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Fruitful friction as a strategy to scale social innovations 

A conceptual framework to enable the emergence of 
common ground in multi-stakeholder social innovation 

projects 

Maria Belén Buckenmayer, Milene Gonçalves, Ingrid Mulder 
 

Social innovations are promising to tackle today's complex global challenges, 
especially when they scale, leading to a higher impact, which can generate a 
societal transformation. The current work elaborates on scaling deep, a specific 
scaling strategy aiming to shift cultural values, mindsets and beliefs. However, 
applying this strategy in practice is not straightforward. Therefore, we first aim to 
develop an actionable strategy that supports social innovators in their scaling 
efforts. Our research findings show that scaling deep can be defined as an (1) 
internal transformation process, (2) a social process, with (3) friction being an 
enabler for change. Second, these insights inform a framework that makes scaling 
deep more actionable and helps social innovators to use fruitful friction as a strategy 
to scale deep. The current study adds a new viewpoint to the scaling deep context 
and presents a concrete starting point of the scaling deep strategy by linking it with 
the creation of common ground. 

Keywords: Social innovation; Multi-stakeholder collaboration; Common ground; Scaling deep; 

Framing 

Introduction  

New approaches to overcome complex societal problems of today are the need of the hour, especially to enable 

the transition to a sustainable future (Abbasi et al., 2019). Here, social innovations - new practices that address 

complex societal problems while meeting social needs - are promising. As such, social innovations can present 

new ways to tackle global problems on a local scale, which can create a transformation at a systemic level while 

shaping societal beliefs, routines and behaviours. Societal transformation is a complex and interwoven innovation 

process, as it connects many socio-technical realms. Westley and Antadze (2010) argue that in order to reach a 

broader impact, innovations have to scale their innovations across organisations, contexts and society. In other 

words, the focus of scaling social innovations lies on increasing their impact on a societal level in order to tackle 

the social or environmental issues they aim to address with their innovation (Davies & Simon, 2013).  

There are a variety of well-known strategies and approaches to scaling an innovation (e.g., Westley & Antadze, 

2010). Moore and Riddell (2015) identify three overarching categories of scaling that facilitate innovations to 

increase their impact and enable systemic change: scaling out, scaling up and scaling deep (see Figure 1). Scaling 

out focuses on reaching a greater number of people and replicating an initiative. Using the metaphor of a tree, 

scaling out can be seen as seeds of a tree being scattered. Scaling up refers to the changing of laws and policies, 

which, in the context of the metaphor, can be depicted as the biological structure of a tree that gives boundaries 

and provides a frame to grow or act. Lastly, scaling deep refers to mindset changing within a context, where 

values, beliefs, relationships and cultural practices are transformed. Like Figure 1 shows, scaling deep can be 

represented as the roots of a tree. The roots ground the tree in the soil and create deep connections with other 

trees. They are invisible from the surface but strengthen it and make it resilient. Scaling out and scaling up 

happen at the surface, visible and tangible for the actors involved. Conversely, scaling deep is a process that is 

intangible, invisible and hard to grasp.  



   

 

 

Figure 1. Three scaling strategies after Moore and Riddell (2015). This paper focuses on the exploration of the scaling 

deep strategy. 

While scholars (e.g., Moore & Riddell, 2015; Strasser et al., 2019) realise that all three strategies are important to 

apply in order to reach systemic change, there is an uneven amount of knowledge and resources available, 

comparing scaling deep with the other two strategies to support their application in practice. Scaling deep is (by 

definition) about change and transformation. However, what exactly should be changed and transformed and 

how can this be achieved? Several studies (e.g., Westley & Antadze, 2010; Lyon & Fernandez, 2012) provide a 

sophisticated overview of steps and approaches to apply scaling up and scaling out strategies. Nonetheless, 

because of its invisible and intangible nature, there is no clear understanding of how scaling deep can take place 

and how social innovations can apply it. This gap in knowledge presents the need to further explore this field and 

provide clarification and new ways to make the scaling deep strategy more tangible and applicable.  

The context of social innovations 

Social innovations do not act in silos but are woven in a web of different stakeholders, partners, organisations and 

communities, a complex system where these actors are involved and engaged (De Koning et al., 2019) (see Figure 

2). Building networks and communities is one important condition for social innovations’ success. In those so-

called diffuse projects, where tasks and ownership are spread between multiple people from different 

organisations there are often no clear responsibilities and there are a lot of uncertainties about the process and 

outcome (Yee & White, 2016).   



   

 

 

Figure 2. Social innovation stakeholders, divided into three categories: community, network and strategic partner. 

The division of responsibility and decision-power in public sector organisations and projects are often unclear 

(Yee & White, 2016). Figure 3 shows that the diverse backgrounds, expertise and expectations of actors involved 

in social innovation projects often means that people have their own goals, language and way of thinking and 

those aspects might not always align with each other, which can cause a lack of a shared understanding and lead 

to misunderstandings.  



   

 

 

Figure 3. Four main factors that can cause misunderstanding between innovators and their stakeholders. 

As stated by literature, reaching some level of a common ground between stakeholders is an important aspect 

when dealing with complex problems within multi-stakeholder projects (Beers et al., 2006; Bromme, 2000; 

Moor, 2018). This is particularly relevant in the scaling phase of social innovations, when trust-based 

relationships are built with a variety of new stakeholders. Although, common ground is defined as “a common 

cognitive frame of reference between the partners of interaction” (Bromme, 2000, p.119), the relational 

component is key. Frames help people to diagnose, define and make sense of a situation and can be seen as 

principles, rules or patterns that every person has (Dorst, 2011). In addition, shared understanding can be divided 

into shared meaning and shared agreement on this meaning. The ongoing process of creating new understanding 

and reaching shared agreement on new meanings seems to be a prerequisite for collaborative learning (Mulder, 

2004). Moor (2018) and Beers et al. (2006) argue that establishing a common ground is a process that should 

happen deliberately and that common ground needs to be made explicit. Beers et al. (2006) emphasise the 

importance of making individual perspectives explicit to reach a common ground. Hereby, it is not only about 

sharing but also about seeing similarities and differences to gain an understanding of the varying viewpoints. In 

the current work, we aim to trigger the process of creating new understandings, by  integrating different 

viewpoints.  

The role of design in social innovation 

Design, being a discipline that has evolved from creating products and services towards one that enables change 

through new ways of working and looking at things (Manzini, 2014), has expanded to include collective problem-

solving approaches (Dorst, 2011). Designers help to tackle complex societal problems by supporting social 

innovations, governments and organisations in their way towards a sustainable future. Meroni (2008) highlights 

the ability of designers to facilitate strategic dialogues by asking the right questions and triggering conversations. 

As such, they are able to direct stakeholders towards a shared understanding and vision.  

The current work explores the phenomenon of scaling deep and aims to understand how design can facilitate the 

emergence of common ground and enable social innovators to make use of the scaling deep strategy. The 

corresponding research question is: How can design be used to transform the abstract and theoretical concept of 

scaling deep into a more tangible approach? The objective is to achieve a change in relationships and cultural 



   

 

roots to create a deep transformation that builds trust for productive long-term collaborations amongst social 

innovators and their stakeholders. At first sight, common ground, scaling deep and design may not be directly 

connected. In the following sections, we will demonstrate that there is an opportunity to combine those aspects 

into a framework that allows social innovators to build a common ground with stakeholders as one way to enable 

scaling deep. Given that scaling deep is an abstract and intangible concept, the current work explores one of many 

possible ways to define an actionable strategy that supports social innovators in their scaling journey. In the next 

section, we set the context of study and present the methodology used, which allowed us to derive insights and 

build a framework, to better understand scaling deep and its potential. We will conclude with the proposition of a 

framework to scale deep in a more actionable and fruitful way. 

Methodology 

The current work is part of a larger programme called DESIGNSCAPES. The DESIGNSCAPES consortium brings 

together cities, industries, small businesses and research actors to better understand how design tools and 

methods can strengthen grassroots initiatives, public sector organisations and policymakers to innovate. During 

the period of the current research ten, social innovation projects in Europe that aimed to scale their innovation 

from one context to another were supported financially and with training modules by the consortium. The 

collaboration with DESIGNSCAPES enabled us to gain a practical perspective into the scaling journey of social 

innovators. Although all ten pilots were invited to join, four of them were engaged more actively in the current 

study.  

For the construction of the conceptual framework the main research question has been divided into two sub-

questions, which are as follows: 

Sub-RQ 1: What does scaling deep mean and look like from a theoretical perspective? 

Sub-RQ 2: How does, or can scaling deep look like from a practitioner's perspective? 

This division allowed us to explore the phenomenon of scaling deep from a theoretical and practical perspective. 

The goal was to understand the context of scaling social innovations and identify opportunities. 

 



   

 

Figure 4. Overview of process and methodology used. 

As shown in Figure 4, to explore scaling deep from a theoretical perspective, a literature review was conducted to 

understand the basic concepts relevant to social innovations, system change, societal transitions and the new role 

of design. To understand scaling deep from a practitioners’ perspective different qualitative research activities 

were performed. This encompassed semi-structured interviews, informal calls, document analysis and creative 

sessions with the cases. In particular, the creative sessions were used to test and evaluate the framework in 

practice and to develop it further into a toolkit that can be used by social innovators. Thus, this framework allows 

them to practically apply the scaling deep strategy. These research activities enabled us to understand the context 

of social innovations and their ways of scaling. In addition, we identified the main struggles social innovators face 

when scaling.  

We conducted four semi-structured online interviews, via the video calling platform Zoom, with different 

DESIGNSCAPES cases. After initial get-to-know each other calls, cases were interviewed in a semi-structured 

way, each interview lasting about 1-1,5 hours. An interview guide was prepared for each interview, but relevant 

topics were pursued when appropriate. The semi-structured interviews allowed us to get an in-depth 

understanding of the cases projects, their needs and concerns when entering the scaling phase. 

In order to support and converge the research, a document analysis was carried out. Different documents related 

to the DESIGNSCAPES cases (e.g., DESIGNSCAPES application forms, cases websites) were analysed to enrich 

the understanding of the context of the social innovations and scaling stage, in addition to the qualitative 

interviews. 

Besides the interviews and additional information, different creative sessions with cases were conducted, which 

informed the creation of the conceptual framework. Three creative sessions were held online using the 

collaboration platform Miro and the video calling provider Zoom. Each of the sessions lasted about 1-2 hours.  

The data was analysed using the method of inductive thematic analysis which allows identifying patterns of 

meaning across a qualitative data set in a systematic way (Braun & Clarke, 2012). By applying this method to the 

data collected during the different research activities we identified recurring patterns which together with the 

literature led to the main insights that will be presented in the next section. 

Main insights on scaling deep from a practical and theoretical perspective 

The research reveals three main aspects of scaling deep that we consider important when aiming to translate this 

strategy into something tangible and facilitate a transformation process to create a shared understanding between 

social innovators and their stakeholders. The following insights inform the construction of the framework. 

Scaling deep is an internal process  

Scaling deep has been identified as an internal transformation process that starts with becoming aware of one's 

own implicit, intangible frames and ways of thinking leading to willingness for change. Being an internal process 

means that the change can not be forced onto someone but needs to happen within the person. Nevertheless, we 

discovered that people can be triggered to reflect and become aware of different perspectives. 

In literature, scaling deep is loosely defined by the interchangeable use of the following concepts: mindsets, 

values, beliefs, attitudes and opinions (e.g., Moore & Riddell, 2015; Strasser et al., 2019). Figure 5 aims to bring a 

more nuanced overview of how these concepts relate to each other. 



   

 

 

Figure 5. Definition of the different terminology used in literature when describing scaling deep. 

A mindset is created in an iterative process through new experiences, information or interactions and is 

constantly shaped by the mindset of others. Gupta and Govindarajan (2002) as well as Buchanan and Kern (2017) 

describe that the more conscious we are of our way of thinking, the more openly and likely we will change our 

mindset, especially if we have the right skills and conditions. Creating a favourable situation in which a person 

can reflect on their mindset is a first step in enabling a mindset shift (Paunesku, 2019). Consequently, the more 

aware we are of our mindset the more open we are to allow different perspectives and the more likely we are to 

change our mindset. This also means that a person can be prompted to change their mindset by another person 

through various interventions, creating a certain environment or even through subtle nudges like using a specific 

language (Rissanen et al., 2019). However, the decision to change still lies within the person, which makes scaling 

deep an internal transformation process (see Figure 6), where becoming aware of your own way of thinking is the 

first step to change. The question that arises from this observation is if and how individual frames can be made 

explicit and expressed. Here, the creative sessions were used to explore different ways to do so.  



   

 

 

Figure 6. Changing values, mindsets and beliefs is also an internal process that starts with becoming aware of those 

implicit aspects.  

Scaling deep is a social process  

Mindset is only one part of the complex cognitive process that forms and influences our thinking and behaviour. 

Frames (e.g., Dorst, 2011) or mental models (e.g., Vink et al., 2019; Van der Bijl-Brouwer & Malcolm, 2020) are 

similar concepts. Frames, being defined as a set of assumptions, implicit values and goals that define what people 

consider important and how they perceive situations are very much connected to the notion of mindsets, values 

and beliefs. Likewise, these concepts are hard to identify and express, as they are implicit, tacit, intangible and 

subconscious (Hey et al., 2007). The frame formation process by Hey et al. (2007), illustrated in Figure 7, 

highlights that the creation of shared frames, based on the integration of different viewpoints, at the beginning of 

a new project between project partners allows for better collaboration.  

  

Figure 7. Creating a common frame is important at the beginning of a new project. Process visual adapted from Hey 

et al. (2007). 



   

 

In this process (1) pseudo-frame setting refers to the initial understanding of the project (e.g., the project name or 

mission statement). However, individual frames are not expressed yet. (2) Individual frames are made explicit in 

an ongoing process throughout the project and happen when members express their point of view or expectations 

during team interactions. (3) Conflicts are made salient when different or conflicting frames emerge and are 

made explicit. Once differences in individual frames emerge the creation of common frames (4) can take place. 

With a common frame, we refer to alignment of the individual frames in the first place, rather than that all frames 

need to overlap completely or reach total agreement. Instead, as indicated by Hey et al. (2007), a shared 

understanding early in a project ensures a productive collaboration. Building on Hey et al. (2007) frame 

formation process, we conclude that being confronted with new information and experiences in interaction and 

communication with others allows us to make implicit frames explicit and see new connections, which enables an 

internal transformation. This makes scaling deep a social process (see Figure 8), that is about expressing and 

integrating individual and collective perspectives in interaction and communication with others. 

 

Figure 8. Scaling deep is a social process that is enabled by new information and experiences. 

As such, we conclude that the primary goal of scaling deep in the context of social innovations is not changing 

people's mindset but allowing them to become aware of their way of thinking. In this way we can acknowledge 

and appreciate new perspectives and identify similarities and differences amongst peoples’ mindsets. Those steps 

facilitate finding a certain level of a shared understanding that builds the base for trusted collaborations. 

Friction as a catalyst for change  

The role of conflict and conflicting frames seems to be an essential topic to enable change. Many scholars have 

acknowledged that friction (referring to inconsistencies, conflicts or confronting perspectives), when dealt with, 

can facilitate self-awareness but also the emergence of a common understanding (see Van der Bijl-Brouwer, 2018; 

Dorst, 2011; Greenhalgh & Papoutsi, 2019; Hey et al., 2007; Strasser et al., 2019; Vink et al., 2019). 

One significant cause of change in mental models is a persons’ detection of an inconsistency. When a person 

reaches an impasse with their existing mental pattern, they are likely to revise their related mental models to 

some extent (Vink et al., 2019). That refers to the step ‘conflicts made salient’ in  Hey et al’ framing process 

(2007), as shown in Figure 7.  A person's realisation that others have different perspectives causes a conflict 

because it goes against their current worldview, assumptions and principles and makes them question those (see 

Figure 9). 

Even though differences in values, needs, goals and vision can create troubles and hinder progress, Strasser et al. 

(2019) argue that if the conflict is deliberately addressed it can “generate new levels of mutual understanding, 

empathy or alignment about goals”. Likewise, Dorst (2011) sees conflicting frames as a necessity rather than a 

hurdle for problem-solving since the friction results in a reframing of the problem situation. Dealing with those 

paradoxes is what Dorst recognises as a key design capacity. 

Hence, friction can be a catalyst rather than a barrier for change. The potential here lies in deliberately triggering 

and addressing friction to deepen individual awareness and collective understandings. However, collective 



   

 

understanding is not that people simply agree, but that they are aware that their viewpoints differ and can still 

work together because they have a common goal. 

Being confronted with different perspectives facilitates people to become aware of their implicit frame. However, 

for this friction to become fruitful, it needs to be made explicit and addressed. We propose that addressing 

friction in the context of scaling deep provides an interesting starting point to enable social innovations to scale 

deep. 

 

Figure 9. Scaling deep can be facilitated by friction.  

Scaling deep redefined 

In conclusion, scaling deep is an internal transformation process where implicit, deeply rooted values, beliefs, 

ways of thinking and world interpretations are addressed and questioned which can lead to their transformation. 

The change should happen within the individual and cannot be forced onto someone. However, interaction with 

others can enable the shift to happen. Figure 10 shows how our insights inform the (redefined) process of scaling 

deep. The process starts with (1) becoming aware of one's own implicit frame, which needs to be made explicit (2) 

to allow friction between others’ frames to emerge (3). Conflicting frames facilitate that different individual 

frames are transformed (4) by the integration of different viewpoints.  

 

Figure 10. The scaling deep process.  

Thus, scaling deep is a process that, in the context of social innovations, needs to happen in collaboration with 

stakeholders to raise awareness of differences in perspectives regarding a project and create alignment with 



   

 

stakeholders on a conceptual level. The shared understanding forms the basis for productive collaboration (Moor, 

2018) and therefore greatly influences whether scaling efforts are successful. 

Fruitful friction towards common ground 

Summarizing the insights of the research into a conceptual framework allows us to create a better understanding 

of the scaling deep process. Figure 11 illustrates the resulting framework, which constitutes a process of how 

fruitful friction is used to create common ground.  

 

Figure 11. Overview of the conceptual framework. The green tree represents the common ground that is shared by 

all actors involved. 

To better understand the conceptual framework, the metaphor of an atom with electrons and a nucleus is used as 

follows. 

The electrons – actors 

In the ecosystem of social innovation, multiple stakeholders and partners need to be involved for innovation to be 

scaled. The different actors in a social innovation project are represented by the electrons which are in constant 

movement, moving around the nucleus. Each of them has their own routines, goals, ambitions, organisational 

structure, resources, views on the problem and solutions. 

The nucleus – common ground 

In the middle is the nucleus which is the shared vision that they are all working towards and what unites them. 

The nucleus represents the shared understanding, it is what all of the individuals have in common and what 

builds the base for their collaboration.  

Collision points – fruitful friction 

Collision is what enables fruitful friction and also symbolises when fruitful friction can happen. Namely, when 

new stakeholders meet and their individual frames are expressed, which may lead to the exploration of common 

ground. 



   

 

Fruitful friction is the process of causing friction deliberately to engage people in a fruitful sense-making activity 

that facilitates the emergence of common ground. The friction has two purposes (or forms): First, it is used to 

trigger people and make them aware of their implicit individual frames. Second, the expression of conflicting 

frames allows seeing similarities and differences in frames, enabling the integration of different viewpoints, 

which may lead to the emergence of a shared understanding. 

Common ground established in a co-creative way can build co-ownership, acceptance and facilitate actors to 

embody change (Paton & Dorst, 2011; Puerari et al., 2018). In other words, it is aimed to trigger friction 

deliberately, to enable people to express their implicit frames and facilitate the emergence of a shared 

understanding. 

Our observations and interviews, coupled with literature review, revealed that a core aspect and starting point of 

scaling deep is to create fruitful friction, to make people aware and open to acknowledge different perspectives. 

Then, it is important to translate those into a common ground, which captures an emergent shared 

understanding. Figure 12 explains the five phases of the process of creating a shared understanding. 

 

Figure 12. Five phases of the conceptual framework to create a shared understanding using the concept of fruitful 

friction. 

Phase 1 - Initial phase 

At the beginning of a new collaboration, there is no clear understanding, everything is blurry. Everyone has a 

vague idea of what unites them and what makes them different but it is not yet expressed or clear to themselves 

and to others. Actors in the project have not deliberately talked about their goals and ambitions, their way of 

looking at the problem and solution. 

Phase 2 - Friction – become aware & see similarities and differences 

When actors come together friction is triggered to make people aware and reflect on their own way of thinking as 

well as how others think. This stage is focused on individuals' personal reflection in interaction with others. 



   

 

Phase 3 - Express 

This phase is about expressing the individuals' perspective and acknowledging the different frames to identify 

similarities and differences. 

Phase 4 - Sense-making 

Being aware of the different viewpoints is what enables the collective sense-making where a new connection is 

made and new meaning emerges. Here is where a shared understanding is formed and co-created. 

Phase 5 - Capture 

The newly formed common ground should be captured verbally and visually in order to make it actionable for the 

project. Once this stage is completed, actions can be derived.  

For the purpose of evaluating whether this framework indeed facilitates stakeholders becoming more aware of 

their implicit frames, helps recognising other peoples’ frames and leads to changing mindsets, we have developed 

a toolkit that incorporates these steps into actionable activities. When those tacit, intangible concepts are 

expressed, friction and conflicting frames may be revealed, which starts the reframing and collective sense-

making process that facilitates the emergence of common ground. Friction is hereby an important lever to trigger 

change, as long as it is fruitful. This means that expressed differences (which may reveal conflicting frames) can 

be considered and transformed into a new preferably collective understanding about basic concepts of the project 

like a shared goal or path. Although the focus of this study lies on the development of the framework, the work of 

Buckenmayer (2021) provides more details about the toolkit. 

Discussion 

The aforementioned framework is relevant for the scaling deep process and social innovations in different ways. 

The framework uses friction deliberately to make people aware and express their own frame, which is the first 

step towards a mindset shift. This builds on the notion that friction, rather than being a barrier for change, can 

instead be an enabler  (Dorst, 2011; Hey et al., 2007;  Strasser et al., 2019). With the framework, we lay out one 

way how the occurring friction can become fruitful and contribute to internal transformation processes. 

Especially in multi-stakeholder projects, friction is often inevitable. Therefore, it is relevant to deal and address 

this friction deliberately to create awareness of conflicting ways of thinking and openness for change. The 

multitude of perspectives that are often not explicitly expressed may cause misunderstandings and trouble 

collaborations. Here, the framework can give explicit guidance to trigger fruitful friction to enable a change in 

mindsets and scale deep.  

The framework uses collective sense-making as a way to reach common ground, which has been indicated as an 

essential step to tackle complex, multi-stakeholder projects (Moor, 2018; Beers et al.,2006). Greenhalgh and 

Papoutsi (2019, p. 3) state that collective sense-making should be encouraged by “ask questions, admit ignorance, 

explore paradoxes, exchange different viewpoints, and reflect collectively“. Following this notion, the framework 

makes an apt approach to scale deep. Aligning on a common ground is one possible way to create ownership and 

acceptance and makes it an important aspect for social innovators scaling efforts. The level of alignment however 

is not fixed but fluid. Here in particular, the designer's ability to deal with paradoxes and dilemmas to guide the 

process is valuable (Ozkaramanli, 2017). In this way a common understanding, which reveals a collective 

mindset, can be established.  

The process shown in Figure 12 demonstrates one way how social innovation can engage in combining scaling 

deep with reaching a shared understanding with stakeholders. The benefit of creating a shared understanding 

while at the same time engaging in scaling deep makes this process more practical for the social innovation 

context. It presents a structured way to make use of friction fruitfully to reach a certain level of common ground. 

Nevertheless, in this paper the framework remains conceptual. To increase the actionability of the presented 

strategy the framework has been used to inform the development of a more hands-on approach with practical 

steps for social innovators. A toolkit and workshop format were developed to enable social innovators to conduct 

an online workshop with stakeholders (Buckenmayer, 2021). With this toolkit, implicit frames can be made 

explicit and a shared understanding is co-created. The first evaluation sessions showed promising results proving 

that the framework facilitates developing a tool that helps social innovators to act. 



   

 

Conclusion 

The ‘Fruitful friction towards common ground’ framework presents our approach to use fruitful friction as a 

strategy to scale deep. The research insights and framework contribute to the body of knowledge on how design 

can enable social and urban innovation. In the academic design field, the notion that tension and friction in 

today's complex world are unavoidable and therefore needs to be dealt with is more and more recognised (Dorst 

2011; Greenhalgh & Papoutsi, 2019). The potential that lies in paradoxes and conflicting frames has been 

recognised by many authors, such as Dorst (2011), but also by Fokkinga and Desmet (2012), with their concept of 

negative rich experiences to trigger positive outcomes. 

The framework shows one way to make scaling deep more actionable and tangible for social innovators by putting 

it into a more context-related process. The framework provides a more concrete application of the scaling deep 

strategy by relating it with the creation of common ground, which is a need for multi-stakeholder projects such as 

social innovations. In this way, the relevance of scaling deep becomes more clear for the actors involved in a 

social innovation project.  

While the study shows promising results, the field still offers a lot of opportunities for further research. This 

paper could not explore how deep and elaborate the level of alignment should ideally be. Likewise, alignment can 

take very different forms, reaching from a shared language towards having common goals. Further research could 

explore these variables, thus sharpening the framework and enriching its theoretical foundation.  

The collaboration with DESIGNSCAPES allowed this project to accompany different social innovations in their 

scaling journey. The interviews and research activities provided a snapshot into innovators projects and scaling 

efforts. However, scaling social innovations is a process that takes longer than the time this project lasted. 

Accompanying social innovators in a more long-term oriented research could enable to gain a more holistic view 

of the complexity of this process and allow to gain deeper insights into social innovation to identify patterns that 

recur over time. Those insights could allow a more strategic use of scaling deep strategies and understand the 

interconnectedness with other scaling strategies. It can be concluded that the current work contributes to 

understanding the role of design for social innovation, and adds a new perspective to the scaling deep context. We 

have identified one way to support social innovations in their scaling journey by using fruitful friction as a 

strategy to scale social innovations. 
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