow-up the pilot co-creation cases in WP3, through organization of co-creative
workshops with citizens and stakeholders, in order to explore needs and concerns of societal
actors and design suggestions for R&I and product development.

•

WP5: Governance and policy outreach and alignment
To develop white papers, business cases, and policy and industry briefs, based on the
outcomes of the WP3 and WP4 pilots, and through a process of engagement and review with
stakeholders involved in the project. The aim is to ensure a strong degree of policy alignment
between the design of the pilot studies, GoNano’s policy recommendations and innovation
partnerships, such as European Technology Platforms, and relevant policy initiatives

•

WP6: Training and community capacity building
Organize training activities, including a summer school and a series of webinars, to stimulate
integration and learning of responsiveness both vertically, across different levels of
governance (e.g. local, national and international), as well as horizontally, across different
disciplines and groups of ‘expertise’ (e.g. among natural, social, humanities, engineering,
policy, industry, consumer and special interest and professional groups)

•

WP7: Communication and dissemination
Communicating about the pilot projects and policy recommendations to policy-makers, ETPs,
innovation partnerships and industry, and CSOs.

•

WP8: Management
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9.2 Questions for the interviews with the GoNano partners (1)
Please find below the questions for the external evaluation interview, used for the first evaluation of the project. The questions highlighted in bold are those
that have been prioritized during the interviews. We are looking for an overall and synthetic view of the experience and feeling of partners on the project, with
a focus on the most relevant aspects for each of the indicators.
WP addressed

Questions

Objective

1) How were the diversity in gender and culture taken into account when designing the co-creation methodology?

Efficiency and
efficacy of the
process (on project’s
partners)

2) Considering the analysis performed in WP5 on policy options for risk governance of nano: do you think these issues and
outcomes have been considered in an efficient way in the methodology implemented?
3) What are the main difficulties that you have encountered in defining the co-creation methodology?
4) According to your experience, what do you think that could be further improved in the co-creation approach? What do
you think didn’t work, or anyway you recognize as a limit of the methodology?
WP2, 5

5) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the citizens’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)
6) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the stakeholders’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)

Efficacy of the project
(impact) (on project’s
partners)

7) What have you learned from the project’s participation so far? What did you liked more and what would you like to know
more about? What do you think is the “unique selling point” of the methodology
8) Has your understanding of the domain of co-creation and mutual engagement changed? If so, how?
9) Do you think that the process of co-creation was too guided? Do you think that the final goal of the project (defining
product suggestions) is too ambitious?
WP addressed

Project
coordinator

Questions

Objective

1) How were the diversity in gender and culture taken into account when designing the co-creation methodology?

Efficiency and
efficacy of the
process (on project’s
partners)

2) What are the main difficulties that you have encountered in defining the co-creation methodology?
3) According to your experience, what do you think that could be further improved in the co-creation approach? What do
you think didn’t work, or anyway you recognize as a limit of the methodology?
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4) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the citizens’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)
5) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the stakeholders’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)

Efficacy of the project
(impact) (on project’s
partners)

6) What have you learned from the project’s participation so far? What do you think is the “unique selling point” of the
methodology
7) Has your understanding of the domain of co-creation and mutual engagement changed? If so, how?
8) Do you think that the process of co-creation was too guided? Do you think that the final goal of the project (defining
product suggestions) is too ambitious?
WP addressed

Questions

Objectives

1) Considering the analysis performed in WP1 on mutual learning and co-creation exercises, cultural and gender differences
on nanotech, and stakeholders views and perceptions on nanotech: do you think WP1 outcomes have been considered in
an efficient way in the methodology implemented?

Efficiency and
efficacy of the
process (on project’s
partners)

2) How were the diversity in gender and culture taken into account when designing the co-creation methodology?
3) What are the main difficulties that you have encountered in defining the co-creation methodology?
4) According to your experience, what do you think that could be further improved in the co-creation approach? What do
you think didn’t work, or anyway you recognize as a limit of the methodology?
WP1

5) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the citizens’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)
6) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the stakeholders’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)

Efficacy of the project
(impact) (on project’s
partners)

7) What have you learned from the project’s participation so far? What do you think is the “unique selling point” of the
methodology
8) Has your understanding of the domain of co-creation and mutual engagement changed? If so, how?
9) Do you think that the process of co-creation was too guided? Do you think that the final goal of the project (defining
product suggestions) is too ambitious?
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WP
addressed

Questions

Objective

10) Considering the analysis performed in WP1 on mutual learning and co-creation exercises, cultural and gender differences
on nanotech, and stakeholders views and perceptions on nanotech: do you think WP1 outcomes have been considered in
an efficient way in the methodology implemented?

Efficiency and efficacy
of the process (on
project’s partners)

11) How were the diversity in gender and culture taken into account when designing the co-creation methodology?
12) What are the main difficulties that you have encountered in defining the co-creation methodology?
13) According to your experience, what do you think that could be further improved in the co-creation approach? What do
you think didn’t work, or anyway you recognize as a limit of the methodology?
WP1

14) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the citizens’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)
15) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the stakeholders’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)

Efficacy of the project
(impact) (on project’s
partners)

16) What have you learned from the project’s participation so far? What do you think is the “unique selling point” of the
methodology
17) Has your understanding of the domain of co-creation and mutual engagement changed? If so, how?
18) Do you think that the process of co-creation was too guided? Do you think that the final goal of the project (defining
product suggestions) is too ambitious?
WP addressed

WP3, WP4

Questions

Objective

1) The deliverable 3.2 described in detail the output of the citizens’ workshop, and my understanding is that the document
focuses more on outcomes of the workshop than on the process. Could you confirm this understanding? If so, how did
citizens perceive their role in the co-creation process? Did they recognise to contribute in a meaningful way to a process
they would benefit from?

Efficiency and
efficacy of the
process (impact) (on
project’s stakeholders)

2) How did the citizens dealt with the diversity of wishes, needs and values raised during the discussion? Did they recognise
the value of the plurality of voices? Where wishes and needs somehow considered differently, with different weights, by
the participants?
3) Did they provide suggestions for improvement and if so, which ones?
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4) Could you indicated the few most significant feedbacks from the stakeholders’ workshop?
5) As organizer of the specific pilot events (citizen workshop and stakeholder workshop) did you face specific challenges
before and during the events? How these impacted the overall result of the pilot? (recruitment, moderation, balance and
representation of participants, documentation, reporting, involvement of participants)
6) In your opinion, and based on your expertise, did the awareness/expertise on the technology of participants (citizens,
stakeholders) impact the overall results of the event? If so, to what extent?
7) How were gender and culture taken into account when applying it during the citizens’ and stakeholders’ workshops? [Did
you capture any difference in the participation in the workshop by the citizens, which might be connected to culture, gender,
education?]
8) Did all the citizens actively participate in the discussion? How would you evaluate it, on a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means
very low participation, and 10 full involvement and participation in the process?
9) How would you evaluate the interaction of the citizens with the stakeholders during the stakeholders’ workshop, on a scale
from 1 to 10, where 1 means no interaction at all, and 10 high level of interaction?
10) Do you feel that citizens and stakeholders have perceived to acquire a new voice through the mutual engagement?

Efficacy of the project
(impact) (on project’s
stakeholders)

11) Is the methodology taking into consideration adequate communication tools (and relevant target groups) to ensure
continuous engagement of stakeholders? Is the co-creation platform addressing these needs?

Efficiency and
efficacy of the
process (on project’s
partners)

12) What are the main difficulties that you have encountered in defining the co-creation methodology?
13) What are the main difficulties in applying the co-creation methodology defined in the project?
14) According to your experience, what do you think that could be further improved in the co-creation approach? What do
you think didn’t work, or anyway you recognize as a limit of the methodology?
15) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the citizens’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)
16) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the stakeholders’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)

Efficacy of the project
(impact) (on project’s
partners)

17) What have you learned from the project’s participation so far? What do you think is the “unique selling point” of the
methodology
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18) Has your understanding of the domain of co-creation and mutual engagement changed? If so, how?
19) Do you think that the process of co-creation was too guided? Do you think that the final goal of the project (defining
product suggestions) is too ambitious?
WP addressed

Questions

Objective

1) How did stakeholders perceive their role in the co-creation process? What are your main feedbacks from the stakeholders’
workshop?

Efficiency and
efficacy of the
process (on project’s
stakeholders)

2) Did they provide suggestions for improvement and if so, which ones?
3) As coordinator of WP4 did you face specific challenges in the organization of the stakeholder workshops? How these
impacted the overall result of the pilot?
(recruitment, moderation, balance and representation of participants, documentation, reporting, involvement of
participants)
4) In your opinion, and based on your expertise, did the awareness/expertise on the technology of participants (citizens,
stakeholders) impact the overall results of the event? If so, to what extent?

WP4

5) How were gender and culture taken into account when applying it during the citizens’ and stakeholders’ workshops?
[Did you capture any difference in the participation in the workshop by the citizens, which might be connected to culture,
gender, education?]
6) Did all the citizens actively participate in the discussion? How would you evaluate it, on a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means
very low participation, and 10 full involvement and participation in the process?
7) How would you evaluate the interaction of the citizens with the stakeholders during the stakeholders’ workshop, on a scale
from 1 to 10, where 1 means no interaction at all, and 10 high level of interaction?
8) What are the main difficulties that you have encountered in defining the co-creation methodology?
9) What are the main difficulties in applying the co-creation methodology defined in the project?
10) According to your experience, what do you think that could be further improved in the co-creation approach? What do
you think didn’t work, or anyway you recognize as a limit of the methodology?

Efficiency and
efficacy of the
process (on project’s
partners)

11) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the citizens’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)
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12) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the stakeholders’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)
13) What have you learned from the project’s participation so far? What do you think is the “unique selling point” of the
methodology

Efficacy of the project
(impact) (on project’s
partners)

14) Has your understanding of the domain of co-creation and mutual engagement changed? If so, how?
15) Do you think that the process of co-creation was too guided? Do you think that the final goal of the project (defining
product suggestions) is too ambitious?
WP addressed

Questions

Objective

1) Considering the analysis performed in WP1 on mutual learning and co-creation exercises, cultural and gender differences
on nanotech, and stakeholders views and perceptions on nanotech: do you think these outcomes have been considered in
an efficient way in the methodology implemented?

Efficiency and
efficacy of the
process (on project’s
partners)

2) Is the methodology taking into consideration adequate communication tools (and relevant target groups) to ensure
continuous engagement of stakeholders? Is the co-creation platform addressing these needs?
3) According to your experience, what do you think that could be further improved in the co-creation approach? What do
you think went wrong, or anyway you recognize as a limit of the methodology?
WP7

4) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the citizens’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)
5) Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the process and outcomes of the stakeholders’
workshop, on a scale from 1 to 10? (1: not satisfied at all; 10: very satisfied)

Efficacy of the project
(impact) (on project’s
partners)

6) What have you learned from the project’s participation so far? What do you think is the “unique selling point” of the
methodology
7) Has your understanding of the domain of co-creation and mutual engagement changed? If so, how?
8) Do you think that the process of co-creation was too guided? Do you think that the final goal of the project (defining
product suggestions) is too ambitious?
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9.3

Questions for the interviews with the GoNano partners (2)

GoNano – task 8.5- Final Evaluation Questionnaire
Part I: “Efficiency and efficacy of the process”
1. To what extent do you think that citizens and stakeholders perceived that their opinions have
been considered and have contributed to the mutual engagement performed in GoNano (“they
listened my voice”)?
use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means not at all, and 10 full awareness. Possibly include also a
brief explanation
Your assessment (1-10):
Brief explanation:
2. Did the citizens and stakeholders actively participate in all the steps of the engagement
process? How do you evaluate their involvement?
use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means very low participation, and 10 full involvement
Your assessment (1-10):
Comments, if any:
3. Do you consider successful the co-creation process, in terms of effective and continuous
engagement of stakeholders all along the project (e.g. stakeholders were interested to
participate to different activities, provided follow-up of their participation, etc.)
use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means not effective at all, and 10 very effective, please possibly
include a brief explanation
Your assessment (1-10):
Brief explanation:
4. A potential bottleneck of the GoNano process, emerged during the first evaluation, was about
how using stakeholders’ views and knowledge for identifying and defining products ideas. A
more focussed approach was envisaged.
To what extent such approach has been effectively implemented in the last part of GoNano?
use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means no effective at all, and 10 very effective. Please, include a
brief explanation on which approach was most effective to achieve this goal
Your assessment (1-10):
Brief explanation:
5. In your view to what extent and how gender and diversity were taken into account in the final
steps that led to the identification and definition of concrete product suggestions?
use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means not at all, and 10 full awareness, and possibly include a
brief explanation
Your assessment (1-10):
Brief explanation:
6. How do you evaluate the success of GoNano in increasing awareness and showcasing to
stakeholders the benefits of co-creation?
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use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means not capable at all, and 10 fully capable
Your assessment (1-10):
6.1 Please, briefly explain which elements/tools/information you think were most significant
to achieve (or not achieve) this objective.
Brief explanation:
7. Do you think that the co-creation process developed and implemented in GoNano was
effective in addressing and involving all the targeted groups (industry, policy makers, media,
citizens/civil society, SSH researchers and practitioners) in a satisfactory and balanced way?
use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means not effective at all, and 10 very effective. Please possibly
include also a brief explanation
Your assessment (1-10):
Brief explanation:
8. How do you evaluate the implementation of the five rules of thumb identified by the project to
enhance responsiveness through co-creation, in the co-creation process performed by
GoNano?
use a scale from 1 to 10 for each of the 5 rules, where 1 means not effective at all, and 10 very
effective, possibly include a brief explanation of your answers
o Nurture opportunities of mutual benefits
Your assessment (1-10):
o Interactional expertise between stakeholders
Your assessment (1-10):
o Acknowledge the transdisciplinary, practice-oriented and iterative nature of cocreation
Your assessment (1-10):
o Considers the benefits and drawbacks of participations for all participants
Your assessment (1-10):
o Build trust between participants
Your assessment (1-10):
Brief explanation:
Part II: “Efficacy of the project (impact)”
9. Based on your expectations, how would you rate your satisfaction about the outcomes and
impacts achieved by GoNano ?
use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means very low satisfaction, and 10 full satisfaction
Your assessment (1-10):
Comments, if any:
10. The trade-off between enhancing inclusion and adding value in terms of concrete business
opportunities is a key factor that affected the impact of the GoNano project, and of any cocreation process that aims at delivering concrete (i.e., products-related) outcomes. Do you
think that GoNano achieved a balance between these two approaches?
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use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means not effective at all, and 10 fully effective.
Your assessment (1-10):
10. 1 If not, which approach was dominant? Which solutions do you suggests for increasing the
impacts of a co-creation process with similar concrete objectives?
Brief explanation:

According to your views and to the (formal and informal) feedbacks collected by the
stakeholders along the project, how do you evaluate the impact of the overall GoNano project
in enhancing responsiveness to societal needs and expectations?
use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means very low satisfaction, and 10 full satisfaction, and
possibly include a brief explanation
Your assessment (1-10):
Brief explanation:
11. Do you think you will take advantage of and use the co-creation approaches and methods
experimented in GoNano in other projects, activities, initiatives of your organization? Do you
think they need further improvements?
Brief comment:
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