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Abstract

Throughout the last decades, more and more attention has been given by scholars and
practitioners to social innovation and the reactivation of neglected resources. In
Europe, at the regional and municipal level, many innovative redevelopment policies
and projects have been promoted to recycle these spaces and create an impact at the
local scale. Starting from the analysis of the state of the art and the comparison of 11
European experiences of brownfields recycling, the study investigates these creative
centres and how their actions and activities affect the places producing socio-cultural,
economic and spatial impacts. The study has the purpose to explore and illustrate the
impacts on the place and to understand the role of social enterprises as drivers of
social innovation and urban development. The research adopts qualitative and
comparative methods. Considering the analyses carried out, the research aims to
observe how the recycling process can affect the city and its surroundings. In
conclusion, the research may constitute a specific contribution to the existing body of
knowledge and provide the basis for future researches, collaborations and practical
guidelines for the socially innovative recycling of disused resources in urban—rural
contexts.
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Introduction and methodology

In recent years, there has been an increasing interest in social innovation and its
territorial implications. Researchers have shown an increased interest in defining the
concept, and the role of local stakeholders and activators. A considerable amount of
literature has been published on the meaning of social innovation (Caroli, 2015;
Moulaert et al., 2005; Phills et al., 2008, Neumeier, 2012; Marra et al., 2015;). A large
and growing body of literature has investigated about the socio-cultural dimension of
innovation (Tekin & Tekdogan, 2015; Zarlenga et al., 2016) and its role in social
entrepreneurship (Borzaga & Tortia, 2008; Matei & Matei, 2012; Lisetchia & Brancu,
2014). Many researchers have argued that social innovation is not just a new solution,
it is a novel solution to a social problem that is more effective, efficient, sustainable,
and work better than existing practices and therefore bring measurable improvements
for the population (Moulaert et al., 2005, Phills et al., 2008; Tepsie, 2012). Other
studies have highlighted the importance to include different typologies of
stakeholders in the social innovation processes, such as associations, public and
private institutions, and local community at various spatial scales (Maiolini, 2015;
Moulaert et. al., 2005). In different studies, researchers examined the role of social
innovation in developing new forms of entrepreneurships and new business models.
The social enterprises are non-profit entities whose goal is to create services and
products that respond to a territorial problem and bring social benefits (Neumeier,
2012; Maiolini, 2015; Marra et al., 2015). In Europe, there are many experiences of
social enterprises that reactivate neglected local resources with social innovative
activities. The present study explores the European panorama to identify the
characteristics of social innovation in the recycling of a disused resources. The
adopted methodology was focused on the analysis of the state of the art and the study
of experiences through comparative and qualitative analyses in order to observe the
impacts in the territories. The selected cases are examples of brownfield regeneration
where social enterprise affect the urban context with socio-cultural and economic
impacts. The study has the purpose to explore and illustrate the 11 cases of brownfield
recycling and to analyse the positive impacts of this process. In this regard, the
present paper aims to evaluate how social innovation in productive assets recycling
affects the territories. Considering this purpose, the wide literature around social
innovation and the role of social enterprises were analysed.

Social innovation in productive assets recycling in Europe

Contemporary Europe is more and more influenced by episodes of social innovation
and recycling of underused sites. Its territories are places of regeneration and
innovation whose ambition is to define new pathways for local inhabitants and
administrations. The findings show a huge network of experiences that want to
innovate and create places of art, creativity and social interaction. The common
objective is to satisfy social and territorial needs, with new activities and services for
the urban settlement and its community.

Starting from the analysis of the state of the art many relevant examples of productive
assets recycling were selected. The paper is focused on the analysis of 11 cases
located in different European nations:

- Caos in Terni (Italy);

- Cascina Cuccagna in Milan (Italy);



- ExFadda in San Vito dei Normanni (Italy);

- Knos Manufactures in Lecce (Italy);

- Kulturfabrik in Esch-Sur-Alzette (Luxembourg);

- Periferica in Mazara del Vallo (Italy);

- Schlachthof in Bremen (Germany);

- Spinnerei in Leipzig (Germany);

- Ufafabrik in Berlin (Germany);

- Valle Salado de Afana in Salinas de Afiana (Spain);
- Verkatehdas in Himeenlinna (Finland).

The study was based on the effects of the reactivation of these neglected areas, and
the role of social enterprises as activators of local development. All these examples
were former productive sites (see Table 1), such as slaughterhouses (Schlachthof,
Ufafabrik), productive houses (Ex Fadda, Cascina Cuccagna), quarries or former
factories where cotton, baize and celluloid were produced. They are located in urban
and rural-urban areas, since their industrial and productive origin, in general they are
in peripheral locations.

From the comparative analysis emerges that all these cases promote a better use of
local resources giving rise to a structural impact able to innovate the place overtime.
Each of these examples positively affect the territory in which they lie through co-
designing activities, social inclusion, community involvement, artistic and cultural
events as mean of transformation (Scaffidi, 2019). They are places driving innovation,
in which people live and cooperate, and as such, benefit from local activities, new
services for the whole urban context. Considering the local impacts, the findings show
four main impacts based on culture and education, social issues, economic creativity
and spatial development. All these cases are considered creative centres improving
the urban surrounding, creating new spaces, building networks, developing
international projects and attracting new people, as permanent or temporary
inhabitants and tourists.

In this regard, Table 1 illustrates the different activities promoted by the social
enterprises. All these cases have many elements in common. Regarding the cultural
dimension, it is possible to observe the organisation of festivals and international
projects (e.g. Ufafabrik, Schlachthof, Periferica, Valle Salado, Verkatehdas),
exhibitions (Caos, Spinnerei, Periferica, Verkatehdas, Knos manufactures,
Kulturfabrik) and the development of new offers, sport initiatives, dance and cooking
classes, like Spinnerei, Ufafabrik, ExFadda, Cascina Cuccagna and Schlachthof. All
these centres pay great attention to different forms of art, with many activities related
to literature, music, theatre, cinematography (e.g. Schlachthof, Kulturfabrik, Knos
manufactures, Verkatehdas, Spinnerei) and many of them also offer educational
supports for kids, like the summer camps organised by Caos in Terni, educational
activities by Kulturfabrik in Esch-Sur-Alzette, non-formal education by Periferica in
Mazara del Vallo and specific cultural courses for children, discovering the saltworks
in Salinas de Afana (Valle Salado). These centres, indeed, aim to build an active
community that improve the quality of life, responding to social problems such as the
lack of specific offers for the local inhabitants by municipalities, local administrations
and institutions. The findings show a general positive impact on the place that
improve the local context, attract new investments, new collaborations and economic
creativity. These centres become places for innovative initiatives, but also locations



for new enterprises, like shops, bars, restaurants, schools etc. They are places for new
forms of communities, meeting places for artists, associations, local inhabitants, that
support the socialisation of young people, offering social activities for elderly, kids
and family. These centres promote the participation of the local community in their
activities, they contrast the emigration of the young generation, braking social
distances, increase the quality of life, by creating new services for the different
generations. In this direction, the findings illustrate the presence of collaborative
spaces (e.g. Spinnerei, ExFadda, Schlachthof, Knos Manufactures), family networks
(e.g. Ufafabrik), social pedagogy services (e.g. Schlachthof). This innovative and
creative experiences define alternative paths for future development in Europe.
Furthermore, these cases encourage the recycling of neglected and underused spaces,
like productive sites, and promote the recovery and the sustainable development of
the assets considered as local resources. The spatial development is also highlighted
by the positive influence in the urban context and its surroundings. The findings show
indeed a general positive impact on the place that improve the territorial context,
attract new people, innovative and international networks. The analysed experiences
are characterised by the presence of a social enterprises whose ambition is to develop
social benefits for the place by creating innovation in cultural, economic, social and
spatial dimensions. Considering these aspects, the paper confirm that social
enterprises have a relevant role in the recycling of neglected assets promoting new
collaborative and creative spaces.

Conclusions

In conclusion, the paper illustrates a general framework of social innovation in
productive sites recycling in Europe, highlighting the impacts in the local context.
According to Moulaert et al., (2005), Doherty et al. (2014) and Matei and Matei
(2012), Caroli (2015) social innovation strengthen economies, facilitates cross-cutting
paths, encourages social involvement and interaction, develop the local territory and
new social benefits. Considering these cases and used validation analysis, these
findings provide insights for future research about social innovation and the
evaluation the socio-cultural and spatial impacts in neglected sites reactivation in
Europe. As such, the research presented here is not considered a final report, but it
aims to provide a contribution to the existing body of knowledge regarding social
innovation in brownfields recycling.



K12 oy jo Jred
0 jusudojasdpar | A19A001 Surpyim
juswdojaaap juswdojaaap juswdojaaap juswdojarsp o 19A3p Prng
K19A001 K19A0021 K12A0001 FuIp[ing K1970901 JuIp[Ing K1370901 Su1p[ing “UOIBAOUI u0noNIISU0d
a]qeurejsns a|qeurejsns a|qeurejsns a]qeureisns
‘uawdojaaap . [eo0] ‘quowdojorsp | uewdojarap . . ‘uowdofaaap . ‘uowdofaaap Suipjing [20130]090 [enedg
UOIRAOUDI UOIRAOUSI UOIRAOUDI UOI}RAOUDI «d o : doron
a]qeurelsn a]qeurelsn, a]qeurelsn a]qeureisn, a]qeuresn: sdoysyiom ue Juowdofoa;
[qeuteisng Smpping [qeuteisng [qeuteisng Suppng Suppng [qeuteisng Suppng |qeuteisng Sy, puej [oASp
o o o o Suruueyd J|qeureisng
pue uSisaq
SAOIAIDS
sjonpoid Sa01A105 JO a[es pue SAOTAIAS Ieq auzegewr :
. . SIOIAIOS SIOIAIOS . SQOIAJAS . . . Jro oyes ‘asnotsong
PUB SIIAIDS | S)UAAQ ‘saruedwod JJo afes ‘asnoysand : : Ieq JueIne)say : Teq queine)say | a3unof ‘Jueine)sal | [eIng[nd ‘SaqIALS AWOU0dY
. - ) JO Jyes ‘sreq JO J[es ‘sreq PUB SUAAT . . ‘SjueIne)sal
Jo oyes ‘sdoyg s1eq ‘sdoyg SJURINGISOY EINENN AT Jo oes ‘qng
‘s1eq ‘sdoyg
uonedionred
20eds aA1jeI0qER[[0d 20eds aArjeI0qER[[00 Ayunuruod 1008 ‘1)U
siapjo uappyo | Arunwwoo fesoy HEIOEIIOd) o oo [200] e spomau Ajwey | Ayunwwoo eooy | Aunwiwos : X 0 spedwy/sPIUYIY
' : ¢ Kyunwwoo fedoy |- ‘Qunumiod : : : [e00] ‘suonjeroosse Jaoeds aaneIoqe[jod]  djoy-jjeS pue
nunumiod [2o0] [UONBIN0SSE ‘SisTIe . . ‘UOTIBIOOSSE ‘S)ST)IR . “Kyunwmiod [o0] [‘uoneIoosse ‘sjsnte | [ea0] pue sisie . ; [e0g
: o " J'uoneroosse ‘sispe| | [eoo] ‘voneroosse | o : : SISt A30Sepad [e1oog | pooymnoqusiaN
103 saoe[d Suneajy frog sooerd Sunooy oy saoerd Suneapy 10§ saoe[d Sunoajy oy saoeqd Suneajy 10y saoejd Suneapy .
: : 107 s30e]d Sunaoy : 107 s30e]d Sunaoy : : : 107 s30e]d Sunaoy 100)UN[OA
10 YIom1ou AJiure
syaloxd
spoaloxd dured owmns =
SANIATIOR ‘5a8SB[9 20UEP ’ spoafoxd ! sjoafoxd Arepunoqsuex "Q0uep
T Krepunogsuexn : sppaloxd SaAnenIul [eIY[ND [‘anuad [euoneanpa :
[euoreonpa pue 10ds ‘aneat) . Arepunoqsue i Arepunoqsuen  |‘onued [euoneonpa |  ‘orsnur ‘oneat) S3SS[O
SANIATOR Arepunoqsuex pue dAeAouur  |‘sjooyos A1epuodss
‘SOATJRIIUI [RIN[ND JOIAOU ‘SUAIOJUOD ‘anua0 ‘anuao ‘S910UAPISaI ‘S00UIQJUOD “Uods ‘sixrew
T ' [euonEINpa ‘sasse[o aouep pue | ‘uononpoid pue Arewrd o [eamn)
Pue dAT}RAOUUL ‘S[BATISOJ ) euonjeONpa ‘aneay) . eUOTRONPS ‘dxeay| e “dmeray] ‘sjovjIewr B3[J ‘S[BATISOJ
: : : SUONIqIYXd : 110dS ‘S20U10JU0D pooj pue SUAPMNS 10§ : : :
‘uonanpoid ‘sdoysyrom . oraow ‘saouaisjuoo] . orAow ‘sa0uR1U00|  ‘S90UAIAJU0D B3[] ‘S[BAIISA] ‘sdoysyiop
g ‘SUONIqIYX’ A ‘SUONIqIYX’ SO, oG Siuan f SapiAR SUtoeay ‘SUONIqIYX! ‘SUONIqIYXd ‘sdoysyyo,
00} ‘SJUSA
POOIESIUSAH HIYIHEE ‘sdoysyiop HIYIHEE “SuonIqIyq A 11 SO
‘sdoysoyiop
b £K10)00] o £10)00] e 3 3 Sotods 3010831
SyIomj[e WO}, enb Jjn 08} UL 35n0Y 9ATJONPO, 0)08] 9ZI® asnoya)ySne asnoya)y3ne ouqey projya)  |KSojoda) 93.nosd
oMIES [[EXCHOD oL SUBYPAEIN Sla el 1I2ATIONPOI] a1y LI N9e] oZIeq LEEILGILAR LEEILGILAR HIGELPIOTISH) [0dA) | poreAnIERY
Uequn-[erny ueqin) ueqin) ueqin Uequn-[esny ueqIq ueqIq) ueqIq) ueqIn ueqIq ueqIn) 1X)u0)
uredg Auewisan )| Aoy Aoy Aoy Aoy puejul] Smoquioxng Kuewrion Kueurion uoney
uoneI0|
TUUBULION
BUBLY Op SeuljeS Sizdia] O[[eA [2p BIRZR 20007 TS e[\ o] eUUI[UAOWRY | 91oZ]y-Ing-yosg uauaIg ureg \
SA.IN)IeINULIA BUSBIIN))
ope[e§ d[[eA Uy BILIRJLIdG 0 eppey X ase) soe) SEPYAILHA | NLIqeLIMMY | JOPYIRYIS Huqeen NC )
iy eunse

1nnovation in

1al

lysis. The 11 European experiences of soci

: Comparative ana

Table 1

brownfield recycling.



References

Borzaga C., Tortia E. (2009). Social Enterprises and Local Economic Development.
In: A. Noya (Eds.), The Changing Boundaries of Social Enterprise, Local Economic
and Employment Development (pp. 195-228), Paris: OECD Publishing.

Caroli M (2015). L’innovazione sociale: Caratteristiche chiave, determinanti e
principali manifestazioni empiriche. In: Caroli M (ed.) Modelli ed esperienze di
innovazione sociale in Italia, Secondo rapporto sull’innovazione sociale. Milano:
Franco Angeli, pp. 41— 79.

Lisetchia M., Brancu L. (2014). The entrepreneurship concept as a subject of social
innovation. Social and Behavioral Sciences, 124, 87-92.

Maiolini R. (2015). Lo stato dell’arte della letteratura sull’innovazione sociale. In: M.
Caroli M. (Eds.), Modelli ed esperienze di innovazione sociale in Italia, Secondo
rapporto sull ’innovazione sociale (pp. 23-37). Milano: Franco Angeli.

Marra, A., Maiolini R., Baldassari C., e Carlei V. (2015). Social Innovation in US
Tech Industries: its core business and main drivers of innovation. Metadata Paper
Conference — Druid, Roma, 1-22.

Matei L., Matei A. (2012). The social enterprise and the social entrepreneurship
instruments of local development. A comparative study for Romania. Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 62, 1066-1071.

Moulaert, F., Martinelli, F., Swyngedouw, E., e Gonzalez, S. (2005). Towards
Alternative Model(s) of Local Innovation. Urban Studies, 42,11, 1969-1990.

Neumeier, S. (2012). Why Do Social Innovations in Rural Development Matter and
Should They Be Considered More Seriously in Rural Development Research?—
Proposal For a Stronger Focus on Social Innovations in Rural Development Research.
Sociologia Ruralis, 52, vol.1, 48-69.

Phills, J.A., Deiglmeier, K., e Miller, D. T. (2008). Rediscovering social innovation.
Stanford Social Innovation Review, 6(4), 34-43.

Scaffidi F. (2019). Soft power in recycling spaces: Exploring spatial impacts of
regeneration and youth entrepreneurship in Southern Italy. Local Economy, 34(7),
632-656.

Tekin H., Tekdogan O. F. (2015). Socio-Cultural Dimension of Innovation. Socia/
and Behavioral Sciences, 195, 1417-1424.

Tepsie (2012). Defining Social Innovation. In: The theoretical, empirical and policy
foundations for building social innovation in Europe” (TEPSIE), European
Commission — 7th Framework Programme, Brussels: European Commission, DG
Research.



Zarlenga M. 1., Ulldemolins J, R., Moraté A. R. (2016). Cultural clusters and social
interaction dynamics: The case of Barcelona. European Urban and Regional Studies.
23, 422-440.

Contact email:scaffidi@staedtebau.uni-hannover.de



