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INVESTIGATING DESIGN FOR SOCIAL INNOVATION THROUGH
BUSINESS MODELS IN RURAL INDIA: A MODEL PROPOSAL FOR
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

SUMMARY

This research explores the roles and approaches of design interventions aiming to
create livelihoods for rural people in developing countries through identified best
practices from India. Although there is an increased interest by design practitioners
and researchers about the social role of design, so far, there has been little discussion
about how design could be employed for creating business models in rural.
Understanding the direct and indirect impact of design interventions would help
design researchers and practitioners to improve their tools to foster creating micro
business models in developing countries.

The research covers social innovation and development projects conducted in
developing countries to identify design intervention patterns enabling business
models in rural areas. Although rural Turkey shares socio-economic aspects with
many developing countries such as India, in practice, it attracts far less attention from
design oriented social innovation and development interventions. In Turkish context,
design thinking is a tool widely used for competitive success of large corporations
rather than approaching social and developmental problems of non-urban
communities. In this perspective, India constitutes an important example to be
explored with its decades old experience on employing design to create livelihoods
for rural communities. Founded as a result of the Industrial Policy Resolution,
National Institution of Design plays an important role with its mission to support
development of the country.

A case study research was conducted to identify how design intervention occurs, how
design enables business models in rural areas and how social innovation emerges
through these business models. Semi-structured interviews with a number of project
stakeholders were undertaken in order to form seven case studies from two distinct
craft domain: textile and bamboo. Analysis and synthesis of collected data were done
through business model analysis tools to identify changing roles of designers aiming
to enable business and foster social innovation and development in rural. Beyond
existing tools used for representing and analyzing commercial business models, a
new hybrid business model analysis tool was created for the project in order to
represent the emerged social value together with the economic value.

Additionally, to be able to gain a macro understanding of business models,
institutions and relationships between actors, collected data was analyzed within a
systems perspective. Actors, their roles and relationships were identified in social
innovation and development ecosystems.

This investigation contributes practical knowledge and scientific knowledge to two
domains. First; improvement of the understanding of development agencies in a way

X1X



that design could be employed with new roles; and second to identification of the
linkages between design and social innovation in the context of business model
generation. This research indicates that design can take various roles depending on
the type of the intervention organization. Among all “project champion”, “BM
developer”, “craft advocator”, “network builder”, “educator” and “transformer” roles
were identified as prominent roles of designers. Moreover, interventions of designers
in business models were classified in six levels; research level, product level
(including tactical level and market level), innovative level, experience level,

organizational level and strategic level.

This research points out the blueness of borders between public, private and non-
profit sector in social innovation context and identifies partnerships as the most
crucial part of a social business model. Based on this modification, a Social Business
Model Template is proposed in the study with a hypothetical BM developed for
Turkish case. Moreover, based on the concept of innovation ecosystems, the research
illustrates how design can enable business models in rural through a descriptive
model.

In conclusion, the research indicates that, by taking various roles designers can
enable non-farm business models and consequently fosters social innovations.

XX



KIRSAL HINDISTAN’DA IS MODELLERI iLE
SOSYAL YENILESIM ICIN TASARIM INCELEMESI:
KALKINMAKTA OLAN ULKELER ICIN BiR MODEL ONERISi

OZET

Gelecek nesillerin kendi ihtiyaglarini karsilayabilme imkanlarin1 gézeterek bu giiniin
ihtiyaclarmi  karsilayabilmenin altin1 ¢izen siirdiiriilebilir kalkinma kavrami
uygulamada ¢evre ve sosyoekonomik gelismeler arasindaki iliskilerin ¢ok iyi
kurgulanmasini  zorunlu  kilmaktadir.  Biiylimenin  smirlari, kalkinmadaki
dengesizliklerin giderilmesi ve ekonomik stratejilerin bu bakis agisiyla belirlenmesi
yoniinde ortak tavir almayr hedefleyen devletler, siirdiiriilebilir kalkinma hedefleri
belirlenmesi hususunda uzlagsmis olsa da bunu gergeklestirecek somut adimlar
konusunda baglayici bir karar {izerinde heniiz anlasamamistir. Bu sebeple iilkeler
kendi sosyoekonomik yapilarina uygun farkli 6diinler vererek kalkinma faaliyetlerini
olabildigince siirdiiriilebilir bir sekilde gerceklestirmeye gayret gostermektedir. Her
ne kadar c¢evresel sorunlar, enerji ve hammadde kithig: siirdiiriilebilrlik denildiginde
ilk akla gelen kisitlar olarak karsimiza ¢iksa da siirdiiriilebilrligin daha az tartisilan
sosyal ayagi tim bu iyilestirilmelerin ger¢ceklesmesini saglayacak iradeyi,
motivasyonu, baglilig1 ve davranis degisikligini igerdiginden aslinda kilit roldedir.

Kalkinmanin odaklandigi 6nemli alanlardan yoksullukla kiiresel miicadele
baglamindaki hedeflere ulasmakta, gelismekte olan diger bir ¢ok iilke gibi lilkemizde
de kirsalin durumu énem kazanmaktadir. Ulkemizde, diinya ile paralel olarak kirsal
kalkinma yaklasimlar1 basta modernlesme ile teknoloji transferi ve adaptasyon
tizerinden ilerlemis, 1950’lerden itibaren ise siirekli evirilmistir. 2000’lerden itibaren
bir yandan sosyal problemleri ¢ozerken diger yandan ekonomik girdi saglayamaya
odaklanan ‘siirdiiriilebilir gecim kaynaklar1 yaklagimi’ gibi yerelde kendine yetebilen
dagitilmis  sosyoekonomik sistemler {izerine odaklanilmistir. Bu sayede
kiiresellesmenin kirsal {izerindeki yikict etkisinin azaltilmasi hedeflenmektedir.
Tabandan dogacak bu tiir ¢éziimlerin tutunabilmesi ve gelisebilmesi icin giderek
daha fazla tartigilan yaklasimlardan biri de sosyal yenilesimdir.

Her ne kadar literatiirde sosyal yenilesim goreceli olarak yeni bir kavram olsa da
sosyal yenilesimin kendisi uygulamada aslinda tarih boyunca oOrneklerini
gordiigiimiiz tiirden iyilestirmelere karsilik gelmektedir. Uretici kooperatifleri buna
verilebilecek en eski Orneklerden biridir.Literatiire arastirmasina gore sosyal
yenilesim, sosyal problemlerin ¢6ziimiinii siirdiiriilebilir kalkinma hedefleriyle
esglidiimleme roliinii iistlenebilmekte, yerel halkin siirdiiriilebilir kirsal kalkinma
hedeflerine aktif katilimi ve bu yondeki davranis degisikligini saglamakta kilit rol
iistlenebilir. Calisma bu baglamda, kirsalda gergeklesen sosyal yenilesimler ile
stirdiiriilebilir kalkinma hedefleri arasindaki baglantiy1 6rnek vakalar iizerinden isaret
etmekte, bu iyilestirmelerin ger¢eklesmesinde tasarimin oynadigi rolii is modelleri
lizerinden arastirmaktadir.
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Endiistriyel tasarim bir disiplin olarak dogusundan itibaren yarattig1 katma deger ile
hem sirketlerin rekabet giiclinii hem de dolayl olarak iilkelerin ekonomik refahini
arttirarak kalkinmaya ekonomik anlamda olumlu etkide bulunmaktadir. Tasarimin
kalkinmakta olan {ilkelerdeki itici rolii iizerine yapilan ¢alismalar da benzer etkiyi
isaret etmektedir. Her ne kadar tasarimin stirdiiriilebilirlik ile olan yakin iliskisi, ¢ok
daha uzun stlireden beri, tasarlanmis {riinlerin ¢evreye olan etkileri gergevesinde
arastirilsa da, 6zellikle 2000’lerin basindan itibaren, sosyal fayda konusunda ¢alisan
organizasyonlarin sayisi arttik¢a, tasarimin sosyal etkisi de popiiler bir arastirma ve
uygulama alani haline gelmistir.

Bununla birlikte, son yillarda giderek daha fazla arastirmaya konu olan sosyal
yenilesim i¢in tasarim, Ozellikle kalkinmakta olan iilkelerde {imit vaat edici,
dontstiiricii bir dinamizmin tetikleyicisi olabilecek bir potansiyele sahiptir.
Karmagik sosyal meseleler karsisinda, etkin ve biitiinciil ¢éziimler liretebilmek igin,
tasarimin sivil toplum orgiitleri, kalkinma ajanslar1 gibi farkli paydaslarla birlikte
calismasi, kendi alanindaki deneyimini yeni bilgi ve beceriler ile harmanlamasi
gerekmektir.

Calismanin amaci; bu tiirden ortakliklarin gerceklestigi, sosyal fayda saglayan,
sonuglarmin okunabilecegi kadar olgunlasmis projeler {izerinden stirdiiriilebilir kirsal
kalkinma, sosyal yenilesim ve tasarim arasindaki iliskiyi tespit etmek ve bu iliski
aginda tasarimcilarin istlenebilecegi rolleri tanimlamaktir. Caligma vaka analizi
yontemi ile gerceklesmis projeler iizerinden tasarimin kirsalda is modellerini
miimkiin kilarak nasil sosyal yenilesim ve kalkinmaya destek verdigini
arastirmaktadir.

Tirkiye, Hindistan ve Brezilya gibi kalkinmakta olan {ilkeler, biiyliyen ekonomileri,
gelir dagilimindaki esitsizlikler ve kirsal kalkinma hedefleri agisindan benzerlikler
tasimaktadirlar. Bununla birlikte Tirkiye, diger iki iilkeye nazaran tasarim odakli
sosyal yenilesim ve kalkinma projelerine ¢ok daha az sahne olmaktadir. Bu sebeple
calisma, bu tiirden projelerin gerceklestigi cografyalardan secilen vakalari
inceleyerek kalkinmakta olan iilkeler i¢in 6rnek bir model 6nermektedir.

Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda, Hindistan 6zelinde, tasarimcilarin rol aldigi, bir is modelinin
dogdugu, sosyal yenilesim ve kalkinma igerikli vakalar incelenmistir. Vakalar sosyal
faydanin da tanimlanabilecegi ve tez i¢in iiretilmis hibrit i modeli analiz araci ile
inclenmis, bu sayede hem vakalar arasinda karsilsatrma yapilabilmesi saglanmis hem
de tasarimin etki alan1 ve sosyal faydanin nerede ortaya ¢iktigi gézlemlenebilmistir.
Calismanin sonuclar gostermektedir ki tasarimcilar farkli ama gegisken kimlikleri ile
ve bu kimliklerinin onlara tanimladigi sinirlar dahilinde ekonomik ve sosyal degerin
birlikte dogdugu sosyal yenilesimlerin ger¢eklesmesini destekleyebilmektedirler. Is
modelleri, karmasik sistemler perspektifi ile aktorler, onlarin rolleri ve iligkilerine
gore analiz edilmis; sosyal yenilesim ekosistemlerinin 6zellikleri tanimlanmistir. Bu
ekosistemler, Tiirkiye i¢in de bir model 6nerisine ulasilmasina izin vermektedir.

Hindistan 06zelinde incelenen projeler, iilkenin biitiiniindeki sosyal fayda igerikli
caligmalar1 Ozetlemeye yetemeyecek kadar simirhidir. Ayni zamanda projelerin
arastirilmasinda proje basina ayrilan zaman, dil ve iletisim sikintilari, tim projelerin
ayni derinlikte incelenmesini olanaksiz kilmistir. Bu sebeple de belirlenen 6rnekler
arasinda, kalkinma ve tasarim konusuna yaklagimiyla diger tasarim enstitiilerinden
ayrisan NID’nin yer aldig1 projelere odaklanilmistir.

Incelenen projelerde goriilmiistiir ki sosyal fayda igerikli projelerde tasarim; zanaat
odakli veya tarim dis1 faaliyet gosteren cok kiiciik isletmelerin kapasitelerini
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arttirmakta, dezavantajli topluluklar icin iiriin, hizmet, altyap1 gelistirme faaliyetleri
gostermektedir. Hindistan 6zelinde, literatiiriin de varsaydigi gibi, sosyal fayda ve
ekonomik fayda birlikte ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

Bu birliktelik organizasyonlarin yaklasimlarina ve c¢Ozlimlerine dogrudan
yansimaktadir. Bu sebeple ¢alismada tasarimcilarin, her ne kimlikle olursa olsun,
kalkinmakta olan bir iilkede sosyal yenilesim igerikli bir proje gergeklestirirken
ekonomik ve sosyal degeri birlikte iiretebilmeye odaklanmasinin zaruri oldugunun
alt1 ¢izilmektedir.

Ortaya c¢ikan bir diger bulgu ise kimlikler arasindaki gecisin, sektorler arasindaki
geciskenligin bir yansimasi olarak siklikla gozlemlenebilecegidir. Tasarimcinin
kimligindeki bu geciskenlik, 6ziinde yontemlerini ¢ok etkilemese de projedeki roliinii
degistirmekte, getirdigi ¢6ziim Onerilerinin sinirlarini ¢izmektedir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to reveal the framework, scope and objectives of the thesis. It
begins with a brief explanation to constitute a background for the research and then
continues with introduction of core themes and concepts, which will be examined
throughout the thesis. The chapter ends with a summary of thesis structure, which

reveals the contents, and aims of each chapter.

1.1 Background of the Research

It has been decades since the publication of the United Nations Report that defined
sustainable development and raised global attention on the issue (WCED, 1987). So
far, investment in support of sustainability goals in many fields has not been enough
to resolve the conflict between humankind’s instinct of expansion and the capacity of
ecosystem to sustain such expansion. Not only climate change and energy crisis but
also lack of basic needs and unequal distribution of wealth stand as major difficulties
to be resolved. Increasingly complex nature of problems, combined with the growing
market concern on the issue, fosters demand for more innovative and sustainable
products, services and systems. Various approaches to reach sustainable development
track and overcoming existing pitfalls, actually propose incremental or preferably
radical changes on our lives. Within this perspective, researches on sustainability
used to focus on industrialization and urbanization of the developed world, as they
have appeared to be main facilitators of negative impact. Whereas, sustainability
related problems of developing countries emerged as another hot topic since
economic restructuring, socio-political transformation and changing relations of the

actors influence on their position.

Sustainable development approaches can be classified into three major classes:
individualistic, hierarchical and egalitarian (M. Thompson, 1984). Individualistic
perspective depends on market dynamics for triggering change towards sustainability
while hierarchical view relies on top-down transformation sustained by a strong

central authority. Moreover, egalitarian approach employs bottom-up initiatives to



trigger transformation for sustainable development (H.P. Wallner, 1999). Although,
impacts of industrial activities, urban life and consumerism have been addressed as
the cause of over consumption and environmental degradation, non-urban and rural

areas also constitute a critical role in many aspects.

Rural development plays an important role for sustainable development, especially in
developing countries. In this perspective, preventing adverse effects of globalization
while preserving the natural and human capital of rural areas, reducing poverty and
creating employment are common goals of many developing countries including
Turkey (Ellis & Biggs, 2001; Pender, Marre, Reeder, & Alexander, 2012; Yilmaz &
Tolunay, 2007). Throughout the history, sustainable rural development practices
evolved from top-down approaches to more egalitarian, bottom-up “Sustainable
Livelihoods” (SL) approaches, which focus on creating income for rural population
(Ellis & Biggs, 2001). Recent interpretations of SL approach which focus more on
entrepreneurship also resonates with endogenous development theories and creative
destruction concept explained by Schumpeter (Krantz, 2001; Reinert & Reinert,
2006; Schumpeter, 1934, 1943; Scoones, 2009). According to this concept,
entrepreneurship in the form of creative destruction is seen as a process of industrial
mutation where constant revolution in economic structure happens, the new destroys
the old structure and the process continues virtuously (Reinert & Reinert, 2006).
Today, fostering innovation and entrepreneurship in rural areas are essential for the

most of sustainable rural development practices.

Furthermore, agriculture dependent rural employment policies of underdeveloped
countries are also shifting towards diversification. The decrease of employment
levels in agriculture sector brought out a new term: Rural Non-Farm Employment
(RNFE), which includes any scale of manufacturing and service activities,
production, self-employment or working as an employee (Reardon, Stamoulis, &
Pingali, 2007). RNFE, which started to constitute important part of rural households
since 2000s, includes food processing, small manufacturing, craft, repair services,
employment at home or outside in a production company and so fort. In this manner,
besides agriculture, RNFE has an important potential for supporting sustainable
endogenous development of rural, in terms of economic, social and environmental

qualities (Ashley & Maxwell, 2002).



Like sustainable development, social innovation is another attractive research topic
and it is becoming mainstream day by day. The term embodies a multitude of
concepts and takes its roots from the notion of innovation. While sustainable
development is explained through three pillars, social innovation keeps its holistic
meaning with a strong focus on solving social problems. However, it is still a vague
thing to identify. In general, social innovation is defined as a new idea or a better
alternative which is more sustainable or more efficient than existent (BEPA, 2010),
that address unmet social needs (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010; Murray, Caulier-grice,
& Mulgan, 2010; White, 2008) and social problems (Phills, Deiglmeier, & Miller,
2008). Thus, social innovation may obtain any form and can emerge anywhere. The
main differentiation of social innovation compared to any other type of innovation
lies beneath its positive social purpose and outcomes addressed to meet unmet needs
creating common good and behavioral change in the society (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014;
Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010; Jegou & Manzini, 2008; Phills et al., 2008; Pol & Ville,
2009).

Generally, social innovation is developed and breed by society to have an impact on
its own problems (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). In the literature, many times initiators
of social innovation are mentioned as social innovators or social entrepreneurs,
which indicates that an enterprise might be the medium of social value creation.
Difference between a social enterprise and a commercial enterprise is explained with
the concept of social value creation (Lynch, Elliott, & Brock, 2008; Phills et al.,
2008; Weerawardena & Sullivan Mort, 2006). In addition to that, social enterprises
are seen as efficient tools for poverty alleviation which would work well in rural
development policies (Borzaga, Galera, & Nogales, 2008). In this manner, it is
possible to associate social innovation with business innovation as integral engine of

development.

Surveys such as the one conducted by Moulaert, Martinelli, Swyngedouw, & Gonza
(2005) have shown that creative destruction and innovations emerging from
grassroots are seen quite vivid most of the time but when they lost their touch with
their original hunger for social innovation, they institutionalize and become more
prone to bureaucratization. Thus, investment in diverse forms of capital in rural
economies for development is very much dependent on the social networks in the

utilization of these resources (Bosworth & Atterton, 2012). Rural development



approaches focusing solely on economic development through innovation and
entrepreneurship, without developing social pillar of sustainability, would not
increase the overall well-being of people and community. Stemming from this fact, it
is possible to expect that social innovation, which focus on improving well-being and
has close relationship with the goals of social sustainability, would be a key element
that changes the paradigm of sustainable rural development approaches. However, in
the literature there is a gap to link social innovations and sustainable rural
development approaches, and connections between development efforts hence social

innovations need to be clarified.

1.2 Design Thinking for Social Innovation and Sustainability in Rural Context

Since decades, design researchers and practitioners were interested in addressing
sustainability and sustainable development issues. Development of ecologically
advanced products and services are outcomes of continuous effort of minimizing
environmental impact of products. Meanwhile, the focus of sustainability was also
has shifted or in the other words expanded from a narrow environmental perspective
towards a holistic view, which embrace social sustainability much more than it used
to be. In this manner, design for social innovation is seen as a reflection of such a

transformation while focusing positive social contribution of design.

Although different conventions such as design for social innovation, design for social
well-being or design for social impact are used, they all share the common focus of
employing design thinking for solving wicked social problems. Moreover, practical
approaches guiding this new field of design include; Human Centered Design Toolkit
developed by IDEO (IDEO, 2009), Rockefeller Foundation supported Design for
Social Impact Workshop (Continuum, 2008), Collective Action Toolkit developed by
Frog (Url-1) and Design with Intent Toolkit developed by Requisite Variety
(Fabricant, 2010; Lockton, Harrison, & Stanton, 2013). Design for social innovation
practitioners come from various organisational structures having different
motivations. For instance, IDEO.org, Architecture for Humanity, Catapult Design,
Design That Matters, Project H Design, Mayo Clinic and DOTT represent major
non-profit design organisations. These organisations focus on wide variety of
projects, from poverty alleviation to healthcare but mostly in Base of Pyramid (BoP)

countries. On the other side, academic research centers and design labs stand, such as



MIT D-Lab and the DESIS. Additionally, for-profit deign companies also work in
this field including large design consultancy firms such as IDEO, Continuum, Frog
and Requisite Variety. Among all, it is possible to summarize that non-profits work
more solution oriented, while for-profit organisations develop strategic tools and

guides for social innovation practitioners.

Although in practice design for social innovation is a popular theme between
designers and non-designers, in the design literature there are only a few researches
dealing with methodological foundations of this new practice area. Thus, it is
possible to claim that the field is examined by practice led experiments done by
various global organisations. One of the few researches trying to classify design for
social innovation approaches is the article written by Emilson, Seravalli and Hillgren

(2011), who draw three major categories following as:

* Service design, transformation design and design for public services
approaches, which were emerged in UK by collaboration of British Design

Council and public sector.

* Creative communities for sustainable lifestyles and sustainable design
approaches, which were emerged in Politecnico Di Milano and evolved to a
network of universities and research centers, which is called as the DESIS
and focused on small, local and bottom-up creative collaborations for social

innovation.

* Design thinking and design for development approaches, which are mainly
used by large design oriented organisations such as IDEO, Project H Design
and Mayo Clinic and focuses on social and economical problems of BOP and

developing countries.

Besides the taxonomy of Emilson et al. (2011), there is a gap in the literature about
how design can serve for socio-economical needs of developing world communities,
who are economically or socially disadvantaged or underserved such as minorities,
rural people or small farmers losing their advantage against large corporations. These
communities face less infrastructural problems than BoP but are still disadvantaged
compared to any developed urban ecosystem. General challenges in these
geographies appear as mobilizing capabilities, elimination of poverty and lack of

sustainable livelihoods to adopt social innovations (Aksit, 2006; Reardon et al.,



2007; Sonne, 2010b). Several researches conducted by Manzini (2009, 2010) point
out that small, local, decentralized enterprises equipped with clean technologies can

sustain local needs and provide them sustainable livelihoods.

Thus developing countries like Turkey, India and Brazil need customized design
intervention approaches that address the destructive impact of their growing

economy on rural while overcoming wicked social problems.

However, in compared to India and Brazil, Turkey receives far less attention of
global design oriented social and developmental projects. Moreover, it is not possible
to claim existence of a constant interest of national design scene to the development
problems of non-urban areas of Turkey. Role of industrial design and design
education have been debated by design researchers in the context of development,
industrialization and competition of Turkey (H. A. Er, 1997; H. Er, Korkut, & Er,
2003; Erkarslan, 2013; Giines, Cad, & Emek, 2012; Giines, 2008, 2012; Orlandi,
2013). However, these efforts mostly focus on engaging design in a long deserved
position within the Turkish industry creating awareness on innovation opportunities
enabled by design. Integration of design in Turkish SME’s, which constitute 99,8 %
of whole enterprises and 75,8 % of whole employment (TUIK, 2014), is another
center of the focus for design scholars. On of the most comprehensive model
proposed by Giines and Giines (2013) offers inventory researches and regional
design centers in order to enable SMEs with design and innovation. However, these

models neither address rural enterprises nor aligned with rural development goals.

In the scope of micro scale enterprises, there are just a few, intermittent and
experimental attempts addressing communities of practice. Designers in those cases
either develop new, marketable and experimental products for/with artisans in order
to increase their commercial potential (Kipdoz & Himam, 2014; Satir, Ertas, &
Ariburun, 2009) or enable practitioners to design and develop new and marketable
products, themselves (Cigdem Kaya, 2011). However, most of the time information

about those projects is limited at the initiation phase.

Based on this fact, an implemented development project has visited and several
interviews were conducted with stakeholders in order to gain a better understanding

about the issue. The project was initiated to revitalize silver filigree craft tradition in



Mardin, which is a multicultural and historical city located in the Southeastern

Anatolia Region.

In coordination with the GAP Regional Development Administration of Turkey,
main objective of the project was improving trade capacities of the local artisans as a
reflection of non-farm enterprise development goal defined by Turkish Rural
Development Plan (Ensici, 2005). During the project, a series of workshops were
conducted in between February 2004 and May 2005 in order to facilitate
collaborative work of designers and local artisan to interpret rich historical and
cultural identities of the region as filigree motifs. Such a project would be easily
evaluated as a success story for a design intervention since skills of local artisans
were improved by design and their trade capabilities were increased with new
marketable products. However, a visit to the region eight years after the initiation of
the project revealed that these products have never produced after the workshops and
has never sold in the market. It is possible to understand disappearance of the designs
since silver filigree is a type of fashion accessory, and ever-changing trends force the
sector to come up with new designs. However the main objective of this intervention,
revitalization of the sector was not achieved neither. Although, the filigree craft
sector seems to be promoted after years and tens of new shops have opened, in fact
artisanal skills and traditions were still in danger of disappearance since most of the
products marketed as “handmade in Mardin” were actually mass manufactured and
imported from East Asian countries. This brief case shows that design intervention in
tactical level falls short in terms of creating a systemic change supporting

developmental goals.

Design intervention is a notion that has been used widely in the design literature to
explain contribution or influence of design activities to an on-going circumstance in
order to understand, evaluate or transform it (Bhamra, Lilley, & Tang, 2011; Blyth,
Kimbell, & Haig, 2011; Gong, Zhang, & Zhang, 2010; Jonas, Morelli, & Miinch,
2009; Junginger & Sangiorgi, 2009; Mehta, 2012). Ranjan (1998) points out fire as a
metaphor to explain design as a complex activity which is connected to a context and
create outcomes that influence its environment. The author classifies spectrum of
design interventions in four levels; tactical, elaborative, creative and strategic. Using
systems thinking, similar to Ranjan (1998), Dewberry and Johnson (2010) classify

influence of design in a system in three levels: micro scale, meso scale and macro



scale. In this classification, material interventions are seen as micro scale
interventions while policy, planning and organisational level interventions are

identified as micro scale.

More strategic interventions including goal setting activities and self-organisations
are categorized as macro scale interventions. Those classifications use Meadows’
(1999) theory on leverage points to intervene in a system which is ranked from lower
impact ones to higher. The study uses design intervention as any kind of design
activity that intervenes a system to transform its state. In this manner, design
interventions not only include short and quick interruptions to alter the system but

also long term and strategic engagement in the system.

Design literature on social innovation identifies several common challenges that
designers are likely to be faced such as; designer’s inabilities in driving the
implementation process, high cost of design consultants, relatively short term
engagement, superficiality of design proposals, lack of economic, organisational and
policy skills, having mental barriers holding them back, lack of strategic thinking
(Balaram, 2009; Emilson et al., 2011; O. Er & Kaya, 2008; Hillgren, Seravalli, &
Emilson, 2011; Kolko, 2012; McCullagh, 2010; Merholtz, 2010). However, literature
is generally limited with intervention projects evaluated during their development
and implementation phase. Similarly, design for social innovation organisations tend
to publish success stories which cover only development and implementation phase
of their projects. Whereas, social changes usually occur in long-term. Thus, visiting a
development or social innovation oriented design intervention project years after its
implementation, would give a chance to relate initial efforts with long term impacts

of these efforts.

Arising from the background statements mentioned above, following gaps in the
knowledge and limitations in the literature constitutes entire reason for conducting

this study:

* Reviewed design literature has a little or no research examining long-term

outcomes of design interventions aiming social innovation or development.

* Design interventions addressing non-urban areas of developing countries are

not examined in details in the literature reviewed for this study.



* Design for social innovation approaches generally do not have clear link with

sustainable endogenous development goals.

* In the reviewed literature there are a few surveys dealing with how design
enables business models fostering social innovations and sustainable

development.

* In practice, generally development agencies have little understanding on how
design thinking could be employed in social innovation and development

projects in Turkey.

In this perspective, this research aims to fill some of these knowledge gaps. Thus, the
research is conducted around the themes of; sustainable rural development, social

innovation, design for social innovation and business models.

1.3 Research Aims and Objectives

This research broadly tries to contribute to social innovation and development efforts
of developing countries by repositioning design closer to their social realities. The
major aim of the study is to understand forms and approaches of design interventions
aiming to create livelihood for rural communities of developing countries,
identifying changing roles of designers. In this manner, the objectives of the research

includes:

* Identifying the intersections of social innovation and rural development

literature to create linkages in terms of goals and approaches

* Critically reviewing literature and identifying characteristics of design

interventions, specifically in the context of developing countries

* Explaining how social innovation emerges through business models enabled
by design in rural. By this means, developing a descriptive model for

developing countries

Built around these objectives, the study focuses on the following main question:

* How design intervention enables rural non-farm business models in

developing countries, to foster social innovations?



This main question is supported by following sub-questions to examine the details of

intervention process and its long-term outcomes:
*  What types of organisational models are acting in the ecosystems?
*  What types of roles and motivations do designers have in these models?

* In which levels and dimensions can design intervention enable social BMs in

rural areas?

*  What types of social innovation can occur in rural, through BMs enabled by

design?

*  What are the major challenges to this area of design?

Exploring design intervention in a new context would support elaboration of new
tools and approaches for fostering business models with a social and developmental
purpose. This would increase the collaboration between design and development
disciplines. This research contributes practical knowledge and scientific knowledge
in two domains; first, to improve the understanding of development agencies in a
way that design could be employed in a broader sense and more efficient way; and
second to explore the linkages between design for social innovation in the context of
business model generation. In this manner, expected key deliverables of the research

are as follows:
* A list of identities that designers have in such projects

* A list of social innovations emerged in rural through business models enabled

by design

* A descriptive model for developing countries identifying actors and their

relationships in social innovation and rural development ecosystems

1.4 Research Design

Design intervention addressing social innovation and development is a complex
process. The complexity is driven by the wickedness of the problem and the
sophistication of possible solutions. Exploring the issue through a variety of lenses
would allow revelation and comprehension of multiple dimensions of this complex

phenomenon. To be able to identify how design intervention happens, this study
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examines roles and approaches of designers on development projects conducted in
rural areas of developing countries. Case study methodology is generally seen as an
appropriate communication method to convey the complexity and specific nature of a

phenomenon, and thus chosen as the research method for this inquiry (Stake 1998).

The actors and their relationships of this social phenomenon usually constitute
characteristics of a complex system. Thus, qualitative and quantitative data collected
during case study research could be well examined with a systems perspective. It was
assumed that, exploring business models and identifying roles of designers would
give clues to interpret the process of design intervention. Moreover, it is expected
that social innovations will be traceable through the business models identified from
chosen cases. In this manner, business model analysis and representation methods are
employed to identify contributions of design in various levels and types of social

innovations emerged in rural context together.

Defining the scope of the inquiry has various levels of reasoning. The research
identifies rural areas in developing countries as the problem space to develop a
descriptive model. Sharing many socio-economic aspects with Turkey, India is a
developing country that has a rich history of design oriented intervention projects
addressing development problems. In addition to that, unlike Turkey, India receives
relatively more attention from international design thinking oriented social
innovation organisations. Moreover, the pioneer design institution of the country,
National Institute of Design (NID) builts regular collaborations with development

organisations as mentioned in Ahmedabad Declaration (Balaram, 2009).

All these reasons put forward India as an appropriate laboratory to observe and
identify changing roles of designers and emerging social innovations on business
models developed with rural people. Langrish (1993) points out best practices as
possible cases to be researched in an inquiry. In this manner, while India is selected
as the geographical scope of the thesis, two best practice areas including seven
distinct cases are involved in the research. Bamboo project constitutes the strategic
intervention of NID and other actors at Northeast region of the country. This project
represents the raw material or with a better term, natural capital oriented
development intervention practice while on the other side, projects conducted by

several organisations in Kutch; focus on the availability of skilled craftspeople rather

11



than raw material. Thus, four cases selected from Kutchi organisations employing

rich textile craft skills, constitute a human capital oriented development intervention.

Data collection process used in this study involves face-to-face semi-structured
interviews with key people of the projects, searching archives and personal
observations and collected artefacts. The field visits to projects were conducted of
four months between 10 October 2013 and 10 February 2014. Similar to other case
studies, researcher biases and perceptual misrepresentations are potential limitations
of the data collection process concerning with data collection. Other limitations are
the amount of time dedicated for the field research and number of case studies, which
were a challenge to deeply analyse each case deeply. Huge geographical distance
between cases also made it difficult to conduct deep research for each case in a
limited time. Additionally, India’s rich local languages were a limitation to be able to
explore personal experiences of actors and to make a survey to understand impacts of

the interventions.

1.5 Thesis Structure

The thesis is divided into two main sections including a literature review and the
main study, and presented in five chapters. Figure 1.1 shows the structure of the

thesis as chapters addressing research objectives.

Chapter 1 presents an introduction to the research. A brief summary of the
background and motivation of the thesis, summary of research question, aims and
objectives were presented in this chapter. It also expresses the structure of the thesis.
Chapter 2 presents a critical review of literature on sustainable rural development,

social innovation, social business models, design thinking and design interventions.

In this chapter conceptual framework of the thesis is revealed and discussed and core
theories were identified. Built on this conceptual and theoretical framework, to be
able to set a ground for the research methodology, Chapter 3 explores research and
design practice on design for social innovation. Further sections of the chapter reveal
the research strategy designed for the study. Case study method, employed data
collection approaches, the scope of the study and short introductions to the selected

seven cases are presented in the third chapter.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Chapter 2 Chapter 3
Literature Review Research and Methodology

Chapter 4
Analysis of Cases

. Chapter 5 )
Discussions and Conclusion

Figure 1.1 : Structure of the thesis.

Furthermore a comparison of various business model analysis and visualisation tools,
chosen “Business Model Canvas” and “Activity System Map” are explained in this
section as part of the case study analysis techniques. In addition to them, to be able to
analyse the ecosystems, an Actor Network Map is explained as a tool for evaluating
cases within a macro perspective. The fourth chapter presents findings of the
research through analysis of business models, and identified design inputs and social

innovations from each case.



In order to explain design interventions in social innovation ecosystems, the chapter
also introduces a “Social Business Model Template” and a descriptive model. The
final chapter delivers main conclusions of the research, limitations of the work and

suggestions for further researches.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Second chapter of the thesis includes a critical review of relevant literature, theory,
policy, and approaches to the topic to set up the questions, the methodology and the
analysis. The chapter starts with a conceptual framework of the thesis followed with
brief explanations of the concepts of sustainable development, social innovation,

design thinking and business models.

Following sections of the second chapter include literature review and identified
theories used in setting up the problem, research questions, analysis and the
discussion. The aim of this chapter is to show the relationship of the thesis with the
wider context of knowledge in which it belongs. The chapter finalizes with a brief

summary of literature review.

2.1 Conceptual Framework

Conceptual framework represents the territory to be explored in this study. The main
assumptions and theories underpinning the approach will be addressed through
identification of the core concepts and positioning of the thesis in the field. The
central question of this dissertation asks how design fosters social innovations in

rural via enabling business models.

The scope of the question is limited to approaches and practices that fundamentally
work for sustainable rural development in developing countries. Figure 2.1

represents the conceptual framework of the thesis.
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Figure 2.1 : Design intervention conceptual framework.

In this conceptual framework, design together with other actors intervenes in projects
that aim rural development. It is expected that, these projects trigger or support
development of business models which foster social innovations and/or business
innovations with/for rural people. In addition to social and business innovations
supporting sustainable development, through these projects, new actors emerge and

help dissemination of the knowledge.

Territory of the research question touches intersections of four main domains shown
in Figure 2.2, which are “Design Thinking”, “Business Models” and ‘“Social

Innovation” within a common overall goal “Sustainable Rural Development”.

Models .
Innovation

DT for BM Design for

Social
Innovation

Innovaiton

Design
Thinking

Figure 2.2 : Domains of the research.

In this intersection, according to the conceptual framework and the focus of the

research question, “design” is an actor or tool that “intervenes” in collaboration with
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other actors. The overall aim of the intervention is to support “social innovations”
together with “business innovations” in certain “rural areas” while outcomes are

expected to support “sustainable development”.
2.1.1 A definition for rural

Prior to the sustainable rural development concepts, it is worth to mention how the
term “rural” is discussed in the literature. Generally, the term is associated with
existing agricultural activities and population density of a region. Although, there
have been several attempts by the EU and the OECD, a globally applicable definition
has not been reached yet, and there is no agreement on a unified explanation that

would serve for all purposes (Giiliimser, 2009).

Although a well-tailored definitions of the term rural and its socioeconomic
specifications has the potential to improve overall efficiency of economic
development programs. Generally population size, density, proximity, degree of
urbanization, adjacency and relationship to a metropolitan area, principal economic
activity, economic and trade relationships, and work commutes are used as aspects of
rural — urban taxonomies (Cromartie & Bucholtz, 2008; L. G. Hart, Larson, &
Lishner, 2005). For instance, OECD and EU definition of rural-urban areas, which
was also adopted by Turkish Rural Development Plan (Kalkinma Bakanligi, 2011)

follows as:

* Predominantly Rural region; if more than 50 % of the population of the

region is living in rural communes (with less than 150 inhabitants / km?

* Intermediate Region; if 15 % to 50 % of the population of the region is living

in rural local units

* Predominantly Urban region; if less than 15 % of the population of the region

is living in rural local units

A comprehensive research about the definition of rural done by Giiliimser (2009)
summaries various definitions of rural using four distinct indicators namely;
population, economic structure, environmental structure, social structure. Although,

it is defined according to population indicator in Turkish rural development plans,
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since this study is focused on social innovation and business innovation, economic

and social indicators will be used.

2.1.2 Exploring sustainability and sustainable rural development concepts

Sustainability might be one of the most widely used buzzword recenlty which is
emerged as sustainable development discourse because of interlinked economic,
social and ecological crises and contradictions of capitalism (Redclift & Woodgate,
2013; Tanuro, 2011). Although as a principle it has been acknowledged in many
fields, especially after the Bruntland Report (WCED, 1987) it was coined a lot earlier
in the field of forestry where it meant not harvesting more than what the forest yields
in new growth (Wiersum, 1995). Major concern of the concept underpins the balance
between resource capacity and the amount of consumption, and acting to preserve
this balance. Within a systems perspective, sustainability was rapidly grasped and
adopted in global policies. However, the interpretations of the concept vary
according to the perspective of interpreter while the ultimate question remains; what
are we supposed to sustain? (Redclift, 2005). If one answers this question with an
economical point of view, the concept of sustainability might mean sustaining the
growth while using limited natural resources. One of the earliest serious discussion
on sustainability in global policy emerged in 1972 with the report of the Club of
Rome which predicted that many natural resources crucial to our survival would be
exhausted within one or two generations (D. H. Meadows, Meadows, Randers, &

Behrens, 1972).

Defining the concept, as a development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs has been
criticized because of its given importance to human welfare over environment. Such
a definition clearly indicate that we should be careful exploiting natural resources in
order to preserve manufacturing and consumption capability of future generations
(Costanza & Daly, 1992; Daly, 1990; Goel et al., 2011; Patterson, 1995; Smith,
Willetts, & Mitchell, 2007; Xiv-, 2009; Young, Hwang, Mcdonald, & Oates, 2010).
Redclift (2005) argues that without thinking the capacity of ecosystem, development
as a term already conflicts with the concept of sustainability. Opposing ideas point

out the lack of given importance to harmony in the definition.
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Much of the current literature on sustainability describes two approaches; “weak
sustainability” and “strong sustainability”. Weak sustainability comprehends natural
and human-made capital as interchangeable while it is criticized by supporters of
strong sustainability as being uncertain and risky process since in reality human-
made capital cannot replace interlinked processes vital to human existence such as
the ozone layer, photosynthesis or the water cycle (Hopwood, Mellor, & O’Brien,
2005; Redclift & Woodgate, 2013). However, the main debate between different
sustainability views is still guided around only the ecological consequences, instead

of socio-economical part of the issues.

Widely used term “Triple Bottom Line” first mentioned by Elkington (1994) and
took place in the Agenda for Development Report by United Nations (UN) in 1997.
The report underlined the importance of the multidimensionality of the concept of
development, which aims to bring higher quality of life for all people and many

global policy makers have adopted it as a common understanding for sustainability.

Although the term is described as mutual satisfaction of three pillars economic,
social and environmental, today, it is associated with more socio-economic
implications. It encompasses not only environmental issues, but also questions of

social equity and economic viability (Kuhlman & Farrington, 2010).

Economical dimension of sustainable development tries to re-link the bridge between
economic growth and environmental degradation. In terms of environmental impact,
sustainability focuses on environmental degradation, which is generally measured via
carbon footprintsl and amount of energy consumption to compare products and
processes for their environmental friendliness. Social sustainability, compared to the
other pillars, is the least defined and least understood one and it takes relatively less
attention in public than economic and environmental sustainability. Social
sustainability generally encompasses topics such as; quality of life, democracy,
diversity, social cohesion, social equity, liveability, health equity, community

development, social capital, social support, human rights, labor rights, social

" “The term carbon footprint is often used as shorthand for the amount of carbon (usually in tones)
being emitted by an activity or organisation. The carbon component of the Ecological Footprint takes
a slightly differing approach, translating the amount of carbon dioxide into the amount of productive
land and sea area required to sequester carbon dioxide emissions.”

See: http://www.footprintnetwork.org/en/index.php/GFN/page/carbon_footprint/
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responsibility, social justice, cultural competence, community resilience, and human

adaptation (Littig & Griessler, 2005).

Additionally, usually countries have different priorities in their development policies
and different combination of indicators to measure development levels. For instance,
World Bank identifies over 800 indicators covering more than 150 economies, while
European Commission lists 20 Sustainable Development Indicator. These indicators
broadly cover characteristics of all three pillars. However, socio-economical goals
and plans need more complex measurement tools. Thus, global policy developers
create new concepts made of composite indicators, such as Human Development
Index (UNDP, 2014b). Usually composite indexes engage new notions such as
“resilience” which is widely used in environmental studies referring to a key
parameter to stress against the shocks experienced by social and ecological systems,
and later adapted to social sciences and development studies (Adger, 2006; Krantz,
2001; Yamin, Rahman, & Hugq, 2005). UNDP (2014b) stresses the impact of harmful
economical and social conditions on society as making people more vulnerable, and
defines human resilience as; enabling people to deal with adverse events and

ensuring that people’s choices are robust, now and in the future.

In socio-economic context of rural areas that are facing poverty, resilience can be
explored as ability to create institutions that foster individual welfare, sustainable
livelihoods and sustainable societal robustness (King, 2008; Rutter, 2006). Castle
(1998) conceptualizes “rural capital” which is a combination of natural capital, man-
made capital, human capital and social capital. In this combination, natural capital
refers to natural environment; man-made capital includes the physical environment
and its capabilities. Additionally, human capital is usually associated with size of the
working age population, their education and training. Social capital, similar to the
approach of social sustainability, refers to networking, trust and relationships within
communities. Embedded and autonomous relationships that constitute social capital,
eventually foster local economic development (Woolcock, 1998). In this thesis,
sustainable rural development will be explored in a holistic perspective with a special
emphasis on social and economical aspects contributing the concept of well-being. In
this manner, rural capital increasing investments and activities are accepted as

creating positive impact upon sustainable rural development.
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2.1.3 Innovation and entrepreneurship

The term ‘innovation’ has its roots from Latin, “innovationem” which is nous of
action from past participle stem of ‘innovare’. Innovare which means ‘to make new’
has its roots derived from another Latin word ‘novus’, which means ‘new’
(Innovation, n.d.a; n.d.b). Stemming from its cross-disciplinary nature, since 1960s
the concept of innovation takes attention of many scholars from different fields.
Usually, definitions start with a differentiation between innovation and invention,
which innovation is defined as the first commercialization of an invention, a creative
act, which could be an idea for a new product or process (Fagerberg, 2005). Thus, the
emphasis on commercialisation involves the key difference between innovation and
invention. As a matter of fact, while inventions mostly carried out in research
centers, innovations emerge within the commercial domain (Fagerberg, 2005) but not
restricted to the business organisations (Baregheh, Rowley, & Sambrook, 2009). In
this manner, social innovations have to reach the target group to be classified as
innovation. Another dimension of innovation debate is on given importance to
introduction of a new technology based product or process into the market
(Carayannis & Gonzalez, 2003). In their comprehensive literature review covering
definitions of innovation from 1960 to 2009, Baregheh et al. (2009) explain the term
as “the multi-stage process whereby organisations transform ideas into
new/improved products, service or processes, in order to advance, compete and

differentiate themselves successfully in their marketplace” (p. 1334).

Probably one of the mostly referred concepts about diffusion of innovation belongs
to the well-known authority of the innovation, Rogers (1995). He explained how new
ideas and technologies are spread through cultures, communication channels, time
and social systems. However, it was Schumpeter (1934) who adopted this
breakthrough concept greatly into entrepreneurship and explained the process of
innovation as “creative destruction” which drives economic and social change
(Reinert & Reinert, 2006). Creative destruction is a concept widely used in

development studies together with the endogenous growth concept.

According to widely cited scholars, entrepreneurship is the act of creating new
organisations (Gartner, 1985), creating value (Mort, Weerawardena, Carnegie, &

Sullivan Mort, 2003), a way to disturb existent conditions of the system for
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generating new outcomes such as new combinations of firm organisation, new
products, new services, new sources of raw material, new methods of production,
new markets, new forms of organisation (Schumpeter, 1934), a purposeful activity in
order to gain profit through bearing uncertainty, introduction of innovations and the

provision of capital (Hoselitz, 1952.

Besides the size or novelty of a business, entrepreneurship is an activity that keeps
innovation in its core (Drucker, 1998). It’s accepted as a medium of transformation
both in organisational level and society level. Great body of literature links
entrepreneurship with development, social innovation, business innovation and
design. Thus, it stays at the intersection of overlapping concepts of this study’s
framework and will be explored under each section according to the domain it

overlaps with.
2.1.3.1 Business model innovation

The business model (BM) is a relatively new and potentially powerful concept. Since
the dot.com era especially management literature as well as others have visited the
concept increasingly (Burkhart, Werth, Krumeich, & Loos, 2011). Although the
interest in discussing BM in different contexts is a popular trend, there is no
generally accepted definition of the term. Broad range of informal and formal
descriptions are discussed in theories and practices while numerous studies covering
broad range of literature to come with a comprehensive meaning of BM (Boons &
Lideke-Freund, 2013; George & Bock, 2011; Leitdo, Cunha, Valente, & Marques,
2013; McGrath, 2010; Michelini, 2012; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010; Sabir,
Hameed, Kashif ur, & Ijaz ur, 2012; C. Zott, Amit, & Massa, 2011; Christoph Zott,
Amit, & Massa, 2010).

A very recent and broad coverage research by Coombes and Nicholson (2013)
defines BM as an outcome of creating new organisational structures or a change in
existing structures to pursue a new opportunity; a kind of framework, which
represents a firm’s underlying core logic and strategies by showing the way it creates
and captures value for all exchange partners; a representation of the gaps between a

firm’s strategies and activities, and the ways to replicate or innovate.
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Before further examination of BM concept, it is appropriate to describe “strategy”
which is another crucial term that BM often associated with. The term strategy is a
commonly used as “the relationship between means and ends”, while the origin of
the word roots ancient Greek word “strategos” which stands for an elected general in
Athens (Cohen, 2014). Nowadays, strategy is one of the most commonly used words
of business vocabulary as well as design. According to Ackoff (1990) the term can
be characterized as relatively long-range objectives made by an organisation’s
highest level management, which subsequently affect the organisation as a whole. In
general, decisions in an organisation are classified into three levels: strategic, tactical
and operational. Strategic decisions refer to long-range objectives and a flow from
top-down while tactical decisions flow bottom-up and involve shorter-run goals and
plans (Ackoff, 1990). And operational decisions generally mean short-term and most
of the time immediate actions and performances. Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart
(2010) describe strategy as the choice of business model while tactics mean

remaining choices open to organisation and for benefit of BM.

Mintzberg and Lempel’s (1999) classification “ten schools of strategy” sheds a light
on main perspectives on discovering strategy process. Three of them will be
discussed briefly in this section: positioning school, entrepreneurial school and
design school. Positioning school explores strategy as an analytical process of
evaluating the external environment and exploring the proper strategic position for
organisation such as cost leadership, differentiation, or focus (Porter, 1996, 1998).
This analytical positioning approach is widely used in researches and practices
exploring innovation and entrepreneurship within a systems perspective.
Entrepreneurial school, departing from Schumpeter’s (1934) creative destruction
concept, comprehends strategy in a quite individualistic way, as a vision in
entrepreneur’s mind. Additionally, design school employs architecture as a metaphor
and defines strategy as a conscious thought which is neither formally analytical nor
informally intuitive and a process that could be done by everybody through finding
the fit between internal strengths and weaknesses and external opportunities and

treats (Selznick, 1984).

A strategy can broadly be understood as a description, plan or process for how to
move from the current situation to a desired future state, by contrast, BM is

description of a state (Dahan, Doh, Oetzel, & Yaziji, 2010). In this manner, from a
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conceptual perspective, BM describes the way a company creates and
commercializes value while business process models represent how this can be
realized on an operational level (Burkhart et al., 2011). It is possible to categorise
strategy orientation of a BM into efficiency centered and novelty centered (Porter,
1998; C. Zott et al., 2011). Empirical data shows that the design of BM, especially
for a novelty oriented BM, plays an important role on the performance of firm (C.
Zott et al., 2011) while another performance indicator is the fit between market
strategy and BM (Christoph Zott & Amit, 2008). In any case, BM is not a static
statement, indeed a dynamic concept, and its purpose is actually quite context
dependent. Sabir et al. (2012) define four variables that influences on the purpose of
a BM, following as:

* the actual phase of company, whether it is in starting or growth phase
* variety of innovation and technology that company has
* being profit or not—for—profit

* importance of technology for the organisation

Although, all BMs have similar elements in their core, it is possible to claim that
purpose and components of a BM for a profit-oriented company might be different
than it is for a non-profit or social enterprise. In the literature, many scholars focus
on identification of the components of a BM and many of them reach different
number of elements in different level of details. BMs are practical concepts and they
have dynamic aspects. They are like recipes, but also functions in a scientific sense
and can be investigated as model organisms such as biological organisms (Baden-
Fuller & Morgan, 2010). A BM could be used for representing current situation of a
company, classifying type of a business and comparing it with others, illustrating
different possible orientations of businesses, checking fitness between activities and
strategies and fostering articulation of business strategies (Burkhart et al., 2011;

McGrath, 2010).

Several studies investigating components of BMs show that a BM generally includes
four main elements; value proposition, customer relationships, business
infrastructure and financial aspects (Schaltegger, Liideke-freund, & Hansen, 2011).

Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) published the mostly referred study which brings an
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ontological lens on elements of BM and introduced the Business Model Canvas
(BMC) as a tool. The BMC points out nine core components of a business which are;
value propositions, key activities, key resources, key partners, customer segments,
customer relationships, channels, cost structure and revenue structure. Chesbrough
(2010) agrees that decomposition of BMs into its elements and created visuals can
play an important role for business innovation however; author claims that it cannot
solely promote the innovation unless there is enough authority to undertake the

experiments, while experimentation is the crucial part of BM innovation.

Technical innovation usually stands for the core meaning of innovation and refers
tangible improvements, while often it is used interchangeable with product
innovation. However, business innovation stands for expression of newness in a
higher level of system. According to Girotra and Netessine (2013) BM innovations
are universally applicable and deeply rooted in the laws of economics and operations
management. For this research, BM concept is used as a bridge between design
intervention and social innovations in rural development context. Thus, BM will be
used to explain the logic of the business. In this way, it will be possible to compare
common strategies, actors and possible innovation areas in different BMs from
different cases studied. In addition to that, BM will be an interface for assessing

dimensions and levels of design intervention targeting to enable businesses.
2.1.3.2 Social innovation

In recent years, there has been an increasing amount of literature on Social
innovation and it is becoming more and more mainstream. Gradually global policy is
becoming very sensitive to the issue, too. For instance, in 2009 USA president
announced the Office of Social Innovation and earmarked $50 million from the
budged to create fund (Url-1) Similarly in 2010, Bureau of European Policy Advisors
(BEPA) published a report, which recommends policy options for fostering social
innovation at EU. The term social innovation embodies a multitude of concepts,

which takes its roots from the notion of innovation (BEPA, 2010).

Although as a term it is relatively new, the social innovation itself is not. For
instance, cooperatives still constitute an old and efficient example for the concept.

One of an early study trying to classify meanings of social innovation is Dedijer’s
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(1984) work which uses three questions; what is social innovation, who can make
social innovations and how to make it. Answers of those questions are discussed in
various research domains including; urban and regional development, public policy,
management, social psychology, social entrepreneurship and design. In general,
social innovation is defined as a new idea or a better alternative which is more
sustainable, more efficient than existing (BEPA, 2010), that addresses unmet social
needs (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010; Murray et al., 2010; White, 2008) and social
problems (Phills et al., 2008).

Social innovation can be a principle, an idea, a piece of legislation, a social
movement, an intervention, or some combination of them (Jegou & Manzini, 2008;
Murray et al., 2010; Phills et al., 2008) and establishes changes in attitudes, behavior
or perceptions which results in new social practices (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014),
entrepreneurship, BMs, new institutions, social movements, public policy or different
structures of collaborative work (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). A recent
comprehensive literature review by Riiede and Lurtz (2012) lists various meanings of

social innovation which follows as:
* to do something good in/for society
* to change social practices and/or structure
* to contribute to urban and community development
* to reorganize work processes: Social work, social policy
* imbue technological innovations with cultural meaning and relevance
* make changes in the area of social work

* to innovate by means of digital connectivity

Social innovation is developed and breed by society to have an impact on its own
problems, thus, society is the initiator of the innovation, while societal actors from
diverse paths of life, which are not only science and business, do create social
innovations (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). In this manner, society is the innovator and
the customer of the innovation who makes the innovation relevant and receives the
positive impacts as social changes. Eventually emerging social changes evolve the

society into a new dimension of being in this specific problem area. According to
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Borzaga et al. (2012) social innovations stem from the difficulties facing traditional
welfare system and development model which is based on two actors: the market and
the state. These challenges are similar to the root causes of emerging need for
sustainable development (Tanuro, 2011). In this manner, social innovation is
connected to the concept of development and also has an impact on development by

means of human well-being (Seelos & Mair, 2005).

Some authors argue that social innovations are not material in most of the cases and
material outcomes are supplementary results where the main focus is not the needs
but building assets (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Neumeier, 2012) and driven by; more in
behavioral change than by changes in technology (Jegou & Manzini, 2008; Murray et
al., 2010; Phills et al., 2008). For instance, in the famous micro finance approach
developed by Muhammed Yunnus together with Grameen Bank, social innovation is
not the credit but the method or idea of micro finance itself (Phills et al., 2008) which
has transformed the relationship between lenders and borrowers and changed the
societal system (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014). Thus, social innovation in this example is
not a product but an approach, a way of doing something that allows many people

from poverty line to receive the service from bank.

2.1.4 Design thinking and design intervention

In broadest context, design is usually associated with a thought process containing
the creation of an entity. However definition of this entity is all encompassing.
Depending on the identification of this entity, design can deal with products,
processes, services, systems and policies. According to Brown (2008) design process
can be explained as a system of spaces rather than a series of steps. In this
metaphorical explanation, spaces establish various types of related activities that
altogether create a continuum of innovation. Author lists process of design thinking
in three phases; inspiration, ideation and implementation, which are common steps
for all problem-solving discourses. Additionally, the entity can be physical as an
object, a temporal such as an event, conceptual such as an idea or relational such as a
relationship that describes the interactions between entities. In this process, identity
of the designer, one who realizes the act of design, depends on the entity that is being
designed. Although everybody does design as a thinking process, the term designer

can also reflect a profession, like people who had some type of art and design
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education such as product design, graphic design, apparel design, textile design,
architecture etc. In this thesis design and design thinking refers to an act that could
be done by anybody not necessarily with a formal education. However, designer
indicates someone who had some type of design education. Designer usually takes
various roles in any project and changes his/her identity or affiliation during his/her

career.

The term “design thinking” has been used a lot earlier in a book about architectural
design by Peter Rowe (1987), but popularized especially by IDEO and Institute of
Design at Stanford University. The term generally understood as a critique to linear
and analytical thinking in terms of solving ill-defined or tricky wicked problems
(Richard Buchanan, 1992). According to Tim Brown, IDEO’s chief executive,
design thinking is a collaborative act and a process which stakeholders from different
competencies participate. Moreover ideas should have human-centeredness, empathy
and optimism (Brown & Katz, 2011). Wylant (2008)claims that design thinking is a
process that raises good questions rather than seeking the right answers. Lockwood
(2009) describes design thinking as a human centered innovation process, which
involves various types of observation, collaboration, visualization of ideas, rapid

prototyping of concepts, and business analysis.

According to Bjogvinsson et al. (2012), design thinking is a contemporary definition
of participatory design but better articulated rhetoric. Participatory design and co-
design are those types of design activities, which involve clients and other
stakeholders in the design process. Similarly, human centered design coined by
IDEO as part of design thinking in social spectrum, focuses on empathy and offers
several tools for understanding people (Brown & Wyatt, 2010). Actually, abduction,
empathy, interdisciplinary teams, co-creation, iteration through prototyping,
preservation of complexity and an evolving brief are common themes borrowed from
product design process and are applied into other extends of design such as service
design, business design, transformation design, human centered design or user
centered design. According to Owen (2007) creativity is a common feature but
design thinking has nine characteristics that are differentiated from scientific

thinking and operational thinking as following:
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e (Conditioned inventiveness: Invention within the frameworks of human-

centered and environment-centered measures
e Human-centered focus: continuous consideration for the clients’ needs

e Environment-centered concern: The ultimate value of human and

environment centeredness.

* Ability to visualize: Designers can visualize ideas to see and show the big

picture.

* Tempered optimism: Designers are taught to establish optimistic and

proactive ways of working.
* Bias for adaptivity: Possible solutions should be adaptive in production.

* Predisposition toward multifunctionality: Design thinking keeps the big

picture in mind while focusing on details.
* Systemic Vision: Design thinking creates holistic solutions.

* View of the Generalist: Design thinking is highly generalist by means of

preparation and execution.

These characteristics cover more than a simple focus on products and tangible goods.
The rise of service economy in developed world, contributed to the expansion of the
scope of design from tangible products to intangible. Buchanan (2001a) explains the
orders of design in an evolution process as symbols, things, action and thought.
Stefan Moritz (2005, p. 33) presents a model, which illustrates design in four steps,
which are design of features, design of client experience, design of processes and
systems, design of strategy, philosophy, policy or ideology. The classification is
fundamentally from simple to complex and tangible to intangible. According to
Ranjan (1998), who employs a similar approach, design can intervene in four levels,
which are tactical level, elaborative level, creative level and strategic level. In this
classification, tactical level stands for skill and sense led design, which is sensory
and experiential, usually focuses on form, color, detail and finishes. Elaborative level
is more market led design, which focuses on variety, style, differentiation and

fashion. The third is creative level, which is patent led design and focuses much
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more on innovativeness. The last one is strategic level, which is vision led design,

and is about systems thinking, opportunity mapping and strategic initiatives.

Ranjan (1998) claims that every design project addresses all levels in varying
degrees. Another model is proposed by Dewberry and Johnson (2010) who point out
three levels for design intervention, micro-level which includes material innovations;
meso-level which contains organisational innovations and macro-level which defines
goal settings and self-organisations. Probably one of the mostly referred study about
intervention in systems, “Leverage Points: Places to Intervene in a System”, is from
one of the most influential environmental thinkers of the twentieth century, Donella
Meadows. Meadows (1999) classified leverage points in nine chategories. Later, she
revisits the concept and increases the number into twelve; listing from tangible
elements such as parameters to intangible influences such as mindset (D. Meadows,

2008).

Design, intervenes in and fosters innovation in a system in various levels from
features to ideologies. Building upon Meadows’ (2008) leverage points as a
framework to intervene in a system, using innovation classifications (Keeley, Pikkel,
Quinn, & Walters, 2013; Schumpeter, 1943) and levels of design (R Buchanan,
2001a; Moritz, 2005) and design intervention (Dewberry & Johnson, 2010; Ranjan,
1998) it is possible to come up with a list of intervention levels that designers can
approach: (i) product level interventions (including tactical level and elaborative
level interventions), (ii) innovative level interventions, (iii) experience level
interventions and (iv) strategic level interventions. Next sections of the literature
review, will present design intervention as two different but overlapping concepts;

design for business innovation and design for social innovation.

2.2 Exploring Social Innovation and Business Innovation

In the literature, both social and business innovation are studied within the
framework of innovation theory. In this manner, next sections focus on identifying
notions of social and business innovation using theory of innovation, and discusses

them in rural context.
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2.2.1 A theory for innovation

The literature on innovation, particularly regarded to technological innovation, is
occupied with various taxonomies which attempt to categorize innovations by
various aspects. As the vocabulary used to describe innovation has enlarged, multiple
taxonomies have also emerged. A recent literature review reveals that in just 21
empirical studies about new product development, 15 different aspects of innovation
have generated (Garcia & Calantone, 2002). Although in the beginning innovation
has been associated only with technical improvements, soon after it has enlarged its
span to other areas. Classifications were generally done according to (i) outcome;
process and product innovation, (ii) impact and scope; incremental and radical
innovation, (iii) continuity; continuous and discontinuous and (iv) impact
characteristics; evolutionary and revolutionary innovation (H. W. Chesbrough &
Teece, 1996; Henderson & Clark, 1990; Morris, 2013; Sternberg, Pretz, & Kaufman,
2003; Utterback & Abernathy, 1975). Schumpeter (1943) defines four distinct types
of innovation as follows: new products, new methods of production, new sources of

supply, exploitation of new markets and new ways to organize business.

Similar to Schumpeter’s taxonomy, a recent book called “Ten Types of Innovation”
authored by Keeley et al. (2013) from a design oriented innovation firm located in

USA, define ten types of innovation under three categories.
* Configuration: Profit model, network, structure, and process
* Offering: Product performance and product systems

* Experience: Service channel and brand customer engagement

This classification is quite design oriented and resonates with taxonomies of Ranjan
(1998) and Moritz (2005), which were discussed in the previous sections of this
chapter. The way that innovation is understood and theorized is very much dependent
on the economic growth models and generally summarized as models of innovation
by researchers. One of the often-referred studies is Rothwell’s (1994) classification
which covers five generation evolution of innovation form 1950 to 1990. These five
models of innovation not only reflect the new scientific discoveries and fundamental
research in applied research and technical applications but also change in economic

growth perspectives and production characteristics. Marinova and Phillimore (2003)
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revisited the topic in a research and presented in a chapter edited in the book called
“The International Handbook of Innovation”. Authors use the same chronology as
Rothwell but increase the number of models from five to six, which can be

summarised as:

* First generation: The black box model, a phenomenon where only inputs and
outputs are important or meaningful while the process is kept non-

understandable.

* Second generation: Linear model, which identifies triggers of innovation in

two categories; technology push and market pull.

* Third generation: Interactive model, which couples technology push and
market pull in parallel and more complex relationships. Moreover integrates

all the actors to the process.

* Fourth generation: Systems model, which is an improved version of
interactive model that includes many more actors, feedback loops and

functional integration of activities.

* Fifth generation: Evolutionary models. In this model, networks of innovations
are set. These networks include partners, clients and suppliers but also
universities, other companies, and organisations. Reason for these large
networks is the high-level risk and uncertainty of innovation. Thus, these

networks include simulation tools and systems, expert design and rapid
prototyping.

* Sixth generation: Innovative milieu, which is a model that embraces the
importance of location on innovation. In this perspective innovation turns into
a localized phenomenon with a territorial point of view. Thus, it is explored
depending on the specific location of resources linked to certain places and

thus impossible to replicate elsewhere.

Similar to industrial districts and regional innovation systems (Moulaert & Sekia,
2003), innovation milieu introduces location based evolutionary innovation process
which is a combination of general creative know-how and competence, together with
territorial organisations and regional clusters (Marinova & Phillimore, 2003). The

major aspects of innovative milieu environments are the ease of contact and trust
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between partners, which reduce uncertainty in the development of new technologies
and prove to be a source of exchange of tacit knowledge. Another important feature
of innovation milieu is knowledge spillovers which is seen as main innovation
fostering power of the firms in clusters and/or regions in advanced economies as well
as developing countries (Kesidou & Szirmai, 2008). Besides location based
exploration of innovation, knowledge flow is also discussed under the national
innovation systems by many authors, and pointed out as a notion that is associated
with institutional interaction between several actors such as firms, universities,
research institutes and governments (Balzat & Pyka, 2006; Fagerberg & Srholec,
2008; Galanakis, 2006; Godin, 2009).

Actor based and competition oriented concept to foster nationwide innovation has
been discussed by OECD (1997) with a special focus on innovation clusters and took
place in many EU policies as National Innovation Systems (NIS). Similar to NIS but
in a smaller scale, the term “ecosystem” is another concept associated with business
and innovation. Moor (1993) in his article, which is a praise for competition,
explores quality of relationships in a business ecosystem and claims that “in a
business ecosystem, companies coevolve capabilities around a new innovation: they
work cooperatively and competitively to support new products, satisfy customer

needs, and eventually incorporate the next round of innovations.” (p. 76)

Sitra report authored by Hautamaki (2010) for Finnish Innovation Fund, offers a new
sustainable innovation model for Finland, which proposes innovation ecosystems
instead of NIS. In this approach regional level, decentralized and open innovation,
social innovation, well-being and sustainable development are the basic values,

where economic growth has only an instrumental value.
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Figure 2.3 : Elements and dynamics of the ecosystem of innovations. (Hautmaki,
2010 p.72).

In this intersection, according to the conceptual framework and the focus of the
research question, “design” is an actor or tool that “intervenes” in collaboration with
other actors. The overall aim of the intervention is to support. In this comprehensive
report, innovation ecosystem is defined as local systems of actors with various types
of skill sets and expertise, who develop new ideas and realize them through

organisations.

2.2.2 Social innovation in the context of rural development

In order to have a better understanding how social innovation influences on well-
being and rural development within an innovation ecosystem, it is necessary to
clarify the position of social innovation. A general way of distinguishing is drawing a
contrast between social innovation and profit seeking nature of business innovation
(Pol & Ville, 2009). Descriptive studies of Borzaga et al. (2012) and Pol and Ville
(2009) identify three types of innovations which are pure business innovations,

bifocal innovations and pure social innovations.

Pure business innovations usually have a neutral or negative effect on quality and
quantity of life. Additionally, bifocal innovations can be considered both business
and social innovation. These innovations are profitable and have a positive effect on
quality of life. Whereas, pure social innovations are not business innovations and do

not focus on needs that can be satisfied by market structure. Instead, usually such
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innovations focus on type of needs that will be under-investment in free market

society.

Borzaga et al. (2012) give examples of cigarettes for harmful pure business
innovation and a new flavor of toothpaste for neutral business innovation. Authors
mention that generation of biofuel provided some benefits to lower the carbon
emission however also caused a significant increase in water consumption. This
discussion leads to the point that, in order to evaluate the harmfulness of an
innovation different time spans are employed, which reflects one of the main debate
of sustainability. Additionally, there might be different levels of success for a social
innovation depending on its positive or negative impact. While discussing social
innovation, debates are mostly going on four dimensions; common good, behavioral

change, purpose, meeting unmet needs.

*  Common good: Howaldt and Schwarz (2012) bring normative definitions to
the social innovation by stressing the importance of common good, which
may have very subjective meanings. Phills et al., (2008) and Pol and Ville
(2009) point out that most of the business innovations create benefits for
society, and so there can be a significant overlap between social innovation

and business innovation.

* Behavioral change: Jegou and Manzini (2008) in their book point out the

importance of behavioral change rather than technological innovation.

* Purpose: According to Cajaiba-Santana (2014) every process of social change
is not necessarily a social innovation. The author underlines two features to
distinguish social innovation, novelty and inherent purposeful actions. In this

perspective, social innovations are intended to be social.

* Meeting unmet needs: Cajaiba-Santana (2014) points out that social
innovations drive social change in social context, in addition to the way social
agents act and interact with each other. Another criteria is the quality of the
need according to Phills et al., (2008) and Pol and Ville (2009). Authors
claim that social innovation should fill the needs and creating value that
would not be met or created by business or technical innovations in the

market.
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It is necessary to underline again that; all these dimensions are influenced by another
factor, “time”. Common good and behavioral change could only be evaluated after a
certain time after innovation is adopted and diffused. Additionally, purpose is not a
measurable notion, unless it is stated initial to a project. And it is always possible to
claim that profit seeking and social benefit creating might be involved in the purpose
together. At this point it is necessary to recall well-being which is widely mentioned
as a purpose, in both social sustainability (Murphy, 2012) and social innovation
literature. White (2008) in her article exploring the concept of well-being in social
and development policy and practice, explains 17 dimensions of well-being

following as:
* The material concerns, practical welfare and standards of living
* Income, wealth and assets
*  Employment and livelihood activities
* Education and skills
* Physical health and (dis) ability
* Access to services and amenities o environmental quality
* The relational concerns, personal and social relations
* Networks of support and obligation
* Relations with the state: law, politics, welfare

* Social, political and cultural identities and inequalities of violence, conflict

and (in) security
* Scope for personal and collective action and influence
* The subjective concerns values, perceptions and experience.
* Understandings of the sacred and the moral order
* Self-concept and personality
* Hopes, fears and aspirations
* Sense of meaning/meaninglessness o levels of (dis) satisfaction

e Trust and confidence
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As it will be further discussed in the next sections, in this research, the concept of
well-being is seen as a mediator between sustainable development goals and social

innovation efforts in order to align them in rural context.
2.2.3 Positioning social innovation in rural development

Although social innovation is explored in various domains, its reflections in rural
context are not really addressed. Challenges faced by people living in urban and rural
might be different in many aspects. Employment, intergenerational population
stability, economic development and sustainability are some of the challenges that
should be discussed in rural development extend (Caulier-Grice, Patrick, & Norman,
2012). Social innovation is seen as a bridge between solutions for social problems
and sustainable development strategies via well-being, which is seen as the main goal
of sustainable development (Ahman, 2013. Hence, well-being is an overlapping goal

of both social innovation and sustainable development in rural areas.

Social innovation could be defined as a structuring concept for neighborhood
development against poverty by European Community (Moulaert et al., 2005) and a
bonding element for engaging people in rural development strategies (Bock &
Fieldsend, 2012; Dargan & Shucksmith, 2008) through supporting people’s ability to
develop sustainable structures, mobilization of endogenous potentials to outweigh
different interests and strengthening regional identity (Neumeier, 2012).
Butkeviciene (2009) in the research investigating social innovation in rural context

identifies nine possible social innovation themes, which are:
* New services; like rural tourism
* New education courses for rural people;
* New ways of farming such as ecological farming
* Formation of local action groups

* Electronic social innovations; public internet access points, digital promotion

and advertisement
* The change in attitudes;

* Consolidation, community development, making things together
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* New knowledge for making profit

* Environmental protection, new organisational forms and improvement of life

quality

The list of social innovation themes mentioned above includes both tangible and
intangible solutions that might emerge through pure social and bifocal innovations.
In addition to knowledge, social network and social capital Butkeviciene (2009) also
stresses the role of individual entrepreneurship for the success of social innovations
in rural. Exploring the process of social innovation within a systems perspective,

Butkeviciene (2009) points out three main approaches as follows:
* Top-down: External actors facilitate social innovation
* Bottom-up: Local actors develop social innovation

* Top-down to facilitate bottom up: External actors facilitate local institutional

capacity to foster emergence of social innovation

Although there is no proved correlation between the path taken and success of social
innovations, it is possible to claim that effective social innovations are created from
collective, intentional and goal oriented actions (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014) and would
emerge and diffuse from bottom up so that creative attempts born in local with
collaboration creates big differences in the system (Jegou & Manzini, 2008).
Neumeier (2012) defines three steps for social innovation process which are;
problematisation, expression of interest, delineation and co-ordination. These steps
show how innovation is adopted and accepted within a community, from a local

perspective.

Whereas, TEPSIE Report (Caulier-Grice et al., 2012) uses a general problem solving
perspective and explains the process of social innovation in six steps: prompts,
proposals, prototyping, sustaining, scaling and diffusion, systematic change.
Throughout the process, numerous actors join the ecosystem with various

relationships. Butkeviciene (2009) identifies three levels of actors, which are:

* governmental-administrative level actors sustain information and financial

support

* customer level actors show interest and financial support
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* local community level actors help generation, coordination, maintenance and
promotion of social innovations. External constancy firms also involve in the

process in this level

Entrepreneurship is a key element between these actors to disturb the system through
creative destruction. An article published at Rural 21 in 2010, represents examples of
several social innovations in rural development context, from India, Brazil and
Mexico. In this article, types of entrepreneurship and nature of innovations are
categorized into three sections (Babu, 2010). According to the taxonomy shown in
Table 2.1, there are three types of entrepreneurship programme, business and policy.
Additionally, innovations are classified into three: technological, institutional and

policy innovation.

Table 2.1 : Mapping of rural innovation in social entrepreneurship, adapted from

(Babu, 2010).
Type of Entrepreneurshi
Programme Business Policy
entrepreneurship entrepreneurship entrepreneurship
. Making farming Free antiretroviral
T.echnolofglcal profitable for poor Energy through drugs: HIV/AIDS
innovation ) enterprise: E+Co D
farmers: policy in Uganda
=
2 .
z re rezgriltgtci?)ln and Kuthambakkam
2 Institutional p . Banking for the Poor: Village: Building
= . . property rights.
- innovation Grameen Bank good governance from
= Progress for Rwandan
° the local level up
@ Women
=
=
V4
Village volunteers as Entrepreneurship in
Policy agents of change: rural development: .
innovation Tanzania’s Iringa Waldviertel Social safety nets
region management

In consistent with the role defined in endogenous development theories and
innovation ecosystems, fostering entrepreneurship together with a special emphasis
on social innovation would be a crucial motivation for sustainable development in
rural areas. Therefore, in the next section, entrepreneurship based social innovations
in the context of rural development will be examined through different types of

businesses and their impact on reducing poverty.
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2.2.4 Social entrepreneurship and innovation in rural development

Although entrepreneurship is seen as a driver for economic growth, due to the
external factors, creative destruction does not occur in the same way in a developed
country and developing country. Because of resource unavailability, and lack of local
consumers willing to pay higher prices for innovative products and services,
necessity-based entrepreneurs have a tendency to come up with simplified solutions
for existent problems with existing knowledge rather than investing in the creation of

new knowledge (Sonne, 2010a, 2010b).

Even though developing countries have all sort of unsteady conditions, corruptions
and lack of resources, they show enormous potential for new innovation models
(Woolridge, 2010). Frugal innovation, jugaad innovation, Gandhian engineering
(Basu, Banerjee, & Sweeny, 2013; Zeschky, Widenmayer, & Gassmann, 2011)
brikolage innovations and pro-poor innovations (Berdegu, 2005; Paterson, Mara, &
Curtis, 2007; Sonne, 2010b) are some of the taxonomies given to the bottom-up

innovations from BoP and developing countries.

Frugal innovation means economically efficient, appropriate, adaptable, affordable
and accessible products and services developed to solve sustainability challenges in
BoP markets (Basu et al., 2013; Zeschky et al., 2011). Additionally, Gandhian
engineering follows the philosophy of “more from less for many” while jugaad

innovation means makeshifts of extremely limited materials (Basu et al., 2013).

Another term on rural entrepreneurship is actually identified according to economic
status of entrepreneur who 1is expected to make innovation. Pro-poor
entrepreneurship based innovation (PEBI) is an approach to rural development which
recognizes the fact that many poor are not farmers and not even necessarily wish to

be a micro-entrepreneur (Berdegu, 2005; Sonne, 2010b).

Thus, Sonne (2010b) argues that not the poor but the slightly wealthier entrepreneurs
and firms need to be supported for endogenous development. In this perspective, it is
expected that, eventually, knowledge spillover will emerge and new employment

opportunities will reach to people facing extreme poverty.
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Butkeviciene (2009) underlines that; both explicit and tacit knowledge facilitates
social innovations thus, increase in the shared knowledge, social networks and social
capital fosters creation and development of social innovation. In this manner

entrepreneurs act as change agents for social innovations while business facilitates

this process.

Beside the academic researches, international organisations from the development
arena also published numerous reports to discuss and promote the role of business
and specifically inclusive business to reduce poverty in developing countries and
BoP countries (Borzaga et al., 2008; Nelson & Prescott, 2003; UNDP, 2004, 2008,
2014a; WBCSD, 2005; World Bank, 2008). A very recent report by UNDP (2014a)

analyses several approaches for the engagement of private sector in poverty

reduction efforts as seen in Figure 2.4.

CORPORATE SOCIAL SOCIAL INCLUSIVE MAINSTREAM
RESPONSIBILITY ENTERPRISE BUSINESS BUSINESS
Activities, projects, An organization Businesses whose Enterprises for
programmes and that uses models include the which profitmaking
donations commercial, poor on the demand

undertakenby a
privately owned

market-based
strategies to improve

side as clients and
customers and on the

(or more broadly
providing a financial
return to owners) is

enterprise with an human well-being, supply side as the primary
explicit aim to rather than maximize employees, objective
further a social good profits producers and
without the business owners at
expectation of various points in the
financial returns value chain
(not related to
positive publicity)
and which are not
required by law )
NOT-FOR-PROFIT MODELS HYBRID MODELS FOR-PROFIT MODELS

Figure 2.4 : Approaches analysed for private sector engagement in poverty reduction
efforts, adapted from (UNDP, 2014a).

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is an evolving theme with the rise of global
conciseness on sustainability. Wilson and Post (2011) discuss evolution of CSR from
a philanthropic side engagement for brand image to a position where social

innovation is seen as an opportunity for for-profit business development.

It is possible to witness large multinational companies providing huge CSR activities

such as; The Coca Cola Company Replenish Africa Initiative’s $17 billion
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investment from 2010 to 2020 to bring safe water access to 6 Million people across

the continent (Url-3).

On the other side of the spectrum, there are mainstream businesses, which are
associated with for-profit activities creating some positive outcomes such as jobs,
products meeting unmet needs and technologies; together with negative outcomes
such as environmental pollution, exploitation of resources and increase in
consumerism (UNDP, 2014a). It is possible to claim that, mainstream business
generally contributes poverty alleviation through creating value, enabling job

opportunities, supporting skill development and prosperity.

Inclusive BMs include the poor as clients, customers or employees in the business
value chain. The concept proposes several roles for poor as actors in market research,
co-creation process, local logistics networks or as trainers and local service providers
(UNDP, 2008). Inclusive markets concept is a socially improved and more structured
version of “Fortune at the bottom of the pyramid” approach proposed by C.K.
Prahalad (Prahalad, 2004; Walsh, Kress, & Beyerchen, 2005).

In this top-down working model, fostering rural entrepreneurship is not necessarily
an expected outcome. Social enterprises are also market-based organisations in forms
of commercial firms, not-for-profit organisations, cooperatives and mutual aid
societies, but they focus on human well-being rather than merely profit
maximization. Gliler (2009) states that social enterprises are catalyzers fighting with
poverty. According to the recent report of UNDP a social enterprise is:

a private and autonomous organisation, providing goods or services, with an explicit aim of

benefiting the community, that is owned or managed by a group of citizens, and in which the

material interest of investors is subject to limits. More specifically, a social enterprise is

conceived of as meeting both an economic and social goal within the third sector (Borzaga et

al., 2008, p. 5).

Social entrepreneurship is always a mixture of commercial and social value creation
(UNDP, 2014a) and social entrepreneurs often exploit a range of organisational
forms and shift his position in between (Nicholls, 2006). Peredo and McLean (2006)
classify four shades of social entrepreneurship according to dominance of social

goals as shown at Table 2.2.
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Table 2.2 : Range of social entrepreneurs, adapted from (Peredo and McLean, 2006).

Place of Social Goals Role of Commercial Exchange

Enterprise goals are exclusively social No commercial exchange

Some commercial exchange, any profits directly to
Enterprise goals are exclusively social social benefit (‘integrated’) or in support of enterprise
(‘complementary’)

Enterprise goals are chiefly social, but not exclusively

Commercial exchange; profits in part to benefit
entrepreneur and/or supporters

Social goals are prominent among other goals of the Commercial exchange; profit-making to entrepreneur

enterprise & others is strong objective

Social goals are among the goals of the enterprise, but | Commercial exchange; profit-making to entrepreneur

subordinate to others & others is prominent or prime objective

Drawing on an extensive range of sources, the authors set out the different ways

social entrepreneurial activities and social innovations contribute to development in

various aspects, which are:

Improving infrastructure in the locality, public and social services such as
hospitals, use of local sources and their involvement in processes of
economic and social development, particularly in less developed regions.
Preserving, recreating and reopening public facilities and building (Gabriela,

2012; L. J. Thompson, 2002)

Turning unsatisfied demands into jobs, through support of social inclusion

and solutions to social problems (Gabriela, 2012; L. J. Thompson, 2002)

Increasing cooperation between social actors; social partnerships, social
networks, social capital (Gabriela, 2012) building support and advice
agencies for better living of community, community ‘feel good’ activities (L.

J. Thompson, 2002)

Creating the social character of generated benefits, which is locally oriented

and has a synergic effect on local social development (Gabriela, 2012)

Building self-efficacy and increasing empowerment (UNDP, 2014a)

members credit union, fund raising for a cause, organized occasional help
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activities for the disadvantaged, self-help groups, local volunteer groups,

community based support activities (L. J. Thompson, 2002)

* Development of job-specific and critical-thinking skills and capabilities;
education and training seasons (Alvord, Brown, & Letts, 2004; L. J.

Thompson, 2002; UNDP, 2014a)

In terms of social entrepreneurship, borders between different types of organisations
become blurry, and indeed for the success of social enterprises, building
collaboration between private, public and third sector is seen as necessity (Borzaga et
al., 2008; Caulier-Grice et al., 2012). Defourny and Nyssens (2012) identify the
position of social enterprises in the whole economic structure based on a model first
discussed by Pestoff (1998). According to this model, which is shown as Figure 2.5,

in general social enterprises belong to third sector or at least take roots in there.

o,

Redistribution Thirdsector

©)

Social
enterprise

Not-for

o For-profit

Public

Private

"Community" , CE‘;: pgr?lftlats

Reciprocity : Market
/ Informal  Formal

Figure 2.5 : Social enterprise as a combination of various actors (Defourny and
Nyssens (2012, p11) based on Pestoff (1998 & 2005)).

Therefore, they experience the tension of being located in those overlapping areas
(Defourny & Nyssens, 2012) while these overlapping areas are seen as enriching
environment for various types of innovation including business innovations (Caulier-
Grice et al., 2012). Supporting this proposition, in recent years, non-profit and
governmental organisations have looked to business to learn about management,

entrepreneurship, revenue sharing while roles and relationships are being shifted
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between them through partnerships (Phills et al., 2008). Likewise, growing interest of
private sector on social innovation driven activities, public sector and non-profits
also interested in tools and methods of commercial business because of unavailability
of finding funds, low efficiency and difficulty in articulating their objectives in

measurable ways (Bull & Crompton, 2006).

The way social entrepreneurship emerges is also dependent on the socio-economic
and political climate. For instance, EU policies support establishment of social
enterprises, while in Eastern Europe main motivations are usually the push of civil
society and support of market. Additionally Asia most of the time is disconnected
from market dynamics and is only run by civil society and support of government
(Nicholls, 2006). Literature indicates that in developing markets, NGO’s are
important partners for commercial firms and they also have some type of BM which
is subject to the same forces and reasoning as for-profits when designing their BMs

(Dahan et al., 2010).

2.3 From Theories to Practice Sustainable Rural Development

Development studies have witnessed many researches on sustainable development
trying to formulate theories and practices of simultaneous pursuit of economic
prosperity, environmental quality and social equity. A research from mid 1980’s
actually summaries several views in three possible standpoints for reaching
sustainability track as individualistic, hierarchical and egalitarian (M. Thompson,

1984).

* Individualistic perspective assumes reaching sustainability through the

market dynamics
* Hierarchical perspective offers a top down approach

* [Egalitarian perspective has equity in its core nuclei. This view connects the
concepts of distributed economy, creative communities and small clusters. In
contrast to hierarchical, a bottom up development approach is expected in this

perspective (Sachs, 2002; H P Wallner, Narodoslawsky, & Moser, 1996).

Although, this study is relatively old, the taxonomy is still valid. Hopwood et al.

(2005) in a recent study presents comprehensive review on sustainable development
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literature and comes with a similar categorization like Thompson (1984). Local
development is seen crucial in many bottom-up development concepts for reaching
an overall sustainability strategy. For instance, similar to the egalitarian perspective,
Wallner et al. (1996) suggest approaching sustainability on a local level via small
clusters of industrial operations, which is called small nuclei islands of sustainability
in a landscape of unsustainability. According to this concept, the entire region is

proposed to be sustainable eventually by the impact of these units.

Even though there are several approaches, there is no universally accepted theory of
rural development, which is a debated notion both in theory and practice (Marsden,
Banks, Renting, & Van Der Ploeg, 2001; van der Ploeg et al., 2000; Ward & Hite,
1998). One of the recent study, focusing on sustainability, rural development and
entrepreneurship is Giiliimser’s (2009) dissertation titled “Rural Areas as Promising
Hot Sports: Sustainable Rural Development Scenarios” which is a comprehensive
summary of contemporary rural development concepts. The author presents three
theoretical frameworks for sustainable rural development: counter urbanization and
intervening opportunities, theory of social capital and embeddedness, endogenous

growth theory, creative destruction and entrepreneurship.

According to counter urbanization and intervening opportunities theory,
demographic changes in rural area will trigger the development. Migration from
urban to rural and intervention of new actors improves entrepreneurial activity, new
job creation opportunities, diverse economic activities in rural and environmental
protection behavior. In the theory of social capital and embeddedness, the desired
outcomes of socio-economic development rely on the contribution of social capital.
In terms of entrepreneurship, that needs a network of many agents and resources,
embeddedness is seen as a crucial part of rural entrepreneurship activities to emerge
and scale up. Social capital usually explained as ties between local and external
agents, common values, explicit and tacit norms, and the density and the intensity of
social interaction. Therefore, investment in social capital increases group capabilities

and enhances socio-economic mechanisms.

Additionally, stemming from the decrease in the agricultural employment levels and
necessity of new job opportunities in rural, endogenous growth theory proposes

having sustainable competitive advantage with local resources. In this manner,
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endogenous inputs are defined as natural resources, human resources, entrepreneurial
experiences, industrial structures, and technical education. Thus, entrepreneurship
and creative destruction are seen as drivers of change in rural areas. Resonating with
the bottom up development perspective, endogenous development is often employed

in rural development policies since decades.

As an answer to neo-classical growth theories, Paul Romer and Robert Lucas
developed endogenous growth theory in the mid 1980s (Verspagen, 1992). They
criticise that neo-classical model is not capable of explaining the root of
technological changes in economies. Moreover focusing only on external forces
would not generate growth. Nevertheless, endogenous growth theory accepts that
long-run growth is determined by economic incentives (Gould & Ruftin, 1993). It
points out technological change as a separate factor in the production, focuses on the
key role of internal forces triggering growth and argues that technological change is a
response to economic motivations of the market that can be influenced by the

government or private sector (Grossman & Helpman, 1994).

Endogenous growth theory identifies three key factors to invest for economic
growth, namely; human capital, innovation and knowledge (Grossman & Helpman,

1994; Margarian, 2011; Verspagen, 1992).

Theory also indicates that poor nations, with little human capital cannot obtain
economical growth only by adding more physical capital. In contrary, investment in
human capital through education is usually seen as a necessity. Another concept
coined by endogenous growth theory is the spillover effect. This effect is described
as; contribution of capital accumulating in productivity of capital, which occurs in
the course of investment in physical capital or human capital (Grossman & Helpman,
1994). In this research, principles of endogenous development theory were used to

identify contributions of social and business innovations in rural development.

2.3.1 Sustainable rural development in practice

Nations apply different development plans in practice. For instance in USA, rural
development is more about improvement of agricultural system, while in Europe

increase in employment rates is an issue besides agricultural improvements.
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Additionally, in South American countries usually financial tools are used for
triggering rural development while in Sub-Saharan Africa finance, the efficiency of
agricultural production and also communication are important because of the
distributed lands (Giirliikk, 2001). According to Giirliikk (2001) Turkey has already
defined the rural areas as sparks of development since 1930s, and supported rural
areas with finance and education to increase the agricultural efficiency during the
early years of young republic. Empowerment of rural areas worked well with
promising concepts such as village institutions, until the beginning of planned
development period starting back in 1963. Since 1970’s, in Turkey, many planned
rural development projects were supported by international funds such as IFAD,
UNP, IMF and EU (Giiliimser, 2009) and were not really successful to prevent rural-
urban migration and rural poverty (Giirliik, 2001). In rural areas, employment and
immigration are still some of the interrelated problems of Turkey like many other

developing countries (Giiliimser, 2009).

Agricultural job creation has slowed down stemming from the development of
farming technologies and agricultural activities which are less dependent on human
labor, thus creative destruction and emergence of new BMs customized for rural
networks and resources can be a promising approach (Cooperrider, 2008; North &

Smallbone, 2000; Pender et al., 2012; Reardon et al., 2007).

Ellis and Biggs (2001) present evolving themes on rural development scene from
1950 to 2000. In this study, it is possible to observe a transition from agriculture
oriented and centralized rural development approaches to innovation oriented,
decentralized perspectives, which employ sustainability not only in economic and
environmental manner but also in social manner. Rural development is a holistic
process to transform rural community to a socially and economically developed
community; and it cannot be downgraded to economic growth and agricultural
progress (Tolunay & Akyol, 2006). Sustainable livelihoods has seen as a promising
bottom up, decentralized development approach in late 1990s and early 2000s,
against early perspectives employing technology transfer, financial and structural
adjustments, which consequently carry the destructive impact of globalization (Ellis
& Biggs, 2001). It was found to be a useful approach for understanding both the

problem and the scope for promoting sustainable development at the local level by
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linking people’s livelihood strategies, their asset status and their way of using natural

resources.

The sustainable livelihoods idea was actually first introduced by the Brundtland
Report (Krantz, 2001). As a broad goal for poverty eradication, the concept was also
advocated by the 1992 Earth Summit. Scoones (2009)claims that, practical
experimentation and innovative thinking should reshape livelihoods perspectives to
evolve the concept in a way that it can deal with these challenges in radically new
ways. Various international organisations including UNDP, CARE and DFID, create
programs based on sustainable livelihood approach to address poverty (Krantz,
2001). For instance, UNDP’s Millennium Development Goals (UNDP, 2014¢) which
is expected to be executed until 2015 by 198 countries worldwide, underlines the

poverty between the eight objectives.

Polak (2009) in his influential book ‘Out of Poverty: What Works When Traditional
Approaches Fail’ clearly states that it is necessary to support livelihoods instead of
charity to overcome poverty. It is expected that through livelihoods, the poor
population will be enabled to invest in areas to solve their own problems.
Additionally, Ellis and Biggs (2001) underline the contradiction between farming
focused development policies and bottom up sustainable rural development scenarios
and point out that “the cross-sectoral and multi-occupational diversity of rural
livelihoods may need to become the cornerstone of rural development policy if

efforts to reduce rural poverty are to be effective in the future” (p. 445).

By the decrease of employment levels in agriculture sector, a new term is coined in
the literature: Rural Non-Farm Employment (RNFE). RNFE includes any scale of
manufacturing and service activities, production, self-employment or working as
employee (Reardon et al., 2007). According to the authors, especially after the green
revolution, arrival of rural urbanization in 1990s, and lately by globalization
intervening via both trade and modernization of the national economy including the
rise of modern retail and processing, RNFE started to constitute important part of
rural households since 2000s which includes food processing, small manufacturing,
craft, repair services, employment at home or outside in a production company and
so forth. RNFE has the potential for supporting sustainable endogenous rural

development, by means of social, environmental and economic concerns (Ashley &
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Maxwell, 2002). Reardon et al. (2007) defines micro enterprises engaged in
manufacturing for local rural market as one of four themes on growth of RNFE. In
this concept, goods manufactured with traditional knowledge to satisfy needs and
desires of local people were the main concentration of micro enterprises. Using local
resources and producing craft is always a concern of this practice and the main goal

is to lift them from poverty.

Similarly, the latest Rural Development Plan of Turkey underlines the increased rural
unemployment stemming from the decreasing job opportunities in rural, and points
out the importance of non-farm entrepreneurship (Kalkinma Bakanligi, 2011).
According to the report, young people who doesn’t have capital to invest, either
passively contributes to agriculture or work for low wages in cities. The report
highlights three main themes to be supported for rural development: rural tourism,
agricultural economic activities and non-farm livelihoods. In this development plan,
support or non-farm livelihoods include improving local craftsmanship, arrangement
of small shops, branding of local products, activities and fairs for promoting local

products, supporting non-farm small manufacturing industry.

Creative destruction and innovations emerging from grassroots are usually vivid
attempts fostering change but when they lost their touch with their original hunger
for social innovation, they institutionalize and become more prone to
bureaucratization (Moulaert et al., 2005). Thus, employing diverse forms of capital in
rural economies for development is very much dependent on the social networks in
the utilization of these resources (Bosworth & Atterton, 2012) Rural development
approaches focusing solely on economic development through innovation and
entrepreneurship, without investing in social pillar of sustainability, would not

increase the overall well-being.

Besides of this fact, social innovation, with its focus on well-being and close
relationship with the goals of social sustainability, would be a key element that
changes the paradigm of sustainable rural development approaches. Thus, this
research deals with sustainable rural development approaches proposing usage of
endogenous resources, fostering entrepreneurship and micro-enterprises, creating

non-farm employment opportunities while sustaining and increasing social capital.
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From this perspective, social innovation is seen as a bonding element for realizing
these sustainable rural development strategies and a way to increase social well-
being. In the following section, nature of innovation and social innovation will be
discussed to come up with a theory for social innovation in the context of sustainable

endogenous rural development creating livelihoods to eradicate poverty.

2.4 Summary

This chapter presented a perspective of endogenous rural development, social
innovation and design. Rural areas have an important role to reach overall
sustainability in developing countries. Thus it was highlighted that, contribution of
design in social innovation should resonate with over all sustainable development
goals in developing countries. Recent studies suggest that, endogenous development
of rural areas through investment in rural capital is a valid strategy and stemming
from decreasing employment in agriculture sector, manifestation of these strategies

support micro businesses and rural non-farm sector.

Social roles and responsibilities of design is not a new debate in design literature.
Furthermore, in practice it is becoming more and more mainstream for many for-
profit and non-profit design organisations with different motivations. However, it is
possible to observe that these efforts mostly focus on either BoP countries or urban
area of developing and developed countries. Although they have an important role on
sustainability goals, rural areas of developing countries seem to be neglected in
researches. Especially for the design literature, it is crucial to identify challenges and
models of successful contribution of design in social innovation and rural

development.

This research identifies contribution of design to social innovation through BMs, in
order to understand it through the different roles of the designer in practice. The next
chapter outlines the research data and methodology used to investigate the research
questions; a brief discussion about using BM as a tool to construct design

contributions and social innovations; and short introduction to case studies.
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3. RESEARCH AND METHODOLOGY

This chapter highlights the undertaken research methodologies and techniques
customized for this research investigation. The purpose of the chapter is to show how
all of the major parts of research work together to address the main questions of the

study. The chapter is organized in three sections:

* The first section sets the ground for the research on design for social

innovation

* The second section outlines objectives for the research; the epistemological
and ontological positions that underpin this investigation and demonstrate
how knowledge is generated. Details of the research design and methodology
addressing the research questions, and the logic behind the selection of the

cases, are explained here

* The third section presents a brief introduction to case studies and methods

chosen for analysis of collected data

3.1 Research and Practice on Design for Social Innovation

“Designers, like everyone else on the planet, have good reason to be concerned about
the future” (Margolin, 2007, p. 5). Social role of design is not a new discussion but
nowadays, especially with the popularization of design thinking, there is much more
attention to the issue. Debates on socially beneficial design have started in late 1960s
around Europe and USA. As a benchmark in the history, “Design for need: The
social contribution of design” symposium witnessed discussions about social purpose
of design combined with aesthetic expression and symbolic value. The meeting
hosted speeches from visionary scholars like Victor Papanek and Gui Bonsiepe, who
were the pioneers of design scene from bringing economic, political and

environmental impact of design into the discussion (Bicknell & McQuiston, 1977).
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The iconic book titled “Design for the Real World: Human Ecology and Social
Change” authored by Victor Papanek advocates a more sustainable, inclusive, anti-
consumerist and idealistic approach to design for the third world (Papanek, 1971). In
accord with Papanek, economist E.F. Schumacher influenced the Appropriate
Technology movement with his work called “Small is Beautiful” (Schumacher,
1973). According to this approach, due to low capacities of energy supply, materials,
skilled labour, finance, organization and transport, the adoption of modern
production methods is in conflict with the development of rural areas in the third
world. Instead, the proposed intermediate technology has proven to be more
efficient, less capital intensive and more productive than primitive tools, however

less complicated and costly than advanced machinery.

It is crucial to mention that appropriate technology had been part of India’s
development practices in village industries even before the 1930s (Akubue, 2000).
Mahatma Gandhi, moral leader and perhaps one of the most influential figures of the
country, was the pioneer of appropriate technology with its symbolic spinning wheel,
the Charkha, representing not only the ideal appropriate technological device but also
freedom and self-reliance or “Sawadeshi.” Ghandi was very clear about the notion
that “the poor of the world cannot be helped by mass production, but only production
by the masses” (Schumacher, 1973, p. 173) and modern industrial production should
reinforce the development of agricultural sector and local, small-scale industries
(Akubue, 2000). Gandhi’s alternative development approach proposed a bottom-up
independence which asserts every village as an autonomous republic (Ishii, 2001).
Since the independence movement, Gandhi’s emphasis on small scale village
industries has continued to be the central aspect of development paradigm in India
(Gandhi, Kumar, & Marsh, 1999). Gandhi’s self-reliant systems mission was adopted
by National Institute of Design (NID), which was established in 1961, a few
kilometres away from Gandhi’s Ashram. Gandhi’s development approach
encouraged Indian designers to design modern products using local materials,

manufacturing techniques and labour force (Vyas, 1991).

However, distinguishing production methods and tools of industrialized countries
from local production methods of developing countries did not secure a position for

to become a critical element of development policies (Morelli, 2007).
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Departing from the Neo-Marxist dependency theory, Bonsiepe (1973) brought a
rather ideological explanation for underdevelopment, and pointed out peripheral
countries as linked to the development of central and wealthy countries. His study
was one of the first to clearly declare design as a tool for development (H. A. Er,
1997). Another influential voice rose with “Ahmedabad Declaration on Industrial
Design for Development” in 1979. Realised with a close cooperation of UNIDO,
ICSID and NID, the declaration was the very first UN conference on design and a
milestone to address design in terms of developmental goals (A. Chatterjee, 2005). In
this declaration, several recommendations were raised about design policies,
government actions and industrial policies followed by educational extensions of
industrial design. There was a special emphasis on the generation of endogenous
capacity of design that deals with local needs, traditions, and production -
consumption patterns. In this manner, craft and craft oriented rural manufacturing

activities were also pointed out as possible collaborations.

The ‘developmentalist’ role of design drawn by Papanek (1971) and Bonsiepe (1973)
addresses the satisfaction of basic needs, reducing technological and financial
dependency on developed countries, transforming craft industries, creating a cultural
identity and improving quality of life for the poor in the Third World (H. A. Er,
1997). In response to the limitations of dependency theory to explain dynamics and
development of industrial design, Er (1997) suggests a critique based on
modification of Bonsiepe’s model for Newly Industrialized Countries (NIC) and
strongly emphasizes the role of design in development as a profit-oriented engine of
competition. In his study, Er (1997) portrays the background of development of
design in Turkey under U.S. technical assistance and government development
strategies, and claims that both Papanek and Bonsiepe misguided the role of design.
Although Er’s (1997) description of the stages of industrial design in NICs remains
valid for fostering industrialization by profit-motivated nature of the discipline, it
still falls short to convey the potential role of industrial design for underserved

populations in developing countries.

India constitutes an important example of design as an agent for development since
the Charles and Ray Eames’s 1958 dated “The India Report” and 1979 dated
Ahmedabad Declaration, which NID had pointed out to have a strategic role in the

implementation of design toward development across the country (Balaram, 2009; A.
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Chatterjee, 2005). India’s recent national policies rejecting the socialist paradigm and
turning towards global and domestic competitiveness has actually triggered
transformation of the discipline from a carefully protected, local production-centric
view towards a more globalized manner that contributes to the creation of
internationally successful brands ranging from automobiles to craft objects
redesigned to meet contemporary needs. India is an example of how design can play
an important political role in development at a strategic level. According to 1989
dated “Design as a Strategy for Developing Economy” report, which is prepared by
International Design Center Bombay (and updated in 2009 with minor modifications
to accommodate recent facts and figures) in addition to fostering innovation in
industry, the recognition of craft based industry is vital for India also because the

sector employs several hundred workers (IDC, 1989).

Although it visions creation of original Indian designs rooted in India’s rich craft
tradition and cultural heritage, India’s National Design Policy was heavily criticized
by Balaram (2009) for reflecting design as a developed world practice rather than an
Indian reality, and not addressing the enormous craft community. Balaram (2009), in
his chronological paper examining importance of Ahmedabad Declaration,
underlines “the rapid political changes at the government level, and the Indian
business community’s perception of design as a peripheral activity” as two main

reasons preventing design from yielding expected results in India.

In this manner, Er’s (1997) statement is valid to define competition and profit
motivation as factors for development of industrial design discipline, nevertheless it
doesn’t make the responsibilities of design in sustainable development obsolete.
Decades after the initial dissemination of Papanek and Bonsiepe’s ideas, Third
World societies are struggling still with socio-economic problems such as poverty,
lack of health facilities, lack of education, energy, malnutrition and so forth.
According to Amir (2004), the reason holding back the design paradigm from
solving problems of Third World is lack of political dimension in implementation of

the ideas advocated by Papanek and Bonsiepe.

A good example for appropriate technology movement is the International
Development Enterprises (IDE), which is a non-profit organization founded by Paul

Polak (2005) for developing low-cost appropriate technology solutions such as

56



treadle pumps for farmers to eradicate poverty in rural areas. IDE represents how
design can trigger economic development. Basically, IDE develops and markets
products in order to help farmers increase their yields in developing countries like
India. With an increase in income, farmers find opportunities to invest in their social
needs such as health and education. Another critical landmark in terms of fighting
poverty in rural areas is the KickStart which was founded under the name
“ApproTEC” in 1991 (Url-4). Since 2005, KickStart’s systematic approach to fight
poverty in Africa involves identifying profitable BMs, designing new products to
bring these BMs into life, establishing the supply chain, developing the market and
measuring outcomes. Unlike IDE, KickStart deals with all sectors in addition to

farming and emphasis on developing BMs for sustainability of the proposed solution.

As the in practice of design is employed in wide-ranging problem areas, design
theory has also been exposed to change. Buchanan’s (1992) article “Wicked
Problems in Design Thinking” helped shift the design theory towards a more
generalized understanding of design thinking that could be applied to almost

anything.

A detailed examination by Kimbell (2011) reports that, design thinking first evolved
from a cognitive process that occurs in individual designers’ mind, to a general
theory for taming wicked problems (Buchanan, 1992), and later it became an
organizational resource using some type of co-creation and open innovation
approaches for fostering innovation in a wide variety of contexts (Brown, 2008;
Buchanan, 2008; Dunne, Martin, & Rotman, 2006). This transition has not only
expanded the interest area of the discipline but also extended the potential social and
developmental impact of design. Earlier, social contribution of design used to be
understood as generation of economic growth through industrialization, enhancing
technological innovation, supporting competitiveness and fostering consumption. In
this scenario, social impact results in a fundamental increase in comfort by relieving
people from everyday tasks (Morelli, 2007). However, growing concerns of
consumers and corporations about sustainability and social problems push design to
gain new perspectives beyond traditional market-oriented models. In the context of
development, design has enlarged its focus from appropriate technology products to

services, systems and BMs for fostering social and economic well-being.

57



Following this transition, in 1990s, service design was born as a consequence of
growing service economy in developed countries. Although now it is discussed as a
separate discipline of design, its methods and theories are borrowed from product
design, which stresses the form and functionality of service provided with a
perspective of service client (Moritz, 2005). Emerged in 2000s through the works of
British Design Council RED, “Transformation Design” was an early example of a
theorized design-led innovation aiming at tackling social and economic problems.
Similar to user-centered design, transformation design draws upon interdisciplinary
teams to explore complex problems. Transformation design gives special prominence
to defining a problem, encouraging participation of users and empowering them
throughout the process, rather than just producing a solution for them (Burns,

Cottam, Vanstone, & Winhall, 2006).

Service design and product service systems are presented as promising approaches to
achieve breakthrough innovations, and non-traditional applications for social and
environmental sustainability (Manzini & Vezzoli, 2003; Saco & Goncalves, 2008).
Design for Social Innovation and Sustainability Network (DESIS), was founded in
2009 by Ezio Manzini at Politecnico di Milano and evolved to a network of design
labs in several design schools around the world. The DESIS network was formed
through several insightful international activities held between 2006 and 2008 such
as a European research project proposing sustainable solutions to everyday life
(EMUDE); UNEP supported Creative Communities Sustainable Lifestyles (CCSL)
project focusing on India, Brazil, China and Africa; and Changing the Change
conference held in Torino in 2008. NID and The Society for Research and Initiatives
for Sustainable Technologies and Institutions (SRISTI) from Ahmedabad were two
partners of the CCSL project (SDS, 2009). This network uses design thinking and
design knowledge together with tools borrowed from service design and product
service systems such as blueprints, journey maps, system maps to co-create, with
local, regional and global partners, socially relevant scenarios, solutions and

communication programs (Manzini, 2007; Meroni, 2007).

The social impact of design has been studied under different names in literature such
as design for social impact, design for social well-being, socially responsible design,
design for social innovation, design for social and social design (Continuum, 2008;

Hillgren et al., 2011; Margolin & Margolin, 2002; Sacchetti, 2011). Although they
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have more or less similar meanings enriched with the historical concerns of the
discipline, in this thesis, “design for social innovation” refers to intentionally

proposed, direct and indirect social impact of design.

3.1.1 Social design in practice: Methods and approaches

Since early 2000s, design for social innovation movement with various functions and
distinct priorities, comprimises a wide array of practitioners mainly from the
developed world and all disciplines of design expertise. Actors of the movement are
non-profits, for-profits and hybrids, partners of associations, governments, social
service providers, and corporate social responsibility initiatives. In this movement
designers, similar to other social actors, are urged to work on the major social,
cultural, political, and economical instances brought upon by globalization. As a
common feature, they all employ design thinking in their processes to solve different

types of societal problems.

Although wvarious articles give special emphasis to the ethical and social
responsibilities of design on human dignity and social well-being (Buchanan, 2001b;
Margolin, 2007) attempts to create a universal approach for social design are built
around the problem solving process sequels such as engagement, assessment,
planning, implementation, evaluation and termination (Margolin & Margolin, 2002).
Practical examples include versions of design thinking guides. For instance, Human
Centered Design (HCD) Toolkit, developed by IDEO, comes with similar steps for
general problem solving; Hear (collecting stories and inspirations from people),
create (participatory workshops for creating tangible solutions) and deliver (realizing
solutions with rapid revenue and cost modelling, capability assessment). Similar to
HCD Toolkit, Design for Social Impact Workshop document supported by
Rockefeller Foundation, describes three major steps for social innovation outlined as
develop and connect; visibility credibility and momentum; robustness, scale and
efficacy (Continuum, 2008). The HCD Toolkit is a collection of numerous tools and
methods borrowed from ethnography, design research and participatory design to
foster empathy, creativity and innovation (Hillgren et al., 2011). Both, the HCD
Toolkit and Design for Social Impact guide by IDEO, explain ways and means of
social innovation through best practices (IDEO, 2008, 2009).
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Another guide is “Collective Action Toolkit” developed by Frog (Url-1). This toolkit

is a step-by-step guide for groups willing to reach a social goal.

Design with Intent is another set of open innovation toolkit focusing on imposing
personal values on user experience and the behaviour change (Fabricant, 2010;
Lockton, Harrison, & Stanton, 2010). The toolkit is created by Lockton et al. (2013)
and distributed by Requisite Variety, a UK based design-thinking consultancy firm.
Not only large corporations but also social design organizations like Catapult use
The Design with Intent Toolkit to foster behaviour change towards sustainability

through designed products and services.

Design for social innovation practitioners come from various types of organizations
with different motivations. For instance, non-profit design organizations generally
accept donations and fees for their service. IDEO.org, Architecture for Humanity,
Catapult Design, Design That Matters, Project H Design, Mayo Clinic and DOTT
fall in this classification. They often allow volunteers to join their projects and
publish their works to facilitate dissemination of innovation. IDEO.org is a popular
one, which works as a non-profit spin-off of large design company IDEO. The
organization focuses on wide variety of projects, from poverty alleviation to
healthcare, mostly in BoP countries. Moreover, IDEO.org provides open access to
HCD toolkits and design for social impact guides. The organization also creates open
access platforms where activist and volunteers working for social well-being from all
around the world can meet online, share their experiences and empower each other’s

projects.

In comparision, academic research centers and design labs also act like non-profit
organizations such as MIT D-Lab and the DESIS. Their uniqueness is based on their
academic research abilities and ivestment in education. D-Lab for instance develops
appropriate technology products including community water testing and treatment
systems and human-powered agricultural processing machines, and provides
education and training programs to help build creative capacity. Whereas, the DESIS
network addresses sustainable lifestyles and social innovation mainly for urban
communities. In addition to them, for-profit design companies also work in this field

including large design consultancy firms like IDEO, Continuum, Frog and Requisite
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Variety. Since design for social innovation is relatively a new research field, there

are few researches classifying actors and social design approaches.

As one of them, the study of Emilson et al. (2011) defines three design for social

innovation approaches listed as follows:

* Service design, transformation design and design for public services, which
emerged in the UK by collaboration of the British Design Council and the
public sector. DOTT Cornwall, ThinkPublic and Engine are not for profit and

for profit organizations working with this approach

* Creative communities for sustainable lifestyles and sustainable design
approach, which originated in Politecnico Di Milano and evolved to the
DESIS, a network of universities and research centers focusing on small,
local and bottom-up creative collaborations for social innovation. Product
service systems methodology is an important part of this approach (Jegou &

Manzini, 2008; Manzini, 2002, 2009)

* Design thinking and design for development approaches, which are mainly
used by large design innovation oriented organizations including IDEO,
Project H Design and Mayo Clinic, and addresses social and economic

problems of BoP and developing countries

To be able to understand how design for social innovation occurs, it is productive to
explore the approaches together with the problem areas they address. The taxonomy
illustrated by Emilson et al. (2011) reveals that there are roughly two distinct
problem areas. The first and second approaches address social innovations for
developed countries or urban areas of developing countries. Additionally, those
approaches are usually realized by European institutions like the DESIS network and
DOTT Cornwall. Both perspectives emerged in Europe and generally draw on
service design principles in order to facilitate or replace government services.
Problems of developed countries and urban areas of developing countries usually
involve the aging community, health problems, safety problems and food security. In
such a setting, most of the time technological and economical infrastructures are
available for interventions, social and cultural norms are not conflicting with the

solution ecosystem.
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In contrast, the third approach, which is mostly realized by western designers and
design consultancy organizations, usually deals with developing countries and BoP

countries.

Tackled unmet needs stemming from underdevelopment include child deaths,
extreme poverty, epidemic diseases, lack of drinking water and sanitation. IDEO and
many other USA based large design innovation firms, non-profit organisations like
Catapult Design and MIT D-Lab are developers, leaders and implementers of this
approach. As a consequence of underdevelopment, most of the time there is no
infrastructure for adopting the usual “western” products as solutions, and socio-
cultural norms and traditions are not in favor of a behavior change where people are
extremely poor to adopt a product or service innovation without financial support of
government or an NGO (de Boer, Steen, & Posthumus, 2013; Garrette & Karnani,
2010; Gupta & Khilji, 2013; Tukker, 2005). BoP countries and many underserved
communities in developing countries can fall into this category. Although the
framework drawn by Emilson et al. (2011) doesn’t cover approaches of organizations
like IDE and KickStart, due to the common features of their problem areas and
organizations’ emphasis on development, it is possible to enlarge the category to also

include them.

In addition to the taxonomy of Emilson et al. (2011), socio-economic needs of
communities in the developing world such as rural people, small farmers losing their
advantage against large corporations or the underserved populations such as
minorities would be another problem area. These groups face less infrastructural
problems than BoP but are still disadvantaged compared to other developed urban
ecosystems. In these geographies, general problems have to do with mobilizing
capabilities, elimination of poverty and lack of sustainable livelihoods to adopt social
innovation (Aksit, 2006; Reardon et al., 2007; Sonne, 2010a). Amir’s (2004)
criticism about industrial production-focused design policies of developing countries
is still valid since people in these countries continue to face poverty and
unemployment. Small, local, decentralized enterprises equipped with clean
technologies can sustain local needs and provide them with sustainable livelihoods.
Nevertheless, for such a transition to occur in developing countries, design needs to
reposition itself closer to the social realities. Thus developing countries like Turkey,

India and Brazil need customized approaches addressing the destructive impact of
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their growing economies acrtoss rural lands to contribute MDGs while overcoming

wicked social problems.

3.1.2 Contextualising design intervention in the research

The word “intervention” means “to come between, interrupt” (Intervention, n.d.a)
and “to become involved in something (such as a conflict) in order to have an
influence on what happens” (Intervention, n.d.b), while “design intervention”
imposes an agency on design to actualize the intervention process. Kaya (2011), in
her dissertation, argues design intervention and interventionism in design, through
various projects addressing social problems with a tone of a criticism. Author
addresses Wodizcko’s “critical vehicles” as an early example of design intervention.
In this perspective, designer, like an artist, creates a medium to intervene in order to
criticize an on-going issue. In an interesting experiment with a similar perspective,
Routarinne and Redstrom (2007) locate two design prototypes, an “Energy curtain”
and the “Erratic radio,” in different households to collect responses in order to gain
an in depth understanding on the power of design to enable and disable forms of
behavior. In their study, authors use objects as intervention tools to convey
“sustainability” consciousness and states domestication as a method of design

intervention.

Design literature, especially those dealing with the social impact of design, mention
“design intervention” as a method to address on-going social or sustainability issues
(Bhamra et al., 2011; Blyth et al., 2011; Dewberry & Johnson, 2010; Manzini, 2012).
Gong et al. (2010) use the approach of Creative Communities for Sustainable
Lifestyles borrowed from DESIS, and thereby identify service design as a viable
approach to intervene in social innovations. Junginger and Sangiorgi (2009) bridge
between theories and practices of service design and organisational change to give a
similar perspective on service design intervention for creating changes in an
organisation. Although the intensity of designer’s involvement and outcomes
changes, common features of all these interventions are their goals as transformation

of a current practice, structure, circumstance or behaviour.

However, Jonas et al. (2009) in their article discussing design intervention in a social

context and in a business context, criticise the relieving logic based social
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interventions for being expensive in the long term and for reducing the capacities of
the societies to solve their own problems. Authors move the practice of design
intervention from a normative (criticism) plane towards purpose-oriented
effectiveness plane. Kaya (2011), in her thesis, conveys another example of
interventions in the local knowledge by design: the Jawaja experiment realised in the
early 1970s in rural India (which, as an aside, was one of the motivations for this
study to be undertaken and will be briefly discussed in the next sections). However,
unlike Wodizcko’s critical vehicles, the Jawaja experiment involves the long-term
engagement of the designer in the ecosystem, which might be interpreted with the
purpose-oriented explanation of Jonas et al. (2009). Thus, design goes beyond a
single interruption to a more strategic and systematic relationship. NID was the main
actor of Jawaja intervention and as Mehta (2012) states, the institution has its own
intervention model customized to preserve the values of traditional Indian society
and to generate employment opportunities. This intervention is closer to Manzini’s

(2012) definition of large and system-based interventions.

Design intervention argued by Mehta (2012) requires a holistic understanding of the
context in a range of terms from available skills and resources to market demand, and
as the author states such design intervention “goes beyond product/design solutions
to that of a catalyst to bring in new changes and new vision” and “... have a strong
impact on the sustainable development of the Indian economy” (p. 183). As stated
earlier, the research aims to bridge between design for social innovation efforts and
rural sustainability goals, thus, in this study, design intervention stands for strategic
and purpose-oriented contribution of the designer, which addresses many levels of
development activities and might occur in various forms. Moreover, throughout the
thesis, intervention, contribution and diffusion were used as interchangeable terms to

identify this type of impact that designer have.

The shift in the market towards sustainability has opened new intervention targets for
design, such as support of basic needs and infrastructures, aid facilitation, design of
education, regeneration of craft, promotion of small and local enterprises (A.
Chatterjee, 2005). Theoretically, design, like any other actor, can intervene in a
socio-economic system through certain leverage points(D. Meadows, 1999) and in
design vocabulary, these interventions could be features, experiences, systems and

strategies (Moritz, 2005). Higher orders of design have the potential to influence

64



through higher leverage points (Buchanan, 1992) while every design intervention has
an impact on all levels with some degree (Ranjan, 1998). Design does not only
influence products and services but also business and management, as design’s
holistic approach can be an augmenting tool for development of BMs, and

management of organizations (Buchanan, 2008).

Design, intervenes in and fosters innovation in a system in various levels from
features to ideologies. Building upon Meadows’ (2008) leverage points as a
framework to intervene in a system, using innovation classifications (Keeley, Pikkel,
Quinn, & Walters, 2013; Schumpeter, 1943) and levels of design (Buchanan, 2001a;
Moritz, 2005) and design intervention (Dewberry & Johnson, 2010; Ranjan, 1998) it
is possible to come up with a list of intervention levels that designers can approach:
(1) product level interventions (including tactical level and elaborative level
interventions), (ii) innovative level interventions, (iii) experience level interventions

and (iv) strategic level interventions.

Schumpeter, 1943 Keeley et al., 2013 Intervention levels
- New products - Offering: Product performance, product systems in a BM
- New methods of production - Experience: Service channel, brand, customer engagement Product level:
- New sources of supply - Configuration: Profit model, network, structure A combination of tactical and
- Exploitation of new markets elaborative interventions. Design
- New ways to organize business of features, symbols, color,

texture and form

Innovative level:

Experimental, inventive, patented,
. awarded products and processe
- Moritz, 2005 Buchanan, 2001a Meadows, 2008 that changes the perspective
@  -Features (product, service or space) - Symbols 12 Leverage points of the business or the industry.
[ - Client experience - Things to interviene in a system Experience level:
g - 