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Call for Short Papers
Responsible innovation (RI) is the framework that governs innovations with regard to their
potential harmful consequences for people and planet on the one hand, and their potential positive
contributions to societal wellbeing on the other. RI can be defined as “a transparent, interactive
process by which societal actors and innovators become mutually responsive to each other with a
view to the (ethical) acceptability, sustainability and societal desirability of the innovation process
and its marketable products” (von Schomberg, 2012). Consequently, organizational structures and
procedures are central to RI as they can facilitate or impede the responsible creation,
implementation and diffusion of new ideas, products and processes. We therefore want to hold a
sub-theme that focuses on organizational structures and procedures and their role in RI governance
on various organizational levels: firm, industry, national, regional, and global.
We suggest that the inclusion of and deliberation about different perspectives, interests, resources
and knowledge from various stakeholders, on various levels, are central attributes of RI
governance. Arguably, inclusion and deliberation are likely to lead to more legitimate, effective
and efficient innovations that avoid harm and do good to people and planet (Scherer & Voegtlin,
2020; Voegtlin & Scherer, 2017).
The role of inclusive structures has been acknowledged by academics and policy makers. For
example, the EU’s Research and Responsible Innovation (RRI) framework was introduced to
anticipate and assess “potential implications and societal expectations with regard to research and
innovation, with the aim to foster the design of inclusive and sustainable research and innovation”
(European Union, 2014). The RRI provides a policy framework where the consequences and
responsibilities of innovative action in contemporary society can be (con)tested.
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At the same time, deliberation, defined as “debate and discussion aimed at producing reasonable,
well-informed opinions in which participants are willing to revise preferences in light of discussion,
new information, and claims made by fellow participants” (Chambers, 2003: 309), can be used as
constructive conflict in stakeholder dialogue (Cuppen, 2012), or to democratize communication
processes and make them “authentic, inclusive and consequential” (Dryzek, 2009: 1379). Hence,
deliberation is key to reflexive governance (Dryzek & Pickering, 2017), which, in turn, is a defining
characteristic of RI.
Inclusion and deliberation can help private, public and civil society actors, jointly, to define the
right goals (through public discourse), to choose the appropriate means (by involving stakeholder
expertise and resources), and to secure social acceptance (by securing the support of those affected)
for innovations that contribute to societal wellbeing. Yet, we need to further explore the conditions
under which inclusion and deliberation can exhaust their positive potentials and influence on RI.
Furthermore, RI’s normative imperatives highlight the need for governance innovation as well
(Swyngedouw, 2005) – that is, the exploration of alternative forms of governance, including
deliberative innovations (Goodin & Dryzek, 2006) that can nurture and enhance RI.
We therefore encourage research on RI that includes business as part of the solution to wicked
problems (Dentoni et al., 2018) and grand challenges such as inequality, hunger, climate change,
or pandemics (George et al., 2016). From this perspective, RI consists of three types of
responsibility that are relevant for exploring the role of private, public and civil society actors in
the RI process (Voegtlin & Scherer, 2017): [1] the responsibility to do no harm (Lee & Petts, 2013),
[2] the responsibility to do good (Stahl & Sully de Luque, 2014), and [3] responsible governance
(Scherer & Palazzo, 2011), which involves establishing institutions, structures, and procedures on
multiple levels, in order to facilitate innovations that satisfy [1] and [2] and secure the joint
contributions of private, public, and civil society actors.
Recent challenges such as the Covid-19 pandemic crisis (aka “new coronavirus”) highlight the
need for RI in governance at a significantly more complex and integrated level than we are
currently practicing. For instance, various societal actors innovate ‘on the go’, independently, to
accelerate responses to this unprecedented challenge: however, the key factors in these new
developments are collaboration and the pooling of resources (i.e. assets, materials, knowledge,
personal resources). These efforts to cope with a new global problem, whose nature we are still
seeking to grasp, are not just about innovating in order to avoid harm and do good but also about
creating effective governance systems that make agile and effective responses possible and at the
same time lead to legitimate solutions that moderate the trade-offs between societal goals.
Therefore, RI frameworks should enable us to account for post-normal innovation, i.e. innovation
produced by post-normal science – which is characterized by uncertainty, contested values, high
stakes and the need for urgent decisions (Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1990). They should also enable us
to observe, understand and explain how our governance structures are changing, with new forms
of governance emerging out of necessity.
To further explore the potential of organizational processes – and of policy frameworks, such as
the EU’s RRI – to foster (or hinder?) RI, we invite conceptual and empirical contributions, both
qualitative and quantitative, to investigate the role of inclusion and deliberation on multiple levels
(firm, industry, national, regional, global). This sub-theme is open to a wide variety of
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epistemologies, theoretical lenses, levels of analysis and research designs. Submissions may
address (but do not need to be limited to) research questions such as:
• Theory development: What conceptualizations of RI (e.g., Lubberink et al., 2017) could
contribute to the advancement of RI governance research? What theoretical perspectives could
better explain the potential of RI governance frameworks to generate inclusive social benefit
for a wide range of stakeholders? Is the RI concept itself in need of radical transformation
(Blok, 2019a; Blok & Lemmens, 2015)? If so, how could or should it be transformed? Are the
current conceptualizations of RI governance fit for responding to situations of crisis?
• Methodological approaches: How can the social impact of RI governance frameworks be
measured? What indicators can be used to evaluate RI governance in organizations?
• Social agency: How do, can, or should various social actors (e.g., in government, business,
civil society) relate to different approaches to RI governance? What contributions do, can, or
should they make to generate more inclusive benefits to society and the natural environment?
What is the role of leadership in developing inclusive and deliberative RI governance? Are
democratic governance systems more capable than authoritative systems to legitimately,
effectively, and efficiently govern RI, and if so, why?
• Stakeholder interaction: What is the role of inter- and intra-value conflicts among
stakeholders of RI in RI governance (Garst et al., 2019)? How do, can, or should individuals,
groups, organizations and communities interact to facilitate the creation of more inclusive and
deliberative RI governance frameworks? How should organizations engage their stakeholders
(Blok, 2019b) in RI governance processes?
• Legitimacy: How can research focus on innovation input legitimacy generate new, productive
insights into the complexities of innovation responsibility and governance, to the benefit of
vulnerable stakeholders, society and the Earth eco-system? What is the relation between inputand output- legitimacy in RI in organizations?
• Policies and practices: What is the role of policy (at various levels) in the emergence of
inclusive and deliberative governance frameworks for RI? What is the impact of inclusive and
deliberative governance on RI? How can inclusive and deliberative governance, based on the
timeless values of civic democracy, be maintained in the context of public health management
in the fight against pandemics? How can the trade-offs between economic prosperity, public
health concerns, and individual rights be managed during the COVID-19 shutdowns?
• Industry-specific issues: What are industry-specific boundary conditions for RI and its
governance? How do governance structures and processes impact RI in a particular industry
sector – e.g. agriculture, extraction, banking and finance, information and communications
technology, the sharing economy (Voegtlin & Scherer, 2019)?
• Cross-sector issues: How can innovation governance in one sector help with innovation
governance in another sector? Under what conditions can cross-sector solutions work?
• Global issues: What is the role of RI governance frameworks in addressing some of the grand
challenges of the contemporary world (e.g., pandemics, climate change, disaster-related
migrations, impact of digital transformations on social justice/AI revolution in the future of
work)?
• Governance innovation: How can existing approaches to RI governance be innovated, and
for what purposes?
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interests are in the social welfare implications of Strategic Management and the political role of
Multinational Corporations. In particular, he is interested in how the process of globalization leads
to changes in the economic, social, ecological, and political responsibilities of MNCs. Andreas
develops a critical view on Corporate Citizenship, Corporate Social Responsibility, Non-Market
Strategies, Political Strategies, and Stakeholder Management and contributes to the recent
discourse on “Political CSR”. His work has appeared in ‘Academy of Management Review’,
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editor for ‘Journal of Business Ethics’ for six years and is currently associate editor for ‘Business
Ethics: A European Review’.
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received his Habilitation and his PhD in Business Administration from the University of Zurich.
His main research interests are in responsible leadership and innovation, business ethics and
neuroscience, and corporate social responsibility. His research has appeared in outlets such as the
Academy of Management Perspectives, Business Ethics Quarterly, Journal of Management Studies
and the Journal of Business Ethics. He is a former section editor of the Journal of Business Ethics
and currently serves as associate editor for Business & Society. He is also member of several
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Conference Format and Submission Process
EGOS has a long tradition of providing a forum for exchange and discussion rather than
presentation of papers only. The 2021 conference is virtual due to the COVID19 pandemic and is
organized in a workshop format, which implies that every participant spends the three-day
conference in the subgroup where his/her paper is presented in a virtual live session. Half the time
is dedicated to paper presentation while the other half is free for online discussion within the group.
Therefore, it is also a prerequisite that participants of the subgroup are familiar with all papers
presented. The papers will be accessible on the conference website one month in advance. This
workshop format allows for an intense, three-day immersion in a particular area of research and
provides opportunities for profound exchange and learning within a group of international scholars.
Further information can be found on the EGOS Conference 2021 website at
https://www.egosnet.org/2021_amsterdam/Call_for_Short-Papers ; and, for details on submitting
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to this subtheme, visit URL: https://www.egosnet.org/jart/prj3/egos/main.jart?rel=de&reservemode=active&content-id=1566433211083&subtheme_id=1574543974433
The submission platform is now open for submissions of short papers, so we strongly encourage
you to submit your manuscripts for review by 12 January 2021. The schedule for submissions to
the conference is as follows:
January 12, 2021, 23:59 CET:
end of February, 2021:
mid June, 2021:

Deadline for short papers of 3,000 words to be submitted
to the EGOS website; review by the sub-theme convenors
Notification of acceptance, rerouting, or rejection of papers
Full papers to be uploaded to the EGOS website (details on
how to upload full papers will be made available on that
website in due course)

Any inquiries concerning this sub-theme track should be directed to Cristina Neesham at
cristina.neesham@newcastle.ac.uk
We are looking forward to meeting and discussing responsible innovation together on 8-10 July
2021!
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