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Executive Summary

This final Method Playbook (D2.2) documents and analyses the methodological approach
developed and executed within the CRAFT-IT4SD project. Building on the foundations
established in the initial Method Playbook (D2.1), it consolidates how methods were
implemented across the four pilot ecosystems (Finland, Denmark, Romania, and Spain)
and across the interconnected work packages addressing data platforms and ethics (WP3),
business model innovation (WP5), learning communities (WP6), and ecosystem
facilitation (WP7). Based on this consolidation, the Method Playbook (final) develop and
present methodological principles supporting quality, transparency, trustworthiness, and
transferability in cross-sectoral, practice-engaged research and innovation within Cultural
and Creative Sectors and Industries (CCSI).

CRAFT-IT4SD addresses a core European challenge revolving around how the textile
and fashion ecosystem while rooted in rich cultural heritage and living traditions are often
fragmented and dominated by micro- and small enterprises with limited capacity to
engage in the green and digital transition. CRAFT-1T4SD responds by positioning craft,
culture, and creativity as shared cultural resources for sustainability, revitalised through
the integration of digital technologies, data-driven approaches, and ecosystem-based
collaboration.

As described in D2.1, CRAFT-IT4SD is methodologically grounded in four
interconnected pillars that structure experimentation and learning across pilot
ecosystems: (1) ecosystem analysis supporting systematic experimentation across craft
practices, cultural heritage, and digital technologies; (2) a design thinking approach
implemented through three iterative phases and co-creation across connected and cross-
sectoral ecosystems; (3) exploratory Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) enabling data
validation, data sharing, and sustainability-oriented business modelling; and (4) the
integration of digital technologies and data value to support climate impact assessment,
new business models, and consumer engagement. Together, these pillars provide the
project’s methodological foundation and guide how methods are combined, enacted, and
aligned across work packages, enabling CCSIs—particularly small and micro enterprises
operating in fragmented and place-based contexts—to develop, test, and adapt
economically and environmentally sustainable practices in line with research and
innovation for the European Green Deal. The Method Playbook (final) speaks to a broad
audience involved in sustainable transformation of the European CCSIs.

It addresses researchers engaged in interdisciplinary and practice-based inquiry, as well
as practitioners, designers, artisans, SMEs, intermediaries, and policymakers seeking to
understand how ecosystem-based experimentation, digital technologies, and data-driven
approaches can be methodologically combined to support sustainable transition of the
textile and fashion industry.

Method Playbook (final) demonstrates how this methodological foundation has been and
still is operationalised in practice. It accounts for the methodological execution by
documenting how diverse methods, data types, and epistemic traditions were coordinated



across regional ecosystems, living labs, learning communities, public—private
partnerships, and consumer-facing activities. A central contribution is the development
of a cross-pilot Method Orientation Framework, which functions as a reflexive and
practical aid supporting transparency, comparison, and learning while respecting place-
based and ecosystem-specific conditions. Importantly, the Method Playbook (final)
serves as a methodological reference point for subsequent analysis, validation,
replication, and dissemination activities that are further developed in WP3—-WP7. By
making explicit how heritage, creative practice, digital technologies, data ethics, and
ecosystem approaches are methodologically integrated, the playbook strengthens the
project’s capacity to support sustainable design, production, business model innovation,
and consumer engagement in the fashion and textile industry. The Method Playbook
(final) clarifies how different research and innovation orientations have been enacted
across pilots and work packages. In doing so, we provide a transparent foundation for
reflection, learning, and methodological transfer across future CCSI-led sustainable
transition initiatives.

Keywords: Methodological execution; CCSIs; Sustainable green transition; Craft and
living heritage; Digitalisation; Textile and fashion Industry.

1.0. Introduction: Researching the CCSI-led sustainable transition

This Method Playbook (final) takes as its point of departure the understanding that
knowledge generation within the Cultural and Creative Sectors and Industries (CCSI)
emerges through a combination of research through practice, research on practice, and
system-oriented analytical perspectives. Within CRAFT-IT4SD, craft- and design-
informed practices constitute a central reference point for this knowledge generation, as
they operate simultaneously as situated work practices, cultural heritage, economic
activities, and sites of experiential and tacit knowledge. In the context of Europe’s
sustainable climate transition, such practices are therefore approached not only as objects
of inquiry, but also as methodological resources through which new insights into the
interrelations between craft heritage, digital technologies, business models, and
sustainability can be explored.

The Method Playbook (Final) contributes to all three objectives of CRAFT-IT4SD by
consolidating and reflecting on how methods were designed, combined, and enacted
across pilots and work packages. It supports Objective 1 by strengthening an empirically
grounded understanding of how craft heritage, creativity, and design traditions are
mobilised through cross-sectoral experimentation, immersive technologies, and practice-
based innovation in the sustainable transition of the CCSIs. It contributes to Objective 2
by documenting how data-driven approaches, including Life Cycle Assessment, digital
tools, and experimental platforms, are methodologically integrated to explore new
sustainable business models and support data readiness among small and micro-sized
enterprises. Finally, it advances Objective 3 by articulating how ecosystem-based, multi-
stakeholder pilot configurations enable learning, adaptation, and transfer across regions,
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thereby supporting the CCSIs’ capacity to act as drivers of the green transition in line
with the European Green Deal.

The European CCSIs play a significant role as drivers of smart, sustainable, and inclusive
growth and employment in Europe (Vuijlsteke et al., 2024; Voices of Culture, 2023; Pratt
& Jeffcutt, 2009; European Commission, 2016; European Commission, 2018a). At the
same time, CCSIs are characterised by fragmented ecosystems dominated by small and
micro enterprises that often lack the structural capacity, data readiness, and infrastructural
support required to independently adapt to and thrive within the green and digital
transition (European Environment Agency, 2019; Gustafsson & Lazzaro, 2021).
Addressing this challenge, CRAFT-IT4SD seeks to identify pathways through which
cross-sectoral CCSI experimentation, grounded in craft heritage and enriched by digital
technologies and data-driven approaches, to become a driver for sustainable climate
transition for the textile and fashion industry. This ambition is pursued through an
ecosystem-based co-creation approach that connects regional craft communities, the
fashion and textile industry, and innovation hubs, enabling place-based experimentation
while fostering transregional collaboration and learning.

Endorsed by European innovation policies, co-creation connects diverse actors through
democratic, flexible and inclusive principles, supporting socially robust and participatory
forms of innovation addressing complex economic, social, technological, cultural, and
environmental challenges through collaborative innovation (Matti et al., 2022; Ruess et
al., 2023; Miiller et al., 2021). Methodologically, CRAFT-IT4SD is challenge-driven and
structured around four interconnected pillars:

(iv)  Ecosystem analysis supporting systematic experimentation across craft
practices, cultural heritage, and digital technologies;

(iv)  Iterative design thinking and co-creation processes implemented across
connected and cross-sectoral ecosystems;

(iv)  Life cycle assessment (LCA) and climate impact data generation to inform
future scenarios and sustainable business models; and

(iv)  Digital technologies and data value, including data validation, data sharing,
and data-driven business modelling for climate and economic sustainability.

Together, these pillars combine situated, practice-oriented inquiry with system-level
perspectives, data infrastructures, and cross-pilot learning mechanisms, enabling
CCSIs—particularly small and micro enterprises operating in place-based contexts—to
develop, test, and adapt economically and environmentally sustainable practices in line
with ‘Research and innovation for the European Green Deal’ (European Commission,
n.d.). Sustainable green transitions require more than technological optimisation,
particularly in sectors such as fashion and textiles where environmental impacts are
structurally embedded in production and consumption systems (Niinimiki et al., 2020).
Research increasingly points to sufficiency, practice change, and alternative value logics
as key leverage points for sustainability (Fletcher, 2022; Niessen & Bocken, 2021).
Methodologically, this calls for practice-based and participatory approaches that engage
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with how sustainability is enacted through making, innovation cultures, and everyday
decision-making, as demonstrated in maker- and craft-led initiatives across Europe
(Unterfrauner et al., 2019).

Building on the conceptual and methodological foundations established in the initial
Method Playbook (D2.1), the Method Playbook (final) examines how these four pillars
were operationalised and executed in practice across the CRAFT-IT4SD work package
structure and pilot ecosystems.

Thus, it consolidates empirical insights from pilot implementation, focusing on
methodological execution and the interaction between ecosystem analysis, design
thinking, LCA-based data generation, digital technologies, and business modelling. In
doing so, we describe how place-based experimentation can be aligned with knowledge
circulation, enabling cross-pilot comparison, methodological reflection, and future
replication within and beyond the context of the textile and fashion industry.

1.1. Research and Innovation Orientations

At the core of the Method Playbook (final) is a distinction that structures how knowledge
is generated, analysed, and made transferable across CRAFT-IT4SD project architecture.
The project works with two complementary methodological orientations—research
through practice and research on practice—as a way of situating different modes of
inquiry across ecosystem analysis, design thinking, life cycle assessment, and business
model development. This distinction draws on established traditions within artistic
research (Brown, 2008, 2009; Beckman & Barry, 2007), design and practice-based
research (Frayling, 1994; Krogh et al., 2014; Niedderer & Townsend, 2014), iterative
experimentation, and co-creation methods (Frow et al., 2015; Knight, 2025), alongside
qualitative social science (Ravasi et al., 2021; Kroetzen et al., 2024), among others.

Research through practice refers to approaches in which knowledge is generated through
active engagement in experimentation, co-creation, prototyping, and situated
intervention. Within CRAFT-IT4SD, this orientation underpins pilot activities where
designers, artisans, SMEs, researchers, and technology providers collaboratively explore
sustainable design and production processes, digital workflows, and new forms of
stakeholder and consumer engagement. Knowledge is generated through direct material
and experiential engagement with craft practices, technologies, and processes, supporting
insight into tacit knowledge, learning-by-doing, and innovation dynamics (Schon, 1992;
Mikeld, 2007).

Research on practice, by contrast, denotes analytical approaches that examine practices
from a degree of methodological distance. This orientation underpins ecosystem analysis,
sustainable business model development, organisational assessment, and LCA. Here,
practices are studied as socio-technical, organisational, and economic phenomena
embedded in wider value chains, infrastructures, and policy contexts.

Research on practice enables comparison across, abstraction beyond individual cases, and
the generates knowledge relevant for replication, scaling, and policy engagement.
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Importantly, CRAFT-IT4SD does not privilege one orientation over the other because our
methodological contribution lies in the very combination and balancing of research
through and research on practice across the project’s four methodological pillars. The
Method Playbook (final) therefore documents how methods were operationalised across
work packages and pilot ecosystems, and with what implications for wvalidity,
comparability, and replicability. By making this interplay explicit, our aim is to clarify
the kinds of knowledge the project is well positioned to generate—particularly in relation
to experimentation, learning processes, digital adoption, and sustainable business model
innovation—while also acknowledging the methodological boundaries that shape
interpretation and transfer.

Within this dual orientation, CRAFT-IT4SD’s research and innovation activities are
shaped by five interrelated methodological conditions that frame how methods are
combined and enacted across pilots and work packages.

(1) Data diversity as a methodological resource

Across pilots and work packages, data were generated in multiple forms, including
material artefacts and prototypes, visual and audiovisual documentation, sensory and
embodied accounts arising from making and testing, interview and observational
material, as well as technical measurements and digital traces produced through
platforms, tools, and monitoring systems. This diversity reflects concrete boundary
conditions of the pilot ecosystems, such as geographical location, institutional setting,
available infrastructures, and disciplinary expertise. Rather than treating heterogeneity as
a methodological challenge to be eliminated, CRAFT-IT4SD treats data diversity as an
empirical resource that enables insight into different dimensions of CCSI-led sustainable
transitions.

(2) Methodological combination in response to entangled practices
Craft practices unfold as socio-material configurations in which skills, materials,
technologies, business models, environmental constraints, and place-based narratives are
intertwined (Reckwitz, 2002; Ingold, 2005; Townsend et al., 2024). Addressing such
entanglements requires methodological combinations rather than isolated methods.

As aresult, CRAFT-IT4SD avoids isolated or linear methodological designs and instead
combines methods that attend to different aspects of practice. This orientation underpins
the use of parallel and complementary methods across pilots, allowing material, social,
technological, and economic dimensions to be studied in relation rather than in isolation.

(3) Operationalizing epistemic orientation through combinatory approaches

The distinction between research through and research on practice was operationalised
through deliberate sequencing and combination of methods across work packages.
Practice-based approaches supported the generation of tacit, sensory, and experiential
knowledge through making, prototyping, and experimentation, while analytical
approaches such as interviews, document analysis, policy review, and LCA provided
comparative and systemic perspectives. Together, these orientations structured how

13



methods were combined across pilots to balance situated engagement with analytical
distance.

(4) Addressing differences in disciplinary traditions through valuation of data
Given the interdisciplinary composition of the consortium, partners attribute value to data
in different ways, prioritising material outputs, narratives, measurements, or comparative
analyses. Rather than imposing a single hierarchy, CRAFT-IT4SD addresses these
differences through explicit articulation of how data are generated, interpreted, and
mobilised within each work package. This shared transparency supports cross-pilot
comparison and methodological reflection without erasing contextual specificity.

(5) Craft also functions as a structuring principle for research practice
Across CRAFT-IT4SD, craft-informed sensibilities—such as iterative experimentation,
attention to process, care for materials, and responsiveness to context—were reflected in
how research activities were organised and conducted. These sensibilities informed pilot
iteration structures, co-creation formats, and documentation practices. In this sense, craft
shaped not only the object of study, but also the practical organisation of research and
innovation activities.

1.2. Objectives

The Method Playbook (final) is developed as a continuation and operational follow-up to
the Method Playbook (initial) in D2.1. While D2.1 established the conceptual
foundations, methodological rationale, and four methodological pillars guiding CRAFT-
IT4SD, the Method Playbook (final) examines how these foundations were translated into
practice, enacted across the pilot ecosystems, and coordinated through the project’s work
package structure, while project results is described in WP4. The aim is therefore to
translate these experiences into a coherent Method Orientation Framework that supports
cross-pilot learning, interdisciplinary integration, and future replication. In doing so, the
deliverable provides transferable methodological guidance that extends beyond CRAFT-
IT4SD and strengthens the project’s longer-term impact within CCSI-led research and
innovation actions.

Concretely, the objectives of Method Playbook (final) are to:

1. Validating a research design that supports replicability across CCSI ecosystems
Method Playbook (final) provides a shared Method Orientation Framework across work
packages and pilot ecosystems, enabling systematic comparison while respecting place-
based specificity. It clarifies how comparability and replicability can be achieved in CCSI
contexts characterised by cultural diversity, situated practices, and differentiated local
conditions. By aligning methodological principles, data categories, and analytical
perspectives, the playbook supports wvalidity and reliability without imposing
methodological uniformity.

2. Consolidate data collection and documentation
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Method Playbook (final) brings together the range of data collection tools, methods, and
documentation practices applied during pilot execution into a structured Method and Data
Inventory. This inventory functions as a shared reference, documenting how data were
generated, recorded, validated, and shared across the consortium. By making
methodological execution explicit, the Method Playbook (final) enhances transparency,
supports quality assurance, and facilitates future reuse of methods and data in related
CCSI research and innovation contexts.

3. Address data diversity and interdisciplinary methodological practice

Given the project’s interdisciplinary composition—including among others, craft
practitioners, designers, business studies, anthropologists, engineers, social scientists,
LCA specialists, and digital technology experts—the Method Playbook (final) clarifies
how such diverse epistemic traditions and data views were integrated in practice. Thus, it
reflects on how interdisciplinary collaboration shape knowledge production within pilots
and among interconnected WPs and identifies lessons learned for conducting craft-
oriented, cross-sectoral research and development addressing sustainability and digital
transformation challenges in the CCSIs.

4. Situating CRAFT-IT4SD within the broader project ecology

The Method Playbook (final) situates CRAFT-IT4SD within a broader European
ecosystem of sister projects, networks, and research and innovation initiatives addressing
craft, cultural heritage, digital technologies, and sustainability in the CCSIs. Through
visual ecosystem mapping, we make visible the landscape in which the CRAFT-IT4SD
operates, highlighting points of connection and shared thematic orientations. This
situating supports contextual understanding, coordination, and future opportunities for
methodological exchange and cumulative learning across EU-funded actions, without
presuming direct alignment or comparison of methods.

5. Supporting learning communities, monitoring, and future replication

By reconstructing methodological execution and embedding principles of reflexive
documentation and evaluation, the Method Playbook (final) strengthens the project’s
capacity for learning across pilot sites. This supports methodological transferability and
feeds directly into future replication, exploitation, and learning activities, which are
further developed within WP4 and WP6 and supported by monitoring and analysis in
WP3, WP5, and WP7.

1.3. Structure of the final method playbook

The Method Playbook (final) is structured to guide the reader from the project’s
methodological foundations to the concrete execution of methods across pilots, and
onward to analytical reflection and principles for quality and replicability.

It serves a dual purpose:
1)  as areflective account of how the methodological approach defined in D2.1 was
enacted in practice within CRAFT-IT4SD, and
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11)  as a transferable methodological reference for future research and innovation
initiative, situating CRAFT-IT4SD in the wider CCSIs ecosystems.

The structure of the playbook mirrors the project’s methodological logic, moving from
epistemic positioning and research design, through empirical implementation across
pilots and work packages, to analytical reflection and guidance on methodological rigor,
transparency, and replicability.

Section 1.0. introduces the overall methodological orientation, scope, and objectives.
This section clarifies how CRAFT-IT4SD approaches craft, design, and creativity both
as objects of study and, in selected cases, as modes of inquiry. We establish the dual
orientation between research through practice and research on practice that underpins the
project’s methodological approach and frames how knowledge generation is understood
in relation to addressing complex, socio-material sustainability challenges in the CCSIs.

Section 2.0 documents the enactment of the shared methodological approach across the
project. It presents work package— and pilot-specific accounts of data collection and
methodological execution, showing how the four methodological pillars defined in D2.1
were operationalised across the four pilot ecosystems and work packages. This section
also presents a visual mapping of how methods were distributed and combined across
contexts, supporting cross-pilot comparability while preserving place-based specificity.

Section 3.0 develops a set of analytical lenses through which the project’s methodological
composition is examined. The Method Playbook (final) does not analyse empirical results
but reflects on patterns, orientations, and tensions in methodological practice, including
researcher positioning, forms of knowledge production (tacit and explicit), temporal and
spatial arrangements, and analytical scaling through movements of zooming in and
zooming out. These perspectives support methodological reflection and clarify how
different configurations of methods shape what kinds of knowledge can be generated.

Section 4.0 focuses on methodological rigor, quality, and replicability in craft-oriented,
place-based research. It discusses criteria for validity and reliability suited to situated and
interdisciplinary research contexts and argues that replication can be approached through
adaptation rather than mere duplication. This section consolidates lessons learned from
methodological execution and lays out the groundwork for section 6.

Section 5.0 situates CRAFT-IT4SD within a wider European landscape of related
research, innovation, and policy initiatives. Through ecosystem mapping and
visualisation, it contextualises the project’s position within broader efforts addressing
heritage, fashion and textiles, creativity, digitalisation, and sustainability in the CCSIs.

Finally, Section 6.0 concludes the Method Playbook (final) by synthesising insights from
the preceding chapters and introduces the Method Orientation Framework as a practical
and reflexive aid for sustainability-oriented research and innovation across CCSI
ecosystems. The section translates lessons from methodological execution into guiding
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principles and a shared orientation model that supports quality, transparency, and
transferability.

2.0. Sites of data collection and methodological execution

2.1. Data collection and pilot execution

This section documents how the methodological approach outlined in Section 1 was
operationalised during the execution of CRAFT-IT4SD across the four pilot ecosystems
and interconnected work packages. The purpose of this section is to reconstruct how
methods were selected, combined, adapted, and enacted in situated contexts, and how
data were generated during Pilot Iteration 1 (spring 2025) and Iteration 2 (autumn 2025).
This reconstruction is guided by the four foundational methodological pillars defined in
the Grant Agreement and in D2.1, and focuses on how these pillars were translated into
practice in overlapping and interdependent ways across pilots and work packages.
Ecosystem analysis informed the identification of relevant actors, infrastructures, and
innovation capacities within each pilot context; design thinking structured the iterative
and co-creative logic of experimentation; LCA contributed codified climate impact data
and baseline assessments; and data validation and business modelling linked empirical
insights to future-oriented scenarios of value creation.

To support the reconstruction of methods executed, the project combined reflexive
qualitative inquiry with more structured forms of documentation, allowing
methodological decisions to be articulated and compared across sites. The reconstruction
of methodological execution was supported by three complementary activities:

1. semi-structured interviews with pilot leads
2. development of a shared Method and Data Inventory
3. collaborative methodological dialogues within the consortium

Semi-structured interviews with pilot leads constituted a primary entry point. These
interviews focused on how each pilot conceptualised and operationalised its
methodological approach across iterations, how different methodological pillars were
combined in practice, and how plans were adapted in response to local conditions,
resources, and emerging constraints. The interviews produced pilot-led accounts of
methodological execution and were instrumental in identifying both convergence and
variation across pilot ecosystems. To complement the interviews, a shared Method and
Data Inventory was developed to systematically document the range of methods and data
types applied across pilots and work packages. The inventory captured methods used
during Iteration 1 and Iteration 2, as well as planned activities for Iteration 3.

Finally, ongoing consortium-level methodological dialogues—including dedicated
workshops and work package meetings—supported collective reflection on
methodological choices. These dialogues enabled partners to articulate implicit
assumptions, boundary conditions, and trade-offs embedded in their approaches,
particularly in relation to tensions between exploratory, practice-based experimentation
and more codified, data-driven methods.
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2.2. The Method and Data Inventory

The Method and Data Inventory was developed to systematically document how methods
were enacted across the four pilot sites and connected work packages. The inventory was
informed by pilots’ own accounts of methodological practice rather than by predefined
categories. For each pilot ecosystem, an online spreadsheet template was used to
document methods applied during Iteration 1 and Iteration 2, as well as planned activities
for Iteration 3.

In addition to pilot leads, other consortium members involved in data generation were
invited to contribute, ensuring that the inventory reflects the distributed and
interdisciplinary nature of methodological execution within CRAFT-IT4SD (see Figure
1 and annex 2).

5 In situ interviews
6 Surveys and questionaries
7 Focus groups

8 Observation
9 | Participating observation

10 Non-participating observation (shadowing)

11 Contextual inquiry (e.g. wardrobe interviews)

12 Netnography (online observation: SoMe, websites|
13 Workshops & co-creation sessions 3 micro-companies workshops (6-8 part pr. gang) [Approximately 250 participants Verbal, hands-on Raw

14 Workshops & co-creation sessions Training session Verbal, hands-on Raw
15 Visuals

16 Researcher-taken photos

ts rating (1-7) and self report about cra{ 29 (rating ), 24{self report]

Notes from workshops with micro-companies and 7|Written

Photos from workshops with micro-companies an 261[JPEG Sorted

17 Participant-taken Photos

Participant pictures from workshop

8|JPEG Raw

18 Researcher-recorded video

13 Participant-recorded video

Pupil Invisible Glasses on product with NFCtag and|

16|Mp4 vi inkl. fixation/op: punkter, ppt

20 Participant sketches/drawings

Concept scetches were develop as part of the wor{?

21 Design sketches/drawings

22 Artifacts, objects & documents

23| Models and concepts

The thing from the future and Al-Rocket

2|Visual Analyzed

24 Samples and prototypes

Two microcompanies made prototypes and tested|

2|Object Analyzed

253D Prints

26 Craft works

27 Artistic work: Performances, installations, etc
28 Biometric methods
29 GSR meausuremet (Galvanic Skin Response)

30| Eye-tracking Eye-tracking and Facial Expression analysis of resp 29|Mp4 videos, heatmaps jpeg, ppt praser Analyzed :
31 Body scanning

32 Motion capture

33 Laboratory Measurements
34 Materials tests

35 Process logs

36 VR logs
37 Simulation outputs

38 Manufacturing System Outputs
29 Archives
40 Institutional Databases
41 Market
42 Historic Records

42 Other (not mentioned above)

e ]
= Task explanation Iteration1 |Iteration2 Iteration3 +

Figure 1: Example of the shared Method and Data Inventory template used to
document methods and data generation across pilot sites. Source: CRAFT-IT4SD

The Method and Data Inventory served three interrelated purposes. First, it functioned as
a practical tool for systematically documenting how data were generated across pilots,
work packages, and iterations. Second, it supported transparency and cross-pilot
comparability by establishing a shared reference point for documenting methodological
diversity without standardising local practices or constraining pilot-specific approaches.
Third, the inventory was designed as a living document, allowing continuous updating as
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pilot activities evolved, particularly in relation to Iteration 3, which was still being
planned and implemented at the time of writing.

Importantly, the inventory makes visible how different methods relate to, and cluster
around, the four methodological pillars in practice. Across these pillars, the inventory
documents a wide range of methodological approaches, spanning tacit, embodied, and
practice-based methods—such as participant observation, contextual inquiry, craft
making, prototyping, and researcher- or participant-generated visual material—as well
as explicit, codified, and technologically mediated methods, including surveys, technical
measurements, eye-tracking, and material testing. This breadth reflects the
interdisciplinary composition of the consortium and the need to accommodate multiple
forms of knowledge production within CRAFT-IT4SD. Within Section 2, the role of the
Method and Data Inventory is descriptive and documentary. The analytical use of the
inventory—for identifying methodological tendencies, clusters, strengths, limitations,
and implications for comparability, replicability, and expected outcomes—is developed
in the forthcoming sections.

2.3. Cross-pilot methodological dialogues and mapping

Methodological alignment and shared learning in CRAFT-1T4SD were supported through
ongoing cross-pilot dialogue embedded in the project’s collaborative architecture.
Throughout pilot execution, methods and data collection practices were discussed every
two weeks in joint WP4 and WP6 meetings, pilot coordination sessions, and annual
General Assembly meetings. These forums enabled continuous exchange across
disciplinary backgrounds and pilot ecosystems, allowing methodological choices,
adaptations, and emerging challenges to be shared and reflected upon as part of project
implementation.

As a focused point of collective methodological reflection, a facilitated cross-pilot
workshop was held in autumn 2025 at Oulu University of Applied Sciences (OAMK)
during CRAFT-IT4SD plenary meeting. The workshop built on insights accumulated
through pilot interviews, work package discussions, and the Method and Data Inventory,
and provided a structured setting for articulating and comparing how methods were
enacted across the project. The workshop employed a simple mapping framework (Figure
2) organised around the two shared dimensions that had already informed methodological
discussions in the project:

1) The distinction between research through practice and research on practice
i)  The balance between tacit and explicit forms of knowledge production

These dimensions offered a common language for reflecting on methodological and
epistemic orientations across pilots without reducing methods to fixed categories or
hierarchies. During the workshop, pilot teams were invited to position the methods they
had executed within a four-quadrant model defined by these dimensions. The exercise
functioned as a relational and reflexive tool, prompting participants to articulate
assumptions, boundary conditions, and trade-offs underlying their methodological
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choices, and to reflect on how different combinations of methods contribute to different
types of knowledge claims (see Figure 3).

Explicit knowledge

1L

Participates in practice View of practice from the
(experiments, prototypes) to outside based on data that is
generate systematic, codifiable already codified or can easily be
data. codified
Research Research on
through objects » objects
and practice and practice
Engages in practice to View from outside the practice,
understand it from the but attempts to capture or
inside, and knowledge interpret the practice’s tacit
emerges as embodied knowledge.
experience and situated
understanding

v

Tacit knowledge

Figure 2: Conceptual framework for cross-pilot methodological reflection used in
consortium workshop at the Oulu General Assembly meeting. Source: CRAFT-

IT4SD

Indervients

Videos

Horkshofs (Jeetlback )
Phtos
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Figure 3: Example of pilot-led method mapping exercise. Source: CRAFT-IT4SD
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Following the workshop, the outcomes of the mapping exercise were consolidated within
WP2 and translated into a comparative overview of methodological orientations across
the project. This consolidation did not aim to evaluate or rank methods, but to provide a
shared point of reference for understanding how the four methodological pillars were

operationalised in practice, and how exploratory, practice-based approaches were
combined with more codified and data-driven methods across pilots and work packages.
The analytical implications of this cross-pilot reflection—including emerging
methodological patterns, areas of convergence and divergence, and potential gaps in the
overall methodological composition—are addressed in section 3-6 of the Method
Playbook (final).

The subsections that follow present site-specific accounts of methodological execution in
the four pilot locations (Oulu, Catalonia, lasi, and Central Jutland), followed by
descriptions of data collection activities in WP3, WP5 and WP7. Each account focuses
on the organisation of pilot iterations, the methods applied, and the types of data
generated, providing a transparent empirical basis for subsequent cross-pilot analysis and
methodological reflection.

2.4 Method execution across the four pilots

The Method Playbook (final) focuses on methodological execution. Empirical findings,
impact assessments, and policy recommendations are reported in separate deliverables,
including D1.5 (initial policy recommendations), D1.6 (Final policy recommendations,
June 2026), as well as WP4 deliverables (D4.2, D4.3, D4.4 and finally D4.5). The purpose
of this section is therefore not to assess pilot performance, but to examine how the
methodological approach articulated in D2.1 was operationalised across the four pilot
ecosystems.

By foregrounding methodological execution, the section enables systematic comparison
across pilots without reducing contextual variation to uniform templates. In this way, it
provides a structured empirical basis for the cross-pilot methodological synthesis and
analytical reflection developed in the subsequent chapters of the playbook.

Table 1: Overview of pilot sites and use cases. Source: CRAFT-IT4SD

Pilots Sites/location Lead Thematic focus
partner
Pilot 1 | Country: Romania TUIASI 3D printing and additive
Region: Moldovia manufacturing for
sustainability, based on living
heritage
Pilot 2 | Country: Finland OAMK Craft, new materials, and co-
Region: North design
Ostrobothnia &
Sapmi
Pilot 3 | Country: Spain MODACC | Legal framework, SMEs
Region: Catalonia capacity building
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Pilot 4 | Country: Denmark VIA Prototyping, experimentation,
Region: Central Denmark and sprints

2.4.1 Oulu pilot site (Finland)

The Northern Finland pilot, led by the Centre for Arts Innovation at Oulu University of
Applied Sciences (OAMK), operationalises the CRAFT-IT4SD methodological
framework through craft-informed, practice-based, experimental (artistic research), and
ecosystem-oriented research design. The pilot draws explicitly on traditions of craft
research, artistic research, and design research, in which material exploration,
technological experimentation, and creative practice function as core modes of inquiry.

Rather than treating craft, digital technology, sustainability, and user engagement as
separate domains, the pilot approaches them as entangled and co-constitutive within
contemporary CCSI practices. Methodologically, the pilot is strongly oriented towards
research through practice, complemented by selective research on practice approaches
that situate local experimentation within wider CCSI ecosystems, regulatory frameworks,
and sustainability agendas. Knowledge is generated through iterative cycles of making,
testing, performing, and reflecting, where material processes, digital tools, and artistic
expression are explored in close interaction with users, practitioners, and stakeholders.

The pilot addresses questions concerning how traditional and place-based knowledge,
emerging digital technologies, and materials can be combined to support sustainable
production cycles, ethical innovation practices, and new business and collaboration
models within small- and micro-scale CCSI contexts. In this way, the pilot exemplifies
how contemporary craft research operates across physical, digital, and experiential
dimensions.

The pilot is organised into three successive iterations, each combining different
configurations of participants, methods, and technologies. Iterations 1 and 2 emphasised
material and technological experimentation through activities such as costume design
using fish skins, textile-based printed electronics, performative outputs, and artistic
prototyping. These activities were supported by systematic documentation through
interviews, participant observation, photography, video recordings, and visual process
documentation. Iteration 3, currently in planning, builds on these insights to further
develop platform-based collaboration, data sharing, and knowledge circulation within and
beyond the local ecosystem.

Table 2 documents the range of methods and data generated in the Oulu pilot across
iterations, illustrating the pilot’s strong emphasis on practice-based, visual, performative,
and experiential data, complemented by interviews, questionnaires, and netnographic
ecosystem mapping. Through its methodological execution, the Oulu pilot deliberately
prioritises depth, situated engagement, and exploratory richness over scale and
standardisation. This reflects both the pilot’s research questions and the conditions of
working with small-scale actors, living heritage practices, experimental technologies, and
artistic modes of inquiry.
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As such, the pilot generates rich, contextualised insights into socio-technical

intersections, user-centred experimentation, and ethical approaches to sustainable design,
while also making visible the limits of generalisation and large-scale quantification within

this methodological configuration.

Table 2: Methods executed and data generated in the OQulu pilot. Source: CRAFT-

IT4SD
Method Quantity / Numbers
Qualitative interviews 8
In situ interviews 1
Questionaries 3
Participating observation 4 sessions
Netnography 50+ websites
Workshops & co-creation sessions 4 workshops
Researcher-taken photos 50+
Researcher-recorded video 120+
Samples and prototypes 13

Design sketches/drawings

1 costume design

Craft works

9 outfits

Artistic work 3 performances
Al generated images 30+
3D Prints 1

Overall, the Oulu pilot provides a strong example of how craft research—understood as
an entangled material, digital, artistic, and user-centred practice—can function as a
methodological resource within CRAFT-IT4SD. Embedded within a regional ecosystem
and aligned with the project’s four methodological pillars, the pilot contributes to
experimentation, cross-pilot learning, and methodological reflection, while remaining
attentive to cultural specificity, ethical considerations, and place-based knowledge

production.
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Figure 4: Visual documentation from the Oulu pilot, illustrating situated research activities, material
engagement, and data generation across pilot iterations. Source: OAMK

2.4.2. Catalonia pilot site (Spain)

The Catalonia pilot, led by the Catalan Fashion Cluster (MODACC), is embedded in a
region with a long-standing textile, fashion, and craft-industrial heritage, where small and
medium-sized enterprises have historically played a central role in shaping local
production cultures, skills, and market identities. This strong historical foundation
provides both opportunities and constraints for the contemporary green and digital
transition, particularly as companies navigate increasingly complex sustainability
legislation, digital infrastructures, and global market requirements.

Against this backdrop, the pilot addresses the challenge of supporting micro-companies
and SME:s in translating regulatory, technological, and sustainability demands into viable
and context-sensitive business practices. Rather than engaging directly at the level of
material experimentation, the pilot operationalises methods primarily through research on
practice, positioning existing organisational routines, regulatory environments, and
decision-making processes as its main objects of inquiry.

Methodologically, the pilot foregrounds explicit, codified, and comparable forms of
knowledge, reflecting both the regulatory nature of the challenges addressed and the need
for coordination across a heterogeneous ecosystem of companies, governance actors, and
support organisations.

Methods are designed to translate sustainability legislation, policy frameworks, and
digital requirements into shared analytical structures that SMEs can interpret, prioritise,
and act upon. The core methodological orientation is therefore one of collective sense-
making, where methods function as tools for alignment, coordination, and strategic
orientation at ecosystem level.
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Figure 5: Visual documentation from the Catalan pilot, illustrating situated
research activities, material engagement, and data generation across pilot iterations.
Source: MODACC

The pilot executes a mixed-methods research design combining desk-based research
(legislative and policy analysis), structured stakeholder and market mapping, surveys,
focus groups, and facilitated workshops. Quantitative inputs, such as survey data and
market databases, support overview, and comparability, while qualitative methods enable
in-depth exploration of perceived barriers, capabilities, and adaptation strategies.

Across iterations, the Catalonia pilot generated a predominantly explicit and structured
dataset, including focus group recordings and transcripts, workshop documentation,
survey results, stakeholder mappings, technology directories, and strategic roadmaps
(Table 3). These data forms support cross-company and cross-industry comparison and
enable the consolidation of sustainability-related knowledge into actionable frameworks
tailored to the regional ecosystem.

Table 3: Methods executed and data generated in the Catalan pilot. Source:
CRAFT-IT4SD

Method Quantity
Surveys 14

Focus groups 7

Workshops 12
Participating observations 25 hours +
Researcher-taken photos 60+

Design sketches/drawings 5+

Market databases 1(165) entries
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Overall, while craft, living heritage, and local production practices are recognised as

strategic resources within the pilot, they are examined primarily through an analytical and
systemic lens. The focus is on how historically rooted practices and competencies can be
mobilised within contemporary sustainability strategies, regulatory compliance
processes, and digitally supported business models. Similarly, digital technologies are
addressed methodologically as objects of evaluation and selection, assessed in relation to
feasibility, impact, and alignment with legislative and market requirements rather than as
experimental artefacts.

2.4.3. lasi pilot site (Romania)

The Iasi pilot is coordinated by Gheorghe Asachi Technical University of Iasi (TUIASI)
and co-led by REGINNOVA, a regional non-profit organisation supporting innovation in
the textile and clothing sector in North-East Romania. The pilot is situated in a region
characterised by strong textile and craft traditions, particularly in weaving, embroidery,
restoration, and small-scale garment production, alongside emerging technological
infrastructures linked to engineering education and digital manufacturing. This dual
context positions the pilot at the intersection of living heritage, skills development, and
technological innovation.

The pilot addresses the methodological challenge of integrating additive manufacturing
and 3D printing technologies with traditional textile craftsmanship as a pathway for
sustainable innovation, regional technology transfer, and the revitalisation of craft-based
skills. Rather than treating heritage and technology as opposing domains, the pilot
explores how digital tools can extend, support, and reconfigure craft practices while
remaining attentive to cultural meaning, ethical considerations, and local production
logics.

Methodologically, the Iasi pilot is characterised by a hybrid orientation combining
research through practice and research on practice, deliberately structured across
successive iterations. In Iteration 1, the emphasis is on research through practice, where
knowledge is generated through hands-on experimentation, material testing, and
collaborative prototyping involving artisans, designers, engineers, and students. These
activities foreground embodied learning, tacit decision-making, and material negotiation
at the interface between textile techniques and digital fabrication. In Iteration 2, these
experiential processes are progressively articulated, documented, and translated into more
explicit and communicable forms of knowledge, enabling comparison, dissemination, and
engagement with broader user groups, SMEs, and institutional stakeholders.

The pilot operationalises this methodological design through a wide array of qualitative,
visual, and material methods. These include participatory observation, in situ and semi-
structured interviews, contextual inquiry with experts, participatory workshops, and
extensive practice-based experimentation with additive manufacturing technologies
(Table 4).

Craft practices, such as weaving, embroidery, restoration, recycling, and upcycling are
methodologically combined with digital techniques including 3D scanning, digital
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modelling, and 3D printing of components. Together, these methods enable the
exploration of sustainability strategies grounded in repair, reuse, low-waste production,
and small-batch manufacturing, while testing the limits and affordances of digital tools
in heritage-informed intergenerational contexts.

Table 4: Methods executed and data generated in the Iasi pilot. Source: CRAFT-
IT4SD

Method Quantity

Qualitative interviews 22

In situ interviews 2

Participating observation 80 hours +

Non-participating observation (shadowing) 10 hours

Contextual inquiry 3 expert discussions

Netnography 27 posts

Workshops & co-creation sessions 48

Researcher-taken photos 470

Participant-taken Photos 180

Researcher-recorded video 18

Participant-recorded video 18

Design sketches/drawings 100 sketches

Models and concepts 38 models

Samples and prototypes 72 samples

3D Prints 50 final 3D printed
components

Craft works 30 reference objects

Process logs 40+ printing sessions

Institutional Databases 3 institutional sources

Event documentation 7 events

The pilot activates a broad and heterogeneous ecosystem of actors, including rural
artisans, craftspeople, students, designers, engineers, SMEs, fashion brands, cultural
institutions, and technology laboratories. This diversity is reflected in the heterogeneity
of the data generated and supports a methodological emphasis on translation between
knowledge domains, where tacit craft knowledge is mediated through digital tools and
collaborative processes without being abstracted from its cultural, social, and ethical
contexts.

Overall, the lasi pilot demonstrates a methodological configuration in which iterative
movement between embodied experimentation and explicit articulation enables both
situated learning and the generation of transferable insights. In doing so, it contributes
centrally to CRAFT-1T4SD’s exploration whether and in which ways digital technologies
can be methodologically aligned with craft-based heritage, sustainability practices, skills
development, and regional innovation capacity within the European CCSIs.
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Figure 6: Visual documentation from the Iasi pilot, illustrating situated research
activities, material engagement, and data generation across pilot iterations. Source:
TUIASI/REGINOVA

2.4.4. Central Jutland pilot site (Denmark)

The Central Jutland pilot, coordinated by the Centre for Applied Research in Textiles,
Design and Circularity (CTDC) at VIA University College, explores how craftsmanship,
digital technologies, and user and consumer engagement can be combined to support
sustainable innovation in micro- and small-scale fashion and textile companies. Situated
in a region characterised by strong SME-based textile production and applied design
education, the pilot functions as a living-lab and experimental testbed, where methods are
iteratively applied to examine not only materials and products, but also the processes,
relationships, and knowledge flows that emerge between makers, technologies, and users.

Methodologically, the pilot combines research through practice and research on practice.
Practice-based inquiry is enacted through hands-on making, prototyping, and material
experimentation, while analytical and evaluative methods are used to examine craft
practice user interaction and decision-making.

This dual orientation enables the pilot to move between embodied craft practices and
structured assessment of how design and technology interventions perform in use.

The pilot circle around a combination of design sprints, lab-based material testing, co-
creation workshops, and participatory prototyping to structure iterative experimentation
and learning. Knowledge is generated through situated experimentation with knitting,
weaving, embroidery, dyeing, and textile construction, combined with digital tools such
as 3D design, Al experimentation, body scanning, and eye-tracking technologies. These
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methods allow researchers to investigate how digital and analogue tools mediate craft
knowledge, heritage-informed design decisions, and sustainability practices, while also
testing how such combinations can support greener production, improved fit, and
enhanced user experience.

Across iterations, the Central Jutland pilot produces heterogeneous datasets integrating
qualitative interviews, participatory and non-participatory observations, workshop
documentation, prototypes, and biometric data (Table 5).

This diversity supports analysis of both the material and experiential dimensions of
sustainable design, including how users perceive, interact with, and value craft-informed
and digitally mediated textile products. The living-lab setting enables iterative refinement
of products, processes, and engagement strategies, linking experimentation directly to
evaluation and learning.

Table 5: Methods executed and data generated in the Central Jutland pilot.
Source: CRAFT-IT4SD

Method Quantity
Qualitative interviews 21

Surveys 2 with total n=90
Non-participating observation (shadowing) 60 + hours

Workshops & co-creation sessions

17 with 400+ participants
in total

Researcher-taken photos 271
Researcher-recorded video 18
Participant-taken Photos 8
Participant-recorded video 16

Models and concepts 3 conceptual models

Samples and prototypes 30
GSR measurement (Galvanic Skin Response) 45
Facial expression 45
Eye-tracking 29

Overall, the Central Jutland pilot exemplifies a methodological configuration focused on
translation between making, technology, and use. By foregrounding the interaction
between craft practices, digital testing environments, and user-centred evaluation, the
pilot contributes a distinct perspective to CRAFT-IT4SD on how sustainability,
digitalisation, and consumer engagement can be operationalised together in regional SME
contexts.

This positions the pilot as a key contributor to cross-pilot learning on how craft-based
innovation can be assessed, adapted, and communicated across production and
consumption contexts within the green transition of the European fashion and textile
sector.
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Figure 7: Visual documentation from the central Jutland pilot, illustrating situated
research activities, material engagement, and data generation across pilot iterations.
Source: VIA University College

2.4.5. Data collection and research in WP3, WP5 and WP7

In addition to the four pilot sites (WP4), CRAFT-IT4SD is structured around
interconnected research activities in WP3, WP5, and WP7, which play a key role in the
project’s overall methodological design. While these work packages do not operate as
pilot demonstration sites, they provide essential input regarding data infrastructures,
analytical perspectives, and ecosystem-level insights that both inform and extend pilot-
based experimentation. Together, WP3, WP5, and WP7 contribute forms of knowledge
that cannot be generated through place-based pilot work alone. WP3 supports data
governance, validation, and ethical handling of data generated across the project; WP5
addresses business models and environmental pathways through analytical and
assessment-based methods; and WP7 situates craft-led innovation within broader
governance, communication, and CCSI ecosystem dynamics. In this way, these work
packages are integral to linking situated experimentation with system-level
understanding, comparability, and future replication.

This section outlines the methodological execution within each work package, focusing
on how their methods complement pilot activities and contribute to cross-pilot learning,
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methodological coherence, and the project’s ambition to support sustainable climate
transition in the CCSIs.

WP3: New technologies, infrastructures, platforms, and data value for the CCSI
WP3, led by OAMK, contributes with a data- and infrastructure-oriented perspective
focused on how digital technologies, platforms, and data practices can support sustainable
innovation in the CCSIs. WP3 examines how digital infrastructures can enable new
business models, facilitate collaboration across pilots, and enhance the long-term value
and transferability of craft- and design-led experimentation in the green transition.
Methodologically, WP3 is currently in an exploratory and mapping-intensive phase. The
activities are organised around four interrelated tasks that progressively build
understanding and capacity. Task 3.1 focuses on mapping existing platforms, data
infrastructures, and data-driven opportunities within the CCSIs, with particular attention
to their potential to support sustainable business models and cross-sectoral collaboration.
Data for this task have been generated through desk research, participation in relevant
seminars and webinars, and structured interviews with data and platform experts across
Europe. The findings for T3.1 can be found here.

T3.2 (D3.2 forthcoming in April 2026) extends this work by assessing emerging
technologies—including artificial intelligence, extended reality, metaverse applications,
additive manufacturing, and novel materials—and their relevance for craft practices, as
well as how craft-based experimentation may, in turn, inform technological development.
Task 3.3 operationalises insights from the earlier tasks through the implementation of
digital platforms that support knowledge exchange, intra-pilot collaboration, and
experimentation. Finally, Task 3.4 consolidates findings into a roadmap outlining how
digital infrastructures and data practices can support sustainable transitions within the
CCSIs (finding presented in forthcoming D3.3, M36).

Through this sequence, WP3 provides an enabling methodological layer that connects
local experimentation with digital infrastructures and future-oriented data practices and
data ethics, strengthening the project’s capacity for coordination, data interoperability,
and replication.

WPS5: Business models and environmental pathways

WP5, led by VTT, provides a system-oriented analytical perspective focused on business
models and environmental impacts associated with sustainable innovation across the four
pilot sites. Whereas the pilots foreground situated, practice-based experimentation, WP5
examines how such practices translate into viable business models and what
environmental implications they generate, thereby linking craft-led innovation to
measurable sustainability outcomes. Methodologically, WP5 adopts a mixed-methods
research design combining qualitative inquiry with quantitative LCA. Task 5.1 mapped
and analysed existing and emerging business models across the pilots, with particular
attention to sufficiency-oriented approaches. Nineteen semi-structured interviews with
company representatives and sector organisations generated insights into business logics,
sustainability strategies, and barriers to circular and sufficiency-based practices (reported
in D5.1).
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Building on these qualitative insights, Task 5.2 applied LCA methodologies to assess the
environmental impacts of selected business models. Primary data from participating
companies were combined with secondary datasets to identify environmental hotspots,
estimate carbon footprints, and explore data uncertainties, thereby linking operational
business strategies to their climate implications (reported in D5.2).

The findings from Tasks 5.1 and 5.2 inform Task 5.3, which is currently underway and
focuses on developing conceptual frameworks and recommendations for sufficiency-
oriented business models that support sustainable transitions in the CCSIs. Taken
together, WP5 provides both qualitative and quantitative evidence that complements
pilot-based experimentation and strengthens the project’s capacity to connect craft-led
innovation with environmental assessment and economic viability.

WP7: Ecosystems, communication, and governance

WP7 contributes with a systemic perspective by mapping and analysing the ecosystems
in which the pilot activities are embedded. WP7 examines the cross-sectoral structures,
relationships, and institutional conditions that enable or constrain innovation and
sustainable transition in the CCSIs. Methodologically, WP7 adopts an ecosystem lens,
combining literature review, ecosystem mapping, semi-structured interviews, and surveys
to capture the relational dynamics of CCSI ecosystems. Particular attention is given to the
roles of those who facilitate collaboration, knowledge exchange, and innovation across
sectors and scales (reported in D7.3).

Empirical data collection in WP7 includes ten semi-structured interviews with
representatives from SMEs, research institutions, cultural organisations, and industry
associations across the four pilot regions. These interviews were complemented by a
survey distributed to a small set of ecosystem actors to gather additional insights into
local structures, stakeholder connections, and ecosystem capacities. By situating pilot-
based experimentation within wider governance, communication, and ecosystem
dynamics, WP7 functions as a methodological interconnective structure for the project as
a whole. It clarifies the conditions under which craft-led innovation can scale, connect
across sectors, and contribute to resilient CCSI ecosystems, thereby supporting cross-
pilot learning, policy relevance, and future replication.

Table 6: Method execution and data generated in WP3, WP5 and WP7. Source:
CRAFT-IT4SD

Method Quantity

Qualitative interviews 29 interviews

Survey I(n=11)

Focus groups 2 workshops total 31

Environmental impact assessment Data from 4 micro and
small-sized companies
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2.4.6. Cross-pilot overview of methods and data

Following the site-specific descriptions, Table 7 provides a consolidated overview of the
methods and data generated across CRAFT-IT4SD, enabling an initial cross-pilot
orientation on how different types of knowledge were generated in practice. Method
execution during Pilot Iterations 1 and 2 and in work packages, captures both tacit,
research through practice approaches (e.g. craft making, co-creation, embodied
experimentation) and more explicit, research-on-practice methods (e.g. surveys, LCA,
digital measurement).

Table 7: Cross-pilot overview of method execution and data production. Source:

CRAFT-IT4SD

Method Quantity / Numbers

Interviews & inquiry 83 interviews (80 qualitative, 3 in situ, 3
expert discussions)

Questionaries and surveys 20

Observations 4 participating observation sessions,
105+ hours participating observation,
70+ hours non-participating observation
(shadowing)

Netnography 77+ online sources (50+ websites, 27
posts)

Workshops, co-creation & focus groups | 90 sessions total (workshops, co-creation
sessions, and focus groups across pilots

and WPs)

Visual documentation (photos) 1,038+ photos (850+ researcher, 188
participant)

Video documentation 190+ recordings (156+ researcher, 34
participant)

Design & creative artefacts 115 samples/prototypes + 41 models +
100 sketches

Material & craft outputs 39 craft works + 51 3D prints

Artistic & Al-based outputs 3 performances + 30+ Al-generated
images

Biometric & sensory measurements 45 GSR + 45 facial expression + 29 eye-
tracking sessions

Process logs 40+ printing sessions

Databases 4

Event documentation 7 events

Environmental impact assessment Data from 4 micro and small-sized
companies
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Table 8 illustrates how the four methodological pillars defined in D2.1 were translated

into concrete methodological execution across pilot sites and work packages. Rather than
functioning as isolated methodological tracks, the pillars were operationalised in
overlapping and complementary ways, reflecting the project’s emphasis on place-based
experimentation, and cross-sectoral learning. The table clarifies how conceptual
intentions articulated in the proposal were enacted in practice, while also highlighting
differences in scope, maturity, and methodological emphasis across pillars.

Table 8: Operationalisation of the four CRAFT-IT4SD methodological pillars.
Source: CRAFT-IT4SD

capacities, and
governance
conditions
supporting
experimentation
across craft,
heritage, and

Methodological | Pillar focus Methodological execution Primary data
pillar forms
generated
Pillar 1: Systematic How: Qualitative mapping, | Interview
Ecosystem understanding of | semi-structured interviews, transcripts,
analysis CCSI surveys, and desk-based survey data,
ecosystems, analysis across pilots and ecosystem
actors, WP3, WP5, WP7. maps, policy

Why: Methods support
identification of institutional
conditions, innovation
capacities, and cross-sectoral
relationships shaping CCSI
sustainability transitions.

and strategy
documents,
qualitative field
notes

digital

technologies
Pillar 2: Design | Iterative How: Workshops, co- Prototypes,
thinking and experimentation | creation sessions, material
co-creation and learning participatory prototyping, artefacts, visual

through design | artistic research, and iterative | and audiovisual

thinking, co- experimentation across all documentation,
creation, and pilot sites. workshop
cross-sectoral Why: Methods foreground outputs,
collaboration in | material engagement, user- observational
connected centred design, and data
ecosystems collaborative learning in
living-lab contexts.
Pillar 3: Life Exploratory How: Qualitative interviews | Interview data,
Cycle validation of with SMEs combined with LCA datasets,
Assessment environmental quantitative LCA of selected | carbon
and impacts and business models. footprint
sustainability calculations,
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sustainability | pathways Why: Pilot-generated data analytical
data through data- inform case-based reports
driven assessment of environmental
assessment and | impacts and sustainability
modelling hotspots.
Pillar 4: Digital | Exploration of How: Mapping of existing Platform
technologies, digital platforms, assessment of mappings,
platforms, and | infrastructures, emerging technologies, expert
data value platforms, and expert interviews, and interview data,
data value exploratory design of technology
creation to platform-based knowledge- | assessments,
support sharing infrastructures roadmap
sustainable (WP3) documents
innovation and | Why: Execution is iterative
cross-pilot and developing over the
collaboration project lifecycle.

Bringing the methodological pillars into dialogue with execution reveals a differentiated
yet complementary methodological landscape. Overall, CRAFT-IT4SD demonstrates a
strong correspondence between its conceptual framework and practice-driven
implementation, while also making visible how different methodological components
unfold at different paces and with different emphases across the project lifecycle. Viewed
in this way, the variation in execution does not point to methodological misalignment, but
rather to the importance of continuously reflexive monitoring as the project evolves. In
complex research designs, methodological balance is not established once and for all but
must be actively maintained over time. As pilots progress, new data become available,
technologies mature, and research questions shift, certain methodological orientations
may come to dominate while others recede.

The cross-pilot overview therefore underscores the value of treating methodological
mapping as an ongoing reflexive practice rather than a one-off assessment. By regularly
making method use visible across work packages and pilots, the project strengthens its
capacity to detect emerging imbalances, recalibrate methodological emphases, and ensure
that exploratory, practice-based approaches remain in productive dialogue with
analytical, data-driven, and system-oriented methods. In this sense, methodological
reflexive monitoring becomes a condition for sustaining coherence, comparability, and
learning across the project’s duration.

3.0. Cross-pilot methodological mapping

The CRAFT-IT4SD project is characterised by a high degree of methodological and data
diversity, reflecting both the interdisciplinary and collaborative participation architecture
of the consortium and the complexity of addressing sustainable transitions in the CCSls.
When engaging in projects revolving around culture and creativity, living heritage, craft
practices, digital technologies, business models, and governance structures, then no single
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discipline or methodological tradition can adequately capture these interdependencies.
Instead, CRAFT-IT4SD brings together partners from diverse disciplinary and
professional backgrounds, each associated with distinct epistemic cultures, understood as
differentiated ways of knowing, valuing evidence, and producing knowledge (Knorr-
Cetina, 1999).

Table 9: Disciplinary backgrounds and epistemic orientations in CRAFT-IT4SD.
Source: CRAFT-IT4SD

Disciplinary Epistemic Methods and data | Contribution to
background orientation types CRAFT-IT4SD
Craft practice and | Tacit, Practice-based Situated knowledge of
textile design embodied, making, prototyping, | materials, techniques,
experiential material and craft practices
experiments,
artefacts
Artistic research Experiential, Artistic practice, Exploration of
interpretive performance, visual | meaning, expression,
and audiovisual data | and engagement
Design research Reflective, Co-design Method innovation

practice-led

workshops, design
probes, iterative

prototyping

and translation
between practice and
research

Social sciences

(qualitative)

Practice-centric

Interviews, focus
groups, observation,

Understanding actors,
practices, and socio-

netnography cultural contexts
Innovation and Comparative Surveys, case studies | Insights into market
business studies dynamics, SMEs, and
sustainable value
creation
Environmental Quantitative, Life Cycle Assessment of
assessment (LCA) | model-based Assessment, environmental
databases, impacts and
measurements generalisation
Engineering Technical, System testing, Development and
functional NFC/AR prototypes, | validation of
digital platforms technologies/materials
Policy and Systemic, Ecosystem mapping, | Understanding
ecosystem studies | relational surveys, document governance,

analysis

institutional contexts,
and scaling dynamics

As shown in table 8, these epistemic orientations are mobilised in relation to the project’s
four interconnected methodological pillars, in that different disciplines contribute to these
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pillars in different ways. Craft and design research foreground embodied, material, and

experiential knowledge; social science approaches provide analytical and comparative
perspectives on practices, organisations, and ecosystems; engineering and technology
research support experimentation with digital tools and infrastructures; and
environmental and business research contribute system-level insights into sustainability
impacts and value creation.

Methodological richness in CRAFT-IT4SD thus emerges from the very interaction
between these forms of expertise rather than from any single approach taken in isolation,
as illustrated in Table 9 above. Within this context, we visually mapped methods used
across pilots and work packages. Table 10 outlines the key steps in the development of
this visualization.

Table 10: Steps in visualising executed methods. Source: CRAFT-IT4SD

Step Purpose Key features

1. Data gathering | Collect methodological Pilot lead interviews; self-
information prior to the completed data inventory
workshop

2. Workshop- Enable consortium members to | Articulation of assumptions;

based assessment | position methods along shared | reflection on method
dimensions characteristics

3. Digitalisation Consolidate workshop Translation of mappings into
assessments into a comparable | an Excel-based scatterplot
format

4. Conceptual Identify methodological Identification of patterns,

interpretation tendencies across the project overlaps, and gaps

5. Methodological | Support reflection, Documentation of

transparency and comparability, and future methodological reasoning;

reuse replication basis for future method

design

The visualisation integrates insights from interviews with pilot leads, the shared Method
and Data Inventory, and a facilitated consortium workshop, at CRAFTIT4SD plenary
meeting in Oulu. Through this process, consortium partners articulated how different
methods generate different forms of knowledge and how these methods relate to shared
epistemic dimensions across the project. The resulting digitalised visualisation surface
methodological tendencies, overlaps, and divergences across pilots and work packages
without reducing them to fixed categories or evaluative rankings. The analytical
interpretation of the patterns emerging from the visualisation, and their implications for
knowledge production, comparability, and replicability, is developed in the following
section.
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Figure 8:Initial digitalization of assessments. Source: CRAFT-IT4SD

3.1. From methodological assessment to a visualisation

The visualisation translates the diversity of methods and data executed across pilots and
work packages into a shared visual comparison. By moving from workshop-based,
physical mapping to a digitalised scatterplot, the project developed a common
representation of how methods are oriented along the two dimensions: research on versus
research through practice, and explicit versus tacit knowledge production. Initial
positioning of methods was carried out during a facilitated consortium workshop, where
partners located their own methods through collective discussion and hands-on
estimation. These positions were subsequently consolidated and digitalised. Although a
0-100 scale was used to support comparative placement, the values function strictly as
relative indicators, not as measurements. Their purpose is to express degrees of epistemic
orientation and to visualise methodological tendencies, rather than to quantify
methodological quality or intensity.

The final positioning of methods reflects an integrated interpretation drawing on partner
assessments, semi-structured interviews, the shared method and data inventory, and
workshop discussions. Methods are thus represented as occupying gradients rather than
fixed categories, acknowledging that many approaches combine elements of both
research through and research on practice, and generate knowledge that is neither fully
tacit nor fully explicit. Importantly, the mapping process itself constitutes a reflexive
methodological exercise. It requires researchers to articulate underlying assumptions,
reflect on the epistemic implications of their methodological choices, and justify
comparative judgements across disciplines, pilots, and work packages. In this sense,
visualisation functions as an instrument of methodological transparency, making visible
the reasoning, trade-offs, and balances that underpin methodological practice within
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CRAFT-IT4SD. Detailed descriptions and positional values for individual methods are
provided in Annex 1.

3.2. Visualisation as a diagnostic and reflexive tool

Visualising provides an analytical lens for examining how different research methods
contribute to knowledge production across CRAFT-IT4SD. By positioning methods
along the two shared dimensions, we enable comparative reflection on methodological
orientations. Below, we present descriptive findings.

A first cluster concerns the strong presence of methods characterised by material and
embodied engagement. Practices such as craft making, prototyping, design sketching, and
artistic performance are positioned high on the research-through dimension and lean
toward tacit knowledge production. These methods generate insight through material
interaction, sensory experience, and skilled practice, making them particularly well suited
to exploring how sustainability, heritage, and innovation are enacted in situated contexts.

A second cluster occupies more intermediate positions on both dimensions. Participatory
workshops, in-situ interviews, and observational methods combine experiential
engagement with reflective and structured components. Their positioning reflects their
capacity to mediate between embodied involvement and analytical distance, supporting
articulation, comparison, and dialogue across actors, sites, and pilot contexts. As such,
these methods play a key role in cross-pilot learning processes and collective
sensemaking.

In contrast, a third cluster characterised by technical measurement, standardisation, or
desk-based analysis—such as surveys, LCA, legislative review, and archival research—
are positioned lower on the research-through dimension and higher on explicit knowledge
production. These approaches prioritise codification, comparability, and generalisation,
and are essential for translating situated practices into forms of knowledge that inform
ecosystem governance, business strategy, and environmental assessment.

Importantly, such visualisation also shows that the relationship between tacit and explicit
knowledge is not binary. Some methods, identified by a fourth cluster, including body
measurement, biometric testing, and eye-tracking, occupy nuanced positions: while
procedurally explicit and standardised, they generate data that capture tacit,
physiological, or affective dimensions of experience. Similarly, participant-generated
visuals and video materials render implicit values and priorities visible without fully
formalising them. These cases complicate simple distinctions between experiential and
codified research.

Taken together, the visualisation highlights how CRAFT-IT4SD mobilises a plurality of
methods that generate depth, situatedness, comparability, and scalability in different
ways. Its analytical value lies not in identifying strong or weak methods, but in clarifying
how different methodological orientations contribute distinct forms of knowledge and
how these contributions relate across pilots and work packages. In this sense, it functions
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both as a diagnostic tool, surfacing methodological tendencies and imbalances, and as a
reflexive tool, supporting ongoing methodological balancing.

Explicit knowledge
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Figure 9: Comparative visualisation illustrating how research methods are
positioned along shared epistemic dimensions. Source: CRAFT-IT4SD

4.0 Methodological orientations for CCSI-driven sustainability transitions
This section articulates how the methodological approach of CRAFT-IT4SD supports the
overarching ambition of enabling CCSlIs ecosystem experimentation to act as drivers of
sustainable transitions in the textile and fashion industry. Rather than treating methods as
isolated techniques, the section focuses on how combinations of methods operate as
pathways for generating actionable knowledge, supporting innovation in sustainable
business models, skills development, and ecosystem-level transformation across the
project’s pilots. Building on the cross-pilot methodological mapping and the
visualisation, we show how these orientations coexist, overlap, and at times pull in
different directions. Rather than framing such tensions as methodological shortcomings,
CRAFT-IT4SD treats them as productive and necessary in interdisciplinary, cross-
sectoral research. Navigating between immersion and analytical distance, specificity and
comparability, and experimentation and assessment is understood as a core
methodological task when working with complex CCSI ecosystems that combine
heritage, innovation, and sustainability ambitions.

The sections that follow elaborate this strategy through five interconnected lenses: (1)
materials, objects, and artefacts; (2) processes, experiences, and doings; (3) tacit and
explicit knowledge; (4) making time for space and space for time; and (5) zooming in and
zooming out. Together, these lenses provide a structured way of thinking with and of
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articulating how diverse data collectively support learning across pilots, inform
sustainable business modelling, enable skills development, and strengthen the capacity of
CCSIs to contribute to sustainable climate transitions.

4.1. Materials, objects, and artefacts

Within CRAFT-IT4SD, materials, objects, and artefacts function as a central
methodological lens through which knowledge about craft, heritage, digital technologies,
and sustainability is generated and examined (cluster 1). Material engagement is
approached not merely as a means of producing outputs, but as a research strategy for
understanding how socio-material practices are enacted, negotiated, and transformed
within CCSI ecosystems. Across the pilots, artefacts operate simultaneously as research
outcomes, epistemic devices, and boundary objects. Knowledge is produced with
materials through making, prototyping, co-creation, and situated experimentation, rather
than solely about them. This orientation foregrounds the performative and processual
dimensions of craft and design practices, allowing researchers to observe how
sustainability ambitions, heritage techniques, digital tools, and market considerations
intersect in concrete situations.

Opportunities

First, working through materials and artefacts affords deeply situated insight into craft
and design practices as they unfold over time and in place. Direct engagement with textile
construction, material sourcing, digital fabrication, and hybrid craft-technology
workflows make visible iterative processes, decision-making trajectories, and moments
of negotiation that are difficult to access through discursive methods alone. Such insights
are critical for understanding how sustainable design and production are enacted in
practice, and how traditional skills are adapted and reconfigured through emerging
technologies.

Second, this lens foregrounds the role of material agency, embodied skill, and tacit
competence in knowledge production. Artefacts are treated not as neutral outputs, but as
carriers of embedded knowledge related to techné, cultural meaning, and sustainability
values. Prototypes and experimental objects provide access to sensory judgement,
embodied routines, and material affordances that shape both production processes and
sustainability outcomes yet often remain under-articulated in codified forms of inquiry.

Third, artefacts function as mediators of collaboration and cross-sectoral dialogue within
the project’s learning ecosystems. Prototypes, samples, visualisations, and process
documentation act as boundary objects that support communication and shared
sensemaking across craftspeople, designers, engineers, researchers, business developers,
and policy-oriented actors. In this way, material objects actively structure co-creation
processes and enable iterative learning cycles that feed into skills development, business
modelling, and ecosystem innovation.

Challenges
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At the same time, this lens makes visible the epistemic boundaries of material-centred
inquiry. Approaches that foreground making and objects tend to privilege micro-level,
practice-based insight, while offering more limited access to systemic dimensions such
as regulatory frameworks, market structures, or policy instruments.

Viewed through this lens, materials, objects, and artefacts reveal both the generative
potential and the limits of research through practice. Within CRAFT-IT4SD, their
strength lies in producing rich, contextually grounded insight that can be productively
combined with research on practice to support articulation, comparison, and the scaling
of craft- and heritage-informed pathways toward sustainable transition.

4.2. Processes, experiences, and doings

Closely aligned with the material- and artefact-oriented lens, CRAFT-IT4SD also
foregrounds processes, experiences, and doings as central sites of knowledge production.
This orientation attends to how knowledge, skills, and values emerge through interaction,
participation, and iterative experimentation within CCSI ecosystems. It is operationalised
through methods such as workshops, co-creation sessions, focus groups, and other
collaborative research formats implemented across pilots and work packages. This
process-oriented lens reflects the project’s strong commitment to cross-sectoral and
collaborative knowledge production as a driver of sustainable innovation. Research
activities consistently bring together designers, artisans, SMEs, students, researchers,
technology providers, and public-sector actors in shared settings. An underlying
epistemic assumption is that learning and innovation in the CCSIs emerge through
participation and collective practice, rather than through detached observation alone.
Knowledge is thus produced with participants rather than about them, supporting the
development of learning ecosystems capable of responding to sustainability challenges.

Opportunities

The process-oriented and material-oriented lenses are tightly interwoven, making the
contributions arising from such, more valid and reliable. Acts of making, material
experimentation, and digital prototyping typically unfold within participatory and co-
creative settings. By focusing on processes, this methodological lens makes visible how
knowledge develops over time through iteration, negotiation, and adjustment, rather than
appearing as a fixed outcome at a single moment. It foregrounds learning as something
that unfolds through doing, interaction, and reflection in context.

Within this lens, researchers are frequently positioned inside the research setting. They
participate directly in workshops, prototyping sessions, and experimental activities,
sometimes as facilitators or collaborators, and at other times as learners seeking to
understand embodied skills and tacit expertise. This embedded positioning supports the
co-production of knowledge and aligns with ambitions of bridging research, practice, and
innovation within CCSI ecosystems.

Challenges
At the same time, close engagement raises methodological questions related to
immersion, reflexivity, and analytical distance. Participation can blur boundaries between
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observation, facilitation, and intervention, making it more challenging to step back and
compare across contexts. Managing them requires deliberate methodological balancing
through structured documentation, comparative analysis, and cross-pilot reflection.

Viewed through the lens of processes, experiences, and doings, CRAFT-IT4SD
highlights the value of participatory research for generating actionable, practice-based
knowledge relevant to sustainable production, business modelling, and socio-technical
change. At the same time, it underscores the importance of complementing embedded
engagement with moments of distance, comparison, and articulation, ensuring that
situated insights can be reflected upon, communicated, and related across contexts.

4.3. Tacit versus explicit knowledge

Across CRAFT-IT4SD, research methods generate knowledge that ranges from tacit,
embodied, and experiential forms of knowing to explicit, codified, and standardised
knowledge. This variation is deliberate and reflects the project’s methodological ambition
to support CCSI-driven sustainability transitions through a combination of research
through practice and research on practice.

Opportunities

A substantial share of the project’s research activities foregrounds tacit and experiential
knowledge. Through making, co-creation, workshops, and participatory experimentation,
knowledge is produced in embodied and situated ways that are closely tied to craft
practices, living heritage, and creative processes. Such knowledge is central to the CCSIs,
where value creation often depends on sensory and embodied judgement, material
sensitivity, and skilled practice that cannot be fully articulated or formalised without
losing depth and contextual meaning.

At the same time, CRAFT-IT4SD integrates a complementary set of methods oriented
toward explicit and codified knowledge production. These include LCA, measurements
of energy and resource use, laboratory-based testing, and biometric techniques such as
eye-tracking and physiological response measurement. These methods are characterised
by procedural clarity, comparability, and reproducibility, and play a key role in addressing
regulatory requirements, data standards, and transparency demands. In this sense, they
support the translation of local experimentation into forms of knowledge that can travel
across contexts, inform policy, and underpin replicable approaches to sustainable
innovation.

Challenges

The visualisation of executed methods illustrates how tacit and experiential methods are
more represented across the project (reflecting CRAFT-IT4SD’s strong craft- and
practice-based orientation). At the same time, it highlights that explicit methods,
supporting sustainability assessment, data-driven business modelling, and cross-pilot
comparability are less frequent. This can be viewed as an imbalance, influencing validity
beyond situated contexts. While not aiming for full complementarity, we argue though
this lens, for the importance of partly methodological balance. Tacit and experiential
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approaches provide depth and contextual sensitivity, while explicit and codified methods
enable articulation, comparison, and engagement with broader concerns. Together, they
form a flexible methodological repertoire that allows craft-based innovation to contribute
meaningfully to sustainable business modelling, skills development, and ecosystem-level
transformation in the CCSlIs.

4.4. Proximity and distance: temporal and spatial orientations

Many of CRAFT-IT4SD’s executed methods are characterised by strong temporal and
spatial proximity. Research typically take place in shared physical settings where
researchers, practitioners, users, and materials are co-present. Workshops, laboratory
sessions, co-creation events, testing situations, and performative or demonstrative
activities exemplify this lens. Such settings are central to the project’s design thinking
and co-creation approach, enabling knowledge generation through direct engagement,
experimentation, and shared action within local CCSI ecosystems.

Opportunities

This emphasis on proximity enables rich, practice-near insight into situated practices.
Being present at the same time and space as participants allows researchers to observe
making, learning, negotiation, and decision-making as they unfold, and to respond to
emerging dynamics in real time. It supports sensitivity to material conditions, social
interactions, and contextual cues that are often difficult to access through distanced or
deferred research methods.

Challenges

At the same time, the predominance of synchronous and co-located methods shapes the
temporal reach and spatial scope of the knowledge produced. Many research activities
are organised around bounded events or phases, such as workshops, iterations, or testing
sessions. These configurations foreground moments of experimentation and reflection,
while offering more limited insight into longer-term trajectories of change or the
circulation of practices across contexts.

Importantly, this concentration on proximity is partly balanced through the project’s
iterative design. Each pilot unfolds across three successive iterations over approximately
18 months, creating opportunities to revisit practices, refine interventions, and reflect on
change over time. While this does not constitute full longitudinal tracking, it introduces
a form of temporal layering that enables observation of learning, adaptation, and
adjustment across phases.

Viewed through this lens, proximity and distance become matters of methodological
balancing rather than opposition. CRAFT-IT4SD privileges co-located and synchronous
engagement to access situated craft knowledge and ecosystem dynamics, while its
iterative structure creates openings for reflection and comparison over time. Future
research designs may further strengthen this balance by integrating longitudinal follow-
ups or asynchronous documentation, complementing embedded engagement, and
supporting replication and transferability across CCSI contexts.
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4.5. Zooming in and zooming out: connecting pilot-based insights with CCSI for
sustainable transition

Executed research methods operate at multiple analytical scales. Rather than requiring
each pilot or work package to address all levels simultaneously, the project is designed to
enable movement between micro-level engagement with situated craft practices and
macro-level analysis of markets, ecosystems, and regulatory frameworks. This capacity
to zoom in and zoom out is central to the project’s ambition to support the CCSIs as
drivers of a sustainable transition.

Opportunities

Three of the four pilot sites—Oulu, lasi, and Central Jutland—primarily operate at a
micro level, zooming in on practices as they are enacted in specific material,
technological, and social contexts. These pilots focus on making, material
experimentation, prototyping, and user interaction within local ecosystems.

Methods are designed to capture how skills, materials, digital tools, and meanings are
combined in practice, generating detailed insight into embodied knowledge, situated
decision-making, and the everyday negotiations through which sustainability, heritage,
and innovation take shape. This orientation aligns closely with research through practice
and supports the project’s objective of building sustainable transition pathways from
within craft and creative practice, particularly among small and micro-sized actors.

Challenges

At the same time, CRAFT-IT4SD incorporates (some) complementary mechanisms for
zooming out. The Catalonia pilot operates primarily at a broader systemic scale, engaging
with regulatory frameworks, SME coordination, sustainability roadmaps, and strategic
decision-making in response to evolving legislation and market requirements. This is
further extended through WP3 WPS5 and WP7, which links pilot-based practices to
mapping of data infrastructures and ecosystems, business model analysis and LCA,
enabling abstraction, comparison, and evaluation of impacts. From this perspective,
zooming out within CRAFT-IT4SD is achieved through methodological combination
rather than uniformity, as different pilots and work packages carry different functions,
allowing depth and breadth to coexist across the consortium.

This ability to connect situated practice with broader transformation is a key condition
for replication, policy engagement, and long-term impact across European CCSI
ecosystems, and ‘zooming lens’ highlight the need for complementary methods and
integrated method design.

4.6. Closing reflection: From methodological execution to knowledge claims

Across CRAFT-IT4SD, methodological execution has been guided by a deliberate
emphasis on experiential, material, and situated engagement. Knowledge has been
generated primarily through making, co-creation, observation, and reflection in context,
with pilots functioning as experimental ecosystems for exploring how craft, heritage,
digital technologies, and sustainability intersect in practice. As articulated through the
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five methodological lenses in this section, research through practice constitutes a central

mode of inquiry, enabling access to tacit, embodied, and practice-based forms of knowing
that are foundational to the CCSIs.

In relation to Objective 01, the project can provide an empirically grounded and updated
understanding of how CCSIs—particularly micro and small actors—engage with
sustainability challenges in practice. The pilots demonstrate that sustainability is enacted
through everyday decisions concerning materials, skills, technologies, workflows, and
user engagement. Craft knowledge, living heritage, and creative practice emerge as active
resources for rethinking design, organisation, business models, and consumer relations,
while also revealing tensions that arise when these practices encounter regulatory, data,
and infrastructural demands.

Second, through the combination of pilot-based experimentation and analytical work in
WP3, WP5, and WP7, the project contributes early insight into emerging configurations
of sustainable business thinking aligned with Objective 02. While full validation of
business models lies later in the project, the Method Playbook (final) demonstrates how
data-driven approaches—such as LCAs—can be holistically integrated into the broader
craft-based contexts of methodologies. Likewise, by identifying concrete skills, capacity
shortages, and data gaps faced by micro-enterprises points to and support our focus on
learning communities (WP6), advisory structures (WPI1), and shared digital
infrastructures (WP3). Initial policy-relevant insights are documented in D1.5.

At the same time, the methodological mapping undertaken in this chapter clarifies the
scope of the knowledge claims that can be made at this stage. The project’s strong
emphasis on co-located, synchronous, and iteration-based research enables deep practice-
near insight, while longer-term dynamics—such as sustained behavioural change, durable
economic impact, or long-term emission reduction—remain topics for continued
investigation. Similarly, while plausible pathways for replication across regions and
sectors can be articulated, empirical validation of replication is addressed in subsequent
work packages and later deliverables.

Taken together, Method Playbook (final) demonstrates that research into CCSIs as drivers
of sustainable transition depends not on a single methodological stance, but on an ongoing
movement between immersion and articulation, proximity and abstraction, and
experimentation and reflection. By making these methodological affordances and
boundaries explicit, the Method Playbook clarifies what kinds of knowledge CRAFT-
IT4SD 1is currently positioned to contribute, and how this knowledge feeds into
subsequent phases of analysis, validation, replication, and policy articulation across the
project.
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5. Situating CRAFT-IT4SD within the European CCSI research and innovation
ecosystem

5.1 Charting and visualising European CCSI ecosystems

Building on the methodological orientations and cross-pilot reflections developed in the
preceding chapters, this section situates CRAFT-IT4SD within a broader European
ecosystem of research, innovation, and policy initiatives addressing craft, cultural
heritage, digitalisation, and sustainability in the CCSIs. In line with Objective 4 of this
Method Playbook (final), the focus here is not on methodological alignment or
benchmarking, but on positioning CRAFT-IT4SD within a wider landscape of
interconnected initiatives that collectively shape knowledge production, innovation
pathways, and sustainable transitions in the CCSIs. To support this positioning, CRAFT-
IT4SD employs visual ecosystem mapping as a methodological device. As mentioned
and described in D2.1, we use the online platform Kumu (www.kumu.io) to chart,
visualise, and cluster relevant European projects, initiatives, and networks operating
across domains such as craft-led innovation, living heritage, digital technologies,
sustainable business models, data infrastructures, and ecosystem governance. Its use
aligns with CRAFT-IT4SD’s broader commitment to an ecosystem methodology. Within
CRAFT-IT4SD, the Kumu-based visualisations serve several interrelated purposes.

First, they provide a relational overview of the European CCSI landscape in which the
project operates, making visible how CRAFT-IT4SD relates to sister projects, Horizon
Europe initiatives, and other relevant research and innovation initiatives across EU,
national, regional, and local levels. Rather than offering an evaluative comparison, the
visualisations highlight thematic overlaps and complementarities. Second, initiatives are
clustered using shared focus tags (e.g. craft and heritage, digital technologies,
sustainability, business models, data platforms, ecosystem governance), allowing patterns
and concentrations within the broader ecosystem to be identified. This clustering supports
reflection on where current research and innovation efforts are particularly dense, and
where gaps or underexplored intersections may exist. Third, the platform supports
dynamic updating and iterative refinement. While the Method Playbook (final) presents
static screenshots of selected ecosystem maps, the underlying Kumu environment
remains interactive and expandable.

As CRAFT-IT4SD progresses, consortium partners continue to feed the platform with
updated information, enabling the ecosystem maps to evolve alongside the project and
reflect emerging connections, collaborations, and developments across pilot regions and
beyond. The interactive visual charting of the project ecology can be found at this link:
https://kumu.io/craft-it4sd/craftit-4sd-2026#craftit-4sd

5.2. Project ecologies of the four pilot sites

In the following, we present first a snapshot overview of CRAFT-IT4SD pilot ecosystems
(Figure 11). In this, we zoom out to get a view of the CRAFT-IT4SD ecosystem from
‘above’ to illustrate how the pilot sites are interconnected. In following visualisations, we
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zoom in on the respective pilot sites in Romania, Finland, Spain, and Denmark. Here, we

distinguish between visualising key initiatives and projects and focus areas and themes.
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Figure 10: Overview of CRAFT-IT4SD pilot ecosystems
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6.0. Replicability within CRAFT-1T4SD

This chapter translates the methodological execution documented in the preceding
sections into a set of guiding principles for assessing, transferring, and sustaining craft-
based research and innovation within the CCSIs. Rather than suggesting fixed research
protocols and standards, the chapter articulates the conditions under which validity,
reliability, and replicability can be established in settings characterised by material
engagement, situated practice, interdisciplinary collaboration, and epistemic diversity.
Across CRAFT-IT4SD, and in line with established traditions in design, craft, and arts-
based research, methodological quality cannot be reduced to standardised metrics or
procedural compliance alone. Instead, quality emerges through the deliberate alignment
of epistemic intent, methodological design, and transparent documentation, combined
with reflexive awareness of what different methods can and cannot credibly claim. This
understanding is particularly relevant in the context of sustainable transitions, where
knowledge must remain grounded in practice while also being capable of informing
innovation, coordination, and policy beyond individual sites.

From this perspective, validity and reliability in craft-oriented research and innovation
involve careful balancing of three interrelated dimensions:

e The kinds of knowledge being pursued, whether tacit, embodied, experiential,
explicit, or hybrid forms of knowing;

e The relationship between methods, context, and participation, including how
embedded engagement is combined with moments of analytical distance;

e The documentation and communication of outcomes, ensuring that artefacts,
materials, processes, and interpretations are rendered traceable, interpretable, and
meaningful beyond the immediate research setting.

Within this framing, replicability takes on a broader meaning than strict repetition of
research procedures. In CRAFT-IT4SD, replicability refers to the capacity to reproduce
methodological logic, learning processes, and innovation pathways across different
contexts, actors, and ecosystems. This applies not only to research practices, but also to
co-creation formats, pilot execution, business model experimentation, and ecosystem-
level interventions. Replicability, in this sense, supports learning, adaptation, and uptake
within the CCSIs, even when materials, technologies, organisational structures, or
regional conditions differ.

By foregrounding reflexive rigour, methodological transparency, and explicit articulation
of epistemic assumptions, CRAFT-IT4SD demonstrates how craft-based inquiry can
sustain both depth in practice-based knowledge production and credibility across
scientific, professional, and policy domains. The following subsections develop this
argument further by (1) discussing validity and reliability as context-sensitive qualities of
craft-oriented research and innovation, (2) reframing replicability as a principle of
epistemic and practical re-instantiation rather than duplication, and (3) introducing the
Method Orientation Framework as a transferable model for future research, innovation,
and ecosystem-oriented sustainability initiatives.
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6.1. Quality through balancing methodological lenses

Within CRAFT-IT4SD, quality in research and innovation is best understood as a matter
of ‘fitness for purpose’, that is, how well methodological choices align epistemically with
both research objectives and forms of practical inquiry (Dewey, 1934; Schon, 1992;
Sennett, 2008; Ingold, 2013). Rather than being defined through methodological
uniformity or procedural compliance, quality emerges from the careful matching of
methods to the kinds of knowledge and action they are intended to support. This
perspective is particularly relevant in craft- and practice-oriented contexts, where
knowledge often develops through doing, reflection-in-action, and situated problem-
solving rather than through measurement alone. Methods are appropriate when they are
aligned with the form of knowledge being pursued. Tacit, embodied, and practice-based
knowing requires immersive and participatory approaches that engage researchers and
practitioners directly in making, experimentation, and co-creation. Conversely, questions
related to comparison, assessment, or system-level coordination require more explicit,
codified, and analytical approaches. Methodological quality lies not in privileging one
form over the other, but in selecting and combining methods that are fit for the epistemic
task at hand. Quality is hereby strengthened through methodological balance and
triangulation. Combining craft- and design-based methods with observational,
quantitative, or archival perspectives enhances interpretive robustness and supports
broader applicability.

Furthermore, quality depends on transparent and reflexive documentation. Making visible
the reasoning behind methodological choices—including adaptations, uncertainties, and
limitations—is essential for enabling understanding beyond the immediate research
setting.

Detailed documentation of processes, artefacts, decisions, and observations allows others
to trace how knowledge claims were produced, assess their robustness, and adapt
methodological principles to new contexts, even where direct replication is neither
possible nor desirable.

6.1.1. Validity: Internal consistency and situated relevance

Within CRAFT-IT4SD, validity is less concerned with statistical representativeness or
broad generalisation and more with the appropriateness, credibility, and trustworthiness
of knowledge in relation to the contexts in which it is produced (Winter, 2000; Patton,
2002; Altheide & Johnson, 2013). This reflects the project’s focus on craft-based, place-
based, and practice-oriented inquiry. From this perspective, validity is best understood as
situated relevance. Methods are assessed according to how well they align with:

1. the concrete materials, practices, actors, and settings under study (often described
as ecological validity; Schmuckler, 2001), and

2. the internal coherence of the inquiry, including consistency between research
aims, methodological choices, and interpretive claims (interpretive validity;
Johnson, 1997).
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Validity, in this sense, concerns whether methods meaningfully engage with the realities
of practice as they unfold, rather than translating them prematurely into decontextualised
or overly abstract categories (Rose & Johnson, 2020; Hayashi, Abib & Hoppen, 2021).
Knowledge claims are considered valid when they remain traceable to documented
processes of making, experimenting, reflecting, and negotiating in real-world contexts.
Methods are therefore valid when they are fit for the forms of knowing they seek to
generate such as for example, when embodied, tacit, or experiential knowledge is
explored through immersive engagement, rather than through detached measurement
alone.

The strong orientation of CRAFT-IT4SD toward practice-led research, co-creation, and
object-based inquiry supports this form of situated validity. Across pilots, these
approaches generate rich insight into material decision-making, skilled practice, and
collaborative processes as they occur in context. At the same time, the embedded and
context-sensitive nature of such methods places particular demands on reflexivity. When
findings are closely tied to specific sites, participants, or material conditions, validity
depends on explicitly articulating scope, assumptions, and limitations.

Knowledge claims gain validity when they accurately reflect how practices, materials,
technologies, and interactions unfold in real-world settings - an essential requirement
when working with small and micro-sized CCSI actors in sustainability transitions.

6.1.2. Reliability: Transparency over repetition

Within CRAFT-IT4SD, reliability is not understood as the exact reproduction of results
across contexts (Golafshani, 2003). Instead, reliability is achieved through
methodological transparency, traceability, and reflexive documentation (Clonts, 1992;
Seale, 1999). A method is considered reliable when the logic of its execution is made
explicit and can be understood, assessed, and meaningfully re-used by others, even when
contexts, materials, or participants differ. From this perspective, reliability depends on
clearly documenting how methods were applied, adapted, and combined in practice,
including the reasons for adjustments given material constraints, stakeholder dynamics,
or evolving project conditions. Variations in method execution are therefore not treated
as methodological flaws, but as analytically relevant features of situated inquiry.

CRAFT-IT4SD operationalises this understanding of reliability through systematic
documentation across pilots and work packages. Data inventories, workshop materials,
visual and audiovisual records, process logs, and reflective accounts collectively provide
a traceable account of methodological execution. In this sense, reliability in CRAFT-
IT4SD is secured not through standardisation, but through methodological clarity,
establishing a dependable and intelligible link between research aims, methodological
decisions, and knowledge claims. This form of reliability enables others - researchers,
practitioners, and innovation actors - to interpret, adapt, and re-instantiate methods in new
settings. Reliability thus becomes a foundation for learning, transfer, and replication
understood as dependable methodological practice, rather than procedural repetition.
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6.2. Replicability: enabling transferable methods for CCSI-led sustainable
transition pathways

The methods executed CRAFT-IT4SD are deeply embedded in material conditions,
cultural meanings, institutional settings, and stakeholder configurations. As a result,
aiming for exact replication is neither feasible nor epistemically meaningful. Instead,
replicability is understood as the capacity to transfer and re-enact methodological
principles and ways of working across contexts.

This reframes replication away from copying procedures and toward sustaining the
epistemic intent and knowledge-generating role of methods (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). In
this sense, replicability concerns not only research design, but also how methods support
learning, innovation, collaboration, and decision-making within CCSI practice and
ecosystem development.

From this perspective, approaches such as research through practice, participatory co-
creation, ecosystem analysis, and situated inquiry are maintained at the level of principle.
While materials, techniques, tools, and organisational formats may vary, the underlying
purpose of a method remains stable, e.g. to generate tacit knowledge through making, to
explore embodied practice in context, to enable collective reflection among practitioners,
or to connect local experimentation with system-level sustainability goals. Replication
thus explicitly acknowledges that craft practices, technologies, and business models are
shaped by local histories, skills, infrastructures, and social relations, and that methods
must adapt to these conditions rather than attempt to neutralise them. Replicability in
CRAFT-IT4SD emphasises situated and epistemic adaptation and what is transferred
across pilots, regions, or future projects is not the literal execution of a method, but its
function within a sustainability pathway. This understanding enables comparability and
cumulative learning across contexts while preserving the experiential, cultural, and place-
based qualities that are central to CCSI-led innovation for sustainable transition.

Importantly, this broader conception of replicability supports the translation of
methodological approaches into innovation processes, learning communities, business
model development, and ecosystem governance. By making methodological intentions,
assumptions, and adaptations explicit, CRAFT-IT4SD enables researchers, practitioners,
SMEs, intermediaries, and policymakers to re-instantiate methods in new contexts in
ways that remain faithful to their sustainability ambitions. This understanding of
replicability provides the foundation for the guiding principles and the Method
Orientation Framework presented in the following subsection.
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6.2.1. Principles for expanding craft-inspired sustainability research across CCSI

ecosystems

Building on the analytical lenses developed in Section 4, this section distils four guiding
principles that articulate how methodological balance and replicability can be managed.
The principles translate cross-pilot reflection into practical orientation points, supporting
quality and coherence without prescribing fixed methodological solutions.

1# Navigating scale through methodological composition

Addressing sustainability transitions in the CCSIs benefits from combining deep,
practice-near inquiry with approaches that enable analytical movement across scales.
Material engagement, situated experimentation, and co-creative processes provide rich
insight into how sustainability is enacted in practice, while complementary methods such
as ecosystem mapping, policy analysis, market studies, or environmental assessment
support broader systemic understanding. Thoughtful methodological composition allows
locally grounded insights to be related to wider socio-technical, economic, and regulatory
dynamics without diluting their contextual specificity.

2# Balancing engagement levels

Robust methodological designs balance immersive, experiential engagement with more
structured and codified approaches. Hands-on methods such as making, testing, or
participatory experimentation can be productively combined with logging practices,
structured observation, quantitative measurement, or formal documentation. Integrating
different forms of engagement strengthens epistemic variation, supports triangulation
across tacit and explicit forms of knowledge, and enables findings to remain both situated
and communicable across disciplinary, professional, and policy contexts.

3# Extending inquiry across time

Where feasible, designs should attend to temporality by incorporating longitudinal or
iterative elements. Follow-up engagements, diaries, repeated measures, or time-stamped
observations make it possible to trace learning trajectories, practice evolution, and
adaptation over time. Such temporal sensitivity supports understanding of sustainability
transitions as ongoing processes rather than discrete events and enables insights that may
not be visible within bounded workshops, pilots, or experimental phases alone.

4# Reflexive monitoring

Methodological quality depends on continuous reflexive monitoring during project
execution. Systematic documentation of methodological choices, adaptations, and
deviations from initial plans supports transparency and accountability across pilots and
work packages. By making explicit how and why methods are adjusted in response to
contextual conditions, reflexive monitoring helps maintain alignment between objectives,
epistemic assumptions, and enacted practices, and guards against unexamined drift in
method use over time.

Together, these principles foreground methodological coherence, balance, and
transparency as conditions for producing situated yet transferable knowledge. As such,
they offer guidance for future CCSI-focused research and innovation initiatives seeking
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to support sustainability transitions while remaining adaptable across diverse cultural,
creative, technological, and institutional contexts.

6.3 The Method Orientation Framework

To support methodological quality, coherence, and transferability across CCSI
ecosystems, we introduce the Method Orientation Framework as a shared orientation and
design aid for sustainability-oriented research and innovation activities. As a continuation
of the four methodological pillars established in D2.1, the Method Orientation
Framework provides a practical structure for navigating, combining, and monitoring
methods as they are enacted in complex, interdisciplinary, and place-based project
settings. The Method Orientation Framework is explicitly grounded in methodological
execution, and is designed to support researchers, practitioners, and project teams in
working with methods in practice - making informed choices about how different
approaches are combined, balanced, and adapted over time. Rather than functioning as a
protocol or checklist, the framework offers a structured way of ‘thinking with and along
methods’ across research, innovation, and ecosystem activities. The framework builds
directly on two elements developed earlier in this deliverable:

1. The visualisation (Section 3), which show how methods used in CRAFT-IT4SD
are positioned along shared epistemic dimensions based on their execution across
pilots and work packages.

2. The guiding principles (Section 6.2.1), which distil cross-pilot reflection into
practical considerations for balancing scale, engagement, temporality, and
reflexivity.

These elements are brought together in a relational framework that supports reflexive
orientation rather than methodological prescription. Figure 16 presents the Method
Orientation Framework as a layered model composed of an epistemic core with a
scaffolding of guiding principles. At the centre of the framework lies the positioning of
methods along two epistemic dimensions:

1. Research through practice <> research on practice.
2. Tacit knowledge production < explicit knowledge production

These dimensions do not rank methods or define ideal positions but make visible how
different approaches generate different kinds of knowledge and support different forms
of action. Positioning methods within this space helps project teams reflect on
complementarities, tensions, and blind spots in their methodological composition, for
example, whether a given activity is strongly practice-near but weakly articulated, or
analytically robust but distant from situated practice.
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When viewed together, methods tend to cluster according to their epistemic roles, such
as materially and practice-engaged approaches, participatory and process-oriented
methods, or codified and measurement-based techniques. Surrounding the core of the
framework is four guiding principles: 1) navigating scale, ii) balancing engagement levels,
ii1) extending inquiry across time, and iv) reflexive monitoring. These principles are not
deterministic and normative in the sense of placing methods correctly or not; rather, they
help us to be aware of how methods are combined, sequenced, and documented in
practice. As such, they function as a scaffolding layer that supports methodological
balance, coherence, and transparency across the project lifecycle.

The Method Orientation Framework emphasises methodological composition rather than
method selection. Robust sustainability-oriented work, as demonstrated in CRAFT-
IT4SD, combines methods in ways that:

link micro-level practices with broader systemic and ecosystem perspectives.
connect tacit, embodied knowing with explicit and codified forms of evidence.
attend to temporality through awareness of degrees of longitudinally.

support reflexive awareness of positioning, assumptions, and constraints.

b

A central feature of the framework is its emphasis on methodological transparency.
Decisions about method choice, adaptation, sequencing, and combination are treated as
integral to knowledge production and innovation practice. Systematic documentation of
adjustments, uncertainties, and contextual constraints enables others to understand how
methodological logics were enacted and to re-enact these principles in new contexts. In
this sense, the Method Orientation Framework functions both as:
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1. acollaborative orientation tool, supporting reflection on epistemic balance, scope,
and alignment across research and innovation activities.

2. a practical design aid, supporting coordination in interdisciplinary and cross-
sectoral settings, comparison across pilots, work packages, or projects, and the
design of transferable research and innovation processes without enforcing
standardisation.

By foregrounding epistemic intent, relational positioning of methods, and reflexive
documentation, the Method Orientation Framework clarifies how sustainability-oriented
work in the CCSIs can remain deeply situated while still supporting learning,
coordination, and transfer across ecosystems. It thus provides a reusable point of
reference for future research and innovation initiatives engaging culture, creativity,
heritage, technology, and sustainability in integrated and practice-sensitive ways.

7.0 Conclusion

This Method Playbook (final) has documented how the methodological approach of
CRAFT-IT4SD was operationalised across pilot ecosystems and interconnected work
packages. Rather than evaluating project outcomes, the playbook has focused on
methodological execution: how different methods were selected, combined, adapted, and
enacted in practice, and how these choices shape the kinds of knowledge that can be
generated in relation to sustainability, digitalisation, and innovation in the European
CCSIs.

A central contribution lies in making this methodological work explicit and traceable.
The Method Playbook (final) demonstrates how methodological diversity can be
coordinated without standardisation, and how research through practice and research on
practice can be productively combined. The Method Orientation Framework synthesises
these insights into a shared reference that supports reflection on epistemic balance, scale,
temporality, and reflexivity, while remaining adaptable to diverse contexts and actors.

Importantly, this playbook is not addressed to researchers alone. While it provides
methodological guidance for interdisciplinary and practice-engaged research, it is equally
intended as a resource for a broader set of stakeholders involved in sustainability-oriented
innovation within the CCSIs. For practitioners, designers, artisans, SMEs, and learning
communities, the playbook offers a language and structure for understanding how
experimentation, co-creation, and data-driven approaches can be combined in meaningful
ways. For intermediaries, clusters, and associations, it provides a framework for
coordinating diverse activities across ecosystems and supporting shared learning. For
policymakers and public actors, it clarifies how place-based experimentation, heritage-
driven innovation, and digital and environmental assessment can be aligned without
reducing cultural and creative practices to purely technical metrics.

Seen in this light, the Method Playbook (final) functions both as documentation of what
has been done and as an orientation tool for what can be done next. By articulating
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methodological principles rather than fixed procedures, it supports transfer and adaptation
across regions, sectors, and initiatives, while acknowledging the situated nature of CCSI
practices. It enables others to re-enact the methodological logic of CRAFT-IT4SD in new
contexts, even where materials, infrastructures, or institutional conditions differ. As
CRAFT-IT4SD moves into later phases of analysis, validation, replication, and policy
engagement, the playbook provides a transparent foundation for interpreting results and
assessing impact. More broadly, it contributes to ongoing European efforts to strengthen
the capacity of CCSIs to act as drivers of sustainable transition by demonstrating how
methodological care, reflexivity, and collaboration can support innovation at the
intersection of culture, creativity, heritage, technology, and sustainability. In doing so,
D2.2 positions methodological execution not as a technical back-end of innovation, but
as a shared and strategic resource for enabling sustainable transformation across
European CCSI ecosystems.
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Annex 1: Digitalization of method execution

Reading guide

The following table maps methods executed according to two analytical dimensions: 1)
Research through vs. Research on and 2) Tacit vs. Explicit knowledge. The pair values
(0-100) indicate the relative positioning of each method along these continua, rather than
fixed or measurable quantities.

Research through vs. Research on (0—100)

Lower values indicate methods grounded in research through practice, where knowledge
emerges through making, doing, and situated engagement. Higher values indicate
research on, where practices, contexts, or phenomena are primarily observed,
documented, or analysed from a distance.

Tacit vs. Explicit (0-100)

Lower values indicate methods that produce tacit, embodied, experiential, or pre-verbal
knowledge. Higher values indicate methods that produce explicit, verbalised, codified, or
analytical knowledge.

Pair values were assigned to methods listed in the data inventory, i.e. the table display
method that has been executed. We, the authors (VIA) have made an integrated
interpretation informed by partner assessments, interviews, the data inventory, and
workshop discussions.

The table should be read as a conceptual orientation tool i.e. it highlights methodological
tendencies and relationships, supports reflection across partners and work packages, and
enables comparison, rather than prescribing exact positions or hierarchies.

Method Research Tacit vs | Description Partner(s)
through vs | Explicit
Research (0-100)
on (0-100)
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Qualitative 75 60 Open-ended and capture OAMK
interviews richer tacit layers, but still
verbal/reflective.
In situ | 65 45 Context provides embodied | OAMK
interviews insight; more tacit
than structured- interviews.
Questionnaires | 90 85 Very explicit, abstracted, | OAMK
non-contextual.
Participating 40 25 Researcher joins | OAMK
observation the activity, highly tacit,
embedded in practice.
Netnography 70 60 Observes natural digital | OAMK
behaviour;
less through, moderately
tacit.
Workshops & | 30 30 Both generative (through) | OAMK
co-creation and tacit (making,
sessions interaction, embodied
negotiation of meaning).
Researcher- 70 50 Research onbut captures | OAMK
taken photos tacit aspects of context and
materiality.
Researcher- 65 35 Richer than photos; captures | OAMK
recorded video movement, gesture, tacit
routines.
Samples and | 10 25 Direct research-through- | OAMK
prototypes practice; interaction reveals
tacit knowledge-in-use.
Craft works 5 10 Embodied making; high tacit | OAMK
and practice-driven.
Artisticwork | 5 5 Deeply experiential; tacit, | OAMK
embodied, and
highly practice-based.
Al  generated | 35 55 Generative and exploratory, | OAMK

images

enabling

research through speculation
and synthesis, but grounded
in explicit prompts and
datasets; tacit insight is
indirect rather than
embodied.
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3D Prints 20 45 Generative but more | OAMK
technical and explicit than
crafted prototypes.
Surveys 90 85 Very explicit, abstracted, | MODACC
non-contextual
Focus groups 75 65 Collective reflection gives | MODACC
some emergent tacit cues,
but still verbally mediated.
Workshops 30 30 Both generative (through) | MODACC
and tacit (making,
interaction, embodied
negotiation of meaning).
Researcher- 70 50 Research on but captures | MODACC
taken photos tacit aspects of context and
materiality.
Design 20 20 Practice-through; very tacit | MODACC
sketches / and fundamentally
drawings generative.
Market 95 90 Explicit but reflect some | MODACC
databases patterns.
Qualitative 75 60 Open-ended and capture TUASI
interviews richer tacit layers, but still
verbal/reflective.
In situ | 65 45 Context provides embodied | TUASI
interviews insight; more tacit
than structured- interviews.
Participating 40 25 Researcher joins the | TUASI
observation activity; highly tacit,
embedded in practice.
Non- 60 40 Contextual and tacit but | TUASI
participating observational rather than
observation experiential.
(shadowing)
Contextual 55 35 Situated  questioning + | TUASI
inquiry action; reveals tacit
decision-making in practice.
Netnography 70 60 Observes natural digital | TUASI
behaviour;
less through; moderately
tacit.
Workshops & | 30 30 Both generative (through) | TUASI

co-creation
sessions

and tacit (making,
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embodied
negotiation of meaning).

interaction,

Researcher- 70 50 Research onbut captures | TUASI

taken photos tacit aspects of context and
materiality.

Participant- 65 40 Participants expose tacit | TUASI

taken photos priorities by choosing what
to document.

Researcher- 65 35 Richer than photos; captures | TUASI

recorded video movement, gesture, tacit
routines.

Participant- 55 30 Participants document lived | TUASI

recorded video practice and tacit doings.

Design 20 20 Research through tool; very | TUASI

sketches / tacit and fundamentally

drawings generative.

Models  and | 15 40 Generative thinking- | TUASI

concepts through-making; less tacit
but still embodied.

Samples and | 10 25 Direct research-through- | TUASI

prototypes practice; interaction reveals
tacit knowledge-in-use.

3D Prints 20 45 Generative but more | TUASI
technical and explicit than
crafted prototypes.

Craft works 5 10 Embodied making; high tacit | TUASI
and practice-driven.

Process logs 75 70 Procedural and explicit, | TUASI
but capture traces of tacit
workflows.

Institutional 95 95 Highly explicit and | TUASI

databases analytical.

Event 75 65 Primarily descriptive and | TUASI

documentation retrospective; captures
contextual traces of tacit
interactions
but remains largely
analytical and
representational.

Qualitative 75 60 Open-ended and capture | VIA

interviews richer tacit layers, but still

verbal/reflective.
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Surveys 90 85 Very explicit, abstracted, | VIA
non-contextual.

Non- 60 40 Contextual and tacit but | VIA

participating observational rather than

observation experiential.

(shadowing)

Workshops & | 30 30 Both generative (through) | VIA

co-creation and tacit (making,

sessions interaction, embodied
negotiation of meaning).

Researcher- 70 50 Research onbut captures | VIA

taken photos tacit aspects of context and
materiality.

Researcher- 65 35 Richer than photos; captures | VIA

recorded video movement, gesture, tacit
routines.

Participant- 65 40 Participants  expose tacit | VIA

taken photos priorities by choosing what
to document.

Participant- 55 30 More embedded; | VIA

recorded video participants document lived
practice and tacit doings.

Models  and | 15 40 Generative thinking- | VIA

concepts through-making; less tacit
than craft but still embodied.

Samples and | 10 25 Direct research-through- | VIA

prototypes practice; interaction reveals
tacit knowledge-in-use.

GSR 90 20 Explicit data capture, | VIA

measurement but measures tacit

(Galvanic Skin physiological response.

Response)

Facial 85 30 Explicit capture and coding | VIA

expression of facial movement,
yet reveals  deeply tacit
affective and emotional
responses.

Eye-tracking 85 30 Explicit technique capturing | VIA
subconscious gaze
behaviour.

Qualitative 75 60 Open-ended and capture | WP5 +

interviews richer tacit layers, but still | WP7

verbal/reflective.
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contextual interpretation is
involved, but knowledge is
mostly explicit and
representational rather than
embodied.

Focus groups | 75 65 Collective reflection gives | WPS5 +
some emergent tacit cues, | WP7
but still verbally mediated.
Environmental | 80 75 Largely analytical; | WP5 +
impact synthesizes measured | WP7
assessment indicators and models. Some

Note: Pair-values reflect the authors (VIA) interpretation of the data inventory. Pair

values are intended to express relative positions and methodological tendencies rather

than precise metrics.
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Annex 2: Example of the shared Method and Data Inventory template used to
document methods and data generation across pilot sites. Source: CRAFT-1T4S

4 Qualitative interviews

5 In situ interviews

& Surveys and questionaries

Respondents rating (1-7) and self report about cra

29 (rating questions), 24{self report)

7 Focus groups

S Observation

9 Participating observation

10 Non-participating observation (shadowing) Notes from workshops with micro-companies and 7|Written Raw

11 Contextual inquiry (e.g. wardrobe interviews)

12 Netnography (online observation: SoMe, websites|

13 Workshops & co-creation sessions 3 micro-companies workshops (6-8 part pr. gangt Approximately 250 participants Verbal, hands-on Raw

14 Workshops & co-creation sessions Training session Verbal, hands-on Raw

15 Visuals

16 Researcher-taken photos Photos from workshops with micro-companies ang 261|JPEG Sorted

17 Participant-taken Photos Participant pictures from workshop 8|IPEG Raw

18 Researcher-recorded video

19 Participant-recorded video Pupil Invisible Glasses on product with NFCtag and| 16|Mp4 videofiler inkl. fixation/opmaerksomheds punkter, ppt prasenta

20 Participant sketches/drawings

Concept scetches were develop as part of the worl

21 Design sketches/drawings

[

22 Artifacts, objects & documents

23 Models and concepts

The thing from the future and Al-Rocket

Visual Analyzed

24 Samples and prototypes

Two microc made pr and tested

Object Analyzed

253D Prints

26 | Craft works

27 Artistic work: Performances, installations, etc

28 B ric methods

29 GSR meausuremet (Galvanic Skin Response)

30 I Eye-tracking

Eye-tracking and Facial Expression analysis of resp

Mp4 videos, heatmaps jpeg, ppt praeser| Analyvzed

31 Body scanning

32 Motion capture

33 Laboratory Measurements

34 Materials tests

35 Process logs

36 VR logs

37 Simulation outputs

38 Manufacturing System Outputs
39 . :

Institutional Databases

Market databases

Historic Records

Task explanation

Iteration 1

Iteration 2

Iteration 3
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