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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: 

 

• Conducting community-based participatory research through case studies from 

across Europe and pilots testing in five EU Member States. 

 

• Fostering debates and collaboration on the topic among diverse stakeholders in 

Europe. 

 

• 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 https://www.serigo-project.eu/ or follow the project on Twitter 

or LinkedIn. 

 

 

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

In WP3, SERIGO implements 24 case studies across 12 countries (AT, EE, ES, FI, HU, IE, IT, 

NL, SE, SK, SI, TR) to examine how the Social and Solidarity Economy (SSE) and social 

innovation (SI) can address rural vulnerabilities. This Working Document prepares the 

case studies fieldwork so that diversity can be fully mobilized to build theory.  

The working document is structured as follows.  

Section 2 outlines SERIGO WP3's epistemological and theoretical approaches, clarifying 

the research framework and the objectives pursued through the implementation of the 

SERIGO case studies. SERIGO WP3 compounds the interpretivist/constructivist 

epistemological approach with grounded theory as a theoretical approach. 

Furthermore, it integrates Critical Systems Thinking (CST) and intersectionality as 

analytical approaches, creating a robust framework for examining how SSE initiatives 

address rural vulnerabilities amidst complex social contexts and power dynamics. 

Section 3 presents the results of the case study (CS) refinement process, which was 

conducted according to relevance and potential for theory development. Starting 

from the CS identified and selected by the project partners, the refinement process 

involved reassessing the relevance of the selected CS in the light of the project's 

evolving conceptual and analytical frameworks, ensuring that each CS was aligned 

with the project's objectives. Key aspects of the CS presented in this section include 

their objectives, territorial and governance characteristics of the CS sites and SSE 

initiatives under study. By analysing the information on the CS provided by project 

partners, we have identified common themes across the CSs, focusing on the 

challenges addressed by SSE initiatives under investigation in the CSs, the tools and 

practices they use, and their objectives. This preliminary analysis underscores the 

diversity of case studies, providing a foundation for mutual learning among the project 

partners during both the data collection and analysis phases, helping to manage the 

complexity and promote adaptability within the project. 

Section 4 outlines the initial stakeholder mapping, based on a preliminary list of up to 10 

stakeholders per case study, which will be finalized during field research starting in 

December 2024. Stakeholders are categorized into key informants, gatekeepers, and 

general stakeholders, all crucial for preparing the research in the CSs.  

Section 5 outlines the timeline and stages for the SERIGO case studies, structured into 

four main phases: 1. Preparation (March 2024 - January 2025); 2. Data Generation and 

Analysis (January 2025 - April 2026); 3. Cross-Case Analysis (April - September 2026); 4. 

Reporting (July 2026 - May 2027). Finally, a note on contingencies, humility, and care in 

research practice emphasizes the need for flexibility and reflexivity in the research 

process, acknowledging potential disruptions due to the dynamic nature of social, 

political, and economic environments.  



Working document 3.1 - Case Study refinement, initial stakeholder mapping and case study timeline 

 

 
 

Disclaimer 

 

 

This document reflects the views of the author(s)only and does not necessarily reflect 

those of the European Union or REA. Neither the European Union nor the granting 

authority can be held responsible for them. 
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1. Introduction 

In Work Package 3 (WP3), SERIGO is conducting 24 case studies (CSs) covering 12 

countries to explore the drivers and impacts of the Social and Solidarity Economy (SSE) 

and social innovation (SI) in addressing rural vulnerabilities. Together with the action 

research conducted in the context of the pilot projects of WP4, the CSs contribute to 

the project’s Specific Objective 2 (SO2) - to explore the role, capacity, and limitations 

of the SSE in improving the inclusion of vulnerable groups in rural areas.  

SERIGO’s case studies cover a multidimensional diversity of rurality, vulnerabilities, 

agency, and SI/SSE initiatives. Based on in-depth empirical knowledge and cross-case 

analysis, SERIGO's 24 CS will form the basis for the construction of a grounded theory 

that will provide a structured understanding of the links and interactions between rural 

vulnerabilities and the socially innovative arrangements and solutions implemented by 

SSE initiatives (see also SERIGO Initial Integrated Conceptual Framework, IICF, 

Deliverable 1.1, p.10). 

This working document (WD) aims to prepare SERIGO case studies fieldwork by:  

a) documenting the refinement of SERIGO Case Studies (CSs), to ensure 

transparency about processes, decision, selection criteria of CSs, in line with the 

principles of Open Science (OA).  

b) elaborating a preliminary stakeholder mapping and  

c) defining the preliminary timeline for the fieldwork in SERIGO CSs.  

This WD is a guide to inform the connection between the aims, conceptual, and 

empirical aspects of the project. It results from Task 3.1, that aims to ensure a full and 

sound integration of SERIGO’s conceptual-analytical tools into CS-based empirical and 

analytical activities. The WD traces and documents the refinement of CSs to be 

conducted in SERIGO and sets the basis for a meaningful cross-case analysis.  

This working document is structured as follows. Section 2 clarifies the epistemological 

approach, and the objectives pursued through the implementation of the SERIGO case 

studies. Section 3 presents the results of the case study (CS) refinement process. Section 

4 outlines the initial stakeholder mapping. Section 5 outlines the timeline and stages for 

the SERIGO case studies, structured into four main phases, and introduces a note on 

contingencies, humility, and care.  
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2. Approach to case studies and their 

refinement  

 

This section presents the epistemological, theoretical, ethical, and methodological 

approaches used in SERIGO WP3.  

2.1 Epistemological approach: interpretivist/constructivism 

SERIGO WP3 adopts an interpretivist / constructivist epistemological approach to case 

study methodology, emphasising the study of the particularity and complexity of 

individual cases. This approach posits that reality is socially constructed, and that 

knowledge is co-created by the researcher and participants within specific contexts. As 

such, the focus is on understanding the nuanced, contextual meanings and 

experiences of social actors. In this sense, the case study methodology is a useful tool 

for conducting context-sensitive research that 'unearths situated meanings in complex 

social settings, thereby contributing to the body of knowledge essential to our ability to 

interpret and navigate' how context-specific solutions, such as SSE initiatives, address 

rural vulnerabilities (Denzin 2018:620). 

In line with the interpretivist/constructivist paradigm, the case study method enables to 

deeply explore the unique characteristics and complexities of a particular case. Robert 

Stake (1995) articulates that the primary objective of case studies is not to generalize 

findings to other cases, but rather to gain a profound understanding of one case. This 

approach values the in-depth, historically situated knowledge that emerges from 

studying a case within its specific social, cultural, and political contexts. It allows 

researchers to uncover and interpret the embedded categories, assumptions, and 

symbolic systems that shape how individuals understand their social world. 

The emphasis in this paradigm is on the contextual, dynamic, and complex nature of 

the phenomena under investigation. Researchers acknowledge that their perspectives 

influence the interpretation of data, and thus, they engage in reflexive practices to 

understand and disclose their own role in the research process. This stance contrasts 

with the positivist approach, which seeks objectivity and generalizability. 

While SERIGO WP3 primarily adopts an interpretivist/constructivist approach, it is 

important to note that the positivist perspective also offers valuable insights into case 

study methodology. Robert Yin (2012) emphasizes the importance of case studies in 

answering both descriptive and explanatory questions, focusing on real-world 

phenomena in their natural contexts. This approach assumes the existence of a single, 

objective reality that can be discovered through systematic and rigorous research 

methods. Key aspects include ensuring construct validity, internal validity, external 
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validity, and reliability, with an aim towards producing replicable and generalizable 

findings. 

The SERIGO project applies the interpretivist/constructivist approach to investigate how 

Social and Solidarity Economy (SSE) initiatives address vulnerabilities, under the 

assumption that both SSE and vulnerabilities are products of their specific contexts, 

although considering the importance of ensuring validity, reliability, and transparency 

on the data generation process to allow methods replicability from the positivist 

tradition.  

 

2.2 Theoretical approach: grounded theory from case 

studies  

Grounded theory (GT) as a research method builds the generation of theories through 

the collection and analysis of data. Rather than starting with a preconceived 

hypothesis, researchers using grounded theory collect data through methods such as 

interviews, observations, and document analysis, and then analyse this data iteratively 

to identify patterns, concepts, and categories. Fundamental aspects of GT include 

minimizing preconceived notions, simultaneous data collection and analysis, constant 

comparison of data, and theoretical sampling, where data collection is guided by 

emerging theoretical insights (Charmaz 2008:155).  

The blending of case study approach and grounded theory has been experimented, 

reflected on, and structured by Dahwa (2024), who refined the integration of case 

study techniques with grounded theory, emphasizing a socially constructed reality and 

multiple subjective meanings, reflecting a rich and nuanced understanding of rural 

social dynamics (Dahwa 2024:2982). 

The grounded theory approach emphasises the adaptability of data collection tools 

throughout the research process and gives voice to informants in the initial stages of 

data collection and reporting of the research. The process is highly inductive, meaning 

that theories emerge directly from the data analysis. At the same time, a rigorous 

qualitative data analysis ensures soundness, clarity, and depth in the development of 

new concepts and theories. Following Gioia (2013), a systematic process of organising 

and analysing qualitative data through a structured coding process will enable theory 

building based on the findings from all 24 SERIGO case studies. The tripartite distinction 

between first-order analysis, second-order analysis and data structure development will 

enable the creation of an overarching data structure that accounts for the complexity 

of contextual finding from across all 24 SERIGO CSs. This structure helps to build a 

coherent theoretical framework that is firmly rooted in empirical data. 

In the SERIGO project, GT aims to empirically derive insights into the conditions that lead 

to social exclusion and vulnerability in rural areas, as well as the role and impact of the 

SSE and SI in promoting inclusion for vulnerable groups. This approach allows for flexible 

structuring of research methods, with data collection adjusted to each specific 
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context, thus enabling theories to emerge inductively. This means that SERIGO WP3 

leverages 24 case studies as a foundation to develop theories based on the detailed 

knowledge obtained. Comparison will focus on dynamics, problems, opportunities - 

across contexts, intervention tools, and vulnerabilities addressed. 

 

 

2.3 Analytical approaches 

2.3.1 Critical systems thinking to design case studies 

SERIGO draws on literature that understands SI and SSE initiatives as arising from the 

interactions of different collective actors, including policy makers, public organisations, 

traditional third sector organisations, civil society actors and potentially social 

movements (OECD 2023). SERIGO employs critical systems thinking (CST) as an 

analytical approach to design the research in the SERIGO case studies because it 

allows for a nuanced and critical exploration of these interactions. CST focuses on the 

dynamics between various elements (e.g. social actors, goods and resources, norms, 

and institutions) and on how they produce vulnerabilities and SSE initiatives in response.  

SERIGO case studies are thus conceived as frames to observe SSE initiatives in the way 

they address vulnerabilities. CST comes into play to support navigating the frame set by 

the case study approach, as it introduces the concept of system to set some 

boundaries about what is researched on. It however prompts researchers to carefully 

consider the (porous) boundaries they set while designing the case studies, 

acknowledging that what is researched is inherently uncertain, unbounded, and 

dynamic, shaped by multiple, often conflicting perspectives (Reynolds and Holwell 

2010, as cited in Denzin 2018:619). CST thus draws attention on the political and ethical 

implications of setting boundaries (Midgley 2000, Ulrich and Reynolds 2010, as cited in 

Denzin 2018:619, Midgley et al. 2021). In sum, case studies are considered 

epistemological constructs that help interpreting complex situations (Reynolds, 2008). In 

the next paragraph, we illustrate how CST is operationalised in SERIGO case studies.  

SERIGO case studies, as exemplified in Figure 1, investigate rural vulnerabilities as 

product of multi-scale forms of oppression and SSE/SI initiatives as context-specific 

responses that seek to address such vulnerabilities. This is, in simple words, the system 

under investigation. CST supports navigating into these systems by shedding light on the 

interconnections among the elements considered in the system. The interconnections 

can be described as feedback loops, which can either exacerbate or mitigate 

vulnerabilities and influence the development paths of SSE initiatives, along with the 

social values and cultural norms that shape the perceptions of these elements. CST 

supports the reflection about what is included and what is marginalized when 

observing the system, this decision reflects existing power relations and the conformity 

to dominant cultural norms and social values. This assumption goes back to considering 
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the system as an epistemological construct, suggesting that it reflects our specific way 

of understanding context-specific issues and solutions, rather than being the only 

perspective. 

 

Figure 1. Case study as an epistemological construct, where SSE initiative and 

vulnerabilities are investigated in their context 

 

 

 

2.3.2 Intersectional approach  

SERIGO adopts an intersectional approach to CSs conducted in WP3. Intersectionality 

enables to move beyond the unilateral understanding of discrimination (Crenshaw 

1989) to facilitate the recognition of intersecting markers of discrimination and 

marginalization (e.g. gender, age, ethnicity, class, health, sexual orientation, etc.). This 

approach sets the ground to consider "the complex relationship between the mutually 

constitutive factors of social position and structural disadvantage, in order to map and 

conceptualise more accurately the determinants" of exclusion (Hankivsky et al., 2014). 

The intersectional approach implies simultaneously considering the multiple axes of 

subordination that individuals experience. This means that intersectionality serves as an 

epistemological and analytical transdisciplinary tool to understand power, culture, 

social norms and values, inequalities, and privileges, and their role in shaping both 

subjective and collective experiences. 

Interconnected systems elements that determine the creation

of vulnerabilities and SSE initiative because of feedback loops

CASE STUDY = SYSTEM AS EPISTEMOLOGICAL CONSTRUCT

LOCAL SCALE

 ulnerabilities
as product of multi-
scale systems of

oppression

Social solidarity
economy and social
innovation initiatives
as conte t-specific

responses

OTHER SCALE
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Applying the intersectional approach to the SERIGO CSs helps to focus on the interplay 

of different systems of exclusion and marginalisation (e.g. sexism, classism, racism, 

ableism, ageism) and how such systems act as interlocking phenomena, creating 

complex matrices that create and recreate existing vulnerabilities of individuals or 

(socially constructed) groups. This means that the case studies in WP3 will take 

particular care to avoid homogenising the experiences of groups (e.g. 'women', 

'farmers', 'young people') and instead acknowledge how intersecting power structures 

shape and contextualise the experience of vulnerability and the responses of SSE 

initiatives. In line with this, in the refinement of CSs we have deliberately avoided mono-

dimensional and static categorizations of vulnerable groups/SSE beneficiaries, to avoid 

the risk of crystallising vulnerabilities and preventing an open analysis of the systems 

factors that generate or accentuate vulnerabilities. In the forthcoming stages of the 

CSs, intersectionality will also inform the sampling of interviewees, key informants and 

focus group participants (Lokot 2021: 5) and the analysis of the data collected.  

Figure 2 summarizes the key approaches employed in our research. These include the 

epistemological approach of interpretivism/constructivism, the theoretical approach of 

grounded theory derived from case studies, a research framework based on Critical 

Systems Thinking for case study design, and the intersectional approach for 

understanding the effects of multiple and simultaneous power structures shaping 

subjective and collective experiences of vulnerability.  

 

 

Figure 2. Schematic of the relationships between the case study approach, critical 

systems thinking, intersectionality, and grounded theory approaches at the level of 

each case study. 
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3. Case Study refinement process 

To contribute to theory development or at least “generalizing causal explanations 

beyond the case at hand, while attending carefully to the limits of such generalizations” 

(Schwandt and Gates, 2018) case study research needs to document and be 

transparent about processes, decisions, and selection criteria of CSs.  

Literature, including Krehl and Weck (2020), highlight the need for transparency in case 

study research. They advocate for clear methodological reflection, disclosure of 

researchers' positioning, and explicit documentation of decisions. This is key to 

anticipate limitations and clarify CS ambition to theorized and generalize our findings 

(Krehl and Weck 2020). In their analysis of case study selection strategies in seven EU-

funded projects on territorial cohesion, they note that “the most similar/most different 

system design” (ibid, pp. 1867-8) is the most used selection criteria. Other criteria include 

‘deliberate selection,’ mix of similarity and difference, thematically informed choice, 

and familiarity (when cases are often equivalent to the location of academic project 

partners). Recent relational approaches prioritize cases offering crucial insights into the 

phenomenon (1868), which resonates with Stake argument that in CS selection “the first 

criterion should be to maximize what we can learn” (Stake, 1995:4).  

Accordingly, CSs in SERIGO have been selected by project partners (PPs) based on 

their knowledge, accessibility, and evaluation about the CS being promising to deliver 

crucial insights into the drivers and impacts of SSE and SE in tackling vulnerabilities in 

rural areas.  

 

The CSs refinement process enabled to reassess the relevance of CS selected by 

partner in the light of the ongoing development of SERIGO’s conceptual frame (CF) 

and analytical framework (AF), drawing insights form CS features to inform the CF and 

AF, to ensure mutual relevance. 

 

Templates for case study factsheets have been prepared by EURAC in coordination 

with WP3 Tasks leaders UNIVIGO and UNIBA with the aim to support the articulation and 

refinement process and record eventual change of the SSE initiative under study. In 

April 2024 (M4), templates for factsheets have been shared with PPs expected to 

conduct CS. A round of peer-review has taken place to integrate information. 

All 24 CS factsheets are presented in Annex 1, provided as a separate file, while the 

consolidated list of CS is presented in Table 1.  

The focus was on the following aspects:  

1. Case study objectives (questions 1-3): initial research questions and hypothesis, 

relevance for SERIGO, type of case study design  

2. Identification of the initiative under investigation: Tentative title for the case 

study, definition of the acronym used to identify the CS throughout the project, 

name, and relevance of the initiative under investigation for SERIGO (question 4-

5) 
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3. Territorial aspects: location, scale, population density, DEGURBA classification 

(question 6-9) 

4. Characteristics of the SSE initiative (governance): institutional form, beginning 

and end dates, length, mission, leader and key partners, thematic areas, links to 

any specific EU policy/programme (questions 10-22).  

 

The analysis presented here provides an initial overview of the elements that 

characterise the set of CSs that will be conducted within the SERIGO project.  

 

In addition, to identify commonalities and divergences, the following thematic aspects 

were analysed:   

• Challenge addressed by the SSE initiative  

• Intervention tools and practices used or developed by the SSE initiative 

• Objective of the SSE initiative 

Based on these three thematic aspects, we have identified common aspects in the 

configuration of each CS. Such commonalities favour exchange among field research 

sharing similar foci, to help project PPS to manage the complexity of the exchanges 

between and among CSs and to promote a flexible and adaptable structure aimed at 

maximising mutual learning between and among CSs, both during the data collection 

phase and the subsequent analysis phase.  

 

CS 

n. 

Acro

nym 

Partner Title Location & country 

1 TOI UEF Toimi säätiö - Empowering vulnerable 

individuals through social and labour 

market rehabilitation in Iisalmi and 

Kiuruvesi  

City of Iisalmi and 

Kiuruvesi municipality, FI 

2 VIT UEF Vihreä Telakka – the institutionalisation of 

green care in public service provision  

Savonlinna 

municipality, FI 

3 BAG UEF SANCHO - Labour-market integration and 

increasing social participation of women 

living in a segregated Roma settlement in 

Hungary 

Village of Dány (Pest 

County), HU 

4 SEB UEF Basta! Social Enterprising. Rehabilitation 

through work 

Nyvan, Södermanland 

county, SE 

5 SBG BAB Silbersberg: Green Care, community-

based networking, and social integration 

in rural areas 

Schwarzau im Gebirge, 

AT 

6 CAR WUR Mainstream institutions and support to 

social economies of care 

America, NL 

7 BBC WUR Building bridges in Cranendonck Budel, municipality of 

Cranendonck, NL  

8 ECO UVIGO Ecological food and local bonds  Tenerife and Gran 

Canarias, ES 

9 CO

M 

UVIGO The technological gaze and Rural 

Communities  

Galicia, ES 
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10 RED UVIGO Migration and the quest for dignified lives 

and livelihoods 

Tenerife, ES 

11 DIV EURAC Social-ecological vulnerabilities linked to 

intensive farming and monoculture 

systems in rural mountainous areas: 

Vinterra and Da cooperatives 

Upper Venosta valley, 

South Tyrol, IT 

12 SRE EURAC Women's Shelter and Rural 

Empowerment  

Community district Val 

Pusteria, South Tyrol, IT 

13 HAR EURAC Housing Accessibility & Autonomy in Rural 

areas through SEE & SI  

Community district 

Eisack valley, South 

Tyrol, IT 

14 IMC CUAS Integration and participation of migrant 

and refugee women in Carinthia 

Carinthia, AT 

15 TAI  GALWAY Third Age Ireland Summerhill, Co. Meath, 

IE 

16 SPN  GALWAY A critical assessment of Spéire Nua’s work 

to reintegrate people with criminal 

histories into rural society 

Athenry, Co. Galway, IE 

17 LIB TLU The Changing Role of Libraries in rural 

communities 

Toila municipality, EE 

18 UTA TLU University of Third Age in Võru Võru County, EE 

19 SMK ZSI Social impact of Mozaik’s Korenika and 

MenSana through interconnected social 

entrepreneurship 

Murska Sobota and 

Šalovci, SI 

20 SIK ZSI The social impact of Kiútprogram Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén 

and Szabolcs-Szatmár-

Bereg counties, HU  

21 SAR ESOGU Social farming for vulnerable groups in 

the rural areas in Eskişehir  

 

Eskisehir, TR 

22 SOS ESOGU Management of environmental and 

socio-economic effects of natural 

disasters on rural people 

Antalya, TR 

23 CSE UNIBA Locally driven sustainable social 

innovations enhancing social inclusion  

Prešov region, Bardejov 

district, SK  

24 SEK UNIBA SEK – Social Enterprise Košice Košice region, SK 

 

Table 1: SERIGO CSs consolidated list 
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3.1 Results of the refinement process 

This section provides an initial overview of SERIGO case studies, based on the 

information provided by PPs in CS factsheets (presented in Annex 1). Additionally, 

commonalities in the three thematic aspects (i.e., challenges, tools/practices, and 

vision) are presented.  

 

3.1.1. Case study objectives 

Based on the research questions (RQs) identified by PPs for their CSs, we have 

inductively derived the main research dimensions addressed. In this way, the specific 

focus of each CS contributes to the definition of the general RQs that guide the 

research process and shape the analytical framework of SERIGO (D2.3). In accordance 

with the grounded theory approach of SERIGO and its intersectional approach to 

vulnerabilities, this inductive approach can contribute to a robust analytical framework, 

by incorporating the expertise and perspectives of each PP, forming a foundational 

element of the project. 

Even though SERIGO positions in an interpretivist/constructivist philosophy, it is useful to 

recall Yin’s distinction of case study RQs into descriptive and explanatory ones (Yin 

2012:5). According to the data provided in CS factsheets, SERIGO CSs include both 

descriptive and explanatory RQs. In general, descriptive RQs address aspect such as 

the added value of SSE to the wellbeing of rural areas and specific vulnerable groups, 

internal and external barriers to the unfolding of SSE/SI impact, needs and meanings. 

Differently, e planatory RQs address mechanism, roles and processes through which 

SSE/SI takes place in rural areas.  

Furthermore, based on the dimensions explored, we distinguished the RQs into five RQ 

clusters:  

• Internal characteristics of the SSE initiative: RQs focusing on type and nature of 

SSE/SI, practices adopted, … 

• Conte tual factors: RQs exploring enabling and hindering contextual factors 

such as policies, actors, governance, rurality, funding, …  

• Impacts: RQs delving into the impact in terms of improved services, 

strengthened inclusion for vulnerable groups, better life for rural communities, … 

• Meanings & narratives: RQs exploring (changing) meanings and discourses 

relating to local resources and practices    

• Diffusion: RQs enquiring the conditions and factors need for the SSE/SI initiative 

to thrive and expand. 

Table 2 presents an overview of the type of research question set forth by each case 

study in this preliminary phase.  
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Dimensions addressed by RQs 
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Internal factors of the 

SSE  
•   • •  • • • • • • • • • • •   

 • • • • 

Contextual factors   •    • • •  • • • • • • • •  •   • • • • 

Impacts  

  
• •  • •  • •  •   • •    • • • • • • • 

Meanings & narratives  •        •  • • • •   •   •     

Diffusion      •     •  •           • 

Table 2: Dimensions explored by RQs in each SERIGO CS (see acronyms in Table 1 

above) 
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3.1.2 Territorial aspects characteristics 

SERIGO engages with the ‘place-basedness’ and embeddedness of social innovation 

(SI), SSE and social enterprises (SE). This section presents some basic territorial aspects of 

SERIGO CSs: the location, population density and DEGURBA classification. These 

characteristics should not be understood as defining variables or aspects that shape 

the development of the SSE initiatives covered in each case study. Rather, they make it 

possible, at this early stage, to appreciate the wide range of diversity that exists among 

the case studies and pave the way for a more in-depth and nuanced description of 

the complex territorial configurations that will be achieved in the course of the 

implementation of the case studies, drawing on SERIGO Initial Integrated Conceptual 

Framework (D1.1) and Analytical framework (D2.3).   

 

Figure 3:  Locations of SERIGO case studies (orange pointers) and pilot actions (green areas) 
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According to the OECD rurality criteria based on the density of the population alone, 

rural areas are characterized by a population density of less than 150 inhabitants per 

square kilometre (inhabitants/km2)1. SERIGO CSs locations display a broad range of 

population densities, from very sparsely populated regions, e.g. 3 inhabitants/km2 as in 

the “SBG” case study and those nearing urban density levels, e.g. 553 inhabitants/km2 

as in the “ECO” case study. This highlights the diversity within rural areas under study in 

the project, which impacts also differently the effectiveness and viability of SSE 

initiatives in the case study location.  

Areas with higher population density approaching urban levels often boast stronger 

local economies and better infrastructures. Conversely, regions with lower population 

density may require external support due to their sparse population, yet their moderate 

density can still render initiatives viable and impactful (Bock 2016). Figure 4 illustrates the 

population density of each case study as a continuum, highlighting the extensive 

diversity in rural population densities.  

 

Figure 4. Population density for each CS (n=24) 

 

 

 

 

1 Degree of urbanisation classification - 2011 revision - Statistics Explained (europa.eu), 

OECD_regional_typology_Nov2012.pdf   

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Degree_of_urbanisation_classification_-_2011_revision#Degree_of_urbanisation_classification
https://www.oecd.org/cfe/regionaldevelopment/OECD_regional_typology_Nov2012.pdf
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Based on DEGURBA classification, most of the case studies are in rural areas. Among 

the locations of SERIGO CSs, 17 out of 24 (71%) are rural areas, while 6 of them (25%) are 

found in intermediate areas. One CS is in an urban area according to DEGURBA (4%). 

Figure 5 represent the DEGURBA classification of CS locations.  

 

Figure 5: Degurba classification of CSs locations (n=23) 

This initial phase used DEGURBA classification to classify territorial aspects of case study 

areas. However, as pointed out in SERIGO’s IICF (D.1.1), other categorisations 

compounding population density with the proximity context of each area may help to 

capture meaningful aspects more fully. These include OECD (2016) approach that 

distinguishes three types of rural areas based on the interaction between rural and 

urban areas:  

- Rural areas within a functional urban area (FUA).  

- Rural areas close to a FUA.  

- Remote / peripheral rural areas. 

OECD FUA classification will be adopted to further qualify CS areas during the fieldwork 

(Task 3.3).  
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3.1.3. Governance characteristics 

The case studies carried out by the SERIGO project focus in most cases on individual SSE 

initiatives, in some cases more than one. There is a wide variation in the institutional form 

and governance of the initiatives considered, as well as in their duration and maturity.  

As SERIGO CSs are meant to focus on mature initiatives, it is noteworthy that the length 

of the SSE initiatives varies from 36 years to 2 years of activity (see Figure 6:  Length in 

years of the considered SSE initiatives (n=22)). Overall, 23 CSs deal with ongoing SSE 

initiatives, while only one SSE initiative (case study “LIB”) ended in 2023. The longevity of 

a SSE initiative does not necessarily equate to greater involvement with vulnerable 

social groups, enhanced public services nor increased resilience. Established initiatives 

offer tested strategies and resilience, while newer ones provide innovative approaches 

and new energy. 

As noted in SERIGO IICF (D1.1), a research gap exists between long-term impact of 

SSE/SI on sustainable development, good life, and resilience of rural areas (Castro-Arce 

and Vanclay, 2020). Given the wide variation in the years of activity of the SSE initiatives 

considered by the CSs developed in WP3, SERIGO case studies constitute a promising 

basis to address this line of inquiry.  

 

 

Figure 6:  Length in years of the considered SSE initiatives (n=22)  
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The institutional form of the SSE initiatives examined in the CSs encompass various 

institutional types, as shown in Figure 7. To account for this variety, we referred to the 

typology adopted by the OECD (2023, pp. 39-43), which includes “Associations or 

voluntary associations,” “Cooperatives,” “Mutual societies,” “Foundations,” and “Social 

enterprises.” We added NGOs, networks, partnerships, public authorities, and mixed 

entities to reflect the information provided by CS teams more accurately. 

A variety of legal forms exist across Europe to define SSE. While this WD does not aim to 

address this complex issue in detail, it is important to note the distinction between two 

broad approaches: The "statutory" approach, where countries and regions identify 

specific legal forms that are part of the SSE; and the "substantial" approach, which 

defines the SSE by identifying its overarching principles, allowing any entity that upholds 

these principles to qualify as part of the SSE (OECD, 2023, pp.39-43). Such distinction 

may help considering, in the forthcoming phases of SERIGO, the broad range of SSE 

forms involved in CS, encompassing both formal and less formalized SSE initiatives. 

 

Figure 7: Institutional form of SSE initiatives (n=22) 
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3.1.4. Thematic aspects  

As well as building on a grounded theory epistemology, SERIGO is also committed to 

adopting critical systems thinking to grasp the systemic linkages that produce 

vulnerabilities and the SSE initiative in response and developing an intersectional 

approach to vulnerability, as mentioned above. According to the combination of 

intersectional and CST approaches, we extrapolated inductively from CS factsheets 

general elements defining the challenges addressed by the initiatives, the intervention 

tools and practices and the objectives.  

 

3.1.4.1. Challenges addressed 

We grouped the challenges addressed by the SSE initiatives into two main pillars:  

• marginalization of rural areas and sectors: disadvantages faced by rural 

populations and specific sectors due to development models (and related 

institutional conformation/constellation) that mimic urban contexts, such as the 

focus on economic growth, privatization, and technological optimism. Resulting 

key challenges include the lack of access to essential services, local food, land 

and housing, employment opportunities, climate and biodiversity protection, as 

well as a shortage of solidarity and collaboration.  

• marginalization of individuals and groups through systemic oppression: 

addresses socio-cultural-economic exclusion stemming from systemic 

oppression, such as racialization, ableism, sexism, patriarchy, heteronormativity, 

adherence to traditional customs and/or roles, class and economic status, and 

other forms of discrimination. It also covers issues like social isolation and 

addictions (see Table 3).  

 

Marginalization of rural areas and sectors  Marginalization of individuals and groups  

• Lack of access to services  

• Lack of access to local food 

• Lack of access to land and housing 

• Exposure to climate, and biodiversity-

loss risks 

• Lack of employment due to 

delocalization, mechanization and 

consequent loss of crafts 

• Lack of solidarity and collaboration 

across different areas  

• Socio-cultural-economic e clusion 

of people due to systemic forms of 

oppression (e.g., racialization, 

whiteness, ableism, 

heteronormativity, classism, 

patriarchy, machoism...) 

• Social isolation and addictions  

• Lack of solidarity and collaboration, 

increased societal/community 

cleavages 

Table 3:  Two main pillars encompassing the challenges addressed from the considered 

SSE initiatives 
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This twofold articulation aligns with the conceptualization of social exclusion presented 

in SERIGO IICF (D1.1), positing social exclusion as 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). The acknowledgment of the 

dynamic, multi-level nature and multidimensionality of social exclusion (Bak, 2018) will 

guide the forthcoming tasks of WP3, together with due consideration of the seven 

dimensions of social exclusion (i.e. economic, political, cultural, social, spatial, temporal, 

and digital) detailed in the IICF (see ICCF, pp.14-17).    

Table 4 provides an overview of the primary challenges addressed by CSs. 
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Challenges addressed by the SSE initiative 

Lack of access to 

services provision 

throughout the year  

• •    •     • •  • • • • •  • •  • • 

Lack of access to local 

food 
       •   •        •    •  

Lack of access to land 

and housing 
       • •  •  •          •  

Exposure to climate, and 

biodiversity-loss risks 
         •            •   

Lack of employment 

due to delocalization 

and mechanization and 

loss of crafts 

•    •    •  •        • •    • 

Lack of solidarity and 

collaboration, increase 

polarization and 

individualism 

     • •    •  • •   • • • • • •   

Socio-cultural-economic 

exclusion of people due 

to systemic forms of 

oppression  

• • • • •  •   • • • •  • •  • • • •  • • 

Loneliness and 

addictions (drug, 

alcohol, gambling) 

 •  •            •    •     

Table 4:  Challenges addressed for each considered SSE initiative 

The most prevalent challenges addressed by SSE initiatives investigated in CSs is socio-

cultural-economic marginalization and e clusion of individual and groups due to 

systemic oppression. Significant attention is also given by SSE to the lack of continuous 

access to essential services, including education, healthcare, social and cultural 

services, transportation, and infrastructure. Another crucial challenge is the lack of 

solidarity and collaboration, exacerbated by increasing polarization and individualism 

in rural areas. Additionally, access to resources such as land, housing, employment is 

also addressed by SSE.  
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This initial analysis of the commonalities among the various challenges addressed by 

the case studies reveals that they consider both overarching issues affecting rural areas 

as a whole and specific challenges impacting groups or individuals. 

3.1.4.2. Intervention tools and practices 

To tackle the challenges examined above, the SSE initiatives investigated in the CSs 

utilize a range of intervention tools and practices (Table 5).  

The most used intervention tool is the service and product cooperation, which 

integrates employment and volunteering-based rehabilitation and inclusion. Other tools 

used by SSE under study for combating social exclusion and improving access to 

services in rural areas include social agriculture, green care, forestry, environmental 

conservation, cultural economy, and various forms of education, training, mentoring, 

and counselling. In line with the multidimensional type of challenges addressed, most 

CSs deploy a range of different intervention tools. The following table shows the most 

characterizing intervention tools for each the CSs.  

 

 Acronym of the case studies 
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Intervention tools of the SSE initiative 

Networking 
      

• • • • • 
  

• 
      

• • 
  

Education / Training / Mentoring / 

Counselling 

• 
      

• 
   

• • • 
 

• • • • • • • • • 

Digital tools 
                 

• 
      

Social agriculture, green care & 

forestry, circular processes   

• • 
  

• 
  

• 
  

• 
       

• 
 

• 
 

• • 

Shelter provision & Housing 

support 

    
• • 

   
• 

 
• • 

        
• 

  

Service & products cooperation, 

Employment & Volunteering-

based rehabilitation and inclusion 

 
• • • • 

 
• • 

  
• 

 
• • • 

   
• • • 

 
• • 

Resignification, Repurposing, 

(re)creation of spaces & events 

for social, cultural, health related 

needs 

     
• • 

 
• 

       
• • 

 
• 

   
• 

Support/ Empowerment   •    •   •  • •  •    • •     

Green energy resources                        • 

Intergenerational cooperation               •   • •      

Table 5:  Intervention tools used by SSE initiative under study 
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3.1.4.3. Objective of the SSE initiative under study 

The third thematic aspect derived from CS factsheets pertains to the description of the 

overall objectives of the initiatives examined in the case studies. The objectives of the 

SSE initiatives address five overarching themes: 

1. Alternative Economic Models: To enhance service provision in rural areas. 

2. Social Justice and Inclusion: To promote social justice and foster inclusion for 

marginalized groups. 

3. Community Building and Cohesion: To strengthen community ties and build 

cohesion. 

4. Holistic Health and Sustainability: To encourage healthy and sustainable 

practices. 

5. Democracy and Participation: To empower communities through increased 

participation and enhanced democratic practices 

 

Objective of the SSE 

initiative 

Description of the objective 

Alternative economic models for 

improved product and service 

provision 

- Shorten supply and production chains by connecting customers directly 

with service providers 

- Improve product and service quality by dignifying rural local ecological 

and artisanal knowledge 

- Promote economic diversification, alternative production and distribution 

models, self-sufficiency, and fight against poverty 

- Create profitable and empowering self-employment opportunities 

Social justice and inclusion 

- Promote a dignified quality of life and social justice for all 

- Foster social inclusion and active engagement of marginalized groups 

- Enhance employment, rehabilitation, and gender equality for diverse 

identities 

- Improve the quality of life for older people and youth 

Community building and 

cohesion 

- Cultivate a sense of belonging and cohesion across diverse communities  

- Stimulate intergenerational and intercultural connections 

- Facilitate bridge-building between diverse groups 

Holistic health and sustainability 

- Promote healthy habits and awareness on climate change adaptation 

- Address the interconnected social, economic, and environmental aspects 

of sustainability 

- Adopt a comprehensive "One Health" approach that considers human, 

animal, and ecosystem wellbeing 

Strengthening democracy and 

participation 

- Empower communities through active engagement and participatory 

decision-making 

- Develop inclusive governance structures and processes 

- Enhance democratic practices and civic engagement within SSE 

initiatives 

Table 6: Description of the objectives of the SSE initiatives 
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Table 7 provides an overview of the correspondence between the five overarching 

themes and the CSs. The primary focus is on developing alternative economic models 

to improve rural service provision and promoting social justice and inclusion. 

Additionally, fostering community building, promoting healthy and sustainable lifestyles, 

and empowering communities through participation and democratic practices are 

significant objectives. 
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Objective of the SSE 

initiative 

                        

Alternative economic models 
 

• • • • •     •   •         
 

• • • • •   • • 

Social justice and inclusion • • • • •   • •   •   • •   • •     • • •   • • 

Community building and 

cohesion 

•           •           •   •  •   • •  •         
 

Holistic health and sustainability       •     •     •                      • •  • 

Strengthening democracy and 

participation 

     •              •     

Table 7: The objectives of each considered SSE initiatives 
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4. Initial stakeholder mapping for the case study 

Within Task 3.1, CS teams have provided a preliminary list with up to ten stakeholders for 

each CS. PPs will complete the stakeholder mapping during the field research phase 

from December 2024 onwards. This preliminary overview helped to develop effective 

and targeted data collection tools in terms of the most relevant format and type of data 

for the case studies. 

To guide PPs, a short guideline on stakeholders’ roles and functions has been provided 

along with a template for the Initial stakeholder mapping.  

To prepare the field research, case study teams need to explicitly gain access to and 

cooperation from participants, as well as cumulative knowledge on the key persons to 

get to know the SSE initiative and design the case study.  

To do this, the case study team principally relies on three types of actors: gatekeepers, 

key informants, and stakeholders.  

• KEY INFORMANTS (KIs) act as advisors and supporters to the case study team 

throughout the study. Because of their close relationship with the study 

participants, key informants need to be reassured about the identity of the 

researcher, the legitimacy of the research project, and that the research will not 

harm or otherwise adversely affect the participants. The researcher's relationship 

with the key informants may extend over an extended period, eventually 

culminating in the researcher and KI collaborating on the analysis and actual 

writing of the research (Roller & Lavrakas, 2015). For example, KIs in SERIGO case 

studies could be individuals or groups who already have a relationship with the 

case study team and the SSE initiative and could assist the case study team in 

approaching gatekeepers and developing the case study research design.  

• GATEKEEPERS are individuals who hold some type of authority or control over the 

access to one or more other actors within the case study. Because the 

gatekeeper has the power to give or deny access to the population of interest, 

the case study team may need to make a concerted effort to develop a 

strong, positive relationship with any gatekeeper associated with the study 

participants. In contacting the gatekeeper, the researcher should introduce the 

purpose of the research as well as how the research will benefit the people or 

organization that the researcher is hoping to gain access to observe (Roller & 

Lavrakas, 2015). Gatekeepers in SERIGO case studies may be, e.g., the president 

or the director of the SSE initiative, or any other individual that enable the case 

study team to enter in the SSE initiative’s community (could also overlap with 

stakeholder). 

• STAKEHOLDERS is any individual or group that has an interest that is or could be 

affected by, or that could affect the organization’s activities (GRI 2023). A social 

economy entity’s stakeholders are people or groups who are directly or 

indirectly affected by its operations or interventions or may influence the 

outcomes positively or negatively (OECD, 2024). The figure below (Figure 8) 

exemplifies typical SEE stakeholders and their different position (internal, 

external, beneficiaries).  
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Additionally, other types of stakeholders include: 

• EXTERNAL EXPERTS: individuals that have deep knowledge on the initiative 

because they have studied it;   

• GENERAL EXPERTS:  individuals that have deep knowledge on the topic or 

policies. 

 

 

Figure 8: Typical stakeholder groups by type of social economy entity (own elaboration 

based on OECD 2024) 
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5. Case study timeline 

WP3 tasks detailed in the proposal are:  

• Task 3.1 Preparation of field research, coordinated by EURAC, spans from M3 to 

M8 and leads to the present WD3.1 Case Study selection, initial stakeholder 

mapping and case study timeline.  

• Task 3.2 Elaboration of guidelines for field research and the reporting of case 

study findings, coordinated by UVIGO, spans from M8 to M12 and leads to D3.1 - 

Guidelines for field research, case study analysis and database 

• Task 3.3 Field research implementation and the production of Case Studies, 

coordinated by UNIBA, spans from M12 to M30 and leads to WD3.2 - Analytical 

Case Study Reports including factsheets and database (M30, UNIBA) 

• Task 3.4 Cross-case data analysis coordinated by UVIGO, lasts from M28 to M33 

and produces WD3.3 Results of cross-case data analysis (M33, UVIGO) 

• Task 3.5 Synthesis of results into a comparative-analytical Report on Case 

Studies coordinated by EURAC and spans from M31 to M41, leading to D3.2 

(draft) and D3.3 (final report). The final cross-case report on SERIGO case studies 

(D3.3) is to be delivered by month 41 of the project (June 2027). 

The following approach and timeline provide a first schedule for CS activities.  

Because of SERIGO's ambition to develop grounded theory through an intersectional 

lens to vulnerabilities, WP leaders will ensure regular interaction between WP leaders 

and the CS teams to exchange about the ongoing data collection and coding 

activities. Regular exchange is taking place as well with WP4 leaders coordinating 

SERIGO’s pilot actions.  

These interactions “prompt early analytic thinking and keep researchers interacting with 

their data and nascent analyses” (Charmaz 2008: 156). Following Charmaz, SERIGO CSs 

timeline foresees “a series of checks and refinements into qualitative inquiry through an 

iterative process of successive analytic and data collection phases of research.” (ibid.). 

This serves both to ensure full ownership of the agreed working methods and to co-

construct the coding activity, thus ensuring that the results of each CS feed into the 

grounded theory generated by SERIGO. In particular:  

1) In Phase 1 - Preparation of the fieldwork, CS refinement was based on repeated 

bilateral feedback between EURAC and the CS teams that led to the 

elaboration of the present WD; In addition, the Data Collection Guidelines 

(D3.1) will be presented in draft form by UNIBA/UNIVIGO to the CS teams in 

December 2024 to incorporate the comments of the CS teams before the final 

delivery. The first training on the guidelines and coding for grounded theory will 

be organized by UNIVIGO in conjunction with the second consortium meeting 

scheduled in Poljcane, Slovenia, in January 2025. 

2) In Phase 2 - Data generation and coding, at least two meetings with all CS 

teams are foreseen:  
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- the first, in May/June 2025, online, to share the progresses of data collection and 

for a first exchange on coding activities, linking this with ongoing pilots’ activities 

under WP4.  

- the second, in September 2025, in conjunction with the third consortium 

meeting in Bratislava, to consolidate the coding that emerged from each case 

study into a commonly agreed and shared structure.  

As agreed during the KoM, PPs are primarily responsible to conduct the analysis 

and coding of their own case studies, based on the common guidelines (D3.1) 

and with support from UNIVIGO, UNIBA and EURAC.  

3) In Phase 3 - Cross-case analysis, PPs will share the results of their CSs (coding) 

with task leader UNIVIGO to enable cross-case analysis. Bilateral meetings are 

organized if needed. A workshop in conjunction with PM4 is organized by 

UNIVIGO, UNIBA and EURAC to adjust the development of cross-case analysis.  

4) In Phase 4 - Reporting, PPs prepare their own CS reports (WD3.2). Based on these 

single case report and on the cross-case analysis, EURAC, UNIVIGO, and UNIBA 

prepare the joint analytical cross case report (D3.3).  

 

This programme of meetings among WP coordinators and all CS teams may be further 

supplemented by additional meetings based on needs that emerge during the 

unfolding of activities. Bilateral meetings and exchanges between CS teams and WP3 

coordinators will be organised as needed to ensure continuous exchange and support 

to CS teams and to incorporate observations that may emerge during the fieldwork.  

PHASE TASK ACTI ITY TIMING 

Phase 1: 

Preparation 

of CS field 

research 

Preparation of field 

research (T3.1) 

Elaboration of 

guidelines for field 

research (T3.2) 

 

- CS refinement 

- Defining guidelines for 

field research and 

reporting 

- Training on guidelines 

and coding 

March 2024- 

January 2025 

Phase 2: 

Data 

generation & 

CS analysis 

Field research 

implementation 

and the production 

of Case Studies 

(T3.3) 

- Fieldwork & CS 

reporting on protocol 

- Meetings on coding 

& exchange with pilots 

- Cross case meetings 

January 2025 –  

April 2026 

Phase 3: 

Cross-CS 

analysis 

Cross-case data 

analysis (T3.4) 

 

Cross-case first and  

second order code 

structure 

April-September 

2026 

Phase 4: 

Reporting 

 

Synthesis of results 

(T3.5)  

CS and Cross-CS 

reporting 

July 2026 – May 

2027 

 

Table 8: Case studies timeline summarized 

 



Working document 3.1 - Case Study refinement, initial stakeholder mapping and case study timeline 

 

28 
 

 Figure 9: SERIGO WP3:  timeline for preparation, fieldwork, and analysis of CSs  

 

5.1. Contingencies, humility, and care 

As mentioned in the introduction, this task aims to consolidate SERIGO’s case studies, 

map stakeholders, and define a timeline for the fieldwork. This exercise is conducted 

before our engagement with the cases to streamline conceptual and empirical work. 

We are fully conscious of the dynamic and fragile nature of our social, political, 

economic, and emotional worlds as evident from the recent COVID-19 pandemic, 

military invasions, and political upheavals. We are also aware that the domain of civil 

action and social and solidarity economy is ever-changing. In the course of this project, 

it is possible that we might lose connections or contact persons that we deem central to 

the case, our cases might lose their characteristics of being a social innovation or a 

solidarity economy, the practice partners may lose interest in being a part of this project, 

and the initiatives we are studying might come to a standstill, take an interim break, or 

evolve in new directions. There could be many other contingencies that we might have 

not considered while responding to this exercise.  

Keeping the above-mentioned contingencies in mind, we urge you to take this report as 

a guide to inform the connection between the aims, conceptual, and empirical aspects 

of the project, rather than a rigid format/criterion to abide by.  

The practice of research is not just a passive act of observing and studying a world ‘out 

there.’ It is an active world-making process. To acknowledge the contingencies and 

fragilities of our worlds (research and otherwise) is to cultivate and practice reflexivity, 

humility and care that eventually empowers our research as collective, world-making 

endeavour.  
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