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Abstract

Grassroots innovations emerge as networks gengratimovative solutions for climate change
adaptation and mitigation. However, it is unclefiugiassroots innovations can be successful in
responding to climate change. Little evidence exist replication, international comparisons are,rar
and research tends to overlook discontinued reggoims favour of successful ones. We take the
Transition Movement as a case study of a rapidhgagting transnational grassroots network, and
include both active and non-active local transitioitiatives. We investigate the replication of
grassroots innovations in different contexts whk &im to uncover general patterns of success and
failure, and identify questions for future resear&h online survey was carried out in 23 countries
(N=276). The data analysis entailed testing thecefbf internal and contextual factors of success a
drawn from the existing literature, and the ideodifion of clusters of transition initiatives with
similar internal and contextual factor configuraso Most transition initiatives consider themselves
successful. Success is defined along the lineg@élsconnectivity and empowerment, and external
environmental impact. We find that less successhusition initiatives might underestimate the
importance of contextual factors and material resmsiin influencing success. We also find thatrthei
diffusion is linked to the combination of local-glal learning processes, and that there is an
incubation period during which a transition inii& is consolidated. Transition initiatives seem
capable of generalising organisational principlesv@éd from unique local experiences that seem to
be effective in other local contexts. However, gle®@graphical locations matter with regard to where
transition initiatives take root and the extenthddir success, and ‘place attachment’ may havédea ro
in the diffusion of successful initatives. We susfghat longitudinal comparative studies can adeanc
our understanding in this regard, as well as infdrenchanging nature of the definition of succdss a
different stages of grassroots innovation develogmand the dynamic nature of local and global
linkages.
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1. Introduction

With a growing body of evidence on human activitguced changes to the Earth’s climate (IPCC,
2007) and international governance regimes faljefivoung, 2011), growing attention has been

given to local climate change adaptation and ntitigaresponses. A significant part of this research
has focused on urban policy-making and governa@ge Burch, 2010; Moloney et al., 2010; Castan
Broto and Bulkeley, 2013), including a complemepntamphasis on business- or market-led

innovation (Grin et al., 2010). Such research Heendocused on top-down programmes and on the
individual and contextual factors that local auities can act upon to facilitate behavioural change
towards less carbon intensive practices (Bulkek®@5; Bulkeley and Kern, 2006; Moloney et al.,

2010). However, growing attention has been paidydb another type of phenomenon, namely
‘grassroots innovations’, which are not led by noipal institutions, but rather emerge as ‘networks
of activists and organisations generating noveldnotup solutions for sustainable development’

(Seyfang and Smith, 2007, p. 585; see also Leaah, &012).

In this paper we examine the success and failurgra$sroots innovations in addressing climate
change. To do this, we take the Transition Moverasrda case study (Transition Network, 2012). The
Transition Movement is a network of local initiags; which is often presented as a case of success
due to its rapid worldwide diffusion and increasipgblic visibility, although recent analyses of
individual cases have uncovered some barrierstdevelopment and examples of failure (Hopkins,
2011; Smith, 2011; Wells, 2011; Seyfang and Hamxelti2012). As a result of its formalised
international organisational structure and its wgéegraphical distribution, the Transition Movement
represents a relevant case study in that it alfowan exploration of the factors of success aildria

of grassroots innovations in different local comgéexWe aim to improve the understanding of
grassroots innovations and, in particular, to itigase the conditions for their success as a fofm o
response to climate change. What is a successifusition initiative, and what factors facilitate or
contribute to its success?

The paper is structured as follows. After a brie¢érwiew of the literature on grassroots innovatjons

we identify the knowledge gaps on the research lpnobof success and failure of grassroots
innovations and state the research questions thdgd this study. We then move to the presentation
of the methodology, which included a survey-basath a¢ollection followed by statistical analysis

and clustering of transition initiatives. A presaian of the results follows, whereby we test the
initial hypotheses and uncover some configuratiohsiternal and external conditions for success.
Finally we discuss this study’s results, considgrthe literature on grassroots innovations and
suggesting some promising avenues for future relear

2. Theoretical context
2.1 Principles of transition

The notion of ‘transition’ has become increasinggntral to futures-oriented thinking (Moloney et
al.,, 2010; Mulugetta et al., 2010; Brown et al.,.12)) although the term ‘transition’ is often
interpreted differently in practice than in acadgme.g. in transition theory and transition
management studies (Haxeltine and Seyfang, 200w et al. suggest three principles of
transition: philosophies, policies and practicekey claim the term is ‘increasingly being used to
combinedifferent forms of transition — lifecourse, envirnental, and political-economic’ (Brown et
al., 2012, p. 1608).The combination of different forms of transitionsases aggregation,
consolidation and standardisation of learning psses that underpin the successful growth and
development of grassroots innovations. Neverthelexsent studies illustrate that some fields of
grassroots innovations may replicate and develagmeumbered by weak learning processes as a
result of peer-to-peer knowledge dissemination f@®y and Haxeltine, 2012; Seyfang and
Longhurst, 2013). The different political connotais of the term ‘transition’, and the consequent
discord over imagined futures, challenge the astomg that iterative learning processes and
experimentation may lead to a convergence of puir@mmental behaviour towards climate change —
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from alternative economies to retrofitting the bwhvironment (TRAPESE, 2008; Holloway and
Sergi, 2010).

Secondly, driven forward by such imminent threadschmate change and peak oil, Brown et al.
(2012) also suggest transition approaches relganpulsionor affective governance, i.e. ‘a sense
that the (risk-laden) future is pressing upon tresent perhaps more than ever before’ (Brown gt al.
2012, p. 1619), to hold together community inities (see also Smith, 2011). The compulsion may
involve the interdependence between local initegiand non-local networks, whereby the former
enact transition practices and experiments infortnethe repetitive iteration of narratives of theks
laden future (Spath and Rohracher, 2012). Thoughilstvsuch partnerships may encourage
grassroots innovation success by legitimising,itutgdnalising and therewith embedding alternative
practices into standardised processes, a tradbetffeen successful diffusion (i.e. replication of
experimentation) and innovation control (in theefad diverse values and expectations in different
niches) may exist (Ornetzelder and Rohracher, 2013)

Lastly, whilst relying on the rhetoric of global ininent trends, grassroots innovations are the @todu
of local experimentation (North, 2010). Albeit dey¢d in different ways, Brown et al. (2012)
suggest that the spaces, places and scales dfitmampproaches or their emplacement enable fature
narratives to hold together. Transition, they claidoes not work without (local) places because
those places offer the milieu — and the affectittacaments — through which generic senses of
responsibility, resilience, and relatedness maynbst easily imagined and held together’ (p. 1620).
Feitelson (1991, cf. Devine-Wright, 2013) first posed that research on human responses to global
climate change had neglected attachment to placan(®ll and Gifford, 2010 for review of
definitions), and that these actions could beldeth locally where people live and globally. Devine
Wright (2013) reintroduced this debate to GlobaliEonmental Change, exploring whether cognitive
proximity to climate change, as a global problemn @merge from both global as well as local
concerns. The success of grassroots innovationshmagpoted in pre-existing networks, and inter-
scalar arrangements, which has drawn recent attemti the spatial contexts, or space, scale and
place, of socio-technical transitions (Hodson andrih, 2010; Coenen et al., 2012; Truffer and
Coenen, 2012). In other words, the pro-environmefehaviour associated with grassroots
innovations may be neither only ‘local’ nor ‘glohand the local and global linkages to the places,
and events through which the practice of adaptatiod mitigation is performed, contested and
validated, is a pertinent consideration of the udibn and scale-up of community-led initiatives
(Spath and Rohracher, 2012; Nunes, 2013).

2.2 Innovation from the bottom up

Grassroots innovations support the processes af tiche creation, i.e. the incubation of socio-
technical innovation in the face of mainstream galuechnologies and actors (Seyfang and
Longhurst, 2013), although the question remainshéregiven the strong local specificity of
cultural, social and technological landscapesitifatm local grassroots innovations, any
generalisation can be drawn on the experiencesrofrainity responses to global environmental
change (Devine-Wright and Wiersma, 2013). Grassrimmiovations may be connected to ‘global
action networks’ (Glasbergen, 2010) and interdepetdith the ‘global’ (Wilson, 2012), whilst
retaining a strong connotation to social innovaaod resilience through alternatives to conventiona
markets or a promotion of the ‘local’ (Glasberg2d]0; Mayer and Knox, 2010; Devine-Wright and
Wiersma, 2013). Because grassroots innovationgvievess powerful non-business actors, they are
not always visible to and supported by policy makand therefore their potential remains largely
underdeveloped (Bergman et al., 2010). Nevertheteany positive accounts of specific grassroots
innovations have been provided and grassroots atioms are often seen as niches of
experimentation of new social, cultural, econortechnological arrangements (Seyfang and
Haxeltine, 2012; Ornetzelder and Rohracher, 2018 recognised that grassroots innovations can
act as incubators of the social change that isetetmirespond to, and minimise, future environnienta
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change (O'Brien, 2012). Grassroots innovationsrofteallenge the status quo (i.e. technologies,
values, practices) and promote new forms of orgaiois of social and economic life (e.g. local
currencies), and alternative systems of provissueli as local food systems and community energy)
(Seyfang 2011; Peters et al., 2012).

There is a substantive distinction between tectgiodd innovation, and social innovation (Howaldt
and Schwarz, 2010). Whereas the former is centnegdahnological artefact the latter is understood
through social everyday practice. Moulaert et2006) identify three dimensions of this practickeT
first of these dimensions is addressing human néeltsved by adjusting the dynamics of social
relations with the aim of increasing levels of apation and inclusivity, and lastly increasingth
capability and access to resources. Thus, we exheniibcus of innovation on tangible improvements
or solutions to an appreciation of the ‘changettifuales, behaviour, [and] perceptions’ (Neumeier,
2012, p. 55), as well as to the potential for nglarid or emergent forms of collaborative actionttha
may be successful only in generating immateriahtamgible benefits (Howaldt and Schwarz, 2010).
Finally, we recognise that what is novel or ‘neg/hiot necessarily socially desirable, especially
considering the potential trade-off between sudaédgfusion of grassroots innovations and
innovation control (Ornetzelder and Rohracher, 2013

2.3 Factors of grassroots innovation success aludegfaknowledge gaps

While the role of ‘community’ is central to grasste innovations (Aiken, 2012), it has been shown
that grassroots innovations do not always inteyngfierate as smoothly as idealised, or function as
inclusive and supportive communities of practiceulyetta et al., 2010; Walker, 2011). With
reference to the links between these communitiéstlae wider community of a place, the literature
has highlighted several factors that hinder th&usién of grassroots innovations. For exampleai h
been noted that grassroots innovations, like maolpnteer organisations, often struggle with
securing and sustaining participation over timeyf&sy and Smith, 2007; Hoffman and High-Pippert,
2010; Middlemiss and Parrish, 2010; Smith, 2011|I%/8011). Grassroots innovations often rely on
volunteers, which limit their ability to promoteniavation in the community (Kirwan et al., 2013;
Ornetzelder and Rohracher, 2013), and often relyoanlevels of financial resources (Middlemiss
and Parrish, 2010), which have been shown to badeypporting learning processes (Seyfang and
Longhurst, 2013). Ideological disputes, e.g. betwpelitical and apolitical strands, also have been
identified to create internal conflict and to astaabarrier to the successful development of goassr
innovations (Smith, 2011), while the managemengxgfectations has been argued to be one of the
most difficult aspects for the internal group gmaerce of grassroots innovations (Seyfang and
Longhurst, 2013). Finally, grassroots innovationsndt always mirror the diversity (e.g. ethnic) of
local communities, consequently struggling to dithbstronglinks with the wider community of
place (Seyfang and Smith, 2007; Smith, 2011; W204,1). On the other hand, networking with other
local or global actors, including other grassrdni®vations, can significantly support the process
niche building (Seyfang and Longhurst, 2013).

Therefore, the literature casts doubt on grassrowisvations’ ability to effectively trigger socio-
technical change in response to environmental cha®igch evidence suggests that there is a need for
better understanding of ‘the internal dynamics amternal factors that limit and enable success’
(Mulugetta et al., 2011, p. 7544) and the ‘pre-étoids, contexts and dynamics’ of grassroots
innovations (Ornetzelder and Rohracher, 2013, psé&& also Seyfang and Smith, 2007; Scott-Cato
and Hillier, 2010; Walker, 2011). It has been adytigat the ‘research base evaluating community-
based carbon initiatives is limited in scope anptldie(Walker, 2011, p. 779), and that little eviden

or lessons learned exists on scaling-up and rdjgicgBergman et al., 2010, Walker, 2011). In
addition, it has been suggested that ‘future reteshould focus on missed opportunities, and
discontinued initiatives to discuss the role ofalosettings and structural conditions from a
contrastingpoint of view' (Ornetzelder and Rohracher, 20131p). Little research also has been
carried out to systematically quantify the impaatgrassroots innovations (e.g. Church and Elster,
2002; Barthelmie et al., 2008), whereby evidencthisfimpact tends to be anecdotal (Hopkins, 2011,
Merritt and Stubbs, 2012). In fact, research orsgn@ots innovations tends to be based on data-rich,
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in-depth case studies, and international compasisoa rare (Bergman et al., 2010; Castan Broto and
Bulkeley, 2013). To the best of the authors’ knalge, no study so far has attempted to uncover
patterns of success and failure of grassroots mmms across countries. Mapping out these patterns
quantitatively would complement in-depth qualitetianalysis (Seyfang and Smith, 2007), and
provide indications and lessons learned of potentia to those actors (communities, policy-makers
and researchers) who are involved in the governahgeassroots innovations and social innovation
in the face of environmental change.

3. Methodology

This study addressed the diffusion (i.e. repliggtiof grassroots innovations in different conteairsj
included both active and non-active (i.e. discamit) initiatives in the Transition Movement, to
allow for a comparison between the two. We invedéd the factors that facilitate or hinder the
success of transition initiatives worldwide, witletaim to i) uncover general patterns of succeds an
failure of grassroots innovations in different @it and ii) identify research questions with high
potential and interest for future research. Thealystwas guided by two overarching research
questions: i) what is a successful transitionatife? and ii) what factors facilitate or contriéwd the
success of a transition initiative?

3.1 Case study: Transition Movement

This study takes the network of local transitioitatives, i.e. the Transition Movement, as a case
study (Transition Network, 2012). The Transition Wment originated in Totnes, Devon (United
Kingdom) in 2006 (Hopkins, 2011). It seeks to de#h climate change, shrinking supplies of cheap
fossil fuels (‘peak oil'), and a growing recognitiof the downsides of the current economic model,
made apparent by the 2008 financial crisis (Sm#®]11). The Transition Movement promotes
‘energy descent’ and local resilience to be acldetlmough the ‘unleashing’ of the creativity,
motivation and knowledge of communities. A majagrtte in the Transition Movement is that of re-
localisation, which entails the reduction of thepeedency on unstable global markets and
increasingly more expensive transport. Re-locatisatlso concerns the willingness of ‘transitioners
to take direct action, which is usually focusedaorather definite set of themes, among which food,
transport, energy and local currencies are the mresiuent (Hopkins, 2011). The Transition
Movement has developed in time a set of guidelimegginally modelled on the first transition
initiative in Totnes. ATransition Handbook(Hopkins, 2008), aTransition Initiatives Primer
(Brangwyn and Hopkins, 2008) aridansition Companior(Hopkins, 2011) have been published.
Permaculture is among the most significant intéliecinfluences of the movement, i.e. a holistid an
problem-solving design approach originally devetbgry Holmgren (2004). The transition model
(Brangwyn and Hopkins, 2008) is a set of 12 ‘stepsansition’ that are meant to guide communities
to set up a successful transition initiative (TalBléd in Electronic Supplementary Materials).
Communities can adapt these steps to their speefie, and therefore they do not need to make up a
compulsory list. They were recently re-elaboratedhe ‘ingredients’ of transition (Hopkins, 2011).
The Transition Movement is a transnational gragsranovement active in 41 countries and
organized by the Transition Network, which is stamed in regional and national hubs, with a central
point of reference in the transition initiative Tiotnes (United Kingdom). The Transition Network
develops the movement's overall strategy and triansiguidelines, and delivers training for
transitioners, consultancy services, facilitatidnirdormation exchange and learning among local
transition initiatives. More importantly, the Traiien Network also established a system of branding
according to which communities that desire to bmgaised as ‘official’ members of the network
need to comply with a set of criteria such as hgqudttended a training session, having drafted and
approved a constitution, be composed of at leastdo five people and demonstrate commitment to
network with others, including locally and with hatities (Brangwyn and Hopkins, 2008; Smith,
2011). Transition initiatives that are inspiredthg Transition Movement principles, but that do not
comply with these criteria, are listed as ‘mull@itiatives.

3.2 Success and failure of transition initiatives
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Given the diversity of transition initiatives arltetr activities in different contexts (Hopkins, 201
Wells, 2011), it can be controversial to identifpiversal indicators of success of a transition
initiative. Ornetzelder and Rohracher (2013), fearaple, argued that initiatives may tend to define
success either in terms of their internal intetagj or of the external impact, and Devine-Wrighd a
Wiersma (2013) suggested that the former mightgte@wer the latter. On the other hand, because
transition initiatives by and large follow sharedgidglines as presented for example in Thensition
Primer (Brangwyn and Hopkins, 2008) or tA@ansition Companior(Hopkins, 2011), some basic
characteristics can be pointed out, or discounted the differences due to specific local
configurations. Following a traditional distinctiamsocial indicator research (e.g. Veenhoven, 2002
we measured the degree of success of a trangiiitiative through two measures, a subjective and an
objective one. The former focused on ‘soft’ aspextd related to the respondent’s awareness and
positional evaluation of the transition initiativehile the latter considered ‘hard’ facts that diaot
depend on the respondent’s awareness or his/héna¢gion (Veenhoven, 2002). The subjective
measure of success consisted of a Likert scaleef@y do you consider your transition initiative
very successful, fairly successful, not very susftdsor not successful at all?’) coupled with qeo
guestion to document the subjective idea of sudt@ésat do you think are the three most important
characteristics of a successful transition ine®’). The objective measure of success considaeed
number of members or people involved in the tréosiinitiative (i.e. critical mass) as suggested by
Mulugetta et al., 2010, the duration of the traasitnitiative, and the progress made towards the 1
steps to transition (proxy for the level of actyvand development). The latter was preferred to the
‘ingredients’ of transition as a measure of agfidnhd development, because the ‘ingredients’ were
only recently introduced and were therefore notesfitead among transition initiatives.

3.3 Explanatory factors

Considering earlier evidence on specific case studdf transition initiatives and grassroots
innovations more broadly, five groups of interdegemt factors that potentially influence the success
of transition initiatives were considerettansition initiative characteristics members resources,
organizationandcontext and respective hypotheses formulated (Table 1).

Many of the selected factors do not identify urbyt bi-directional relationships between the
transition initiative as an incubator of innovatimeEhes and the socio-technical regimes (e.g. food,
energy system). As shown by a growing body ofditigre on grassroots innovations (e.g. Smith et al.,
2005; Smith and Raven, 2012), the transition ititéa (i.e. niche) can play an active role in
interacting with the context (i.e. other nichese tocio-technical regime) and thus contribute to
shaping the conditions for its own success or failiConsequently, many factors, especially among
contextandresourcegTable 1) are endogenous and must be interpret@deaconditions but also as
results of a transition initiative’s interactiorSuch complexity was considered in the data analysis
and is discussed later on in this paper. A compistef the variables measured in relation witkshea
factor and their definition is available in the &l@nic Supplementary Materials.
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Table 1. Explanatory factors considered in this stdy.

Group of factors Factor H hesis. The ition initiative is more ful if: Reference

Trvarvlsi.tion Rurality it is.locate.d ina. rural/town/village setting in which social networks are denser and Smith (2011)

Initiative social capital higher.

characteristics | it has a legal status that facilitates the interaction with other actors such as local Mulgan (2006); Brangwyn and Hopkins
Legal status authorities. (2008)
Activities/themes addressed it addresses "easy" themes first and more complex ones at a later stage.

it takes some time to become officially recognised by the Transition Network, i.e. it

Years needed for a Tl to become official L o N )
goes through a significant consolidation and potentially a learning process.

itis officially recognised by the Transition Network and therefore benefits of being

Official vs mullin
€ in such network in terms of e.g. knowledge exchange, training, partnership.

Brangwyn and Hopkins (2008)

Country itis located in specific countries. -
Members Age most of its members are at a a specific age Middlemiss and Parrish (2010)
Hoffmann and High-Pippert (2010);
Skills a significant number of steering group members are specifically trained (e.g. group Brangwyn and Hopkins (2008); Hopkins
management, motivation, coaching) (2011); Middlemiss and Parrish (2010);
Ornetzelder and Rohracher (2013)
Representation of minorities/diversity it effectively represents the diversity of the local community Smith (2011); Quilley (2012)
Large number of founders the group of founders was big Middlemiss and Parrish (2010)

a significant number of steering group members have high educational levels and

Educational level
therefore skills that might be critical in the transition initiative development

Middlemiss and Parrish (2010)

Organisation Hoffmann and High-Pippert (2010); Wells

Recruitment it actively recruits its members (2011)
Paid staff it can rely on paid staff and therefore does not over-rely on volunteers Wells (2011)
Internal conflict/Ideology it can limit internal ideological conflict and/or managed it positively Seyfang and Smith (2007); Smith (2011)
Bran, n and Hopkins (2008); Hopki
Steering group it has a steering group Ewyn an pkins ( ); Hopkins
(2011)
Size of steering group it has a large steering group Brangwyn and Hopkins (2008)
Internal communication it manages internal communication well Brangwyn and Hopkins (2008); Hopkins
€ (2011); Ornetzelder and Rohracher (2013)
L . L Brangwyn and Hopkins (2008); Hopkins
External communication it manages external comunication well (2011)
Internal organization by subgroups itis organised in subgroups (e.g. thematic or project-based) Brangwyn and Hopkins (2008)
Resources Infrastructure it utilises critical infrastructure (e.g. meeting rooms, computers) Hoffmann and High-Pippert (2010);
& g » comp Middlemiss and Parrish (2010)
. . . Seyfang and Smith (2007); Middlemiss and
Funding it can secure sources of funding

Parrish (2010)

its members dispose of significant time to dedicate to the transition initiative's

Time resources Middlemiss and Parrish (2010)

activities
Context . R . . L Wells (2011); Ornetzelder and Rohracher
Pre-existence of bottom-up initiatives it builds on a pre-existing group (e.g. grassroots movement, NGO) (2013)
. . itis located in a context in which there are forms of participatory democracy which
Pre-existence of participatory democracy L . L Wells (2011)
facilitate public participation in local governance
Cooperation/partnership with other itis able to cooperate or act in partnership with other organizations (e.g. local Brangwyn and Hopkins (2008); Hopkins
organizations authorities, business, media) (2011); Ornetzelder and Rohracher (2013)

itis located in a context in which other actors(e.g. local authorities, business,

Favourable context N . e s
media) perceive the transition initiative positively

Mulgan (2006); Seyfang and Smith (2007)

3.4 Data collection and analysis

An online survey was carried out in May-August 20thPough the Surveymonkey platform
(www.surveymonkey.com). A list of transition iniies was built by mining information from the
Transition Network website and the websites ohdtional hubs (United States of America, Ireland,
Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands, Canada, Japanirafias United Kingdom, New Zealand,
France, Portugal, Brazil, Germany, Switzerland,igpahile and Italy). Each transition initiative sva
invited via email to fill in one questionnaire am. Where possible, the transition initiative’s
spokesperson was contacted, or otherwise a merhltlee ¢ransition initiative’s steering group. In a
few cases the invitation to participate in the syrwas sent to a general email address provided as
contact point by the transition initiative. 117%itations were sent out and one reminder was sgnt o
a month after the first invitation. In addition etlinvitation was circulated through social networks
where members of the Transition Movement are acdferg. www.wiser.org, www.linkedin.com,
transitionbrasil.ning.com), and websites (e.0. winamsitionresearchnetwork.org,
www.reading.ac.uk/rep/transitionresearchreadind)e Tational transition hubs of the Transition
Network were also asked to circulate the invitatwithin their national network. In this way, we
attempted to account for the fact that the poputatif transition initiatives is rather volatile, tvinew
transition initiatives created and others potelytie¢asing their activity very frequently, and heting
under the radar of the listings that appear ongi@ample, the Transition Network websites and not
necessarily being up to date. The questionnaireavasable in English, French, German, Spanish,
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Portuguese and ltalian. It had two separate budllparguestion paths for active and non-active
transition initiatives respectively. Data on thenraxtive transition initiatives related to theitiaity
before being discontinued. The questions were tstred into the following sectiondransition
initiative characteristics, members, success, oiggtion, resourceandcontext

The sample is self-selected and statistically reprasentative of the population of transition
initiatives. 276 valid questionnaires were returtn€de transition initiative’s spokesperson (64% of
cases) or another member of the transition inigesi steering group (29.6% of cases), that is agrer
who can be assumed to have a good understandingvandiew of the initiative, most frequently
completed the questionnaires.The sample over-repiesofficial versus mulling initiatives. With
respect to country coverage, it slightly over-repras transition initiatives in the United Kingdom,
Italy and Belgium whereas it slightly under-reprgsethose in the United States of America and
France (see Tables A.2 and A.3 in Electronic Supptgary Materials for more detail on the sample).

The data analysis was carried out with SPSS 18raetstages. Firstly, a descriptive analysis of the
dependent and independent variables was carrieqseations 4.1 and 4.2 below). Secondly, the
driving hypotheses (Table 1) were tested in anargpbry bivariate analysis by means of Pearson
Chi-Square test (for categorical variables) and tmashitney U test (for numeric variables) (section

4.3 below). The effect sizes of the relationshipsravalso estimated. Finally, we conducted a
multivariate analysis by identifying clusters o#msition initiatives via an SPSS two-step cluster
analysis (Chiu et al., 2001) based on the variathiasin the second stage we found to significantly
correlate with the dependent variable (sectionbéléw). This procedure allows robust clusters to be
identified in cases of presence of mixed numeraadl categorical data, such as in this study.
Although the assumption of variable independendendt hold in this study, this procedure has been
shown to be robust against violation of this asgionp(Norusis, 2012). Clustering allowed for the

creation of transition initiative types and therefavas consistent with our research aim to identify
general patterns of failure and success, while atsmunting for their endogeneity and the high
diversity of transition initiatives.

4. Results
4.1. Success and failure of grassroots innovations

The majority of transition initiatives was considdrvery or fairly successful. The percentage of
successful transition initiatives was higher amangve than non-active transition initiatives (Tebl
2).

Table 2. Level of success of transition initiatives

Level of success Active transition initiatives Non-active transition initiatives All transition initiatives
N % N % N %
Very successful 36 139 0 0.0 36 13.0
Fairly successful 170 65.6 3 17.6 173 62.7
Not very successful 50 19.3 9 52.9 59 21.4
Not successful at all 3 1.2 5 29.4 8 29
Total 259 100.0 17 100.0 276 100.0

Transition initiatives tended to define successeims of four classes of factors, which we labelled
human, external, organisatioand resources.The responses to the open-ended survey quesson, a
categorised according to these four factors, aoevshn Table A.4 in the Electronic Supplementary
Materials. The most highly mentioned charactess(ioore than 80 times) of a successful transition
initiative were the critical mass of active voluete or membersh(mar), which mirrors the
community involvement in the grassroots initiatiegd the ability to produce practical effects and
achieve concrete goals in the commundsg@nisation), i.e. not to limit the activities to informatioina

or awareness-raising campaigns, but rather to pedihange in, for example, technologies and
practices. A highly cited (69 timedjuman factor was also the capacity to sustain motivation
enthusiasm and to promote a positive, ambitiouscgmh. Among théaumanfactors, another set of
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characteristics that was frequently mentioned 283 times) was related to the principles that guid
participation in a successful transition initiatiwehich were considered to revolve around positjvit
fun, conviviality and sense of community. Among tbejanisation factors, two areas can be
distinguished: outreach and internal group managént®r a transition initiative to be successful
there is the need for developing outreach projeath as education and awareness-raising in the
community. Moreover, vision and leadership wereemftonsidered essential characteristics of a
successful transition initiative, together with #ifglity to manage internal activities in a simpten-
bureaucratic manner, democratically and creativAijnong theexternal factors, partnership with
different local actors (with other informal orgaati®ns or the local authorities) was also frequentl
considered to contribute to the success of a tiansinitiative. Overall, it is apparent that the
transition initiatives’ subjective understandingsafccess tended to be based on internal rather than
external factors.

Table 3 shows a summary of the descriptive stedisif the objective measure of success. A high
variation is observed regarding number of membstgps undertaken, and the duration of the
transition initiative. Membership of a transitiamitiative is a floating concept, since most trapsit
initiatives did not require any official membershifphus, the definition of what a member is varies
markedly and might include volunteers but also peawnnected through mailing lists or social
networks. A more meaningful indicator of succesghnhtherefore be the number of active transition
initiative members, i.e. those who regularly papate in the transition initiative activities (e.g.
general organisation, projects and events). Inntagrity of cases (85%) and in particular in large
transition initiatives, the number of active mensbaras lower than the number of total members,
while it coincided with the total number of membénsthe remaining 15% of sampled transition
initiatives (not shown in table). Most of the trdie initiatives addressed several of the ‘12 step
transition’ suggested in thigransition Primer(Brangwyn and Hopkins, 2008). Regarding durat@m,
average the transition initiatives had existed l&ss than four years, which is consistent with the
relatively recent development of the Transition Mment, especially outside the United Kingdom. In
a marginal number of cases the transition initeathad existed for longer than the Transition
Movement itself, which is possibly explained by faet that the transition initiative pre-existedaas
grassroots initiative in some other form, and fdiynadopted the transition model at a later stage.

As shown in Table 3, the transition initiativesttixerevery or fairly successfuand those that were
not veryor not at all successfudiffered significantly regarding total memberstiae members, steps
to transition undertaken and duration. In other dsorthe subjective measure of success initially
considered in this study tends to correspond tmkbjective one.

Table 3. Total members, active members, steps addieed and duration by level of subjective success in
active transition initiatives (Mann-Whitney U test).

Very or fairly Not very or not

Variable successful successful at all
Total members (people) Mean 189.51 *** 42.87
Std dev 275.37 66.71
Active members (people) Mean 33.23 *** 10.42
Std dev 35.24 7.33
Steps of transition Mean 8.88 *** 6.79
Std dev 2.21 2.44
Duration (years) Mean 3.92 ** 3.07
Std dev 2.82 1.21

** Significant at 5% level; *** Significant at 1%elvel
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4.2. Factors of success and failure of grassromt®vations
4.2.1. Transition initiatives: characteristics antembers

Table 4 shows a summary of the variables associgitedhetransition initiative characteristicand
members The type of transition initiative was defined édson the conventional Transition
Movement denomination (i.e. city/urban, villagewty forest, rural, island). The Transition Network
recommends that transition initiatives include arfal organisation (Brangwyn and Hopkins, 2008),
which may take several forms such as a trust, gatige or charitable incorporated organisation,
many of which are legal entities. The majority @nisition initiatives (64%) were constituted in a
legal form and were officially recognised by theafisition Network (57%). On average, it took
transition initiatives 10 months to become official

The most frequent primary overarching themes addredy the transition initiatives were food (96
cases), energy (45 cases) and education (28) fiteulthoice question). In 15 cases the transition
initiatives first addressed more than one themaameously (not shown in table).

Active and non-active transition initiatives diffararkedly in relation to the proportion of city/arb
initiatives (Table 4), the proportion of transitidgmitiatives that received official recognition, din
among ‘official’ transition initiatives, the numbef years that passed from foundation to official
recognition.

Overall, less than half of the transition initis&s/represent the diversity in their community {aot
very well. The transition initiative members predoamtly belong to the age range 30-65 years old,
which is reflected by the age range of the steegrmup members. In about half the cases the
transition initiatives were founded on the basis aofpre-existing group (e.g. other grassroots
organisation) and the group of founders was onamerabout 10 people, although a significant
variation was observed in this respect.

The data illustrate a predominance of below-unitiemdegree level of education, but the response
rate to the question regarding educational leved particularly low. In 29% of cases no steering
group member of the transition initiative had eattended a transition training course and in 18% of
cases no member had attended permaculture tragmirigad permaculture knowledge. Overall, on
average about three steering group members haglttoantraining from the Transition Network and
two had permaculture training or knowledge, bubhigriation within groups was observed. The ratio
of steering group members with transition or pemntace training to the total of steering group
members was 0.45 and 0.36 (i.e. less than onedratd about one in three) respectively.

In summary, the most marked differences betweeiveacdnd non-active transition initiatives,
regardingmemberswere observed in the representation of diversityie community, the number of
initial founders, and the number of steering grongimbers with transition training.
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Table 4. Summary of characteristics and member vaables (valid % shown).

Active Non-active All transition
transition transition initiatives
initiatives initiatives

Factor Variable N % N % N %
Transition initiative Type of transition initiative City/urban 85 32.8 9 52.9 94 247.4
charactersitics Village 24 9.3 1 5.9 25 65.8
Town 104 40.2 5 29.4 109 286.8
Forest 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 2.6
Rural 37 14.3 1 5.9 38 100.0
Island 8 3.1 1 5.9 9 23.7
Total 259 100.0 17 100.0 276 100.0
Legal form Yes 160 64.3 12 75.0 172 64.9
No 89 35.7 4 25.0 93 35.1
Total 249 100.0 16 100.0 265 100.0
National hub Yes 6 2.3 0 0.0 6 2.2
No 246 95.0 17 100.0 263 95.3
Do not know 7 2.7 0 0.0 7 2.5
Total 259 100.0 17 100.0 276 100.0
Regional hub Yes 44 17.0 4 23.5 48 17.4
No 201 77.6 12 70.6 213 77.2
Do not know 14 5.4 1 5.9 15 5.4
Total 259 100.0 17 100.0 276 100.0
Official recognition Yes (Official) 153 59.1 5 29.4 158 57.2
No (Mulling) 106 40.9 12 70.6 118 42.8
Total 259 100.0 17 100.0 276 100.0
Years to become official Mean 0.83 - 0.67 - 0.82 -
Std dev 1.15 - 0.82 - 1.14 -
Members Diversity Very good 5 2.0 1 5.9 6 2.2
Fairly good 108 42.2 3 17.6 111 40.7
Not very good 131 51.2 12 70.6 143 52.4
Not good at all 12 4.7 1 5.9 13 4.8
Total 256 100.0 17 100.0 273 100.0
Age of transition initiative members  Less than 30years old 9 3.8 1 5.9 10 3.9
Between 30and 49 years old 140 58.6 10 58.8 150 58.6
Between 50 and 65 years old 86 36.0 4 23.5 90 35.2
More than 65 years old 4 17 2 11.8 6 2.3
Total 239 100.0 17 100.0 256 100.0
Preexistence group Yes 130 50.2 11 64.7 141 51.1
No 105 40.5 5 29.4 110 39.9
Do not know 24 9.3 1 5.9 25 9.1
Total 259 100.0 17 100.0 276 100.0
Founders number Mean 10.11 - 8.47 - 9.71 -
Std dev 14.13 - 5.84 - 13.04 -
Occupation of members Unemployed 9 3.8 2 11.8 11 4.3
Student 8 33 2 11.8 10 39
In employment 201 84.1 11 64.7 212 82.8
Pensioner 21 8.8 2 11.8 23 9.0
Total 239 100.0 17 100.0 256 100.0
Age of steering group members Less than 30 years old 6 2.9 1 6.7 7 3.2
Between 30 and 49 years old 92 44.4 7 46.7 99 44.6
Between 50 and 65 years old 99 47.8 6 40.0 105 47.3
More than 65 years old 10 4.8 1 6.7 11 5.0
Total 207 100.0 15 100.0 222 100.0
Education of steering group members No qualification 5 13.2 0 0.0 5 12.2
Qualification below degree level 17 44.7 1 33.0 18 43.9
Degree level or above 2 5.3 0 0.0 2 4.9
Do not know 14 36.8 2 66.0 16 39.0
Total 38 100.0 3 100.0 41 100.0
Transition training (people) Mean 3.03 - 2.2 - 2.98 -
Std dev 9.82 - 1.32 - 9.49 -
Transition training ratio Mean 0.42 - 0.77 - 0.45 -
Std dev 1.5 - 0.67 - 1.47 -
Permaculture training (people) Mean 2.18 - 3.07 - 2.24 -
Std dev 2.03 - 1.83 - 2.02 -
Permaculture training ratio Mean 0.31 - 1.01 - 0.36 -
Std dev 0.27 - 0.97 - 0.4 -
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4.2.2. Organisation

Table 5 shows a summary of the variables assoomtadhe factororganisationandresourcesThe
majority of transition initiatives had a steeringgp, although the number of steering group members
varied markedly within and between the two subgsooifpactive and non-active transition initiatives.
The transition initiatives usually (94% of cases) mot rely on paid staff, but on voluntary work.%8

of transition initiatives did engage in some forfhrecruitment of new members (e.g. online or
personal contacts, or social events) (Table A.Blattronic Supplementary Materials). The majority
of active transition initiatives engaged in botteimal and external communication and used a divers
set of tools which included a website or blog, aboetwork pages and printed materials. Non-active
transition initiatives, before being discontinubdd shown lower levels of engagement in interndl an
external communication than active transition atities (Table A.5 in Electronic Supplementary
Materials).

The majority of transition initiatives claimed naljical ideology, but in a minority of cases
alternative ideologies that refer to ecocentrig.(é5aia) or egalitarian worldviews (Douglas and
Wildawsky, 1983) were mentioned. Conflicts were,g@neral, minor and resolved. 49 transition
initiatives had had no significant conflict. Reasdior conflicts were i) strategy, direction and
priorities of the transition initiative (55 transit initiatives), ii) decision-making, responsibgis or
internal management (including time managementeadership) (36 transition initiatives), iii) issue
in a specific project (e.g. how to develop an aitju(25 transition initiatives), iv) personalitig9
transition initiatives), and v) communication witither actors (how to do it and what message to
communicate) (7 transition initiatives). The vagbyedominant strategy for conflict resolution was
based on discussion, mediation and consensus+tgildihich either followed a formal or a more
spontaneous protocol, but in several cases (16iti@minitiatives) one or more persons left theugr
after the conflict (not shown in table).

4.2.3. Resources

A certain diversity was observed regarding the prispn of external funding, whereby about 60% of
the transition initiatives had developed forms ahdraising that included one or more of the
following: grant applications, lotteries, public private sponsorship, fundraising events, or the ch
self-produced goods. The most frequent sourcesxtdrmal funding were local authorities (49
transition initiatives), donations and sponsorshipg. from foundations, banks or other private
organisations) (46 transition initiatives), and duamising through events and sale of self-produced
products (35 transition initiatives). There washhigariation in terms of time dedicated to transitio
initiative activities on a weekly basis by the steg group members, which on average amounted to
27 hours per group. Regarding infrastructure, ttagority of transition initiatives had access to a
meeting room or office and to computing facilitiéimcluding printer and video reproduction
equipment) (not shown in table). Transition initias that did not have access to external funds
usually funded their activities through the membewa voluntary monetary contribution.

In summary, the most marked differences observevdm: active and non-active transition

initiatives with respect t@rganisationand resourceswere noted in the number of steering group
members, organisation of subgroups, the propoudfoexternal funds and the time dedicated by the
steering group members to the transition initiaive
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Table 5. Summary of organisation and resource vartales (valid % shown).

Active Non-active All
transition | transition | transition
initiatives | initiatives | initiatives

Factor Variable N % N % N %
Organisation Steering group Yes 215 83 15 88.2| 230 833
No 44 17.0| 2 11.8| 46 16.7
Total 259 100.0/ 17 100.0{ 276 100.0
Number of steering Mean 9.77 - 4 - 9.4 -
group members
Std dev 1880 - [239 - [1825 -
Paid staff All members of the steering group are paid staff (100%) 2 0.9 0 0.0 2 0.9
Most of the members of the steering group are paid staff (about 75%) 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.4
There are an equal number of paid staff and volunteers in the steering group 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Some members of the steering group are paid staff (about 25%) 9 4.2 0 0.0 9 3.9
None of the members of the steering group are paid staff (0%) 203 94.0| 15 100.0( 218 94.4
Do not know 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.4
Total 216 100.0/ 15 100.0{ 231 100.0
Subgroups Yes 142 56.1| 6 353 148 54.8
No 111 439| 11 64.7| 122 45.2
Total 253 100.0/ 17 100.0{ 270 100.0
Resources  Proportion of external All funds were external (100%) 32 136| O 00| 32 128
funding
Most of the funds were external (about 75%) 57 242| 2 143| 59 236
There were equal proportions of external and internal funds 25 106| O 00 | 25 10
Little funds were external (about 25%) 26 110| 2 143 28 11.2
No funds were external (0%) 90 381| 9 643| 99 39.6
Do not know 6 2.5 1 7.1 7 2.8
Total 236 100 | 14 100 [ 250 100
Time dedicated by Mean 2794 - |16.88 - |27.36
steering group (hours
per week)
Std dev 23.28 - |11.24 - [22.92

4.2.4. Context

Table 6 shows a summary of the variables associaitd the factorcontext The majority of
transition initiatives had established forms of pe@tion or partnership with local authorities,dbc
media, local business, non-governmental organisaiticNGOs) and other grassroots or activist
groups, and other transition initiatives.

The majority of transition initiatives also congieé to be perceived positively by several locabesct
including local authorities, local business and mgedocial enterprises, NGOs, other transition
initiatives and regional or national Transition Wetk hubs. Nevertheless, a significant number of
transition initiatives did not have a clear idedofv favourably the transition initiative was pevesl
(answer: ‘Do not know’). By and large, active tridios initiatives showed higher rates of coopernatio
and partnership with other local actors, and a npwsitive perception of the context (i.e. how
favourably different actors were towards the tramsiinitiative).
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Table 6. Summary of context variables (valid % show).

Active transition atives Non-active transition initiatives All transition initiatives
Variables N % N % N %
Cooperation with local authorities Yes, currently 160 66.4 - - - -
Yes, in the past 39 16.2 10 62.5 49 19.1
No 42 17.4 5 313 47 183
Do not know 0 0.0 1 6.3 1 0.4
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Cooperation with mass media Yes, currently 144 59.8 - - - -
Yes, in the past 52 21.6 12 75.0 64 249
No 45 18.7 2 125 47 183
Do not know 0 0.0 2 125 2 0.8
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Cooperation with local business Yes, currently 187 77.6 - - - -
Yes, in the past 33 13.7 8 50.0 41 16.0
No 19 7.9 6 375 25 9.7
Do not know 2 0.8 2 125 4 16
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Cooperation with social enterprises Yes, currently 108 44.8 - - - -
Yes, in the past 30 12.4 6 375 36 14.0
No 89 36.9 8 50.0 97 37.7
Do not know 14 5.8 2 125 16 6.2
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Cooperation with NGOs Yes, currently 187 77.6 - - - -
Yes, in the past 33 13.7 10 62.5 43 16.7
No 19 7.9 5 313 24 9.3
Do not know 2 0.8 1 6.3 3 12
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Cooperation with other transition initiatives Yes, currently 154 63.9 - - - -
Yes, in the past 51 21.2 12 75.0 63 24.5
No 34 14.1 4 25.0 38 14.8
Do not know 2 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.8
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Cooperation with regional/national Transition Network hub Yes, currently 109 45.2 - - - -
Yes, in the past 48 19.9 7 43.8 55 21.4
No 76 315 9 56.3 85 331
Do not know 8 33 0 0.0 8 31
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Cooperation with educational institutions Yes, currently 94 39.0 - - - -
Yes, in the past 37 15.4 6 375 43 16.7
No 105 43.6 8 50.0 113 44.0
Do not know 5 21 2 125 7 27
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Favourable context: local authorities Agree 163 67.6 6 375 169 65.8
Neither agree nor disagree 41 17.0 6 37.5 47 183
Disagree 16 6.6 0 0.0 16 6.2
Do not know 21 87 4 25.0 25 9.7
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Favourable context: local business Agree 158 65.6 8 50.0 166 64.6
Neither agree nor disagree 54 22.4 7 43.8 61 23.7
Disagree 9 3.7 0 0.0 9 3.5
Do not know 20 8.3 1 6.3 21 8.2
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Favourable context: mass media Agree 66 27.4 3 18.8 69 26.8
Neither agree nor disagree 112 46.5 9 56.3 121 47.1
Disagree 12 5.0 1 6.3 13 5.1
Do not know 51 21.2 3 18.8 54 21.0
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Favourable context: social enterprises Agree 127 52.7 4 25.0 131 51.0
Neither agree nor disagree 50 20.7 7 43.8 57 222
Disagree 2 0.8 1 6.3 3 1.2
Do not know 62 25.7 4 25.0 66 25.7
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Favourable context: NGOs Agree 198 82.2 9 56.3 207 80.5
Neither agree nor disagree 29 12.0 4 25.0 33 12.8
Disagree 3 1.2 2 12.5 5 1.9
Do not know 1 4.6 1 6.3 12 4.7
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Favourable context: other transition initiatives Agree 195 80.9 10 62.5 205 79.8
Neither agree nor disagree 19 7.9 3 18.8 22 8.6
Disagree 1 0.4 2 12.5 3 1.2
Do not know 26 10.8 1 6.3 27 10.5
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Favourable context: regional/national Transition Network hub Agree 133 55.2 8 50.0 141 54.9
Neither agree nor disagree 41 17.0 5 313 46 17.9
Disagree 2 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.8
Do not know 65 27.0 3 18.8 68 26.5
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
Favourable context: educational institutions Agree 102 423 6 37.5 108 42.0
Neither agree nor disagree 57 23.7 5 313 62 24.1
Disagree 6 25 0 0.0 6 23
Do not know 76 315 5 313 81 315
Total 241 100.0 16 100.0 257 100.0
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4 3. Factors that contributed to the success aigit#on initiatives

We explored the contribution of the explanatorytdes to the success of transition initiatives (gect
3.2) by means of correlation analysis (categoregdlanatory factors) and comparison of means
(numerical explanatory factors). Table 7 showscdbreelation for active transition initiatives betve
single categorical independent variables and tipentent variableuccesswhich was transformed
for this purpose into a bimodal variable (i.e. veryfairly successful, not very or not successtul a
all). This exploratory analysis allowed a first mdification of the variables that most significantl
influenced the level of transition initiative susse Table 8 compares the means for numerical
independent variables between the two groupsofi.eery or fairly successfnd ofnot veryor not

at all successfultransition initiatives. Tables 7 and 8 show thatesal variables significantly
correlate with the level of transition initiativeiccess, but the estimated effect size was low [for a
explanatory factors, indicating low magnitude oé teffects of these variables on the success of
grassroots innovations.

Table 7. Pearson Chi-Square test and Cramer’'s V maare of correlation between explanatory factors
and success of a transition initiative.

Cramer'sV
Group Variable N Pearson's Chi-Square (effect size) p
Transition initiative characteristics Type of transition initiative 259 4.712 0.135 0.095 *
Legal form 249 8.575 0.186 0.003 ***
First theme addressed 234 17.872 0.276 0.162
Official recognition 259 12.549 0.220 0.000 ***
Country # 259 10.212 0.212 0.250
Members Age of transition initiative members 239 3.534 0.112 0.316
Age of steering group members 207 4.962 0.155 0.175
Education of steering group members 24 8.291 0.588 0.016 **
Diversity 256 14.528 0.238 0.002 ***
Pre-existence group 235 0.312 0.036 0.577
Organisation Steering group 259 8.233 0.117 0.004 ***
Subgroups 253 6.578 0.161 0.010 **
Paid staff 215 3.627 0.130 0.305
Conflict resolution 166 0.526 0.056 0.468
Political orientation 256 0.081 0.018 0.775
Recruitment 259 22.793 0.297 0.000 ***
Web 253 1.938 0.088 0.164
Resources Proportion of external funding 230 5.59 0.156 0.018 **
Meeting room 225 2.273 0.101 0.132
Office 236 1.666 0.086 0.197
PC 236 1.697 0.086 0.193
Printer 236 0.812 0.060 0.367
Video reproduction 236 0.789 0.059 0.374
Context Participatory democracy 182 1.473 0.090 0.225
Cooperation with local authorities 241 12.405 0.227 0.002 ***
Cooperation with mass media 241 11.805 0.221 0.003 ***
Cooperation with local business 239 23.598 0.314 0.000 ***
Cooperation with social enterprises 227 14.297 0.251 0.001 ***
Cooperation with NGOs 239 0.527 0.049 0.753
Cooperation with other transition initiatives 239 10.757 0.212 0.005 ***
Cooperation with regional/national Transition Network hut 233 5.818 0.158 0.055 *
Cooperation with educational institutions 236 2.552 0.104 0.279
Favourable context: local authorities 220 13.754 0.250 0.008 ***
Favourable context: mass media 221 15.092 0.261 0.005 ***
Favourable context: local business 190 7.342 0.197 0.119
Favourable context: social enterprises 179 9.954 0.236 0.019 **
Favourable context: NGOs 230 8.639 0.194 0.034 **
Favourable context: other transition initiatives 215 14.992 0.264 0.002 ***
Favourable context: regional/national Transition Network t 176 15.879 0.300 0.003 ***
Favourable context: educational institutions 165 13.245 0.283 0.010 **

* Significant at 10% level; ** Significant at 5%\el; ***Significant at 1% level; # Chi-Square calated only
considering countries with N > 5.
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Table 8. Mann—-Whitney U test and estimated effectize for numeric independent variables by level of
success (bimodal).

Group Variable N Mann-Whitney U test Z p effectsize
Transition initiati Years to become official 132 2.046 0.041 0.18 **
Members Transition training 204 1.488 0.080 0.10 *
Transition training ratio 193 0.264 0.493 0.02
Permaculture training 199 2.036 0.042 0.14 **
Permaculture training ratio 188 0.577 0.502 0.04
Founders number 247 2.276 0.023 0.14 **
Organisation Number of steering group members 203 2.607 0.009 0.18 ***
Resources Time dedicated by steering group 146 0.988 0.323 0.08

* Significant at 10% level; ** Significant at 5%\el; ***Significant at 1% level.

We tested for correlation among the variables aasatwith the factocontext i.e. cooperationwith
other actors andiavourable contextAs expected, significant correlations were obseér({Pearson
correlation between 0.300 and 0.650): transitidtiaitives who cooperate with other actors tend to
consider these actors positively, or vice versa ghown in table).

Because cities are considered to be more socialgrse than rural/towns, we also analysed the
correlation of diversity and success, controlling the type of transition initiative. In effect, we
observed that diversity correlates significantlyhwsuccess for city/urban transition initiativeg hat

for other types of transition initiatives, suggegtthat the location (i.e. city/urban versus rioah)
influences directly the degree to which a transitinitiative represents diversity in its community
which, in turn, influences transition initiativecess (not shown in table).

Finally, because several transition initiative auderistics are more frequent among official tramsi
initiatives, we analysed the correlation @afbgroups steering committedegal form with success
controlling forofficial. transition initiatives that obtain official reawigon by the Transition Network
tend to be organised in subgroups, have a stegrimgp and constitute a formal organisation more
than mulling transition initiatives. We observedatthbeing equalofficial, steering committee
significantly correlates wittsuccesdor official but not for mulling transition inittaves, whereas
subgroupsandlegal formsignificantly correlate with success for mullingtimot for official transition
initiatives, confirming that the ‘official’ statusfluences directly other key variables (transition
initiative characteristics), e.gubgroups steering committedegal form which, in turn influence
transition initiative success (not shown in table).

4.4. A typology of transition initiatives

To account for the influence of multiple variabkesd with the aim to identify common patterns of
transition initiative success and failure, in thetlstage of our analysis we built clusters basethe
variables that had resulted in being significactyrelated with success (subjective, bimodal) (&sbl

7 and 8). Following a two-step cluster procedure identified three clusters of active transition
initiatives, in addition to which we analysed nartige transition initiatives as a pre-identifiedister.
Table 9 shows a summary of the descriptive stesistr dependent and independent variables for the
four clusters. These clusters correspond to foansition initiative types each of which is
characterised by a level of success and a panticatabination of factors.

Cluster 1. Cluster 1 groups transition initiatives that teddo be very or fairly successful, and to be
located in villages, rural areas or towns. In corigma with transition initiatives in other clusters
these transition initiatives were mostly initiateg a larger group of founders. They had existed on
average for about four years. While these tramsiiioitiatives were not necessarily officially
recognised by the Transition Network, those thatevegficially recognised took one year on average
from the foundation year to recognition and foll@wapproximately 10 ‘steps to transition’. They
tended to have a steering group with members tamé ransition and/or permaculture, and to be
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organised in, for example, thematic or project-dasebgroups. The steering group tended to be
larger and to invest a higher number of hours tinansition initiatives in other clusters. transitio
initiatives in this cluster tended to get at lg@esit of their funds from external sources and weny

well connected to other actors in the local contesiich were generally perceived as favourable
towards the transition initiatives.

Cluster 2. Cluster 2 groups transition initiatives that warestly fairly successful. They tended to be
officially recognised by the Transition Network atmlhave taken almost one year to be recognised
since their foundation and followed approximatel$ 8teps to transition’. They had existed on
average for four years, and were founded by relbtifew people originally, but were characterised,
in comparison with transition initiatives in othelusters, by a large steering group of trained
members. They were not necessarily organised igreups and usually not constituted in a legal
form. They tended to rely on some proportion ofeexal funds and to be located in a favourable
context (local authorities, mass media, other NGédlser transition initiatives, regional or national
Transition Network hubs), although this did notessarily translate into cooperation with other loca
actors. Cluster 2 transition initiatives tendedctmperate with local authorities and other traositi
initiatives, but less with other actors. They warere frequently located in the United Kingdom than
transition initiatives in other clusters.

Cluster 3. Cluster 3 groups transition initiatives that teddo be not very successful or not at all
successful. These transition initiatives tendedtadie constituted in a legal form and to be mgllin
rather than officially recognised. When they wefficially recognised by the Transition Network,
they tended to have reached recognition rathekyuice. in a few months). They were relatively
young (less than three years) and have on aversdgrtaken six to seven ‘steps to transition’. These
transition initiatives tended not to mirror the elisity of their community very well. If they had a
steering group, this tended to be a small groypeople of which only few had attended transition or
permaculture training. They usually could not retyexternal funds and were weakly connected with
other actors in their local context, which overa#ls perceived to disadvantage transition initiagtive
In particular, these transition initiatives tendedbe more disconnected than those in other chister
from regional or national Transition Network hubsdaio have a poorer knowledge of their own
context. Finally, they tended to be less conceedrat the United Kingdom than transition initiatve
in other clusters.

Cluster 4. These non-active transition initiatives, before nigeidiscontinued, shared several
characteristics with Cluster 3 transition initi&ss/ In particular, they achieved similar levels of
success, tended to be mulling and not constitutdeljal form, to be relatively young (3.6 yearsyda
undertaken six ‘steps to transition’, and to repn¢she diversity of their community poorly, also
being more frequently located in an urban contékey also tended to be disconnected from the
regional and national Transition Network hubs, Hdifferently from Cluster 3 transition initiatives,
they had shown some level of cooperation with ofetors in their local context (local authorities,
mass media and other transition initiatives). Notiva transition initiatives were usually guided by
trained steering group members, but the steeriagpg tended to be small and to have little time to
dedicate to the transition initiative.
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Table 9. Descriptive characteristics of key variatds for the four clusters of transition initiatives(part 1).

Cluster1 Cluster2 Cluster 3 Non-active
transition
initiatives

Variable group Variable N % N % N % N %
Success Very successful 19 27.1 7 8.4 3 4.9 0 0.0
Fairly Successful 48 68.6 62 74.7 32 52.5 3 17.6
Not very successful 3 43 13 15.7 25 41.0 9 52.9
Not successful atall 0 0.0 1 1.2 1 1.6 5 29.4
Success (bimodal) Very or fairly successful 67 91.3 69 83.1 33 55.9 3 17.6
Not very or not successful at all 3 8.7 14 16.9 26 44.1 14 82.4
Transition Initiative Type of transition initiative Urban/City 23 329 29 34.9 19 311 9 52.9
characteristics
Village/Rural/Forest/Island 16 229 17 20.5 21 34.4 3 17.7
Town 31 44.3 37 44.6 21 34.4 5 29.4
Legal status Yes 34 48.6 24 28.9 15 24.6 4 25.0
No 36 51.4 59 711 46 75.4 12 75.0
Official recognition Yes 44 62.9 68 81.9 14 23.0 5 29.4
No (‘'mulling') 26 371 15 18.1 47 71.0 12 70.6
Years to become official (years) Mean 1.01 - 0.83 - 0.38 - 0.67 -
Std dev 157 - 1 - 0.51 - 0.82 -
Members Education of steering group members No qualification 1 83 3 23.1 1 12.5 0 0.0
Qualification below degree leve 7 58.3 5 385 2 25.0 1 333
Degree level or above 0 0.0 1 7.7 1 12.5 0 0.0
Diversity Very good 3 43 0 0.0 1 1.6 1 5.9
Fairly good 42 60.0 30 36.1 25 41.0 3 17.6
Not very good 24 34.3 49 59.0 32 52.5 12 70.6
Not good at all 1 14 4 4.8 3 4.9 1 5.9
Transition training (people) Mean 2.6 - 5.08 - 0.92 - 2.2 -
Std dev 2.7 - 16.22 - 118 - 1.32 -
Permaculture training (people) Mean 2.84 - 2.03 - 1.64 - 3.07 -
Std dev 2.55 - 177 - 1.66 - 1.83 -
Founders number (people) Mean 12.39 - 7.49 - 11.52 - 8.47 -
Std dev 17.19 - 5.57 - 19.69 - 5.84 -
Organisation Steering group Yes 65 92.9 72 86.7 40 65.6 15 88.2
No 5 7.1 11 13.3 21 34.4 2 11.8
Number of steering group members ~ Mean 13.05 - 8.03 - 6.63 - 4 -
(people)
Std dev 30.82 - 5.25 - 3.65 - 2.39 -
Subgroups Yes 53 75.7 47 56.6 21 344 6 353
No 17 24.3 36 43.4 41 65.6 11 64.7
Recruitment Yes 68 97.1 82 98.8 58 95.1 15 100.0
No 2 2.9 1 12 3 4.9 0 0.0
Resources Proportion of external funding No external funding 15 21.4 27 325 43 70.5 9 28.6
25% to 100% external funding 55 78.6 56 67.5 18 29.5 4 64.3
Time dedicated by steering group Mean 34.37 - 24.6 - 27.85 - 16.88 -
(hours per week)
Standard deviation 29.18 - 16.04 - 22.37 - 11.24 -
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Table 9. Descriptive characteristics of key variakds for the four clusters of transition initiatives(part 2.

Cluster1 Cluster2 Cluster 3 Non-active
transition
initiatives

Variable group Variable N % N % N % N %
Context Cooperation with local authorities Yes, currently 69 98.6 55 66.3 18 29.5 - -
Yes, in the past 0 0.0 22 26.5 13 21.3 10 62.5
No 1 14 6 7.2 30 49.2 5 31.3
Cooperation with mass media Yes, currently 63 90.0 43 51.8 21 34.4 - -
Yes, in the past 6 8.6 29 34.9 13 21.3 12 75.0
No 1 1.4 11 13.3 27 44.3 2 12.5
Cooperation with local business Yes, currently 55 78.6 34 41.0 12 19.7 -
Yes, in the past 8 11.4 22 26.5 5 8.2 8 50.0
No 7 10.0 27 32.5 43 70.5 6 37.5
Cooperation with social enterprises  Yes, currently 50 71.4 33 39.8 14 23.0 - -
Yes, in the past 6 8.6 20 24.1 2 33 6 37.5
No 10 14.3 30 36.1 41 67.2 8 50.0
Cooperation with other transition Yes, currently 62 88.6 58 69.9 14 23.0 - -
initiatives
Yes, in the past 8 11.4 20 241 19 311 12 75.0
No 0 0.0 5 6.0 27 44.3 4 25.0
Cooperation with regional/national Yes, currently 43 61.4 39 47.0 14 23.0 - -
Transition Network hub
Yes, in the past 16 229 17 20.5 12 19.7 7 43.8
No 9 12.9 25 30.1 34 55.7 9 56.3
Favourable context: local authorities ~ Agree 61 87.1 60 72.3 23 37.7 6 37.5
Neither agree nor disagree 5 7.1 18 21.7 14 23.0 6 37.5
Disagree 1 1.4 4 4.8 9 14.8 0 0.0
Favourable context: mass media Agree 58 82.9 56 67.5 27 44.6 8 51.1
Neither agree nor disagree 9 129 21 25.3 19 31.1 7 43.8
Disagree 1 1.4 5 6.0 2 3.3 0 0.0
Favourable context: social enterprises Agree 55 78.8 43 51.8 17 27.9 4 25.0
Neither agree nor disagree 1 1.4 28 33.7 14 23.0 7 43.8
Disagree 0 0.0 2 2.4 0 0.0 1 6.3
Favourable context: NGOs Agree 63 90.0 64 77.1 51 83.6 9 56.3
Neither agree nor disagree 3 43 14 16.9 7 11.5 4 25.0
Disagree 0 0.0 2 2.4 1 1.6 2 12.5
Favourable context: other transition ~ Agree 65 92.9 75 90.4 37 57.3 10 52.5
initiatives
Neither agree nor disagree 1 5.7 6 7.2 8 13.1 3 18.8
Disagree 0 0.0 2 2.4 1 1.6 2 12.5
Favourable context: regional/national Agree 47 67.1 49 59.0 24 39.4 8 50.0
Transition Network hub
Neither agree nor disagree 4 114 23 27.7 9 14.8 5 313
Disagree 0.0 1 1.2 1 1.6 0 0.0
Favourable context: educational Agree 40 57.1 38 45.8 15 26.3 6 37.6
institutions
Neither agree nor disagree 8 11.4 29 349 13 213 5 31.3
Disagree 0 0.0 4 4.8 2 3.3 0 0.0
Control Country Argentina 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Australia 5 7.1 6 7.2 4 6.6 2 11.8
Austria 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.6 0 0.0
Belgium 0 0.0 2 2.4 3 49 0 0.0
Brazil 2 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 11.8
Canada 6 8.6 3 3.6 6 9.8 1 5.9
Chile 1 14 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Denmark 0 0.0 1 1.2 1 1.6 0 0.0
France 3 43 3 3.6 4 6.6 1 5.9
Germany 2 29 3 3.6 6 9.8 0 0.0
Ireland 1 14 1 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Italy 1 14 3 3.6 4 6.6 0 0.0
Latvia 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 16 0 0.0
Netherlands 0 0.0 2 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0
New Zealand 1 14 1 12 0 0.0 2 11.8
Norway 2 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
South Africa 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.6 0 0.0
Spain 1 14 1 12 2 33 0 0.0
Sweden 0 0.0 1 1.2 2 33 0 0.0
Switzerland 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 33 0 0.0
United Kingdom 30 42.9 43 51.8 10 16.4 4 235
United States of America 12 17.1 13 15.7 15 24.6 5 29.4
Duration (years) Mean 4.16 - 3.98 - 2.69 - 3.63 -
Std dev 1.99 - 1.45 - 0.99 - 1.09 -
Steps Mean 9.87 - 8.51 - 6.77 - 6.00 -
Std dev 1.61 - 2.27 - 2.00 - 2.92 -

19



Feola, G., Nunes, J.R. 2014. Success and failure of Grassroots Innovations for addressing climate change: the case of the Transition
Movement. Global Environmental Change 24, 232-250.

5. Discussion

The analysis of the replication of transition iafives sheds light on the conditions of success and
failure of grassroots innovations in different Ibcantexts. In this section, we summarise thisgsid
main results and discuss its relevance for resemrdhe conditions for grassroots innovation sueces
as a form of response to environmental change rigideration of three under-explored areas of the
literature.

5.1. Success and failure of grassroots innovations

The majority of the transition initiatives considdrthemselves at least fairly successful (Table 2).
The literature on grassroots innovations suggéstisthere are many ways of defining the success or
failure of grassroots innovations (e.g. Howaldt &nthwarz, 2010; Kirwan et al., 2013; Ornetzelder
and Rohracher, 2013), which is related to the diffe motivations of grassroots innovations (Seyfang
and Longhurst, 2013). Thus, it is generally agréead the success of grassroots innovations can be
identified (i) through their social links to membeof local communities, building capacity and
empowering social actors (e.g. Middlemiss and Blarr2010), as well as (ii) through their external
impact or contribution to improved environmentaifpemance (Barthelmie et al., 2008), or different
trajectories of systemic socio-technical innovafiery. Geels and Schot, 2007).

Our results confirm the coexistence of these twaatbrsets of criteria. The respondents defined the
success of their transition initiative by referringth to the social function (exemplified by thdues

of conviviality, ‘fun’, or sense of community) argkternal impact, with a critical mass of members
being a characteristic that cross-cuts the two dsioms (Table A.4 in the Electronic Supplementary
Materials). Democratic organisational principlescalvere considered to be key characteristics of
successful transition initiatives, which confirmdat has been suggested by other studies (e.g.
Seyfang and Smith, 2007; Kirwan et al., 2013; Qreleler and Rohracher, 2013). These results were
consistent with the objective measure of succekeraeby subjectively successful transition initiagv
also tended to be more mature (i.e. have lastegknto involve more members, and to undertake
more ‘steps to transition’. Though the latter osipuld be taken as a proxy for the level of titaosi
initiative development, considering that these stegpresent general guidelines and principles
(Brangwyn and Hopkins, 2008) that are locally addpiPickerill and Maxey, 2009), they should be
taken as a means, rather than a goal, of transitioaddition, some of the steps to transition have
cyclical nature rather than being one-off targélsvertheless, together with the other objective
indicators, the steps to transition may providergication of the underpinning dynamics of capacity
building, social links to local communities, andrmadéive and identity development that have been
suggested to be key factors in the success ofrgmssinnovations (Middlemiss and Parrish, 2010;
Connors and McDonald, 2011; Feola, 2012).

The results also suggest that less successfulittemnénitiatives might underestimate contextual
factors and material resources, which this studywshare significant in the success of transition
initiatives (Tables 7 and 8). Transition initiatsymight have a low awareness of contextual conitio
of success or failure, and instead, tend to congiaefactors they can control as the most impdrtan
among which are the recruitment, self-organisagiod motivation of members. The little importance
given to material resources might be explainedhieyttigh reliance of most of transition initiativers

the contribution of volunteers (Table 4), which lewer is often a barrier to success (Smith, 2011).
Such a mismatch in the consideration given to d¢ardi of success or failure might be due to a
tendency to look inwardly. This may be a resulttleé necessity to build up innovative niches,
especially in the early stages of transition itive development where the majority of respondents
identify their initiatives. Thus, a corollary ofighfinding would suggest the criteria used for assey
success, both subjectively and objectively, mighdnge during the development of a grassroots
innovation, and consequently also the evaluatiathade criteria. This is a hypothesis worth tesiing
future research.
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5.2 Factors of success and failure of grassroot®uations

Our results confirmed many of the hypotheses, aithestly drawn from single in-depth case studies,
present in the literature that guided this studgb{@ 1). We identified types of transition initiads
that were based on typical configurations of caod# for success and failure into four clusters
(Table 9), which occur in different contexts. Théseal types do not represent formulae for more, or
less success. Rather, the complex nature of secioical systems and the high diversity of
grassroots innovations make success or failureedglgiable (Bergman et al., 2010). We did not
unravel the varied interrelationships among factofrggrassroots innovations’ success or failure,
which generate these patterns of local configunati@lthough we do argue that the identified ideal
types represent a useful step forward in the utalsldng of local settings and structural conditions
(Ornetzelder and Rohracher, 2013) that may fatdlitar hinder the diffusion of grassroots
innovations.

Following Brown et al. (2012), we discuss here ¢h@deal-types in relation to the three under-
explored areas of interrelated literature refetoedarlier in this paper: i) theombinationof different
forms of transition — lifecourse, environmental apdlitical-economic — which assumes a
consolidation and standardisation of learning psses that may drive the growth and development or
replication of grassroots innovations (Seyfang boghurst, 2013); ii) theompulsiorto act through

a form of affective governance that, in seekingetabed an alternative to conventional processes,
results in a trade-off between successful diffusaoid innovation control (Geels and Schot, 2007;
Ornetzelder and Rohracher, 2013); and lastly hig émplacemenor spatial contexts of socio-
technical transitions (Coenen et al., 2012; DeWraght, 2013).

First, our results do suggest that transition atites’ growth and development is linked to the
combinationof local—global (trans-local) learning processeg.(externally resourced transition
training/permaculture training). This would confiimat transition initiatives may be interdependent
with global action networks whilst retaining a stgopromotion of the ‘local’ (Mayer and Knox,
2010; North, 2010; Wilson, 2012). Also, cooperatigith other transition initiatives in the Transitio
Movement and other actors such as local authoatiesbusinesses is essential to transition inrgati
success. Yet despite most transition initiative&nawledging a favourable context for such
cooperation, least successful transition initiagithiave not engaged with other actors.

In addition, several transition guidelines, prondotey the Transition Network at the transition
initiative level, mark the difference between chustof highly or less successful initiatives (Ta®je

In particular, the Transition Network recognitiof toansition initiatives and the organisation into
subgroups are related to transition initiative gssc They interact with other important factorshsuc
as the level of human resources (i.e. size of tierimg group for those transition initiatives thave
one), time and money (external funds), which comdiearlier evidence presented by Middlemiss and
Parrish (2010).

Our results also suggest that there may be an aticubperiod for success of approximately four
years (Table 9). Moreover, a longer period bef@eoming ‘official’ is associated with high levels o
success (Table 9), which reinforces the hypothafsés incubation period during which the transition
initiative is consolidated and builds the basisftdure success. However, future longitudinal stadi
will be required to test this hypothesis. Theseultessuggest that there may be a point when
transition-related learning processes, evidentramgition initiative growth and development may
peak or plateau due to a limited supply of voluntwgport. Alternatively, these results may be an
indicator of ‘creative destruction’ or learning pesses where old knowledge and ways of learning
are discarded in favour of new approaches or regwdbwith new ideas or processes. Therefore,
grassroots innovation success may be consistett l&é#rning cycles of intermittent periods of
coherence as well as fragmentation and varietysidering transition initiative success is conditibn
upon resources and membership activity, wherebyr-foegeer knowledge dissemination
complements a process of dis/aggregation, re/colasimn and de/standardisation (Seyfang and
Longhurst, 2013). A similar cyclical developmenshmseen identified in social innovation by Westley
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et al. (2006) and Biggs et al. (2010). Overallsthiould suggest that transition initiative success
remains largely determined by situated processepitdeits interdependence with global action
networks.

Second, we find that the context of transition iative success or failure can be linked to a
compulsionto act. Despite the lesser role of steering grpapswell as the legal status or official
recognition of transition initiative success, tlhenfial structure of the Transition Network seems to
play a significant role in at least two ways. Ryrsit generates the grand narrative of transifieeola,
2012) and delivers the training that equips loaalugs with the skills needed to cope with and
manage the transition process. The training isnoliased on mature successful experiences and
therefore it also has a function of knowledge stwprthat supports learning and niche building
(Seyfang and Longhurst, 2013). Secondly, the TtiamsiNetwork provides general principles and
organisational guidelines such as the 12 ‘stepgatwition’ (Brangwyn and Hopkins, 2008; Connors
and McDonald, 2010), several of which, includingpgé related to internal organisation and
collaboration with other actors, we found to beoagged with a high degree of transition initiative
success (Tables 7, 8 and 9). Thus, in contrashad Wevine-Wright and Wiersma (2013) suggest, the
Transition Movement seems capable of generalisiggrosational principles derived from ‘unique’
local experiences that overall seem to be effedtivether unique local contexts, and to ‘hold the
future [orientation for the movement] together’ ¢Bm et al., 2012, p. 1616).

Lastly, this brings us to our final consideratidntlve emplacemenof transition initiatives. Despite
the frequent and active use of online social nétimgrmade within and between transition initiatives
in the Transition Movement, this study also suggésat the geographical location of the transition
initiative matters. Transition initiatives locaté areas characterised by a higher density of other
transition initiatives and where there are actiegional or national Transition Network hubs, have a
greater chance of interacting with other transitiuhatives, as was the case for transition itiNias

in the United Kingdom (Truffer and Coenen, 2013)isTseems to confirm the positive role played by
networking among grassroots innovations for theiccess (Seyfang and Longhurst, 2013), and
suggests the importance of ‘offline’ contact despthe growing use of ‘online’ tools for
communication, information sharing and recruitmerttese results are also consistent with those
suggested by Mulugetta et al. (2010), accordingvtoom ‘it is much easier for neighbouring
communities to share experiences since they agdylib face similar problems and can negotiate a
shared vision about addressing climate mitigatiod adaptation requirements’ (Mulugetta et al.,
2010, p. 7543). On the contrary, geographicallylaienl transition initiatives, even if virtually
connected (online) in the Transition Movement, seaone at risk of being discontinued or to struggle
to achieve momentum and thrive.

We also find that the least successful or non-adiignsition initiatives are located predominantly,
although not exclusively, in urban areas (Table |9ng-established research (e.g. discussed by
Lewicka, 2011) has explored the links between pkitachment and pro-environmental behaviour,
and recent studies have begun to explore global,l@s well as local level attachments (Devine-
Wright, 2013). Our results would suggest that l@tdchments among urban transition initiatives are
weak and not compensated by global attachmentsetavider Transition Network. Whether this is
due to some combination of dynamic urban charatiesithat do not reinforce local attachments to
place, and the ‘eco-localisation’ response to d@nehange by the Transition Movement (North,
2010; Mason and Whitehead, 2012) is unclear. Oelated note, our results also confirm that the
level of diversity representation and inclusivisylowest among urban transition initiatives. Thigym
suggest that other complementary values, motivatamd routes to low-carbon lifestyles need to be
explored (Antonsich, 2010). The importance of dsityr representation has been pointed out by
previous studies, albeit without reference to asiedype of transition initiative.

5.3 Limitations and directions for future research

The literature has shown that the development afggoots innovations is not linear, but is likady t
be proceeded by a sequence of positive and madieatperiods that might involve several failed
attempts before success occurs (Bergman et al0; Hidgs et al., 2010). As suggested by this study,
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it seems that grassroots innovations go througinitial period of incubation during which they take
momentum (see also Ornetzelder and Rohracher, @8d 8nore generally the literature on transition,
e.g. Smith et al., 2005). As mentioned above, endburse of such development not only the value of
the indicators of success and failure may changaifsiantly, but there might be the need for
different indicators, both subjective and objectileie to its cross-sectional nature, this studylccou
not capture such dynamics. For the same reaswmsitnot possible in this study to determine what
conditions play a significant role at what stagetttd transition initiative development. It can be
hypothesised that some configurations of factorghinexert influence at particular development
stages of grassroots innovations. For exampldsskiiquisition, e.g. through the transition tragin
might be particularly important in the early stag#sgrassroots innovation development. These
aspects have potentially important policy and peattimplications and therefore represent an
interesting avenue for future research that shbeldddressed with a longitudinal research design,
including case studies with focused surveys or-@ng ‘panel’ studies.

It is also widely acknowledged that the succes$adure of grassroots innovations, especially if
measured in terms of external impact on a sociorieal regime, depends on the simultaneous
pressure of the grassroots innovation ‘niche’ alashdscape’ trends, which create windows of
opportunity for change (e.g. Smith et al., 2005%)e Tailure of grassroots innovations is often dmati

to the co-option of its innovative values, pradic® technologies by the mainstream (e.g. Smith,
2005; Bergman et al., 2010). While some global fna® of risk such as climate change and peak oll
exist, and are indeed utilised by the Transitionvitaoent to build its grand narrative (Brown et al.,
2012; Feola, 2012), the success of individual itamsinitiatives is likely to depend also on rega

or local framings that we were unable to invesgdatthis study. Nevertheless, more work is reglire
on grassroots innovation successlfailure, and its roots in pre-existing networksstitutional ‘lock-

in’, as well as the local and global linkages te filace, sites and situations or events througletwhi
the practice of climate change adaptation and atitg is performed, contested and validated
(Nunes, 2013). A more systematic comparative ingagon of such niche—landscape dynamics in
different spatial contexts could shed further light the configurations of conditions that favour or
hinder the successful replication and scale-upafgyoots innovations.

6. Conclusions

In this first international survey of transitionitintives of the Transition Movement, we have
identified definitions of success factors in theerture on transition and have linked varying
configurations of these factors to different degreksuccess and failure. This study has shed dight
the diffusion (i.e. replication) of grassroots inations in different contexts, complementing in-thep
and mostly qualitative, case studies of individgedssroots innovations. It also offers new insights
into open theoretical questions that inform futwesearch on transition towards sustainable and
resilient communities, as well as the on-going ficacand future pursuits of transition initiatives.

We conclude that the success of transition initeegtiis defined along the lines of social connetgtivi
and empowerment, and external impact or contributtbenvironmental performance. In this paper
we have correlated the success of transition tinida to objective measures of activity and
participation (i.e. members, duration, activitieglartaken — steps to transition), though there iresna
scope for refining these objective measures, e.funation of different development stages of
transition initiatives. We also conclude that tios initiative members tend to focus on interraaid
overlook external factors of transition initiatigaccess, which may be related to a lack of awasenes
of their environment, of skills to engage withat,the need to focus on the most controllable facto
in early stages of development. Nevertheless auwltsedo suggest that, whilst there is no formata f
more, or less success, transition initiatives aamtbanged into four typical configurations or tdus

of variable success and failure.
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Finally, in our discussion of these survey findings shed light on some key open issues in transitio
theory with regard to the combination of differdotms of transition, the compulsion to act, as
maintained by the reiterated narratives of risletadfutures, and the emplacement or ‘place
attachment’ of transition initiatives. We identifwo interrelated observations. First, our research
suggests that transition initiatives remain largdbtermined by situated processes despite their
interdependence with a global action network like Transition Movement. In other words local and
global ‘place attachments’ encourage pro-envirortalebehaviour, but local contextual factors
largely determine the success and failure of agtmgticommunity initiatives. Second, in contrast to
what Devine-Wright and Wiersma (2013) suggest, sthihe Transition Network seems capable of
generalising organisational principles of good pecacfrom ‘unique’ local experiences that may have
global application, our results suggest that Igdate attachments among urban transition initiative
are weak and not compensated by their interdepénités to global action networks. Both
observations arguably have significant implicatitmsfuture research on the growing interest in-low
carbon urban initiatives and merit future invediigathrough longitudinal studies.
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Table A.1. Independent variables.
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Group List of variables Description
Transition Type of transition initiative Urban/city; Village; Rural; Forest; Island; Town
initiative
characteristics
National hub The Transition initiative is a national Transition Network hub
Regional hub The Transition initiative is a regional Transition Network hub
Legal form The Transition initiative is constituted in a legal form
Themes addressed Theme addressed through community initiatives: Arts and Crafts; Business and Economics; Diversity and Social Justice; Education; Effective groups;
Energy; Food; Health; Housing; Inner transition; Locla government; Transport; Other theme; Multiple themes
First theme addressed First theme addressed through community initiatives: Arts and Crafts; Business and Economics; Diversity and Social Justice; Education; Effective groups;
Energy; Food; Health; Housing; Inner transition; Locla government; Transport; Other theme; Multiple themes
Official recognition The Transition initiative has achieved official recognition of the Transition Movement
Years to become official The number of years from foundation to official recognition of the Transition Movement
Members Age of members <30; 31<>49; 50<>65; >65
Transition training Number of members of the steering group that have had official (i.e. delivered by the TTN) transition training
Transition training ratio Ratio of members of the steering group with official transition training on the total of steering group members
Permaculture training Number of members of the steering group that have had training in permaculture or have knowledge of it
Permaculture training ratio Ratio of members of the steering group with training in permaculture or have knowledge of it on the total of steering group members
Education of steering group members Level of education of the steering group members: no qualification; below university degree level; university degree level or above
Occupation Occupation of the majority of Transition initiative members: Unemployed, Student; In emplyment; Pensioner
Diversity How well the composition of the Transition initiative members mirrors the diversity in the community: Very good; Fairly good, Not very good, Not good at
all
Founders number Number of original founders of the transition initiative
Preexistence group The founders of the transition initiative belonged to another grassroots group before founding the transition initiative
Organisation Steering group The transition initiative has a steering/coordination group
Number of steering group members Number of steering group members
Subgroups The transition initiative is organised in subgroups
Paid staff Poportion of members of the steering group that are paid staff: All members of the steering group are paid staff (100%); Most of the members of the

steering group are paid staff (about 75%); There are an equal number of paid staff and volunteers in the steering group; Some members of the steering
group are paid staff (about 25%); None of the members of the steering group are paid staff (0%)

Recruitpers The transition initiative recruits new members through personal contacts
Recruitwork The transition initiative recruits new members through workshops
Recruitevent The transition initiative recruits new members through communication events
Recruitweb The transition initiative recruits new members through website
Recruite The transition initiative recruits new members through electronic materials (e.g. newsletter)
Recruitprint The transition initiative recruits new members through printed materials
Recruitno The transition initiative does not actively recruit new members
Conflict resolution The transition initiative has mechanism for effective conflict resolution
Political orientation The transition initiative has a declared political orientation
Intcompers The transition initiative communicates internally by means of personal contacts
Intcomwork The transition initiative communicates internally by means of workshops
Intcomevent The transition initiative communicates internally by means of communication events
Intcomweb The transition initiative communicates intemally by means of website
Intcome The transition initiative communicates internally by means of electronic materials (e.g. mailing list)
Intcomprint The transition initiative communicates internally by means of printed materials
Intcomno The transition initiative does no communicate internally
Intcomother The transition initiative communicates internally by other means
Extcompers The transition initiative communicates externally by means of personal contacts
Extcomwork The transition initiative communicates externally by means of workshops
Extcomevent The transition initiative communicates externally by means of communication events
Extcomweb The transition initiative communicates externally by means of website
Extcome The transition initiative communicates externally by means of electronic materials (e.g. mailing list)
Extcomprint The transition initiative communicates externally by means of printed materials
Extcomno The transition initiative does no communicate externally
Extcomother The transition initiative communicates externally by other means
Web The transition initiative has an online presence (website, blog, social network page)
Resources Proportion of external funding Proportion of funds that is external: All funds were external (100%); Most of the funds were external (about 75%); There were equal proportions of
external and internal funds; Little funds were external (about 25%); No funds were external (0%)
Time dedicated by steering group Hours per week dedicated to the transition initiative by the steering group members
Resroom The Transition initiative disposes of a meeting room
Resoffice The Transition initiative disposes of an office
Respc The Transition initiative disposes of a computer
Resprint The Transition initiative disposes of a printer
Resvideo The Transition initiative disposes of equipment for video reproduction
Context Participatory democracy There are forms of participatory democracy in the locality
Cooperation with local authorities The transition initiative cooperates with local authorities: Yes currently; Yes in the past; No
Cooperation with mass media The transition initiative cooperates with local mass media: Yes currently; Yes in the past; No
Cooperation with local business The transition initiative cooperates with local businesses: Yes currently; Yes in the past; No
Cooperation with social enterprises  The transition initiative cooperates with social enterprises: Yes currently; Yes in the past; No
Cooperation with NGOs The transition initiative cooperates with other NGOs: Yes currently; Yes in the past; No
Cooperation with other Transition The transition initiative cooperates with other transition initiatives: Yes currently; Yes in the past; No
initiatives
Cooperation with regional/national The transition initiative cooperates with regional/national Transition Network hubs: Yes currently; Yes in the past; No
Transition Network hub
Cooperation with educational The transition initiative cooperates with research/educational institutions: Yes currently; Yes in the past; No
institutions

Favourable context: local authorities  The transition initiative thinks it is well perceived by local authorities: Agree strongly; Agree, Neither agree nor disagree; Disagree; Disagree strongly

Favourable context: mass media The transition initiative thinks it is well perceived by local mass media: Agree strongly; Agree, Neither agree nor disagree; Disagree; Disagree strongly

Favourable context: local business The transition initiative thinks it is well perceived by local businesses: Agree strongly; Agree, Neither agree nor disagree; Disagree; Disagree strongly

Favourable context: social enterprises The transition initiative thinks it is well perceived by social enterprises: Agree strongly; Agree, Neither agree nor disagree; Disagree; Disagree strongly

Favourable context: NGOs The transition initiative thinks it is well perceived by other NGOs: Agree strongly; Agree, Neither agree nor disagree; Disagree; Disagree strongly

Favourable context: other Tls The transition initiative thinks it is well perceived by other transition initiatives: Agree strongly; Agree, Neither agree nor disagree; Disagree; Disagree
strongly

Favourable context: regional/national The transition initiative thinks it is well perceived by regional?national Transition Network hubs: Agree strongly; Agree, Neither agree nor disagree;

Transition Network hub Disagree; Disagree strongly

Favourable context: educational The transition initiative thinks it is well perceived by research/educational institutions: Agree strongly; Agree, Neither agree nor disagree; Disagree;

institutions Disagree strongly
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Table A.2. Geographical distribution of the population* and sample** of transition initiatives.

Population Sample

Country N % N %
Argentina 2 0.2 1 0.4
Australia 82 7.0 18 6.5
Austria 5 0.4 1 0.4
Bangladesh 1 0.1 0 0.0
Belgium 17 1.4 7 2.5
Brazil 4 0.3 5 1.8
Canada 67 5.7 17 6.2
Chile 2 0.2 2 0.7
Denmark 5 0.4 2 0.7
Finland 1 0.1 0 0.0
France 62 5.3 11 4.0
Germany 71 6.0 15 5.4
Greece 2 0.2 0 0.0
Hungary 2 0.2 0 0.0
India 1 0.1 0 0.0
Ireland 27 2.3 3 1.1
Isle of Man 1 0.1 0 0.0
Italy 29 2.5 10 3.6
Japan 3 0.3 0 0.0
Latvia 1 0.1 1 0.4
Luxembourg 1 0.1 0 0.0
Mauritius 1 0.1 0 0.0
Mexico 1 0.1 0 0.0
Mozambique 1 0.1 1 0.4
Netherlands 9 0.8 2 0.7
New Zealand 59 5.0 4 1.4
Nigeria 1 0.1 0 0.0
Norway 3 0.3 2 0.7
Philippines 1 0.1 0 0.0
Poland 1 0.1 0 0.0
Portugal 17 1.4 0 0.0
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 1 0.1 0 0.0
Slovenia 1 0.1 0 0.0
South Africa 2 0.2 1 0.4
Spain 9 0.8 4 1.4
Sweden 6 0.5 4 1.4
Switzerland 7 0.6 3 1.1
Taiwan 1 0.1 0 0.0
Thailand 1 0.1 0 0.0
United Kingdom 377 32.0 107 38.8
United States of America 294 24.9 55 19.9
TOTAL 1179 100 276 100.0

* Sources: Transition Network website and national hubs (United States of America, Ireland, Norway,
Sweden, The Netherlands, Canada, Japan, Australia, United Kingdom, New Zealand, France,
Portugal, Brazil, Germany, Switzerland, Spain, Chile, and Italy). These figures are to be intended as
estimates due to the volatile nature of Tls.

** Only valid responses shown.
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Table A.3. Official and mulling transition initiatives as listed in the Transition Network website
and in the sample.

Population* Sample
Variable N % N %
Official 421 40.4 158 57.2
Mulling 620 59.6 128 46.4
TOTAL 1041 100.0 276 100.0

* As indicated in the Transition Network website (accessed in June 2012).
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Table A.4. Characteristics of a successful transition initiative (aggregated data for first,
second and third most important characteristics).

Factor Characteristic Total times
mentioned
Human factors Critical mass of active volunteers/members, community 88
involvement
Enthusiasm, positive approach, energy, commitment, 69
ambition
Inclusiveness, diversity 39
Patience, perseverance, continuity of activities, resilience 34
Conviviality, harmony, sense of community, collaboration 32
Fun, happiness, enjoyability, celebration 26
Integrity, honesty, respect, tolerance, ability to listen 17
Appropriation, empowerment, inner transition 9
Common values and beliefs, likemindness, cohesion 4
External factors Non-specified partnership/networking 24
Partnership/networking with other organizations 18
Partnership with local government 11
Place size/favourable local population/mass media 4
Organisation Effectiveness, practical/concrete focus, achievement of 84
goals, active presence in society
Knowledge, awareness raising, education, information 46
Leadership, core group 34
Planning, vision, clear goal/purpose, inspiration 30
Visibility, events 30
Communication (internal/external) 26
Flexibility, open-ended, simplicity, "let it go" 19
Democratic, non-hierarchical, non-burocratical process 16
Creativity, ideas 15
Conflict resolution, organisation and groupwork skills 14
Opennes 10
Working groups 7
Self-awareness, learning from mistakes 3
Resources Financial resources 15
Time 7
Other 36
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Table A5. Means of internal and external communication available to transition initatives.

Active transition initiatives | Non-active transition initiatives | All transition initiatives
Variables N % N % N %
Internal communication Personal contacts 163 62.9 11 64.7 174 63.0
Workshops 56 21.6 2 11.8 58 21.0
Communication events 58 224 2 11.8 60 21.7
Website 122 47.1 2 11.8 124 449
Electronic materials (e.g. newsletter) 170 65.6 9 52.9 179 64.9
Printed materials 19 7.3 1 5.9 20 7.2
Other 77§ 29.7 4* 23.6 81 29.3
External communication Personal contacts 161 62.2 10 58.8 171 62.0
Workshops 103 39.8 6 35.3 109 39.5
Communication events 139 53.7 5 29.4 144 52.2
Website 185 71.4 5 29.4 190 68.8
Electronic materials (e.g. newsletter) 136 52.5 6 35.5 142 51.4
Printed materials 102 39.4 5 29.4 107 38.8
Other (phone, social network) 67 8§ 25.9 2 ** 11.8 69 25.0

* phone, emails; ** exibition, local press; 8 emails, online groups and social media; 8 emails,
social media, local press.
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Table A6. 12 Steps to Transition (Brangwyn and Hopkins, 2008).

Number Steps
Set up a steering group and design its demise/transformation from the outset

Start raising awareness

Lay the foundations

Organise a Great Unleashing

Form theme (or special interest) groups
Use Open Space

Develop visible practical manifestations of the project
Facilitate the Great Reskilling

Build a bridge to Local Government
Honour the elders

Let it go where it wants to go...

Create an Energy Descent Action Plan
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