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SERIGO in a nutshell

European rural areas face societal, demographic, economic and environmental
challenges due to global transformations and crises. Uneven development affects
people's livelihoods and overall well-being, hitting individuals in vulnerable situations the
hardest.

SERIGO aims to enhance resilience, social inclusion, and well-being of vulnerable groups
in European rural areas through socially innovative solutions initiated by or involving
actors from the social economy. The project is:

e Conducting community-based participatory research through case studies from
across Europe and pilots testing in five EU Member States.

e Fostering debates and collaboration on the topic among diverse stakeholders in
Europe.

e Providing policymakers with recommendations for policy development around
social inclusion in rural areas.

With a focused approach to addressing the challenges faced by rural communities,
SERIGO is committed to harnessing the capabilities of social economy actors to drive
inclusive development initiatives and support vulnerable groups in rural areas.

For more information, visit www.serigo_project.eu or follow the project on Twitter or
Linkedin.


http://www.serigo_project.eu/
https://twitter.com/SERIGO_Project
https://www.linkedin.com/company/serigo-project
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Summary

This report presents a conceptual framework designed to confribute to a more complete
understanding of the potential of the social and solidarity economy (SSE) through social
innovation (Sl) to enhance social inclusion in rural areas, and to support the planning and
conducting of empirical research in SERIGO. The framework is based on theories and concepts
from diverse dimensions including vulnerability, social exclusion, empowerment, capability,
community development (CD), resilience and good life in rural contexts, on the one hand, and SI
for the empowerment and engagement of people in vulnerable situations on the other hand.

The first chapter provides general information about SERIGO, the objectives of WP1 and the
methodology used to develop the conceptual framework. This basic information sets the stage
for the following chapters.

The second chapter focuses on the specific challenges relevant to the SERIGO project, such as
vulnerability and social exclusion embedded in the concept of rurality clarifying its impact on
vulnerability and social exclusion at individual and collective levels. Vulnerability is defined as the
inability fo withstand adverse circumstances, while social exclusion is the isolation and
disempowerment of certain social groups. These two concepts are interrelated and mutually
reinforcing. By highlighting these challenges, the chapter aims to provide a clear understanding
of the problems that hinder social inclusion in the rural context and require innovative solutions.

The third chapter sets out the overarching vision for the project, focusing on key goals such as
social inclusion, good life, resilience and sustainability in rural areas. It also outlines a
comprehensive and holistic approach to social and spatial justice, emphasising the importance
of achieving these visions within the justice framework to create resilient and sustainable rural
communities.

In the fourth chapter, the report charts a course to tackle previously identified challenges. It
infroduces SSE as a solution to foster the social inclusion of vulnerable groups in rural communities,
potentially improving resilience and good life at both individual and collective levels. SSE entities
are highlighted as pivotal in promoting equity, sustainability, and resilience through collaborative
efforts across diverse rural contexts. This chapter explores SSE and S, illustrating how they
inferconnect to bolster capabilities, social capital, and conditions conducive to empowerment
and CD. These elements are crucial prerequisites for fostering social participation, influencing
decision-making processes, and combating social inequalities, thereby advancing social
inclusion.

The concluding chapter combines the main findings and insights discussed earlier. It offers a brief
recap of the key pointfs, emphasizes the need to tackle challenges, and outlines the visions and
suggested pathway to achieve them through SSE and SI. This chapter offers a conceptual
framework for grasping how SI can significantly reduce vulnerability and social exclusion,
promote empowerment, social inclusion, and good life, and foster resilient, sustainable
communities. These insights can serve as a foundation for future WPs and highlight areas requiring
further research in SERIGO.
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1. Introduction

SERIGO is a Horizon Europe research project within the Framework Programme for Research and
Innovation (2021-2027). According to the Grand Agreement, the main objective of this project is
to produce evidence-based theoretical and practicable knowledge on how the Social and
Solidarity Economy (SSE) can support resilience, social inclusion, and good life in European rurall
areas. The project aims to contribute developing an intersectional perspective to rural
vulnerability, as well as implements critical systems thinking in combination with community-based
participatory research to investigate the potential of the social economy in promoting social
inclusion and enhancing the quality and accessibility of services in rural areas.

This Deliverable 1.1 provides an initial integrated conceptual framework (IICF), which sets the
scene of SERIGO's objectives and guides further research activities. The report outlines the
pathway of SSE according to its requirements and potential in how fo strengthen social inclusion
in rural areas (Figure 1). Firstly, this report infroduces the current challenges of rural areas focusing
on vulnerability and social exclusion, their relationship and the spatial dimension influencing these
challenges. Secondly, SSE is regarded as a solution for enhancing social inclusion, guided through
social innovation (Sl), empowerment and community development (CD). This solution aims to
move closer fo the goal of a just society, which requires social inclusion, resilience, good life and
sustainability in rural communities. Based on this structure, this initial conceptual framework seeks
fo answer the following questions:

¢ How can the challenge of vulnerability and social exclusion be defined in rural areas and
what are the relation between them?2

e How can visions of social and spatial justice be achieved through social inclusion,
resilience, good life, and sustainability2

e How can these visions be achieved through the potential of SSE2

Figure 1: Report structure

Challenge
Vulnerability
Social Exclusion

Solution & Pathway
SSE

N
Empowerment
CD

Vision
Social Inclusion
Good Life
Resilience
Sustainability

Source: Own work.
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1.1. Methodology

The main objective of WP1 is developing an IICF, which leads fo a comprehensive understanding
of the potential of SSE for promoting social inclusion in rural areas. Furthermore, it guides the
project’s activities, following in WP3 and WP4. The framework combines theories and concepts
from various disciplines and elaborates which conceptual linkages and interactions between
social inequalities, vulnerabilities, capabilities, resilience and good life may enhance the potential
of Sl for CD and the inclusion of vulnerable people.

WP1 is structured into three tasks:

Task 1.1 reports on the current research activities, theories and concepts in the fields of social
inclusion and social exclusion, vulnerabilities and capabilities, SI and CD, SSE and social
enterprise, good life, de-growth and resilience.

Task 1.2 provides an lICF in linking the theories and concepts, reported in Task 1.1, and
investigating the impact of SSE through SI on social inclusion, resilience, good life and
sustainability.

Task 1.3 validates and refines the conceptual framework throughout the project. The main goal is
elaborating a new grounded theory by continuous reflection and adaptation of the inifial
infegrated framework based on ongoing literature review while incorporating the results of WP2,
WP3 and WP4.

The literature review has two main objectives: investigating existing knowledge and considering
the crifical claims on the subject of interest, including theoretical and methodological
confributions and findings (Lamb, 2013, cited in, Jennex, 2015), and as a second step concluding
on accuracy and completeness of previous research activities (Knopf, 2006). The purpose of
reviewing literature is to elaborate the need of research in the specific topic and to frame the
theory of research (Jennex, 2015). According fo Jennex (ibid) conducting a literature review
involves step by step selecting the research question, compiling the literature database, and the
search criteria and synthesizing the results after completing the first review.

In the first step (Task 1.1), the literature review was carried out to gather information from recent
publications (focusing on the timespan 2013-2024), including evaluations of relevant policies and
previous research projects, on:

1. Existing and emerging vulnerabilities of rural populations in Europe, intersecting markers of
difference (gender, ethnicity, age, disability, place, etc.), inequality, and multiple discrimination;
the context-dependency of vulnerability and capability; identifying potentially diverging
perceptions of social exclusion and the main drivers and challenges to addressing
marginalization.

2. Relating SSE, SI, degrowth literature, conceptualizations of resilience and good life fo the
context of current crises, emerging and uncertain fransitions.
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Given the wide range of related fopics, five main areas of knowledge were identified and
divided among the eleven partners contributing to Task 1.1. The division of knowledge areas, with
the responsible teams in brackets, is as follows:

Social inclusion and exclusion [= BAB & CUAS]

Social innovation and community development [= ZSI & EURAC]
Vulnerability and capability [ WUR & NUIG]

Social economy and social enterprise [ TLU & ESOGU]

Good life, degrowth, and resilience [ UEF & UVIGO]

oD~

A template for conducting a literature review was prepared by the task leader WUR (Annex 1).In
the second step (Task 1.2) an IICF was developed based on reports and reviews from all partners.
In a third step (Task 1.3) this IICF will be refined and revised based on the results of WP3, WP4, and
on-going literature review.

SERIGO uses a grounded theory approach, which provides tools for analysing processes and
promotes close relatfion fo the research fields. The aim is “fo develop an infegrated set of
theoretfical concepts from their empirical materials that not only synthesize and interpret them
but also show processual relationships” (Charmaz, 2005, p. 508). The grounded theory will be
elaborated from the results of the case studies and experimental pilots.

This report is structured in five sections. Starting with this short infroduction the main challenges of
SERIGO are outlined. Based on the literature reviews in Task 1.1. the second chapter infroduces
the understanding of rurality within the project and outlines the different concepts and
perspectives on vulnerability and social exclusion, setting the scene for SERIGO’s research
activities. The third chapter discusses the vision of a just society, i.e. the understanding of social,
spatial and environmental justice. It also outlines important concepts and perspectives of social
inclusion, resilience, good life, and sustainability. Beside mainstream concepts these objectives
are also discussed from a critical point of view which is crucial for contextualizing further research
activities. The fourth chapter emphasises SSE as a means for strengthening SI, empowerment and
CD. Finally, the fifth section concludes with challenges, visions and pathways, and draws the IICF
for further research activities needed to address the current research gaps identfified.
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2. Challenges

SERIGO aims at identifying and analysing the diverse drivers of social exclusion and the
challenges addressing disparities and marginalization in rural areas in Europe as well as gaining a
better understanding of the needs of and challenges faced by people in a vulnerable situation in
various rural areas across Europe. Hence, this chapter defines the widely used terminology of
vulnerability and social exclusion and links the concepts to the rural context. Vulnerability and
social exclusion are multi-dimensional and interrelated processes. These phenomena appear on
different levels. In the context of rural areas, we therefore focus on analysing the individual and
collective levels, while acknowledging the impact of the national and global levels.

2.1. Vulnerability

Vulnerability as a descriptive terminology is widely used, hence questions about the meaning and
measurement of vulnerability need to be clarified (Dutta et al., 2011). In general, the concept of
vulnerability misses clear definitions, however it can be loosely defined as a state of suscepfibility
tfo harm from stresses that derive from a variety of dimensions, such as the social, economic,
political, and institutional dimension (Peroni & Timmer, 2013). It also tends to reflect a state of
powerlessness and marginality, and a lack of capacity to adapt (Adger, 2006). Vulnerability
could also be seen as a political phenomenon closely linked to political decisions and
commercial activities on certain groups, which reflects the exercise of power relations and self-
interest linked to the political economy of resource use (Adger, 2006). Furthermore, Fineman
(2010, cited in Peroni and Timmins, 2013) regards vulnerability as something universal and the
reflection of a normal state of all members of society, with the role of the state being responsible
of combating vulnerability. With the group-based focus the state is in a position to reinforce “the
institutional practices that produce the identities and inequalities in the first place” (ibid, p.1060).

By using the terminology of vulnerability for predominantly marginalized groups, it should be
noted that this could reinforce the assumption that there exists a state of non-vulnerable
normality. In this regard, from a political economy perspective there are notions of “normality” as
self-sufficiency in context of neo-liberalism. Fineman (2010) states that the application of the term
vulnerability to predominantly marginalized groups leads to the perception that there is a state of
“normality” where people are “self-sufficient, independent and autonomous” (ibid, p.1060). This
view may enhance exclusion processes of groups that do noft fif into the general norms, such as
persons who look or behave different or cannot cope with the requirements of the society (Grear,
2007, cited in Peroni & Timmer, 2013). In this regard, it should be noted that identifying groups as
vulnerable in order to address inequalities experienced by them reflect the Human Right issue on
the risk of stigmatization and stereotyping them (Peroni & Timmer, 2013).

In order to address vulnerability within SERIGO, in addition to reflecting on the Human Right issue
of stigmatization, it would be useful to explore the feminist approach and enfitlement-based
theories of vulnerability. These approaches focus on the multi-dimensionality of the causes of
vulnerability including especially investigate the impact of power relations based on class, social
status, and gender.

Human Right issue

According to Fineman (2010, cited in Peroni and Timmins, 2013), vulnerability can be used as a
heuristic device for exploring how “societal or institutional arrangements originate, sustain, and
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reinforce vulnerabilities” (ibid, p. 1059) in the sense of vulnerability having both prescripfive and
descriptive force. Vulnerability is also about dependency and the notion of harm which in turn
relates to the social context in which the vulnerable individual is found and the quality of
resources to which they have access, reflecting vulnerability’s relational quality.

Regarding to SERIGO and its multi-dimensional investigation of different rural contexts, the critics
on Fineman'’s (2010) notion of the universality of vulnerability by Davis and Aldieri (2021) are
crucial for widen the perspective on indicators on vulnerability. They invoke Judith Butler's
concept of precarity fo examine the role played by the lived context in giving rise o experiences
of vulnerability, and the possibilities to resist it. Butler (2016) talks about the need to consider the
wider meanings of the term and how it is applied in numerous contexts, including political, to
denote shifts in power, challenges to established notions of phenomena like paternalism or
colonialism, and “self-interested appropriations of “vulnerability” by dominant groups” (ibid, p.16)
advancing selective agendas.

The aim of defining vulnerability for SERIGO is also to force a better understanding of the
discussion on (spatial) justice and equality. Spatial justice is discussed through the right to take
part in spatfial distribution processes of social-valued resources (King, 2019; Soja, 2009). Peroni and
Timmins (2013) use the terminology of substantive equality, to illustrate how recent European
Human Rights rulings on group vulnerability have addressed substantive equality’s four aims:
participation, fransformation, redistribution and recognition. These aims are relating to absence
of a political voice, addressing the defrimental aspects that adhere to perceptions of difference,
breaking the cycle of disadvantage and addressing stigma, stereotyping, and promoting dignity
and respect for an identity group.

Feminist approach

The aim of the feminist approach is to widen the perspective on the gender-specific causes of
vulnerability and drawing attention on the role of culture and ideology defining social identfities in
particular circumstances, at specific fimes and places. These identities should be explored o
discuss their origin and to show the power relations in their back (Bock, 2006). For investigating
rural issues, the feminist approach reveals not just the heterogeneous identfities in rural contexts,
but also the relationship of different factors of vulnerability and capacities to resist hegemonic
perspectives of inclusion and exclusion of certain groups and their access to resources and
opportunities.

Entitement-based theories of vulnerability

The entitlement-based approach is linked fo theories of change and decision-making, further to
sustainable livelihoods and vulnerability to poverty (Adger, 2006). Enfitlements are the resources
of individuals, based on their own production, capital, or reciprocal arrangements (ibid). The
focus is on the role of institutions, class, social status, and gender. Entitlements are defined by Sen
as "“the set of alternative commodity bundles that a person can command in a society using the
fotality of rights and opportunities that he or she faces” (Sen, 1984, p.497). They are described by
Adger (2006) as “the actual or potential resources available to individuals based on their own
production, assets or reciprocal arrangements” (ibid, p.269). Entitlement-based theories of
vulnerability identify human behaviour and decision-making as the causes of vulnerability, that
are capable of being prevented through political means (Sen, 1984). Vulnerability in these cases
occurs because entitlements have failed, and not because of lack of needed resources (Adger,
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2004). Entitlement failure is also associated with poverty and the nofion of sustainable livelihood,
with failure to enjoy a sustainable livelihood as a reflection of vulnerability.

To sum up, vulnerability is a complex interplay of various factors (Figure 2). It could be defined as
a social construct, but also as a Human Rights issue, a situation of precarity, or a place-based
and political phenomenon. The entitlement-based theory and the feminist approach are crucial
perspectives for SERIGO while identifying vulnerable groups, which compliments each other and
set a special focus on power relations based on class, social status, and gender. Vulnerability is
also informed by social and spatial justice perspectives and offen demands the goal of more
substantive equality. For investigating vulnerability, reflecting on the political dimension of the
ferminology, and the neo-liberal assumpftion of “normality” as self-sufficient, is crucial for avoiding
and reflecting on pre-assumptions and stigmatization of marginalized groups within SERIGO. As
vulnerability is often addressed by interventions by governments, NGOs, other agencies, the third
sector and social economy, critical approaches like the degrowth approach, are crucial for
enhancing the visions of SERIGO.

Finally, specific indicators, such as income are often used to identify vulnerability. As SERIGO aims
fo go beyond one-dimensional assumptions, it is important also to focus on place- and context-
specific conditions and variables, such as remoteness for rural areas. Vulnerability indicators are
closely linked to social exclusion patterns, which are directly affected by and influence the
degree of vulnerability. According to Peroni and Timmins (2013), vulnerability is regarded as a
social construct, linked to “economic, political and social processes of inclusion and exclusion”
(ibid, p.1061) and particularly to issues of institutional power and governance that may originate
and maintain vulnerability.

Figure 2: Concept of Vulnerability

Vulnerability

Manifest / identified
Informed by Defined as through Addressed by
| | | |
Entitlement-based theory Social construct Vulnerability indicators Government intervention
| | |
- . . - NGO /other agency /third
Feminist perspectives on : . Stigmatisation/ :
power and resistance Human Right issue stereotyping secTorirftsgri:/srLTzieé:r?nomy
| |
Polifical economy
perspectives (neoliberal; Situation of precarity Social exclusion
notions of ‘normality’ as
self-sufficiency) | |
Place- and context-
Place-based = o
Social and spatial justice phenomenon specific anglmons and
perspectives I yarnables
|
Notion of 'substantive Political phenomenon
equality’

Source: Own work. Based on the literature review in task 1.1.
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2.2. Social Exclusion

Social exclusion is infertwined with the concept of social inclusion, which SERIGO aims to
enhance in rural areas. As outlined by Boardman et al. (2022), the relationship between inclusion
and exclusion could be described as a continuum, where individuals and groups experience
varying degrees of participation and unequal access to resources, rights, and capabilities. Social
exclusion is understood as a dynamic process, whereby individuals and groups may face
exclusion in different aspects of life (Levitas et al., 2007; Madanipour et al., 2022), rather than in an
absolute sense, with fluid boundaries between inclusion and exclusion and subject to change
(Bak, 2018). For this reason, the term “af risk” of exclusion is commonly used to describe
identifiable social groupings vulnerable to exclusionary processes (Madanipour et al., 2015).
Investigating the degree of social exclusion, it is crucial to also reflect on Sen’s concept of
"unfavourable inclusion”, wherein individuals may be included in certain domains (e.g.
employment) but under unfavourable conditions (e.g. exploitative employment) or they may
participate unequally. In such cases, the ‘included’ circumstances can be defrimental (Sen 2000
cited in Boardman et al., 2022, p. 29).

Social exclusion is not merely an individual experience, but rather a product of just or unjust
relational processes and social structures within local, social and global contexts (Yanicki et al.,
2015). Doing research on social exclusion offers an alternative perspective to understand
disadvantage, diverging from traditional views of poverty, hardship and destitution, which
primarily focus on lack and suffering (Boardman et al., 2022).

The key characteristics of social exclusion are non-participation, dynamism, mulfi-level nature
and multidimensionality (Bak, 2018). Latter could be explained through seven dimensions of social
exclusion: the economic, political, cultural, social, spatial, femporal, and digital dimension (Figure
3) (Boardman et al., 2022; Bock et al., 2015a; Madanipour, 2020; Scutella et al., 2013), which are
influenced by diverse factors. The factors within each dimension can vary depending on the
context being examined. The interlinkage between these factors is complex and often
multidirectional, with each factor influencing and being influenced by others. For instance,
individuals with higher economic status may have access to better education and healthcare,
leading to improved social opportunities and networks. Conversely, social exclusion can limit
economic opportunities.
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Figure 3: Dimensions of Social Exclusion
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In detail, economic exclusion manifests through limited access fo resources, especially
employment, leading fo marginalization and unemployment, thereby restricting opportunities for
production and consumption (Madanipour, 2020). Exclusion from the political arena relates to
opportunities for participation in processes like voting and political representation in European
liberal democracies. The cultural dimension of social exclusion includes language, religion and
nationality and, more recently, new ways of forming identities through consumption habits (ibid).
Especially in the rural context, local institutionalized cultural values and moral discourse in rural
communifies can serve as operating mechanism of social exclusion and in this sense controls the
access to these communities (Bernard et al., 2019).

The temporal dimension includes at least four aspects (Madanipour, 2020). First, the factor of
functional use of fime is shown in the amount of “useful” fime, which is used by the majority to
structure daily roufines such as work, study or travelling. Temporal organization of time is also
shown in the global timetable ruling the societies with time measured in precise ways. The second
aspect is the value of time, which means time is freated as an asset and adds monetary value for
functional time. Being excluded is shown in the inability of frading the time for money, which
leads to missing access to the goods and services. The third factor is about memory, which
means that the histories, past experiences and heritages from the excluded are ignored or not
valued. The fourth aspect is about hope, which includes the potential for the future, this tackles
especially children who are losing the prospect of a future (ibid).
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The digital dimension points fo the negative impact of the rapid digital advancements on
vulnerability and exclusion in rural areas, especially among those with low levels of education
and limited ICT experience (Salemink et al., 2017). These individuals are at risk of being left behind
in the digital age, exacerbating their offline exclusion and marginalization. Digital exclusion may
also be heightened by network externalities resulting from ICT infrastructure, creating
interconnected challenges for digitally disadvantaged individuals or communities. Consequently,
a vicious cycle may ensue, where digital disadvantages perpetuate further exclusion (Park,
2017).

Finally, the social and spatial dimensions are crucial in SERIGO project. Madanipour (2011, p. 191)
emphasizes that “social exclusion cannot be adequately understood without addressing spatial
segregation and exclusion, as social cohesion or exclusion are inherently socio-spatial
phenomena”. Focusing on social exclusion in rural regions, the spatial dimension is influential as
some problems occurs because of their spatial seclusion, furthermore remoteness and isolation
might end up in the sense of socio-economic and political disconnectedness or abandonment
(Bock et al., 2015b).

The socio-spatial perspective is crucial for analysing the different levels of social exclusion, which
could be distinguished in individual, local and collective, national and global levels of social
exclusion (Boardman et al., 2022; Bock et al., 2015b; Madanipour, 2020; Salemink et al., 2017;
Scutella et al., 2013).

In outlining the individual level of social exclusion, Schweiger (2013), referencing Burchardt et al.
(1999, p. 230), states that “[an] individual is socially excluded if (a) he or she is geographically
resident in a society, (b) he or she cannot participate in the normal actfivities of citizens in that
society, and (c) he or she would like to so participate, but is prevented from doing so by factors
beyond his or her control” (ibid, p. 532).

Each dimension and its associated factors play a role in determining an individual or group's level
of social exclusion or inclusion in society. Rurality has an impact on the factors of social exclusion
and its effects on individuals and society. Bak (2018, p. 439) concludes that “the location [...] can
fo a great extent form a significant framework for understanding why interaction between
individuals in certain social environments may seem excluding” (ibid). The spafial dimension also
reflects an institutionalized form of confrolling access in terms of access to places, activities,
resources and information (Bock et al., 2015b; Madanipour, 2020).

There are several concepts and approaches related to social exclusion nor explaining the
process of social inclusion. In this regard, it is said that recent policy debates on inequality have
shiffed focus from poverty to social exclusion for various reasons (Bock et al., 2015a), however the
poverty approach should be mentioned investigating processes of social exclusion. Schweiger
(2013) and Madanipour (2020) believe that understanding poverty as social exclusion illuminates
its multidimensionality, encompassing not just material deprivation but also a sense of not
belonging in modern societies. Bak (2018), quoted Abrahamson (2010), highlighted that poverty
primarily concerns the distribution of resources like income and inability o meet needs, while
social exclusion revolves around the denial of rights due to institutional discrimination. Moreover,
social exclusion emphasizes the processes leading to exclusion from normal society. Further
concepts to be outlined in the context of SERIGO and its socio-spatial perspective are territorial
stigmatization and spatial segregation.
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Territorial stigmatization

Territorial stigmatization, as described by Wacquant (2007), contributes to the erosion of places
by diminishing feelings of belonging and prompting residents to leave in order to escape
exclusion. This phenomenon leads to disesngagement and weakening of social cohesion within
communities, ultimately undermining their solidarity. The reduction of welfare state provisions
plays a significant role in this process, as economic restructuring and the withdrawal of public
resources can concentrate economic hardship and ecological decline in certain areas. This
exacerbates the material and symbolic deterioration of these places, reinforcing social stigma
among residents and contributing to their marginalization (Bock et al., 2015b).

Spatial segregation

Spatial segregation could be studied from a place-based and person-based perspective (Piekut,
2021) and it is a spatial concentration of the disadvantaged population, which is, according fo
Madanipour (2020), the most taken-for-granted form of spatial exclusion.

Focusing on spatial segregation at individual and community levels, segregation could be
identified in everyday life, based on interaction between people and the implication for social
cohesion, community atfachment and belonging (Piekut, 2021).

2.3. Rurality

Rural areas are usually defined on the basis of geographical and demographic indicators, such
as population density, distance fo major urban cenfres, housing concentration. They are often
understood in contrast fo urban areas, or in other words in terms of what it is NOT - not urban. The
OECD (2016) has identified three types of rural areas based on the interaction with urban areas
(Figure 5):

Rural areas within a functional urban area (FUA): These rural areas are part of the commuting
zone of an urban centre and are fully integrated into a FUA.

Rural areas close to a FUA: These areas have strong connections to a nearby FUA but are not
part of the urban labour market. While the economies of the urban and rural regions are not
infegrated, rural growth is often linked to the growth in the FUA with flows of goods and services
between them.

Remote/peripheral rural areas: These areas are far from a FUA and interaction with FUAs is largely
through market exchanges of goods and services. Personal interactions outside the area are
limited, but there are strong internal connections. The local economy relies on exporting the
area's primary products.
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Figure 5: Types of rural areas
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Source: Adapted from Rural space: Consfructing a three-fold architecture
(p.52) by Halfacree, 2006, SAGE Publications Ltd.

At the same time, there is an understanding of the rural as inherently different from the urban in
socio-economic and cultural terms - more primary production, for instance, more social cohesion,
more conservative norms and values. Such often implicit, understandings have been criticised by
scholars, among others as oftfen the rural is then again presented as a deviation of the urban -
less developed, less modern. For conceptualizing rurality, Brown and Cromartie (2004) argue that
a multidimensional approach is needed, reflecting economic, institutional, and cultural realities,
alongside standard ecological criteria based on population size, density, and accessibility. Rural
space can be understood in ferms of three interconnected aspects (Figure 4), which adapts
Henri Lefebvre's triple spatiality model to rural areas. This three-part model emphasizes
understanding existing dynamics rather than proposing new definitions (Halfacree, 2006).

Figure 4: A friple model of rural space
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Source: OECD, 2016, OECD Regional Outlook 2016 (p.146), OECD Publishing.

Rural locadilities: Rural localities feature distinctive spatial practices related to production and
consumption activities.

Formal representations of the rural: These are shaped by capitalist interests, bureaucrats, or
politicians and focus on how rural areas are commodified within the production process.
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Lives of the rural: The lived experiences in rural areas encompass both individual and social
elements in their cognitive interpretation and negotiation, highlighting the interconnectedness of
subjective experiences, material realities, and formal representations (ibid).

In sum, "rurality" refers to the characteristics and qualities that define rural areas, acknowledging
the diversity and varying conditions across different regions. This concept encompasses a range
of descriptive attributes including population density, economic activities, and infrastructure, a
reconstruction of political and institutional stfructures and dynamics, and of community dynamics
and experiences. Moreover, rural areas are not homogeneous, they have their own histories,
frajectories, and visions, and can differ significantly from one another.

There is no agreed definition of "rurality" and there are ongoing debates about how best to
define the concept. However, by acknowledging the diversity within rural areas and
understanding the complex nature of rurality and also different dimension of rurality such as
socio-economic and cultural, the combination of the OECD classification and the triple model
provides comprehensive understanding of rurality that can be useful in the SERIGO project as a
practical and simple categorisation o start with.

Marginalization in rural context

The concept of marginalization refers o being on the outskirts of societal or spafial systems, often
with limited access to resources or capability to escape from marginal position or change it.
Despite a consensus that marginality is relative, opinions diverge on how and by whom the
central point should be defined (Gatzweiler & Baumdller, 2014).

At the individual level, the focus is on individual needs and behaviour of people living in rural
areas. The dynamic and circular process of marginalization can function as both a cause and a
consequence of vulnerability, influencing individuals on different stages, including access to
resources, possibilities of achievement, and taking advantage of opportunities that are open to
them. Marginality also shapes what is seen as achievable by individuals, by influencing how
individuals define themselves, their opportunities, and their abilities (ibid).

Social marginality due to individual aftributes such as ethnicity or income, can lead to spatial
marginality. This could be witnessed in urban ghettos, but also in remaining in remote areas with
less opportunities for jobs, services, education, and infrastructure (Gatzweiler & Baumuller, 2014).
Thus, spatial marginality refers to the collective level rather than individual causes.

Beyond the definition of rurality of OECD (2016), distinguishing between peripheral and
marginalized regions is crucial. Leimgruber (2004, cited in Mdlikovd et al., 2016) emphasizes that
the distinction lies in the varying degrees of integration info the main spatial system. While
peripheral areas are regarded as interconnected with socio-cultural and socio-economic
networks, marginal regions are not considered integral components of this system (Seidl, Chromy,
2010, cited in Mdlikova et al., 2016).

Since 2000, a new approach called peripheralization has expanded the traditional
understanding of peripheries. Peripheralization focuses on the dynamic nature of social relations,
encompassing political, social, economic, and communicative processes with spatial
implications. This perspective allows for the examination of the phenomenon from local to global
scales that includes multiple countries, revealing its dynamic nature and the potential for rapid
change, where networks of actors play a crucial role (Kihn, 2015 cited in Oppido et al., 2023).
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In the past, geographical factors were primarily attributed as the main cause of resource
inaccessibility. However, there has been a shift in perspective, whereby the lack of
socioeconomic and political connections, referred to as 'connectivity,' is now seen as the
predominant explanation. This concept of 'connectivity' encompasses relational remoteness,’
which is not necessarily confined to a specific geographical location. These changes are closely
linked to advancements in communication and information technology, the emphasis on
mobility, and the emergence of a network society, where mobility transcends spatial boundaries
(Castells, 2000, Urry, 2007, Cresswell, 2010, cited in Bock, 2016). However, connectivity in this sense
should not be conflated with just telecommunications infrastructures such as broadband access.

Copus (2001, cited in Oppido et al., 2023) identifies various aspects of ‘aspatial peripherality’,
such as technological infrastructure, human capital capable of using technological tools, local
business networks, local embeddedness and civic society, local insfitutional structures/networks,
links to European/global markets, and information networks. Therefore, factors contributing to
marginalization processes encompass spatial and aspatial factors, economic cyclicality,
geopolitical changes, lack of a city-region paradigm with a focus on innovation, and lack of
urban-rural linkages (Oppido et al., 2023). The interaction of multiple problems is crucial in
processes of rural marginalization. However, it is important to note that geographical remoteness
does not always lead to marginalization, nor does cenftrality guarantee prosperity (Bock, 2016).

Rural and rurality, in ferms of spatial characteristics, questions the understanding and perception
of rural within social and economic contexts and the relationship of the commonly applied
dichotomy urban - rural (Sherry & Shortall, 2019). Rural as a place is often framed in terms of an
enduring spatial imaginary that presents rural regions as lagging or needing fo caftch up with the
urban (Jones et al., 2020; Weckroth & Moisio, 2020). However, there has been less attention paid
fo rural needs, which increases rural marginalization. Rural citizens may feel left behind while
struggling with unsecure employment, economic growth and provision of infrastructure and
services, which should enable them to achieve a sustainable quality of life (Mettler & Brown,
2022).

Rural citizenship is a potential indicator of the experience of vulnerability as part of specific
groups in rural contexts. It analyses the allocation of oneself as a citizen of the rural, including
specific roles and responsibilities. On a governance level, rural citizenship can include an
alternative political consciousness and the assertion of new political subjectivities, which is often
driven by the failure of the state achieving expected aims. Further, rural citizenship includes also
the choice to assist the state by providing services and facilities. These civic organisations
represent and care for the needs of vulnerable groups that are missing sufficient support and
resources (Woods, 2008).

2.4. Conclusion

Vulnerability and social exclusion are closely linked, especially in rural areas where limited access
to resources and opportunities can exacerbate both. Vulnerability often arises from a diversity of
sources, such as environmental, social, institutional, economic, and political factors, which can
make individuals or communities more vulnerable to adverse events or conditions. On the other
hand, social exclusion is a non-participatory, multidimensional, dynamic, and multi-level
phenomenon that affects both the individual's quality of everyday life and the degree of rural
marginalization in a collective sense, which might increase due to geographic isolation,
discrimination, and unequal distribution of resources. Figure é shows the multidimensional relation
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of vulnerability and social exclusion embedded in the rural context. The overlap of the colours
(grey box) shows the multi-dimensionality of the phenomena.

Figure 6: Challenges of SERIGO and their interrelation
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Source: Own work.

When vulnerability is high, individuals or groups may face higher risks of social exclusion due to
their inability to access essential services or participate fully in community life. For example,
without access to quality education or job opportunities, individuals may struggle to escape
poverty, leading fo further marginalization. Conversely, social exclusion can deepen vulnerability
by denying individuals or communities access to critical resources and opportunities needed to
thrive. For instance, exclusion from decision-making processes can perpetuate inequalities and
limit access to services and infrastructure development in rural areas, further entrenching
vulnerability.

3. Visions

The visions of SERIGO are fo increase social inclusion, good life, resilience, sustainability, and, at
the heart of all these objectives, justice in rural areas. These aspects are embedded in the rural
vision of the EU, which includes ten shared goals “from, by and for stronger, connected, resilient
and prosperous rural areas by 2040" (European Commission, 2021a). The vision of stronger rural
areas visions empowered communities, access to services and SI. Digital connectivity, transport
links and new mobilities enhance connected areas, diversification of economic activities and
sustainable food production lead o prosperous rural areas. Lastly, resilience fo climate change,
environmental resilience and social resilience creates resilient rural areas within the EU (ibid).

Degrowth approach

Within SERIGQ, it is crucial to reflect on commonly used approaches and adapt them through a
critical lens. In this regard, degrowth and post-growth paradigms advocate for alternative socio-
economic models that challenge the prevailing ideology of endless economic growth as the only
way for social well-being.

At its core, degrowth questions the assumpfion that continuous economic expansion is
ecologically sustainable or socially desirable (Kallis et al., 2015). It calls for a deliberate reduction
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in production and consumption to achieve ecological sustainability, social equity, and human
well-being. It should be noted that postgrowth and degrowth are not just limited to an economic
theory but also aim to inform profound social and ecological transformations (Dengler &
Seebacher, 2019). Nevertheless, a special initial emphasis has been on the general framework of
critique of GDP growth as a measure of progress and advocates for qualitative improvements in
life rather than quantitative expansion of the economy (Jackson, 2009). In short degrowth
challenges classical economics reorienting societal goals towards sufficiency, equity, and
ecological balance, emphasizing alternative metrics of prosperity beyond mere economic
output (Hickel, 2021). By challenging the dominant growth-cenfric narrative, degrowth and post-
growth theories offer compelling avenues for reimagining and restructuring socio-economic
systems towards more sustainable and equitable futures.

Focusing on de/post-growth practices creates space for imagining and mobilizing alternative
ways of living and being. Deviating from the fraditional growth narrative, these practices
challenge the dominant discourse that often marginalizes rural communities. This reevaluation not
only emphasizes the unique contributions of rural areas but also works fowards promoting
inclusivity by acknowledging diverse ways of living and producing. Furthermore, there is the
recognition of the largely untapped potential for fransformative change that these practices
offer (Pandey et al., 2024).

3.1. Justice

The quest for justice and equality could be seen as underlying the visions of SERIGO respective
the rural vision of the EU. From sociological perspective inclusive societies strive for greater social
justice, equality, and collectivism in response to the systematic and global oppressions embodied
and perpetuated by exclusionary societies (Allman, 2013). Social justice is closely linked to
democracy and it requires social inclusion, which in turn represents the grade of parficipation of
people in society (Farrington & Farrington, 2005). In this regard, Henri Lefebvre’s ‘The right to the
city concept (1996, [1968])’ should be mentioned, which discusses the need for inclusivity,
accessibility, and democracy in urban spaces (Nordberg, 2020). Farrington & Farrington (2005, p.
5) conclude that “participation, or lack of it, is likely to be affected by the distribution of benefits
and burdens and [...] accessibility, or lack of it, can affect this distribution™. In rural areas
accessibility through improved transportation reflects the importance of accessibility, effecting
urbanization dynamics as well as isolating processes increasing the risk of gradual abandonment
(Antrop, 2004, cited in, Nordberg, 2020)

The definition and discussion of justice in this report builds on the theoretical framework of the
RELOCAL Horizon 2020 project (Madanipour et al., 2017), which has been developed through a
crifical review of concepts and models of territorial cohesion, spatial justice and solidarity. Within
SERIGO we analyse justice and equity at different levels. The project focusses on peripheral rural
areas and has the vision of achieving rural spatial justice at the collective level while striving for
social justice atf the individual level.

Madanipour et al. (2017) identified two paradigms of social justice, the distributive and the
procedural paradigm. An equal distribution of goods, services and opporfunifies and on the
other hand just instfitutions and procedures are crucial for just societies. There are related
elements in both paradigms, especially the dichotomy between a just process and a just
outcome has to be highlighted. According to Madanipour et al. (2017) this dichotomy “is a false
one, as they are not, and should not be, mutually exclusive” (ibid, p.17). As outlined in the
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previous chapter (2), injustice includes a wide range of disadvantages increasing with the
degree of vulnerability (Madanipour, Cars and Allen, 2003, cited in Madanipour et al., 2017).

Soja (2010, cited in Nordberg, 2020) notes that justice expands beyond boundaries of the law,
discussing fairness, democracy, rights and responsibilities atfached fo being member of certain
social groups. According to Harvey (1996, cited in Nordberg, 2020, p. 48), “justice is a socially
constituted set of beliefs, discourses, and institutionalizations expressive of social relations and
contfested configurations of power that have everything to do with regulating and ordering
material social practices within places for a fime”.

In this context, John Rawls's theory of "justice as fairness" should be outlined briefly, however this
theory does not consider the spatiality of justice and injustice. John Rawls (2001) describes a
society of free citizens holding equal basic rights and cooperating within an egalitarian
economic system. He invokes two principles. The first demands that (a) each person has the
same indefeasible claim to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic liberties which is compatible
with the same scheme of liberties for all; and (b) social and economic inequadlities are to satisfy
two conditions: first, they are attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair
equality of opportunity; and second, they are to the greatest benefit of the least-advantaged
members of society (Rawls, 2001).

Spatial justice

Jones et al. (2019, p. 99) note that focusing on spatial justice “allows plural understandings of
development, justice, well-being and the ‘good life’ to emerge ones that are attuned to the
regions and territories from which they emanate” (ibid).

Spatial justice is a place-based concept. The question of justice and fairness is based on its
contexts and differs from place to place. “Spatial justice is accordingly not about handing out
equal shares of resources, but about opportunities and capabilities” (Nordberg, 2020, p. 47).
Hence, spatial justice is about institutions, policies, discourse, and practices which are meant to
organize the space and shape everyday life, in what the human interactions define the (in)justice
of space. The focus is on the degree of oppression and systematic domination, which are
affecting individuals and communities (Israel & Frenkel, 2018). In this regard, spatial justice should
not be seen as synonymous with social justice in spatial context, rather, it should be under
investigation of how space influence injustice in different shapes (Dabinett, 2011, cited in R. Jones
et al., 2019). According to Dikec (2001, cited in, R. Jones et al., 2019), spatial injustice is a result of
systematic exclusion and dominance rather than being attributed to specific actions. Spatial
organization can form disfavored areas, which provides, for instance, inadequate fransport
systems, housing and services, which could lead to locating disadvantages groups of people
there. This process hinders these vulnerable groups on fully participating in society and relocating
to other areas over generations (Dikeg, 2001, cited in, Nordberg, 2020). Dikec¢ (ibid) concludes
that through the stabilization of social inequalities and problems, spatiality not only manifests but
also produces injustice.

Environmental justice

As a central fenef, environmental justice emphasizes the equitable distribution of environmental
benefits and burdens across communities, particularly highlighting the disproportionate impacts
of environmental degradation and resource exploitation on marginalized populations. Within the
context of rural areas, where socio-economic vulnerabilities often intersect with environmental
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risks, the lens of environmental justice becomes crucial (Akbulut et al., 2019; Dunlap & Laratte,
2022; Zografos & Robbins, 2020).

Post and decolonial theories offer additional insights by foregrounding the legacies of colonialism
and imperialism in shaping contemporary socio-economic and environmental realities. By
interrogating structures of power and domination, these theoretical frameworks highlight the
ways in which historical injustices continue to manifest in current green transitions in rurall
landscapes (Zografos & Robbins, 2020). Incorporating a decolonial perspective info degrowth
discourse encourages a critical reevaluation of dominant development narratives which
currently are presented as green development or green growth (Dunlap & Laratte, 2022).

Feminist theory contributes a gender-sensitive perspective to the discourse, highlighting the ways
in which gender inequalities infersect with environmental vulnerabilities in rural areas. Women,
who often bear the brunt of environmental degradation and resource depletion, play critical
roles in sustaining rural livelihoods and communities (reference). Feminist analyses within the
degrowth framework illuminate the gendered dimensions of resource access, decision-making,
and labour division, advocating for policies and interventions that empower women and
promote gender equality as integral components of rural inclusion (BrUckner, 2020; Danék &
Jehlicka, 2020).

3.2. Social Inclusion

As already mentioned above, enhancing social inclusion in rural areas is an important aim for
increasing (spatial) justice. The previous chapter 2.2 infroduced the main challenges and
concepfs of social exclusion, which are intertwined with the process of social inclusion. The
boundaries between inclusion and exclusion are fluid and subject to change (Bak, 2018).

Silver (2015) argues that social inclusion is a multifaceted and interactive process that expands
opportunities for social participation, improving individuals' capabilities to fulfil socially expected
roles, widening connections based on respect and acknowledgment, and at the collective level,
strengthening social connections, cohesion, integration, or solidarity. It refers to a process
fostering social interaction among individuals with diverse social characteristics or implementing
institutional measures to facilitate participation across all aspects of social life.

SERIGQO's vision of improving social inclusion is based on the key concepts of social capital and
sense of community, which support a better understanding of the dynamics of belonging,
participation and integration within sociefies.

Social capital

There is a reciprocal relationship between social inclusion and social capital. Daly and Silver
(2008) argue that both concepts highlight the importance of active participation, quality of
social relationships, and agency as infegral components for social integration. They believe that
social capital can potentially counteract social exclusion, while simultaneously, social exclusion
can diminish the stock of social capital. Bourdieu (1986) defines social capital as a resource:
“Social capital is the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to
possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual
acquaintance and recognition—in other words, membership in a group—that provides each of
its members with the backing of the collectivity-owned capital, a ‘credential’ which entitles them
to credit, in the various senses of the word” (ibid, pp. 248-249).
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Bourdieu views social networks as exclusive, often tied to class, and central fo the constant
struggle for dominance. Social capital, particularly its conversion into other forms like economic
or cultural capital, plays a crucial role in maintaining hierarchies (Daly & Silver, 2008). Bourdieu
argues that an individual's social capital is contfingent upon their ability to mobilize social
networks and the capital held by network members. This perspective underscores the complex
interplay between social relations, power structures, and symbolic resources, highlighting the
multifaceted nature of social capital within societal contexts (Wiesinger, 2023). Hence, social
capital which refers to the valuable resources inherent in social networks can mitigate social
exclusion by providing individuals with resources to draw upon, whereas a lack thereof may
contribute to exclusionary processes (Bak, 2018).

Sense of community

The sense of community is a concept in social psychology that emphasizes on the importance of
fostering inclusive communities where individuals feel a sense of belonging and mattering.
McMillan and Chavis (Mcmillan & Chavis, 1986) propose four key elements for this concept:
“"Membership” involves feeling of belonging and personal relatedness, “influence” is a sense of
mafttering within the group, “reinforcement” encompasses the fulfiment of needs through group
membership, and “shared emotional connection” refers fo a shared commitment to common
experiences and history within the group. The findings of the study by Huxhold et al. (Huxhold et
al., 2022) underscore that individuals derive significant cues about their societal worth from their
social relationships. Hence, we would claim this concept closely related to both social exclusion
and inclusion, as it deals with individuals’ subjective perceptions of belonging and
connectedness within a group or community.

Social inclusion is the process of ensuring that excluded individuals and groups have equal
access to resources, opportunities and participation in society. Access to resources by different
members or groups of the local community depends on the possibility of taking part in decision-
making processes and is thus linked to their recognition along Fraser’s notion of participatory
equality (Moralli, 2022). In rural areas, there is an urgent need to reflect on those factors that give
rise to 'socially inclusive spaces' (Oldenburg, 1999), that are those spaces that facilitate trust and
a (non-exclusive) sense of belonging on equal terms, to overcome forms of 'subordinate inclusion'
(Moralli et al., 2023).

Rural inclusion

Reflecting on rural inclusionary processes within the de/post growth approach, the concept of
social metabolism, which examines the flows of materials and energy within societies and their
impact on environmental sustainability, can foster rural inclusion. This lens, as highlighted by
Spanier and Feola (2022), provides valuable insights into the metabolic relationships between
rural and urban spaces. These metabolic considerations can inform more horizontal relations
between rural and urban areas hence fostering rural inclusion. Furthermore, attention in the
metabolic dimension of rural areas places a special importance on material resilience.

3.3. Resilience

As already mentioned in previous parts, the vision of strengthening resilience in rural areas is
closely linked to other concepts like social inclusion. Resilience is a comprehensive concept
encompassing processes of risk and vulnerability, growth and fransformation, community and
culture, power and agency, and social dynamics and depends on complex interactions within
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systems (Kirmayer et al., 2009). It is a dynamic process that involves drawing from various sources
of strength and resources to enable individuals to face and overcome challenges over time and
frajectory, and interacting with adversity and life changes, and occurs through an interaction of
individual and collective processes contributing to adaptability, strength, the ability to overcome
obstacles, face challenges, and recover from setbacks (ibid).

At individual level, resilience is a characteristic that is indicated by the person’s successful
functioning; success is measured in terms of the achievement of specific social norms and roles
(e.g. stable employment, relationships). The positive outcomes that provide evidence of
resilience may be experiential or behavioural (Kirmayer et al., 2009). Resilient individuals have the
ability to use available resources to cope with difficulties, while others may easily give up and
become exhausted or deteriorate (McCubbin & McCubbin, 2005). Identifying the ways in which
communities foster individual resilience can begin with analysis of the roofs of individual resilience.
The different factors that contribute to individual resilience can then be mapped onto those
structures and processes of the community that promote, enable or enhance these individual-
level factors.

Community resilience

Community resilience refers to the capacity of community members to utilize and develop their
resources to thrive in an ever-changing, uncertain environment. This involves intentionally
fostering personal and collective capabilities to respond to change, sustain the community, and
shape its future direction (Magis, 2010). Scott (2013) defines it as the (cap)ability of individuals,
organizations and institutions to consciously act to generate opportunities when faced with crisis —
not bouncing back to where one was but bouncing forward to a new promising condition. In
order fo enhance community resilience, this adaptive capacity should be increased in the three
dimensions including social, economic and environmental/ecological. On the other hand,
resilient communities consist of resilient groups and resilient individuals that collaborate together
(Steiner & Atterton, 2014).

Resilient communities share key traits that help them adjust fo change. Firstly, they collaborate
across sectors for a common purpose. Secondly, they creatively ufilize people, ideas, and
resources to address challenges and seize opportunities. Crucially, they uphold the infrastructure,
systems, and processes essential for enhancing entrepreneurship and innovation at the
community level. This collective framework (systems, structures, and processes) forms the
innovation ecosystem (French, 2022).

Individual and community resilience are interlinked and an increase in both dimensions of
resilience may occur in parallel (Steiner & Atterton, 2014). Resilient individuals work together more
easily fo overcome to stresses and challenges. On the other hand, a resilient community can
increase the resilience of ifs individual members. However, the interaction between these
concepts is not always simple or positive. Sometimes certain aspects of resilience both at the
individual or community level may be in conflict with each other. For example, something might
be positive for certain individuals but not beneficial for the community and vice versa (Kirmayer
et al., 2009).

Critical approach to resilience

Mahdiani & Ungar (2021) reflect on the dark side of resilience by differentiating between
functional and less functional adaptation in relation to contexts, degrees of risk, and types of
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resilience. They argue that resilience can be also maladaptive in contexts where it masks
vulnerability or prevents effective action to address root causes and unequal or unfair
distributions of risk. Thus, the concept of resilience might also become an obstacle for change of
unfavourable institutions, environments and systems. It is the individual or the community that will
have to adapft rather than the political, social, economic or environmental systems in which they
are embedded. Resilience is often portrayed as an individual's ability to bounce back from
adversity. While this can be empowering, it can also normalize difficult circumstances. It's crucial
fo question why resilience is often discussed in response to systemic issues rather than addressing
the root causes of those issues. The focus on individual resilience can sometimes shift responsibility
away from larger societal factors. For instance, expecting someone to be resilient in the face of
economic hardship may overlook structural inequalities and policies that contribute to their
challenges. Resilience can vary across cultures and confexts. What may be considered resilience
in one culture might not be viewed the same way in another. Critical analysis should consider
these cultural nuances and avoid imposing a one-size-fits-all definition of resilience. Resilience
can be influenced by power dynamics, such as access to resources, social support networks, and
opportunities. Critically examining who has access to these resources and why can provide
insights info how resilience is unequally distributed. There is a fine line between resilience and
enduring hardship without meaningful change. A critical perspective questions whether resilience
is always a positive trait or if it can sometimes lead to acceptance of unjust conditions without
challenging them. Critical perspectives on resilience should also consider how intersecting
identities (such asrace, gender, class, ability) influence experiences of resilience. Different
individuals may navigate resilience in unique ways based on these intersecting factors.

Revalorizing rural practices of resilience

Degrowth and postgrowth has emerged as a powerful conceptual framework that critiques
systemic unsustainability ingrained within capitalist economies that prioritize perpetual growth.
However, studying, recognizing, analyzing and valorizing the practices that contest and
overcome the challenges posed by the growth logic should be also outlined in this degrowth
context (Lange et al., 2021). The practices emerging under this categorization are generally
associated with revalorizing practices that contribute to rural resilience, such as self-sufficiency
and provisioning (Danék & Jehlicka, 2020; Pungas, 2020; Skrzypczynhski, 2021), and communall
organization focused on appreciating relationalities, interdependencies and solidarity (Caftaneo
& Gavaldd, 2010; P. Jones & Ulman, 2020; Scheidel et al., 2021).

Also in the realm of food systems, the integration of degrowth principles with critical agrarian
studies offers new avenues for addressing issues of food sovereignty and resilience in rural areas
(Gerber, 2020). The broader and more holistic considerations regarding agricultural production in
rural areas, stirs away from the rendering of rural dwellers as mere productive agents. This
recognition of agency is paramount to any further discussion on inclusion.

3.4. Good lLife

Another goal of SERIGO is to strengthen good life in rural areas. Good life is often used
inferchangeably with ‘well-being’ or ‘quality of life’ (or even ‘happiness’). According to Atkinson
et al. (2020, p. 1904), "public policy has tended to target the means or determinants of a good life
rather than the end or ultimate policy goal of a good life itself". Projects and services could be
designed to be more responsive to people's life situations by understanding what aspects affect
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people's quality of life, recognising one's own conftribution to their life situation, and taking info
account people's emotional and social needs (NEF, 2005, cited in, Atkinson et al., 2020).

There are different approaches on good life in literature, a significant part focuses on the need to
strengthen the non-material dimensions of well-being, and the development of relevant
indicators, both in research and policy-making. However, there are multiple temporalities of
wellbeing, such as the flow of life-courses, inter-generational relations, processes of stability and
sustainability, the longer trajectories of history, change and cultural heritage, mostly missing in
literature (Atkinson et al., 2020), as well as the relation to the sense of place or community (Kee &
Nam, 2016), which are crucial interests within SERIGO.

Rather, individual well-being, also known as subjective well-being, is the most commonly used
measure of well-being in research designs (Atkinson et al., 2020). Subjective well-being refers to a
person’s experienced and subjective feelings and beliefs regarding their own well-being, which
are generally reported by people themselves through questionnaires or interviews (Stone &
Krueger, 2018). A focus on subjective well-being, i.e. asking people directly about their feelings
and well-being, reduces the need for proxy indicators that might in fact say very little about
whether, how and why people feel well or unwell (Martela & Ahokas, 2021).

Given the complexity of human life, the factors influencing perceived or subjective well-being
are difficult fo determine, being shaped by a mulfitude of factors, including both individual
characteristics and external conditions. From the field of psychology, many researchers have
shown that characteristics related to the personality of individuals were very strongly linked to
their level of well-being (Musek, 2024; Sirgy, 2021).

Subjective well-being is impacted by many factors (Figure 7) socio-demographic characteristics,
in particular the influence of age, gender, and the level of education, which interrelates with the
economic factor (Blanchflower, 2021; Huijsmans & Piti, 2020; Zitelny et al., 2022). Further,
according to Biagi and Meleddu (2023) there are several domains and underlying mechanism of
life satisfaction in the place of living. The domains that influence good life encompass personal
characteristics such as gender, age, work, health and family status or education. In addition,
subjective well-being is influenced by external factors such as the availability of natural and
human-made amenities. While the presence of these domains and factors is crucial in subjective
well-being, capabilities and opportunities to enjoy these amenities as well as the frequency of
their utilization as a measure of accessibility are also important. Furthermore, the level of
subjective well-being is influenced by the specific characteristics of the urban/rural settlement in
which it is situated.
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Figure 7: Factors of subjective well-being
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Subjective well-being is strongly linked to the cultural contexts and social norms within which rural
communities operate. It is the relationship aspects that are of key importance for good life in rural
areas, and those determine happiness in urban settings do not necessarily do the same in rural
settings (Behera et al., 2023). There are some studies, claiming that rural dwellers have a
significantly higher life satisfaction than city dwellers when holding socio-economic factors
constant (Biagi & Meleddu, 2023; Serensen, 2021). However it is not clear if it is may noft living in
rural areas per se that result in a higher life satisfaction but actually living in those rural areas
where labour, leisure, social relations and access fo amenities are more available and of higher
quality compared to other areas (Biagi & Meleddu, 2023). As in other domain, investigating the
variety of factors influencing good life in rural areas is crucial for achieving this goal.

Community well-being

As already mentioned above, the community well-being approach is offen missing in research
designs, thus it should be highlighted. According fo Lee and Kim (2015, cited in, Atkinson et al.,
2020, p. 1905), “community in relation to wellbeing remains usefully understood as a
geographically bounded group of people at alocal scale, usually residents in a locality, who are
subject to direct or indirect interaction with one another”. Hence, the community well-being
approach shifts from a ferritorial definition and individual or aggregated population scale of
individual subjective well-being to a broader assessment of needs to capture aspects of life as
they are lived and experienced together (Haworth, 2019).

These social relations are crucial for the domains of CD and its sense of connectedness, which
could be analysed frough social justice, social inclusion and exclusion, social networks, social
capital, sense of belonging, sense of solidarity, respect and tolerance for diversity, gender
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equality, trust, reciprocity, security and safety, collaborative activities, local and political
participation, social support, and social cohesion (Atkinson et al., 2020).

Sustainable well-being

Another approach to mention is theory of sustainable well-being, which links well-being with
sustainable development (Gough, 2017; Helne & Hirvilammi, 2019). An integral element of this
theoretical approach is the shift away from an understanding of good life and well-being as
being synonymous with material affluence. This departure from the goal of constantly having
more (focusing on the satisfiers of needs) towards a focus on the actual needs is part and parcel
of that debate.

Helne & Hirvilammi (2019) develop a broad, relational, holistic, and needs-based approach to
well-being based on Allardt’s (1976) work, i.e. the Having-Doing-Loving-Being approach. This
approach is innovative in its ‘ecological embeddedness of well-being’, which means that the
“dimension of Having is firmly anchored in the material resources provided by ecosystems”, not
excessive having that pufts strain on the ecosystem. Doing also refers the sustainability of one’s
action and “denotes ethically sustainable activities and responsibility towards other beings and to
future generations” (Helne & Hirvilammi, 2019, p. 11), which by default will make these actions
also meaningful (ibid). Loving “includes connective and compassionate relations not only with
other humans but also with non-human animals and nature”, which goes beyond most traditional
and mostly anthropocentric research on and conceptions of well-being. Lastly, Being “may be
characterized with concepts such as presence, wholeness, a sense of interconnectedness, and
self-actualization in its largest sense, even though all words fail before the experience itself” (ibid,
2019, p. 11).

In the theory of sustainable well-being, well-being is a synergetic fulfilment of all these needs and
thus links well with the wider debate on post/de-growth in its focus on the ecological
embeddedness and carrying capacity rather than (economic) growth for its own sake. In
addition, particularly the dimensions of (meaningful) doing and being draw attention to
participation and social relations in rural areas, which are crucial for well-being and good life for
the local population (Helne & Hirvilammi, 2019).

3.5. Sustainability

Improving sustainability in rural areas, which used to be mainly a buzzword, is another objective in
SERIGO. As the terminology becomes institutionalised and governments, organisations,
communities and individuals follow principles of what is called sustainable, sustainability as a
concept or goal used as a corrective and counterbalance is closely linked to climate change
issues (Caradonna, 2022).

Sustainability shows a goal and a process, which includes the capacity to support, maintain or
endure, and is hard to reach. Achieving the goal of sustainability requires information and
knowledge that actors may not fully possess or accept, and additionally maybe cannot afford
(Kopnina & Shoreman-Ouimet, 2015).
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Sustainability encompasses noft just the environmental, but also economic and social aspects
(Figure 8). The environmental dimension includes a sustaining nature or natural resources for
humans and nonhuman species, the economic aspects are about sustaining people’s welfare
and equitable division of resources, and lastly the social dimension of sustainability involves
promoting equality, health and Human Rights (Caradonna, 2022; Kopnina & Shoreman-Ouimet,
2015). The importance of balance across all dimensions for long-term global progress has to be
emphasized. If any dimension falters, the whole system becomes unsustainable.

Figure 8: Dimensions of sustainable development
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Source: J. Millard, 2018, How Social Innovation Underpins Sustainable Development
(p.40), New Practices for a Better Future, Sozialforschungsstelle, TU Dortmund University.

The concept of sustainable development, according to the United Nations, involves meeting
current needs while ensuring future generations can meet their own. This idea is encapsulated in
frameworks like the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) infroduced in 2015, aiming for
achievement by 2030 (Millard, 2018).

The SDGs, also known as the Global Goals, has drawn heavily on progress with the well-being
agenda following the Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social
Progress (UN, 2015). The SDG framework has a strong wellbeing underpinning, stressing that
sustainable development everywhere must integrate economic growth, social well-being and
environmental protection. Hence, the four pillars of social, educational, economic and
environmental sustainability and overarching governance underpin the 17 development goals
(Figure 9). These are identified in an integrated way, so that improving action in one area will
affect results in others. One important progress of the SDG framework is stressing the importance
of the ‘local’ and that ‘difference’ should be recognised when one is trying to achieve change.
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Figure 9: SDGs
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Planetary and social boundaries approach

The planetary boundaries approach shows an environmental ceiling beyond which earth systems
become irreversibly unstable. Within the boundaries is the safe operating space for humanity,
“with respect to the earth system and associated with the planet’s biophysical subsystems or
processes” (Rockstrom et al., 2009, p. 472). Rockstrém et al. (ibid) identified nine processes, which
defines the planetary boundaries or in other words “values for control variables that are either at
a ‘safe’ distance from thresholds — for processes with evidence of threshold behaviour — or at
dangerous levels — for processes without evidence of thresholds” (ibid, p.473-474). These
boundaries are: climate change, rate of biodiversity loss, inferference with the nitrogen and
phosphorus cycles, stratospheric ozone depletion, ocean acidification, global freshwater use,
change in land use, chemical pollution, and atmospheric aerosol loading (ibid).

Based on this approach, the Doughnut Model was developed by Kate Raworth (2017b). This
model interlinks and clusters the SDGs according to their systemic function. Within the donut
model, the concept of ecological ceiling is combined with the concept of social foundation,
which seeks for socially just space for humanity (Turner & Wills, 2022). The aim is o meet the needs
of all within the means of the planet. Thus, this model seeks for the balance between social
foundation and planet’s ecological limifs.
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Besides the nine planetary boundaries, the Doughnut Model includes twelve dimensions of social
foundation, which reflect the internationally agreed minimum of social standards mentioned in
the SDG framework. Further, an environmentally safe and socially just space lies in between the
social and planetary boundaries (Raworth, 2017a) (Figure 10)

Figure 10: The Doughnut of social and planetary boundaries
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3.6. Conclusion

The visions of SERIGO are deeply connected and framed by the vision of a just society, discussed
within the need of inclusivity, accessibility, and democracy respective participation. Moreover,
by focusing on de/post-growth practices space for imagining and mobilizing alternative ways of
living and being could be created, outlining the needs of rural communities, which are often

marginalized in dominant discourses.

In particular, the spatiality of SERIGO's visions and their significance for rural communities should
be highlighted. Critical analysis should take into account the nuances of spatiality and avoid
imposing a one-size-fits-all solution. Although the achievement of all these goals is an interaction
of individual and collective processes outlined in the tfransformation pathway (chapter 4), it
should be noted that focusing on the individual level can sometimes shift responsibility away from
larger societal factors. In addition, cerfain aspects at both the individual and community levels
may be in conflict with each other, e.g., something may be positive for certain individuals but not

beneficial for the community.

Figure 11 shows the inferrelationship between the visions of social inclusion, resilience, good life
and sustainability, which also appear in the different dimensions, outlined in the previous
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chapter 2, and on individual and collective level. The overlap of the colours (grey box) shows this
multi-dimensionality of SERIGQO’s visions. For example, improving social inclusion will also impact on
the well-being of individuals and communities and increase their resilience to cope with
fransitions and difficulties. These collective capacities to respond to change can enhance
sustainability, supporting the current needs of the community while ensuring that future
generations can meet their own needs.

Figure 11: Visions of SERIGO and their interrelation
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4. Pathway

SSE has emerged as a paradigm that provides a framework for addressing the multifaceted issues
such as social inequality and environmental challenges in the world. A key aspect of SSE is its
inherent link with SI, which can stimulate new solutions to social problems. Slin the context of SSE
emphasizes collaborative approaches, community participation, and the co-creation of value,
thus providing a viable pathway to mitigate vulnerability and social exclusion. By fostering
environments where marginalized groups can actively participate in economic and social
processes, fogether SSE and Sl can provide a dynamic mechanism for empowerment and CD.

This chapter looks atf the relafionship between SSE and SI, exploring how their convergence can
act as a solution to vulnerability and social exclusion in rural contexts. It examines the processes
through which this synergy promotes empowerment and capability, ultimately contributing to the
broader goal of CD. Through theoretical insights, the discussion highlights the transformative
potential of integrating SSE and SI to achieve the vision of social inclusion, good life, resilience
and sustainable communities.
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4.1. Social and Solidarity Economy

Throughout history and around the world, in different social, economic and cultural contfexts,
initiatives have emerged that are neither public nor for-profit and that propose alternative
models for the delivery of goods and services. A common characteristic of them is the pursuit of
social goals, prioritising social impact over profit maximisation. A variety of terms are used o
capture this range of inifiatives, among the most commonly used are the non-profit sector, the
third sector, the social economy, the solidarity economy and, more recently, the SSE. These terms
have different meanings depending on the geographical context in which it is used, but SSE is the
most comprehensive term and is increasingly at the international level (OECD, 2023).

The social economy is characterized as an economic and social mechanism, which should lead
fo a more equal society and inclusive economy. The objectives of social economy are based on
community, employment and environmental issues, which are implemented by participatory and
democratic institutions often based on cooperative and collective origin (Carchano et al., 2021).
The objectives of these institutions are not fo maximize profits, rather they commit to use assets
and surpluses for public goods and act for society’s interest (Scoftish Government, 2016). The
solidarity economy promotes an economic vision based on solidarity and social inclusion, and
often includes informal, locally rooted and more spontaneous community-based initiatives that
emerge at the grassroofts level (OECD, 2023).

Based on the ILO definition (2022):

The SSE encompasses institutional units with a social or public purpose, engaged in
economic activities based on voluntary cooperation, democratic and participatory
governance, autonomy and independence, the rules of which prohibit or limit the
distribution of profit. SSE units may include cooperatives, associations, mutual
societies, foundations, social enterprises, self-help groups and other units operating
in accordance with the values and principles of the SSE in the formal and the
informal economies. (p.14)

As defined by the OECD (2023), the SSE encompasses both the social economy and the solidarity
economy, each of which has its own characteristics and covers a different, even if overlapping,
set of inifiatives and entities. The social economy overlaps to some extent with the social
entrepreneurship. It can be defined as a process and a field that encompasses different types of
inifiatives and entities, including social enterprises. The SSE is oftfen perceived as the inifiator and
implementer of SI (OECD, 2021, 2023) (Figure 12).
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Figure 12: Definition of SSE
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The core values of SSE entities are collaboration and co-operation. These features enable them to
develop partnerships with other SSE enfities as well as public and private actors to achieve social
and environmental objectives and access to resources (OECD, 2023). According to Borzaga et
al. (2019), some other characteristics that distinguish them from conventional entities are:

e Boftom-up entities that emerging from local communities to address common needs.
e Volunteers' involvement, especially in the creation and start-up phase.

e A focus on benefiting members and the community rather than generating profits.

e An ownership structure that includes variety of stakeholders.

¢ Democratic and inclusive governance structure.

Social and Solidarity Economy Organisations

SSE entifies implement specific business models and practices that reflect these core values and
principles and aim to preserve the social objectives as well as the non-profit or not-for-profit
nature of the entity. These practices and principles result from ownership rights and governance
structures being organised differently and can include democratic governance, limited or
prohibited surplus distribution, limited wage differentiation, and cooperation based on local roofs.
They cover a wide range of entifies such as associatfions, cooperatives, mutual organisations,
foundations and more recently, social enterprises that operates in different sectors such as social
services and health, frade and retail, education, energy and so many others (OECD, 2023).

Social Enterprises

Social enterprises are a type of SSE entities. According fo the OECD (2022) a social enterprise
fulfils social goals in frading goods and services, and reinvests in further achievements of the
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social goals, instead of maximizing the profit. The goods and services provided are offen
entfrepreneurial and innovative. As a SSE entity, the method of organisation and ownership of
social enterprises is based on democratic or participatory principles and focus on social progress
(European Commission, 2021b). Effective leadership is crucial for driving change and achieving
sustainable impact in rural social enterprises. Leaders facilitate innovation, mobilise resources,
and inspire community involvement (Naderi et al., 2019; Smith & McColl, 2016). Further, resource
mobilisation, including financial, human, and informational resources, is essential for the success
of social enterprises. However, rural areas often face significant constraints such as limited access
to social and economic capitals, inadequate infrastructure, and restricted access to markets
(Hota et al., 2019).

Community-based social enterprises are characterised by their collective, cross-sectoral, and
place-based nature and they contribute to "institutional thickness" in their communities, which
means that they can facilitate and promote local reciprocity, channels of redistributive resources,
and enablers and supporters of local markets. Social enterprise can serve as "support structures"
for the institutionalization of redistributive and reciprocal economic relations, as well as market-
oriented economic objectives, in the towns and villages where they operate and are
headquartered (Olmedo et al., 2024).

4.2. Social Innovation

As mentioned above, SSE entities are often perceived as inifiators and implementers of SI. There
are many definitions of SI, which share similar characteristics (OECD, 2021). For instance, Nicholls
& Ziegler (2015) define Sl as:

The development and delivery of new ideas and solutions (products, services,
models, modes of provision, processes) at different socio-structural levels that
infentionally seek to change power relations and improve human capabilities, as
well as the processes via which these solutions are carried out. (p.4)

Sl can also be defined as a new combination and/or new configuration of social practices in
specific fields of action or social contexts. It is initiated by certain actors or constellations of actors
in an intentional targeted manner with the aim of satisfying or responding to needs and problems
(Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). It can be seen as a process, referring to the interaction and
mobilization of actors during the reconfiguring of social practices, as a product, referring to new
formal and informal organizations, new and improved values of cooperative actions, and new
governance arrangements, and finally it is an outcome, referring to effects of the Sl initiative at
the community level (Ravazzoli & Valero Lopez, 2020).

Sls are (possible) prerequisites or components of social change, but are not identical to it
(Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). They can be incremental, radical (Vercher et al., 2023), and
fransformative (Haxeltine et al., 2017; Pel et al., 2020). Transformative Sl goes beyond providing
solutions for circumscribed or local problems and leads to changes in agendas, institutions, and
agency, profoundly influencing basic routines, beliefs, power relations and resources.

The SSE and SI are deeply interconnected. SSE organisations can often be seen as generators
and implementers of Sl due to specific characteristics such as their inclusive and participatory
governance and their local roots (OECD, 2023). Cross-sectoral collaboration, involving multiple
stakeholders such as governments, non-profits, and private sectors, is seen as a key driver for
fostering SI and enhancing community welfare (Kasumaningrum et al., 2024; Steiner & Teasdale,
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2019). SSEs provide a supportive environment for Sls to develop and thrive, while Sls bring new
ideas that enhance the impact of SSEs.

Slin rural development

As social change is perceived to be most evident in this context, Sl is often used in rural
development. It is distinguished from previous rural development practices since it bases on
bridging spatial distances, is cross-sectoral, and assumes that the problem to be addressed is the
fragile socio-economic dynamics at large (Bock, 2016). Rural Sl departs from the need for small-
scale, sustainable, affordable products and services and includes social means and ends. It aims
at fulfilling the needs of residents through the provision of alternatives for services and products
that are not/no longer available and whose provisioning follows a more or less radically different
logic from market-based or public-based provision. Furthermore, it relies on autonomous and
collective action and novel forms of collaboration and includes and mobilises the infrinsic
motivation fo improve the quality of life in the community, although it is uncertain if Sls always
increase affordability of services (ibid).

S| and connectivity

Sl could also ground on connectivity, that is the shaping of new connections and collaborations
across previously siloed sectors, actors, institutions, regions, or levels. The connecting element that
characterizes such sectors, actors, institutions, regions, levels, and that starts collaborating and re-
shaping are the communities themselves.

Connectivity, especially within the framework of neo-endogenous development, manifests across
various dimensions, covering four distinct levels. At the outset, it facilitates connectivity among
sectors by marking a departure from the traditional singular focus on agriculture towards a more
comprehensive approach to rural sustainability (Bock, 2012). This shift entails acknowledging the
interplay between agriculture, environmental conservation, and socio-economic development,
and moving towards integrated and synergistic approaches.

Secondly, connectivity fosters collaboration among diverse actors and insfitutions. This
collaboration is essential for tackling rural marginalization and advancing sustainable rural
development (Lombardi et al., 2020). This collaboration transcends traditional boundaries and
encompasses partnerships between farmers, non-farmers, formal institutions, and informall
networks. Such collaborative efforts are insfrumental to pool resources, sharing knowledge and
expertise, and to collectively address those challenges that rural communities face. Importantly,
this collaborative approach acknowledges the complex interplay between agency and
structure, recognizing that successful fransformation processes are deeply embedded within
historical and instfitutional contexts (Fink et al., 2013).

Thirdly, connectivity addresses inferdependencies among marginalized rural areas and between
rural and urban spaces. Such acknowledgment is crucial for fostering inclusive and sustainable
rural development (Bock, 2016), which in turn needs a holistic approach that recognizes the
inferconnectedness of rural and urban dynamics by highlighting the importance of cross-sectoral
and cross-regional collaboration. Such an approach is exemplified in nexogenous development
strategies, which prioritize connectivity and collaboration as essentfial components of rural
revitalization efforts.

Finally, connectivity aims to reach fransformative Sl while local-level initiatives scale up fo
become integral parts of multi-level governance systems (Castro-Arce & Vanclay, 2020; Haxeltine

38



@ Initial Integrated Conceptual Framework

serigo

et al., 2017). This fransformative potential lies in the ability of Sl initiafives to bridge socio-political
levels and spatial scales, thereby facilitating systemic change. By linking bottom-up initiatives with
broader governance frameworks, transformative Sl paves the way for more equitable and
sustainable development trajectories.

4.3. Empowerment

Empowerment is one of the most specific features of both the processes and outcomes of SI
(Hochgerner, 2018). The concept of empowerment posits that actions, activities, or structures can
empower individuals, leading fo empowerment outcomes. According fo Zimmermann (2000) this
concept includes both processes and outcomes. Empowering processes include attempts to
gain control, obtain needed resources, and crifically understand one’s social environment that
helps people develop skills so they can become independent problem-solvers and decision-
makers. Empowered outcomes refer to operationalization of empowerment and the
consequences of citizens' attempts to gain greater control in their community. Based on this
theory, empowerment can be considered across various levels such as individual, organizational,
and community (ibid).

Zimmerman (2000) emphasizes that participation, control, and critical awareness are crucial
aspects of empowerment and distinguishes three levels of empowerment. At the individual level,
these factors include a belief in one’s ability to exert conftrol, involvement in decision-making, and
an understanding of causal agents. Af the organizational level, these factors refer fo
effectiveness in service delivery and the policy process. At the community level, these factors
refer to the contexts in which organizations and individuals intferact to enhance community living,
and ensure that their communities address local needs and concerns.

Empowerment is defined as the process of gaining the ability o make strategic life choices and
emphasizes the link between empowerment and overcoming disempowerment (Figure 13).
Moreover, strategic decisions are crucial for framing one's life (Kabeer, 1999). The ability to
exercise choice has three inferconnected dimensions: resources, agency, and achievements.
Resources encompass not only material wealth, but also social and human resources acquired
through social relationships. Agency refers to the ability to define goals and take action upon
them, including decision-making and various forms of negotiation and resistance (ibid).
Resources and agency fogether constitute as capabilities that means people’s potential for living
in the way they want (Sen, 1999). Actually, achievements state fo the extent to which this
potential is realized or unrealized (Kabeer, 2005).

Figure 13: Process of Empowerment

resources agency achievements
(pre-conditions) (process) (outcomes)

Source: Own work.

Furthermore, when an individual or group is empowered, they possess the capacity to make
meaningful choices (Alsop, 2013). This capacity relies on two interconnected factors: agency
and opportunity structure (Figure 14). Agency refers to an actor's capacity fo make significant
choices, envisioning and purposefully selecting from available options. Opportunity structure, on
the other hand, encompasses the institutional framework within which individuals operate,
determining their ability to actualize agency into effective action. Through their combined
influence, these factors contribute to different degrees of empowerment.
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Figure 14: Aspects of Empowerment

Agency

¢ Degree of 4, Development
empowerment outcomes
Opportunity structure

Source: Alsop, 2013, On the Concept and Measurement
of Empowerment (p.121), Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Capability approach

Empowerment is closely related to capability (Sen, 1999). This approach, first developed by
Amartya Sen in the 1980s and later expanded by Martha Nussbaum, provides a comprehensive
framework for human development beyond economic parameters. In this approach, human
flourishing should be considered the most meaningful aim, instead of economic development
(Sen, 1990). There is a focus on freedom and development is defined as “a process of expanding
the real freedom that people enjoy” (Sen, 1999). Instead of focusing on outcomes and results, the
capability approach is more concerned with “providing opportunifies and choices for people to
decide whether and how they want to achieve specific outcomes.” (Mukhija & Takahashi, 2022,
p. 178).

In this approach, capabilities are considered to be both the potential and the actual power of
what a person is able to achieve, i.e. the freedom to achieve various lifestyles (Gangas, 2016).
Capabilities refer "to all doings and beings a person can potentially realize” (Robeyns, 2021, p.
73). It is important that people have the opportunities to lead the lives they want to lead
(Robeyns, 2005). Sen (1999) divides freedom info two aspects: capabilities are part of the
opportunity aspect of freedom, while agency is considered the processual aspect of freedom
and “refers to people's capacity fo change their own situation and, more broadly, to change the
social environment that they live in, according to their goals and values” (Pelenc et al., 2015, p.
277).

Capabilities describe the actual possibilities that are open to an individual (Alkire & Deneulin,
2009), and the capabilities an individual has enables what is called functionings (Slabbert, 2018).
Functionings are “the valuable activities and states that make up people’s well-being” (Alkire &
Deneulin, 2009, p. 29). Functionings can be fundamental, such as ‘being able to work’ and
‘enjoying good health’; but also more complex, e.g. ‘achieving self-respect’ or ‘being socially
infegrated’ (Sen, 1993). Functionings can indicate a person’s well-being as it is the various doings
and beings that a person actually achieves (Sen, 1985). Combinations of functionings is what
ultimately makes the life of an individual valuable (Robeyns, 2005).

Furthermore, there are conditions that determine the ability of an individual fo convert resources
info capabilities, which are understood as conversion factors (Hart & Brando, 2018). The
conversion of resources to capabilities varies between individuals (Sen, 1995). Conversion factors
therefore also franslate to variations between individuals when it comes to their capability
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development (Boni et al., 2020). Robeyns (2005) identified three groups of conversion factors. First,
personal conversion factors “influence how a person can convert characteristics of a commodity
into a functioning”, e.g. one cannot read a book without reading skills, other personal conversion
factors are physical condition, sex, infelligence, etc. (Robeyns, 2005, p. 99). Second, social
conversion factors are factors from the society in which one lives (e.g. public policies, social
norms, power relations) (Miles, 2014). Third, environmental conversion factors concern factors
such as the climate, geographical location and infrastructure (Miles, 2014).

Another major contributor to the capability approach is Nussbaum (2011), who further builds on
the capability approach by introducing a list of ten central capabilities. The list from Nussbaum
(2000) contains the following ten central capabilities: life; bodily health; bodily integrity; senses,
imagination and thought; emotions; practical reason; affiliation; other species; play; control over
one's environment.

These ten central capabilities are argued by Nussbaum (2011, p. 24) to be “fundamental
entitlements inherent in the very idea of minimum social justice, or a life worthy of human dignity”.
The list is also important because inequality and discrimination can impact what people find
valuable, or the culture that people are brought up in can influence which functionings are
deemed valuable (Alkire & Deneulin, 2009).

Collective capabilities

There is criticism on the capability approach and its focus on the capabilities of an individual,
which gives it an overly individualistic perspective whereas in practice an individual’s ability fo
choose the life they want is often associated with the possibility of acting together with others
who have reason to value similar things (Evans, 2002). Neither is the inferaction between
capabilities and social structures elaborated on (lbrahim, 2006). Nor does the capability
approach take into account how interactions between individuals in groups can enhance the
well-being of individuals, in ways that could not have occurred without such interactions
(Rauschmayer et al., 2015).

Societal arrangements (or ‘structures of living fogether’) are assessed by the capability
approach, but only in ferms of how effective they are in achieving individual capabilities, which
means that some information on development is not included in assessments (Deneulin, 2008).
Miles (2014, p. 1049) also argues that "if the capabilities approach is fo be a guiding theory for
development practice, we should not merely ask how individual capabilities can be enhanced,
but also how ‘valuable’ structures of living together can be enhanced”. However, others argue
that the capability approach is based on ‘ethical individualism’ and that by using a group as unit
of study, inequalities within units will be overlooked (Alkire & Deneulin, 2009).

Either way, the concept of collective capabilities was coined to build on the capability
approach; collective capabilities are understood as the capabilities “which require collective
action in order for people to achieve them” (Godfrey-Wood & Mamani-Vargas, 2017, p. 76).
Moreover, the benefits of collective capabilities accrue not only to the individual, but also fo the
community (lbrahim, 2006). On the flip side, when considering collective capabilities and
collective institutions, negative or unequal impacts for the capabilities of individuals and groups
can also occur (Godfrey-Wood & Mamani-Vargas, 2017). Vulnerable groups cannot always
benefit equally from collective organisations (Cleaver, 2007). Groups can also be exclusionary,
exploitative and oppressive (Sen, 2006).
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Israel and Frenkel (2018) have drawn on the capabilities approach of Sen (1993, 2009) in order to
develop a notion of justice that derives from a “person’s capabilities and his liberties” (Israel &
Frenkel, 2018, p. 2). And of course, it is possible to extend this notion of justice by viewing spatial
justice as something that reflects a particular place'’s, locality’s, region’s or state’s capabilities or
liberties. It is in this context that ideas of political representation and capacity assume great
significance. (Jones et al., 2020). Forinstance, people in disadvantaged urban areas are often
more homogenously deprived, while disadvantaged rural areas are socioeconomically more
diverse (Farrington & Farrington, 2005), which suggests that there are capabilities present to be
mobilised. Therefore, from the perspective of spatial justice, it is suggested that justice in rural and
peripheral areas is largely dependent on the capability of residents to take control of their own
destiny (Nordberg, 2020).

Successful Sls develop both individual and place capabilities, while at the same time as the
development of SIs depends on existing capabilities (Nordberg, 2020). Therefore, Sl can lead to
empowerment through enhancing individual and collective capabilities, and on the other hand,
empowerment ifself creates an environment for the development of SI.

4.4. Community Development

Community is defined as a group of people with different roles, relations and power, living
tfogether in one area and sharing specific interests and needs (Moralli, 2022; Ravazzoli et al.,
2021). Community has been linked to the concept of deliberately remaining in a rural area,
resisting globalising pressures based on a “new moral economy” centfred on circularity,
exchange, and cooperation as anti-commodifying and anfi-reifying social solidarity practices
(Bindi et al., 2022). Rural CD and empowerment could be identified as key to tackle challenges
of rural communities (Bosworth et al., 2016; Zerrer & Sept, 2020).

CD is a long-term, value-based process that aims to promote social justice. The core values of CD
are equality, empowerment, co-operation, learning fogether and capacity building. Its core
values are equality, empowerment, co-operation, learning together capacity building and
encouraging community members to take an active role in decision-making regarding matters
that affect their areas or interests (Gilchrist & Taylor, 2016).

Social capital is a necessary element for CD and is required for enabling Sl in a community, either
by bridging capacities to formulate a clear niche out of a general feeling of dissatisfaction (Slee
et al., 2022), by conveying processes of self-recognition and increased social cohesion in rural
communities (Micelli et al., 2023), or by strengthening the positioning of local communities in the
relevant value chains (Copena et al., 2022). For instance, managing immaterial common
resources — such as traditional knowledge on administering and maintaining forests and resources
—is key.

Slland CD are also seen as connected through a territory, defined as “the localised
intferconnected spatial forms of the relations between actants (agents, beings, natural
substances) living and acting there” (Moulaert & Van den Broeck, 2018, p. 27). As far as
improvements are sought and made, Sl is “organically present” where agents seek o safisfy their
needs, improve social and socio-ecological relations with regard to “solidarity, reciprocity and
association; respect between and rejection of exploitation of actants by actants” (ibid), and
develop “new territorially based political relations — new governance systems inseminated by the
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experiences in the socially innovative governance systems cooperatively constructed by socially
innovative agents* (ibid).

Community led local development (CLLD)

From an EU policy perspective, the dominant avenue for CD in rural areas is the LEADER program.
Its approach is based on seven features (bottom-up, area-based, local partnerships in the form of
Local Action Groups, an integrated and multi-sectoral strategy, networking, innovation and
cooperation). The LEADER approach has been rolled out to other EU funding programs and
promoted as CLLD.

Sland CLLD are conceptualized as participatory processes that include a broad range of actors
from different fields (policymaking, administration, businesses, social enterprises, local
communities, citizens, etc...) (DG Research, 2018). In the case of CLLD, Local Action Groups, that
co-design a local development strategy, play an important role. These Local Action Groups have
been successful in employing a boftom-up approach to define local development strategies but
are not always time-effective (European Court of Auditors, 2022). Furthermore, all kinds of
intermediaries such as centres, labs, hubs, thinktanks and policy enfrepreneurs can act as
important enablers of S| and CLLD (Hochgerner, 2018; Mulgan, 2018; Murray et al., 2010). As Sls
develop their transformative aspirations, “systems entrepreneurs” are emerging who find
"opportunities to connect an alternative approach to the resources of the dominant system”
(Westley, 2018, p. 24).

4.5. Conclusion

SSE can be seen as a solution to address SERIGOs challenges of social inequality, vulnerability and
social exclusion in peripheral rural areas. It can provide an environment for the promotion of Sl as
a tool for developing new solutions to social problems in rural context. SSE and Sl are
inferconnected concepts that complement each other and play an important role in fostering
empowerment and CD.

Slis the reaction to a crisis or conflict, a dynamic that provokes changes in the system thanks to
the varied multi-level actors that embrace change, according fo the adapftive governance
approach (Castro-Arce & Vanclay, 2020). Change results also from varied formal and informal
wayys of collaboration, according to the community-based quadruple helix model (Nordberg et
al., 2020). Such coordination mechanisms enable the community to select certain solutions and
reject others, because SI happens in the interaction between emancipatory action and
anchoring in civil society (Alberio & Klein, 2022).

The Figure 15 shows that Sl is effective at both individual and collective levels. The collective level
is shown in green, the individual level in pink and their overlap in grey. At the collective level, Sl
forms the foundation for fostering social capital, which is crucial for CD. Moreover, CD itself
enhances social capital, which in turn leads to SI. At the both individual and collective levels, Sl
can develop capability, while at the same time its development depends on existing capabilities.
Strengthening capabilities provides the resources and agencies needed to empower vulnerable
and excluded individuals and communities, which in furn fosters a sense of belonging and
contributes to enhance the CD. Therefore, by engaging with diverse stakeholders and promoting
collaborative efforts, SSEs not only address social needs but also facilitate empowerment and CD.
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Figure 15: The pathway to empowerment and CD through SSE

Collective Level

.

- <_> SOCin qu"ql H

Capabilities Empowerment

Individual Level

Source: Own work

5. Conclusion

The purpose of this report is to define and discuss the fundamental concepts that make up the
conceptual framework for SERIGO. This framework helps us to better understand how SSE
initiatives, driven by SI, can play a crucial role in improving social inclusion, good life, resilience,
and sustainability in rural areas. By exploring these concepts, the chapter provides insights info
the potential of SSE initiatives to promote social inclusion, improve the quality of life of rural
residents, build resilience against challenges, and promote sustainability at individual and
collective levels. In addition, in this chapter we also discuss the research gaps identified in the
literature review in the previous chapters, with a particular focus on vulnerability and social
exclusion and the role of the SSE in promoting social inclusion. We aim to highlight areas where
current research is lacking and where further investigation is needed fo better understand how
the SSE and Sl can contribute to greater social inclusion at different levels.

5.1. Initial integrated conceptual framework

The integrated conceptual framework (Figure 16) shows how SSE can through Sl to address
vulnerability and social exclusion at both individual and collective levels in a rural context. The
levels of analysis in this model are shown in two colours: green and pink, with their overlap shown

44



P

serigo

Initial Integrated Conceptual Framework

in grey. The framework is divided info three sections: challenges, pathway, and visions. The
challenges section illustrates the link between vulnerability and social exclusion. The pathway
section outlines the steps to achieving the visions through SSE and Sl. Finally, the vision section
presents the ulfimate goals and the relationship between them.

Social justice is approached alongside vulnerable individuals, reflecting a shared perspective on
human well-being. The upper green section highlights the spatial position of communities,
especially in rural peripheries, and its implications for collective spatial (in)jequality. By integrating
the concepfts from the middle row, which differ in perspective and analytical level, the
conceptual map aims to capture the interaction between social and spatial justice.

Figure 16: ICF
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Source: Own Work.

In rural areas, vulnerability and social exclusion are significant challenges at individual and
collective levels that SERIGO aims to address. Vulnerability is the inability of individuals or
communifies fo withstand adverse circumstances arising from a variety of sources, including
social, economic, political, and institutional. Social exclusion, on the other hand, occurs when
certain individuals or groups within society feel isolated in various dimensions. Vulnerability is often
increased by geographical isolation, inadequate infrastructure, limited access to basic services
and economic opportunities, increasing the risk of social exclusion at individual and community
levels. This relationship is bidirectional, with each capable of reinforcing the other.

When studying vulnerability and social exclusion in rural contexts, it is important to understand the
concept of rurality. Rurality refers to the lifestyle, characteristics, and demographic aspects of
areas that are located outside cities. These areas are often considered peripheral due fo variety
of characteristics such as by lower population density, geographical isolation, dependence on
agriculture and natural resources for economic activities, and limited access to services and
infrastructure compared to urban areas. These factors not only perpetuate cycles of vulnerability
for these communities, but also conftribute to the vulnerability of individuals and groups within
these communities. From a social and spatial justice perspective, the linkage between rurality
and vulnerability highlights profound inequalities that are often rooted in these unique
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characteristics and addressing them requires inifiatives o ensure that rural populations receive
the necessary supports and opportunities to improve their resilience and good life.

SSE has the potential fo be a solution for achieving equitable and sustainable development,
especially in rural areas, where many individuals may face vulnerability and marginalization. By
prioritizing social and environmental objectives, SSE aims to address the systemic causes of
poverty, social exclusion, and unsustainable development that are often generated by market-
driven growth strategies and unequal power relations (Boadu et al., 2024). As initiators and
implementors of Sls, SSE initiatives can provide a pathway to more effectively tackle societal
challenges and meet the needs of communities, facilitating the transition to a more sustainable
society. Central to this effort is the transformation of existing social practices and the creation of
new ones, essential for sustainable economies and lifestyles (Ravazzoli & Valero Lépez, 2020). The
United Nations (UN) recognizes Sl as a mainstream approach for achieving sustainable
development through collaborative efforts to address social needs of people such as education
and health services (Kassim et al., 2022; Millard, 2018). Today, the role of bottom-up Sl in designing
and delivering public services to marginalized people is crucial for achieving the SDGs (Millard,
2018).

SSEs are linked to the promotion of empowerment through SI and capacity building (Copena et
al., 2022; Ravazzoli et al., 2021). Capability is a precondition for empowering individuals to tackle
vulnerabilities, combat social exclusion, and engage in CD. It is linked to agency, the capacity of
actors to take action (Vercher et al., 2021), and bridging abilities, which uses collaborative
mechanisms to bring diverse actors fogether (Casfro-Arce & Vanclay, 2020).

These initiatives therefore have the potential fo promote social inclusion and good life by
prioritising vulnerable groups and fostering supportfive networks. On the other hand, communities
with high levels of social networks and social support are characterised by high levels of resilience
(Kirmayer et al., 2009). They often provide employment opportunities, skill development, and
access to essential services, which can lead fo improved economic stability and good life.
Furthermore, Sl can focus on social issues affecting individual’s well-being in using processes and
principles to develop, design, test and scale some innovative solutions (Farzad et al., 2020) and
lead to good life. For example, Slin SSE can improve the healthcare system in using new
fechnologies, such as the mobile technology, which fulfils social needs and builds new
collaborations and social relationships and increase citizens' activities in healthcare (Currie &
Seddon, 2014).

At the collective level, Slis an emancipatory force that puts the attention on processes and
practices that create more inclusive societies and can be the collaborative fabrics that tackles a
situation of social-environmental injustice (Moralli, 2022). Bottom-linked governance requires
bridging roles in the community, including enablers of networks, mediators of knowledge and
resources, agents of fransparency and conflict resolution (Castro-Arce & Vanclay, 2020). Based
on the development or the acquiring of capabilities through bridging roles, SI can improve
community relations (Ravazzoli et al., 2021). Some rural communities show remarkable resilience
in the face of major social and economic change by fostering an innovation ecosystem. This
ecosystem fosters collaboration among communities, enfrepreneurs, community leaders and
others to address challenges and infroduce novel solutions. Resilient communities with an
innovation ecosystem share characteristics such as embracing diversity to increase adaptability
fo a change or shock to the system, fostering networks and social capital to share resources and
ideas, nurturing relationships among stakeholders, establishing supportive institutions that provide
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various forms of capital, and being led by forward-thinking political figures willing to experiment
and remove policy barriers (French, 2022).

Slis also a critical component of the innovation framework for sustainable development. It
involves the collaboration with beneficiaries, empowering them to enhance their capacities,
changing their social interactions, and improving their access to resources and power, thereby
assisting them in addressing social needs (Kassim et al., 2022). This collective effort also
strengthens communities' ability fo fackle emerging challenges by engaging people and
enabling their participation in sustainable CD. Thus, SI plays a pivotal role in fostering inclusive,
resilient and sustainable communities (Ravazzoli & Valero Lépez, 2020). According to Cunha et al.
(2022) Sl initiatives can encompass diverse aims, develop in various intervention areas, and
empower different vulnerable groups. Their findings underscore the interaction between Sl and
SDGs, promoting economic, social, and environmental dimensions of sustainability. Therefore,
SDGs provide a framework that contextualizes SI, offering clarity and structure to the field. On the
other hand, Sl strategically contributes to achieving the SDGs, particularly in marginalized
communities, by aiding in the constfruction of resilient infrastructure, providing resources, and
enhancing collective efforts.

5.2. Further Research in SERIGO

Gaps for further research activities have been identified across all the bodies of knowledge
reviewed in Task 1.1. First and foremost is the need to differentiate between different levels of
analysis and specific settings of rurality, within SERIGO.

Furthermore, the consideration of the (local) context, in particular territorial differences within
rural areas and availability of resources have been addressed. Geographically, there is a lack of
insight info eastern EU member states, which may be misleading when extending a local concept
to a generalised scope.

The need of including vulnerable groups has also been highlighted in several bodies of
knowledge. Especially, intersectional approaches that consider mulfiple identities and
participatory approaches are missing in current research activities. Taking situations, (rural)
contexts and respects on vulnerability info account, is crucial for further research activities and
the outcomes.

There is also a research gap on long-term impact of Sl and social enterprises on sustainable
development or research on necessary systemic or policy-level changes.

Finally, some research gaps in certain bodies of knowledge should be outlined. While
investigating the relation of SI and CD, the power dynamics within these processes should be
befter addressed. Moreover, there is a missing link from the CLLD approach to SI, which could be
investigated during the pilot actions. Also, collective capability is not researched that widely. For
SERIGO it could be interesting to consider a community’s capacity for acting in rural
development and explore if there are ways to connect and combine it with collective capability.
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Annex: Literature Review Template

SERIGO - WP1

Appraisal of existing body of academic knowledge
Dear partners,

Wp1l is providing a literature review that feeds the conceptual framework at the
basis of the SERIGO project. It should help us to explain and promote social inclusion in
rural areas. Our task is, hence, not to conduct a literature review for the sake of
information per se, but a review that reveals promising approaches, important
(sensitising) concepts and relations between them, as well as levels of
analysis. The conceptual framework is at the core of the project as it will guide the
project while continuously being updated by empirical results and newly published
literature.

With this document we prepared a template for you to use in your contribution
to Task 1.1 and 1.2 in SERIGO. We hope that it is self-explanatory and that you will not
experience any difficulties in preparing your contributions. The deadline for your final
submissions is April 8, 2024 (we will organize a folder on the SERIGO Teams channel
to do so). Please follow the instructions and send your reports on time. We will check
with you mid-March to see how you are progressing.

Please do not hesitate to get in touch with your questions, doubts, or
suggestions for improvement. We hope you enjoy the work and that it will proceed
smoothly!

Kind regards,
Jolien Klok and Bettina Bock (WUR)
Somaye Latifi, Katrin Hofer and Georg Wiesinger (BAB)

BACKGROUND
In the Grant Agreement we promised a review of scientific publications, including
evaluations of relevant policy and previous research projects, etc. on:

1) existing and emergent vulnerabilities of rural populations in Europe; intersecting
markers of difference (gender, ethnicity, age, disability, place etc.) and multiple
discriminations; the context-dependency of vulnerability and capability;
identifying potentially diverging perceptions of social exclusion and main drivers
and challenges to address marginalization; and on

2) social innovation, SSE, degrowth literature, conceptualisations of resilience and
“good life”, relating these to a context of current crises and emerging and
uncertain transitions.

As this contains a broad range of related topics, we have identified five main domains of
knowledge, which we have divided between all eleven partners contributing to Task 1.1
(as discussed with you at the kick-off meeting on Tuesday 13 February). We are aware
that this division is somewhat arbitrary; in the SERIGO teams’ channel, in the
folder of WP1, we have created folders according to the bodies of knowledge in
which you can upload all your reviewed material. This way, we can share the
literature reviewed per domain, and notify each other when something
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important has been overlooked for a specific domain of knowledge. The division
of domains of knowledge, with in brackets the responsible teams, is:

1.

2
3.
4.
5

Social in- and exclusion [ BAB & CUAS]

Social innovation and community development [ ZSI & EURAC]
Vulnerability and capability [<9WUR & NUIG]

Social economy and social enterprise [ TLU & ESOGU & UNIBA]
Good life, de-growth and resilience [ UEF & UVIGO]

Please get in touch with your partner on your domain to arrange the further division of

tasks.

We have confidence in your expertise and happily rely on you in deciding what to review
and include and what not; at the same time we need to follow a comparable approach
to ensure the reliability of our common work; this is at the basis of the following
instructions.

INSTRUCTIONS

Please asses scientific literature and grey literature, including relevant
policy and project reports (for EU projects check the grant agreement);

but aim to identify the most significant, reliable and conceptually rich
literature, of the last 10 years - 2013-2024; this will allow us to capture novel
approaches to inclusion and diversity, and important (im)material changes in
rural areas (socio-cultural, economic, political, ecological).

If you think it is important to include older (*basic’) texts and frameworks please
do so, but please show if and how they are referred to in recent work.

Please distinguish in your review between the different levels of analysis; make
sure to include knowledge gathered at the individual and community level
(i.e.: showing both how and when women have agency and what impacts a
community’s capacity to act).

Despite the practical distinction in different domains of knowledge, we want to
better understand how they cohere. Hence, please discuss the (main)
linkages to other bodies of knowledge, so we get a good sense of how
different concepts and elements are related.

Please summarize the findings according to the questions below. Each question
may be answered with a narrative report, followed by some highlights:
highlights are written in the form of short sentences with a clear and concise
point.

Please provide a list of references, annotating those most promising for Task
1.2 (developing the Integrated Conceptual Framework).

GUIDING QUESTIONS
Part 1: Scientific literature

1. What does the scientific literature say about your domain’s topics, issues and
groups?

a. What topics, issues and groups are being researched, at which level of
analysis? Please both assess drivers enhancing, but also constraining social
inclusion in rural area’s.

b. What topics, issues, groups and levels of analysis are being overlooked?

2. What are relevant and promising (established and novel) concepts and theories?

a. What are the main concepts, theories and relations that are used?
b. To what extent and how are these related to other concepts/domains?
c. What are you missing in terms of theory and conceptual development?
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d. Please provide a conceptual framework (a simple schematic overview of the
main concepts and their relations).
3. What are the main findings in your domain?
a. Rooted in the previous, please shortly outline the main findings and results.
b. To what extend is an intersectional approach applied in the literature? And
systems thinking? Only regard as such when this is explicitly stated in the
literature reviewed.

- Narrative report: please be concise, we now think of up to 3000 words.
- 5-15 highlights

Part 2: Grey literature
4. What does grey literature say about your domains’ policies and interventions to
enhance social inclusion in rural areas?
a. What topics, issues and groups are targeted?
b. What topics, issues and groups are being overlooked?
c. If reports are theoretically informed, by which theoretical approaches?
d. What are the most important policies and interventions, recommended or
analysed in your domain? Are they effective? Why (not)?

- Narrative report, up to 2000 words.
- 5-15 highlights

Part 3: Summary and references
5. Please summarize the findings you previously elaborated in detail.

- Max 500 words

6. Please list the references (APA style).
a. List of academic papers/articles/books cited.
b. List of non-academic literature cited/used (with links, if applicable).
c. List of projects used/cited (with links, if applicable).
d. Indicate in yellow which references surely need to be considered in the
conceptual framework.
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