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Abstract: Financial support for the Local Action Groups (territorial partnerships for local 

development, LAGs) is an element of the European Union (EU) place-based policy, which seeks to 

strengthen social participation in local governance with simultaneous consideration of the goals set 

by the EU development strategies. However, the neo-endogenous development is mostly based on 

local goals and needs, which are not always fully in line with the objectives of the EU governing 

elites. This paper addresses the hypothesis that the difficulties in the EU objectives implementation 

arise, among other reasons, from the differences between the goals, priorities, needs and knowledge 

of both the local communities and the governing elites. Neo-endogenous development attempts to 

overcome this problem by supporting local activities which are in line with the objectives of the EU 

policy. This paper presents the considerations based on the literature review supported by the 

archival data from the questionnaire survey performed in three LAGs case studies, as well as the 

analysis of their Local Development Strategies. 
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1. Introduction 

In recent decades, an important feature of development policies in the European Union has been 

the growing importance of territorial governance structures, taking into account the principles of 

neo-endogenous and place-based development (Ray 2006; Słupińska 2013; Boukalova et al. 2016; 

Furmankiewicz and Campbell 2019). It was a response to the limitations of the top-down exogenous 

development typical for the mid-20th century, which in many aspects was ineffective in addressing 

the local socio-economic problems. The territorial partnership governance concept emphasizes the 

role of local needs, bottom-up initiatives, social activity and wider public participation in managing 

local resources (Shucksmith 2000; Adamski and Gorlach 2007). The EU LEADER initiative based 

partnerships, referred to as “Local Action Groups” (LAGs), are the main implementation tool for this 

type of governance in rural areas and have been widely discussed in the literature. They currently 

operate under the so-called Community-Led Local Development framework (Servillo and De Bruijn 

2018), which emphasizes the participation of local residents in both local development strategies 

planning and implementation (Furmankiewicz et al. 2015; Chmieliński et al. 2018; Müller et al. 2020). 

This model of local resources management is implemented in all EU countries. According to Ray 

(2006) this approach has two primary characteristics: firstly, the valorisation and exploitation of 

physical and human local resources are used to maximize the benefits within the local territory; 

secondly, the principle and process of local participation in designing and implementing action are 

emphasized and the focus on local needs, capacities and perspectives of local people is highlighted. 

However, the EU support acts as an incentive for the local strategy makers to include the objectives 

of both the EU and the national rural development programmes. It is a feature peculiar to the place-



 

based or neo-endogenous development concepts (Böcher 2008; Furmankiewicz 2012; Bowden and 

Liddle 2018). 

The idea of partnerships involves the shift of public policy towards the re-positioning of local 

authorities as facilitators, rather than suppliers in meeting the local needs (Yarwood 2002). In 

contrast to ideal assumptions of the Community-Led Local Development and LEADER “inclusive” 

territorial governance (European Commission 2006, 2014), the subject literature offers a significant 

amount of information about the cases of ‘governance failures’, ‘social exclusion’ or ineffective local 

projects (European Court of Auditors 2010). Researchers have found the community participation as 

quite often contested or problematic (Edwards 1998; Jones and Little 2000). LAGs are sometimes 

dominated by the public sector, whereas the community interest remains on the margins of power 

(Furmankiewicz and Macken-Walsh 2016). However, many territorial partnerships achieve 

significant levels of social participation and success in local development (Petrick and Gramzow 

2012). 

On the one hand, the frequently elite-oriented nature of LAGs’ management boards is a well-

known fact (Thuesen 2010), but on the other, in both many formal documents as well as research 

findings the key personnel of partnerships emphasizes their attempts to activate local people in 

conformity with the EU programming documents. They also observe small involvement of local 

residents. The typical explanation of these processes is due to the role of human and physical 

resources at the elites’ disposal and their tendency to maintain own profitable domination (Lowndes 

and Sullivan 2004). 

While the majority of authors focus on social capital or power relations between the 

stakeholders involved in LAGs, this paper attempts to discuss the role of needs and goals of both 

local residents and governing elites in the neo-endogenous development. It has been suggested that 

the achievement of specific EU objectives is often constrained by the differences between the goals of 

typical local residents and the aims of elites, resulting from their knowledge and/or interest. It has 

also been partly explained why, when even LAGs’ board members make efforts to engage local 

residents in the partnerships activities, all they face is social indifference and passivity. 

2. The Role of Community Needs in Neo-endogenous Rural Development 

Cross-sectoral partnerships, e.g., LEADER type Local Action Groups, are considered to be an 

important tool to improve both governance and local citizens’ participation in managing local 

resources in rural areas of European Union. They seek to improve policy co-ordination and 

adaptation to local conditions, which results in better utilization and targeting of programmes, 

integrates the civil society concerns into strategic planning carried out through more widespread 

participatory democracy, stimulates corporate involvement in local projects and promotes greater 

satisfaction with public policies. Among several main features of the LEADER type programmes 

listed in the literature (territorial approach, networking and cooperation, integrated and multi-

sectoral actions, innovation promotion, public-private partnership) the most distinctive one is the 

bottom-up approach (European Commission, 2006, 2014). Local partnerships should create 

community-based strategies reflecting the resources and needs of local communities on the coherent 

territory, however, they should also show the conformity of local goals and actions with the national 

rural development programme based on the EU objectives, what can be considered as a conscious 

stimulation of the process of "Europeanization" (promotion of the convergence in economic rules, 

regulation, and policies in EU countries). According to the idea of the LEADER type programmes 

(e.g. the Community-Led Local Development), a partnership is developed and managed by the 

representatives of local communities originating from the public, voluntary and private sector, which 

should result in better management efficiency of local resources, thus constituting an important issue 

for the local government (Babczuk et al. 2017). 

The view about positive outcomes of the local cross-sectoral cooperation in horizontal networks 

derives from the influential economic models presenting the advantages (benefits) of group efforts. 

The important background is provided by the second-generation models of rational choice theory 

which, after some modifications, offer empirical support for the explanation of human behaviour in a 



 

broad spectrum of substantive areas in sociology and political sciences (Hechter and Kanazawa 1997; 

Ostrom 1998). The new models emphasize rationality, both economic (goods or financial profit) and 

psychological (fulfilling individual needs such as satisfaction, respect of other people, etc.), as the 

factor implying a benefit-oriented behaviour. A rational choice is not based on logical reasoning 

alone. It is also influenced by an individual bias or schemas and can be modified in social interaction. 

The formal institutions (i.e. state administrative structures, law) and the informal ones (i.e. beliefs or 

local social norms) have a significant impact on the individual behaviour. Following the general 

opinion, people work most commonly to meet their individual needs, therefore the theories 

assuming the hierarchy of human needs could be used to explain the choices made. 

Maslov’s hierarchy of needs (Maslov 1943) represents the classical approach in behavioural 

sciences. It is often presented as a pyramid, with the largest and most fundamental levels of needs at 

the bottom (immediate physiological needs, safety, love) and the need for esteem and self-

actualization at the top. This idea was criticized as ethnocentric (derived from the observation of an 

individualistic society), with an incorrect hierarchy, as assumed only rather than existing in reality. 

Kenrick et al. (2010) proposed an updated and revised hierarchy of human motives based on the 

theoretical and empirical developments at the interface of evolutionary biology, anthropology, and 

psychology. This hierarchy starts with the most important, for an individual, immediate 

physiological needs, through self-protection, affiliation, status/esteem, mate acquisition and 

retention, ending up with parenting. These needs are not met in a hierarchical order, but rather in an 

overlapping manner. It reflects the assumption that the early developing motives are unlikely to be 

totally replaced by later goals, but instead continue to be important throughout life, depending on 

individual differences and proximate ecological cues. The individual actions aimed at fulfilling one’s 

own needs are influenced by knowledge and beliefs, which lead to the concept of constructivism. 

Constructivism is a theory of knowledge (epistemology) arguing that humans generate knowledge 

and meaning from an interaction between their experiences and ideas. It could also be referred to as 

the systems of knowledge schemas, which have a significant impact on human decisions. Following 

to this approach, ideas, identity and individual beliefs influence government leaders, businessmen 

and other local activists, playing a strong role in defining their interests (Halabi 2004). 

According to Ostrom (1998) reputation, reciprocity and trust represent the core social 

relationships having a significant impact on the level of cooperation and finally on the common 

benefits. The role of trust is often analysed in terms of partnership governance, primarily in the 

context of government-third sector relations. Walsh (1998) emphasized that the local government in 

Ireland was mainly responsible for the physical development, when local partnerships were focused 

on socio-economic development, paying little attention to physical issues, which can lead to the 

conflict of interests. The negative result of incompatible stakeholders’ goals was observed especially 

in the case of conflicts in spatial planning and investment localisation, most commonly between the 

local government, local communities and non-government organisations (Dubel and Królikowska 

2014, Furmankiewicz et al. 2019). The public officials often advocate a narrow concept of 

development, focusing mainly on economic efficiency and ignoring the aspect of sustainability, 

participation and social needs (Dobbs and Moore 2002; Stanek 2016). In management practice, there 

are negative cases in which the potential of given territorial units is used very inefficiently by the 

local governments (Przybyła et al. 2020). These problems, to a lesser extent, also appear in the Local 

Action Groups. The differences of goals set by the central government and the local community 

constituted an important problem identified in exogenous development. In theory, bottom-up and 

cooperative approach used in neo-endogenous LEADER method (and Community-Led Local 

Development) should overcome that problem, however, power tensions described in literature also 

show the importance of conflicts of local stakeholder interests (Reed 1995). The authors of the paper 

intend to provide additional data to the debate on the role of differences in the needs and priorities 

of local stakeholders in the European Union development policy implementation at the local level.  



 

3. Materials and Methods 

The discussion covering the consistency of goals set by the European Union, LAGs’ governing 

elites and local residents is based on archival data from the questionnaire survey carried out in the 

years 2006-2007, and additional data about LAGs’ main targets from 2011 and 2018 (conducted in 

2012 and 2019, Table 1). The compared data were collected in different projects, therefore they do not 

have identical methodological features (e.g. analysed categories of goals). However, they allowed 

pre-comparing the main development priorities of different stakeholders, which can be useful in 

designing more detailed future research based on the standardised methodology. Some data was 

used in a different research conducted by the authors (Furmankiewicz and Królikowska 2010, 

Furmankiewicz and Campbell 2019), however, in this study the analysis is extended by collecting 

current data about the studied partnerships retrieved from their development strategies and official 

websites. 

Table 1. Basic information on the archival and current data used in the paper. 

Data 

accuracy 

Year of data 

collection 
Methods used Partly analysed in: 

2006 2006-2007 

- questionnaire survey addressed to local 

residents in three case study partnerships 

- questionnaire survey covering the key 

partnership members in three case study 

partnerships 

Furmankiewicz and 

Królikowska 2010 

(only in Polish) 

2011 2012 
- the content analysis of local development 

strategies of 336 LAGs 

Furmankiewicz and 

Campbell, 2019 

2018 2019 

- the content analysis of local development 

strategies of 314 LAGs 

- the content analysis of national and case study 

partnerships documents valid for 2014-2020 UE 

Programming Period 

Furmankiewicz and 

Campbell, 2019; 

 

New data 

 

 

We focused on the three case study partnerships in Poland, presenting a relatively stable status 

in the period 2005-2019 (Table 2): 

• “Leader of Strug Valley” LAG (in the paper referred to as the Strug Partnership), the case of 

cooperation established in mid-90s, 

• “Odra River Riparian Land” LAG (formerly: Middle Odra River Partnership, in the paper – the 

Odra Partnership), the case of partnership initiated in the years 2000-2002 and supported by the 

US financial resources, 

• “Pilica Valley” LAG (in the paper – the Pilica Partnership), the case of the youngest organisation 

established with the support of the LEADER Pilot Programme in years 2005-2006. 

All three researched partnerships received funding from the Rural Development Programme in 

the European Union Programming Period 2007-2013 (4rd LEADER Axis) and in the Programming 

Period 2014-2020 (Community-Led Local Development). 

We used archival data from the semi-structured in-depth interview method in all case study 

partnerships. In the years 2006-2007 the key representatives of local organisations in each LAG were 

interviewed in the study (N1=8 in Pilica Partnership; N2=15 in Strug Partnership, and N3=20 in Odra 

Partnership, the total of 43 interviews). The interviews consisted of open-ended and closed questions 

about the main targets of partnership members (so, according to them, what goals and actions 

should be carried out in the course of partnership work). The methodology based on interviews with 

the representatives of LAGs members or boards of directors is similar to the one used in the research 

of LAGs carried out by other authors in several case studies (Davies 2002; Nardone et al. 2010). 

At the same time the authors conducted a questionnaire survey with the residents of rural areas 

on LAG territory. Its aim was to find out if the local needs are consistent with the goals of 



 

partnership leaders. The question about goals and actions used the same categories as in the 

questionnaires addressed to the LAGs boards’ members. Due to budget constraints a quota sample 

N=200 (96 in Odra Partnership, 53 in Strug Partnership and 51 in Pilica Partnership) was used. The 

survey was conducted in the randomly selected village administrative units (“sołectwo”), max. 5 

respondents in a unit. The individuals were selected to represent same gender and age share in a 

sample as in the complete LAG rural population (according to the data from the Statistics Poland). 

This is not a random sample (thus, it is not a representative sample), however, it provides satisfying 

results in the low budget exploratory studies (Babbie 2011). 

Table 2. Basic information about case study partnerships. 

Feature STRUG ODRA PILICA  

Year of establishment of cross-sectoral co-

operation (first agreement) 
1994 2002 2006 

Year of LAG registration 2006 2005 2006 

2007 

Number of member municipalities   2011 

2015 

4 

4 

4 

10 

12 

12 

2 

10 

15 

2007 

Number of members   2011 

2015 

30 

36 

46 

21 

40 

79 

15 

120 

174 

Area in square km (2019) 276 1,880 2,091 

Number of residents (2013) 36,028 124,957 111,791 

 

We also used the data from LAGs strategies valid for the EU 2007-2013 Programming Period 

(N=336 analysed LAGs, funded by the Rural Development Programme Axis 4) and for 2004-2020 

(N=314 analysed LAGs, funded either by the Rural Development Programme or by the Operational 

Programme “Fisheries”). The authors analysed the content of formal strategic documents (“social 

artefacts”). This methodology is often used in the studies on policy implementation at various 

administrative levels (regional, national, European) and also in social sciences (Babbie 2011; 

Boukalova et al. 2016; Krajewski and Solecka 2019). 

4. Results: Comparison of Goals 

The EUROPE 2020 strategy identified five main targets to enhance growth and employment in 

the years 2010-2020 (European Commission 2010), which can be summarized as follows: 

To increase the employment rate of the population aged 20–64 to min. 75%. 

To increase investments to min. 3% of the EU GDP in the “Research and Development”, mainly 

by improving the conditions for these investments in the private sector and develop a new indicator 

to track innovation. 

To reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least 20% compared to 1990 levels, to achieve min. 

20% share of renewable energy in final energy consumption and min. 20% increase in energy 

efficiency. 

To reduce the share of early school leavers to 10% and increase the share of population aged 30–

34 having completed the tertiary education to at least 40%. 

To decrease the number of Europeans living below the national poverty level by 25% and lift 20 

million people out of poverty. 

These goals were transferred indirectly to Polish Rural Development Programme 2014-2020 

(RDP), which supports the Local Action Groups. The specific priorities to be taken into account in all 

national RDPs were specified in Article 5 of the EU Regulation No 1305/2013: “1. Fostering 

knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry, and rural areas; 2. Enhancing farm 

viability and competitiveness of all types of agriculture in all regions and promoting innovative farm 

technologies and the sustainable management of forests; 3. Promoting food chain organisation, 



 

including processing and marketing of agricultural products, animal welfare and risk management 

in agriculture; 4. Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and forestry; 

5. Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low carbon and climate resilient 

economy in agriculture, food and forestry sectors; 6. Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction 

and economic development in rural areas”. These priorities include the total of 18 detailed objectives. 

Polish RDP set out 12 of its own development "needs" (Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development, 2019), which are to meet the total of 18 specific objectives from the Regulation 

1305/2013 and 3 cross-cutting objectives (environment; mitigation and adaptation to climate change; 

innovations). According to the authors, Polish RDP document is highly specialized and may not be 

easily understood by an average resident of rural areas participating in the local strategy 

preparation. It may even be difficult to understand clearly what goals are to be achieved (12 national 

"needs", 6 EU "priorities" with 18 "specific objectives" or/and 3 "cross-cutting objectives"?). As a 

result, local residents could have a problem adjusting their documents to the recommendations of 

this overarching programme, even if they planned to do so. The main goals of the Europe 2020 

strategy are much more explicit and also more specific to every reader. 

Each LAG, while developing their strategies, had to show that local activities are consistent with 

the objectives of the overarching national support programme, which is one of the features of the 

neo-endogenous and place-based development (Van Depoele 2003; Böcher 2008; Furmankiewicz 

2012; Bosworth et al. 2016). It should be remembered, however, that partnerships do not take over 

the local governments’ competencies in the field of public services and the development of local 

infrastructure. They are rather oriented towards additional activities, incurring much lower costs, 

where attention is paid to the projects stimulating local communities, including local small 

entrepreneurs and the third sector. However, according to the procedures of the supporting 

programme, these small projects, meeting local needs, should take into account the paramount 

objectives, indirectly resulting from the EU development objectives. 

In the research conducted before the EUROPE 2010-2020 strategy period, the authors found 

significant differences between the main activities carried out by the institutional members of 

partnerships and the local residents’ needs in three case study partnerships (Figure 1). For the local 

residents of rural areas technical and living infrastructure (roads, water and gas networks) were the 

most important, whereas partnerships typically do not perform this kind of tasks (however, in some 

partnerships municipal investments were sometimes taken into account in strategies). Similarly, the 

significant differences were observed in the categories of environmental infrastructure (sewerage 

networks, sewage treatment plants, waste management) and “health and rescue missions” (it also 

covers public health care) and ”social problems solving”. 

 

Figure 1. The issues important for partnerships’ institutions representatives (“Representatives”) and 

for the local residents (“Local society”) in three case studies of partnership before the Europe 2020 

strategy period. The sum of the answers “very important” and “important” in the percentage of all 

answers (statistical mean value).  
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The residents focused predominantly on biophysical needs (health, technical comfort of 

leaving). Partnerships operated as a kind of local development agencies, mainly supporting the 

technical and productive needs (tourism development, local business development etc.). The 

governing elites in partnerships highly assessed the promotion of local products. It was an important 

goal for almost half of administrative units in the case study of partnerships, whereas only 9% of 

residents considered it important. The elites were more interested in economic development related 

to entrepreneurship or farming activities and the development of products and services for both local 

and external actors. This seems to be reasonable and in line with the EU strategy, however, it was not 

of a major importance for a typical local resident. On the contrary, solving social problems (such as 

e.g. poverty and social exclusion, very important issues in the EU) were important for the local 

communities and less significant for the elite managing partnerships. Perhaps they assumed that the 

development of entrepreneurship and employment growth would automatically contribute to the 

reduction of social problems (poverty, social exclusion). This may be an important reason for the 

failure of the partnership to improve the involvement of the local community in the work of the 

partnership, almost as important as the power relations resulting in the dominance of local 

governments. Local residents do not engage in the activities considered unimportant for the 

community reality. In turn, it is difficult to achieve welfare in rural areas by meeting only the typical 

needs connected with the living conditions or health care issues, especially that partnerships do not 

focus on such goals in their work. 

In the opinion of individual respondents, the municipal infrastructure development, 

environmental issues and health care remained the priority. Sewage construction and waste 

management were predominantly recognized as the environmental infrastructure. It was not in 

compliance with the goals identified by the partnership institutional members, which mainly related 

to the tourism promotion and infrastructure development, cultural issues and local product 

promotion. Only education (especially of children) was important for both the local residents and 

governing elites to a similar extent. 

 

Figure 2. The main goals of rural development partnerships (LAGs) in Poland in the EU 

Programming Period 2007-2013 (N=336) and 2014-2020 (N=314). The diagram shows the percentage 

of strategies referring to a given issue in the priority targets. 

The analysis of the goals presented in the strategies (Figure 2) indicates that they show some 

specialization, comparing to the general social needs. They could be highly consistent with the EU 

goals in the field of entrepreneurship and social issues (education and fighting social exclusion). 

However, the environmental issues, including those related to renewable energy sources and 

reduction of greenhouse gases emissions, were not among the priorities of LAG’s activities. For 

instance, the analysis of local strategies indicates that the local coal and wood stoves, in which 

residents often burn rubbish, were not perceived as a significant ecological threat. Local projects 

frequently focused on the preservation of cultural heritage (traditions, local products, historic 
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monuments) as the base for tourism development and were hardly associated with innovative 

investments in research and development. These elements were also noticeable in the main goals of 

the three partnerships analyzed (Table 3). For example, only Odra Partnership took into 

consideration the “Development of infrastructure and education programmers related to ecology 

and nature, including the Renewable Energy Sources (RES)” in detailed goals, whereas in the case of 

Strug and Pilica Partnership the development of local RES was not included in the strategy targets. 

All three partnerships focused on sustaining the local cultural and historical heritage, hence, a very 

“traditional” development. However, they also took into account human and social capital 

development problems as well as the support for local business, which seems to be in line with the 

EU objectives. 

Table 3. The main goals specified in the case study of LAGs’ strategies in the 2014-2020 EU 

Programming Period. 

LAG  
Strategy 

period 
Main goals 

STRUG 2016-2022 

1. Active and creative residents; 2. Support for economic development 

through innovative and pro-ecological activities; 3. Strengthening the 

attractiveness of the region by using cultural, tourist, historical resources 

and promoting local products. 

ODRA 2015-2023 

1. Preservation of the natural and cultural heritage of the area based on the 

entrepreneurship of residents and the development of tourism in the 

region; 2. Building an integrated, educated and active civil society and 

increasing the residents’ sense of identity with the LAG region.  

PILICA 2014-2020 

1. Developing tourist, recreational and cultural infrastructure; 2. 

Supporting historical and cultural heritage and artistic creativity; 3. 

Promotion of the area, including local products and services. 

5. Discussion: Local Partnerships – the Tool of the EU Policy and/or the Instrument for Meeting 

Social Needs? 

The literature indicates that top-down programmes may be inefficient in solving social 

problems such as unemployment or low social activity (Willis 2005; Chruscinski et al. 2019; Hełdak et 

al. 2018). Neo-endogenous initiatives are meant to be a remedy for this problem by defining the 

needs and priorities of actions at grassroots, but partially steered by external, national or the EU 

goals (Ray 2006). In turn, however, bottom-up initiatives may hamper the implementation of supra-

local goals, when the local community is not interested in achieving the abstract external targets, like 

biodiversity conservation, Natura 2000 sites or integrated water management (Dubel et al. 2013; 

Dubel and Królikowska, 2014). Similarly, such goals as mitigating climate change and development 

of renewable energy sources were not important for the analysed LAGs. 

The European and even local governing elites involved in territorial partnerships can have a 

different hierarchy of development priorities than the “average” citizen. This may result from the 

usually higher level of education or the social status achieved by the governing elites, compared to 

the probably lower average education, status and income of the typical rural areas residents, which 

was visible in Poland (Furmankiewicz et al. 2016; Czapiewski and Janc 2019). Similarly, Thuessen et 

al. (2010) observed, based on the survey covering the Local Action Groups in Danmark, that the 

majority of board members were extremely well-educated older men holding other significant 

positions in society. Even when there exists evidence suggesting a widespread involvement, 

partnership structures often established relations with only a limited number of individuals or the 

community interest groups organized by active, affluent, often well-educated local citizens 

representing specific community interests rather than the community as a whole (Jones 2002). 

Ostrom and Ostrom (1977, p. 34) state that “when professional personnel presume to know what is 

good for people rather than providing people with the opportunity to express their own preferences, 

we should not be surprised to find that increasing professionalization of public services is 



 

accompanied by a serious erosion in the quality of those services”. Public managers often represent 

the dominant group in partnership boards, thus excluding the general public from formal 

partnership boards, however, they have high qualifications for management and administrative 

work (Munro et al. 2008; Furmankiewicz and Macken-Walsh 2016). In theory partnership 

arrangements can work to “join up” the dispersed service providers along with harnessing the 

distinct contributions that different agencies can make to meet the diverse and complex local needs, 

including social exclusion (Lowndes and Sullivan 2004). The clash of interests is smaller at the local 

level, however, it does exist, making the wide implementation of the “external” EU goals more 

difficult. 

Dobbs and Moore (2002) emphasize that even if policy makers and practitioners attempted to 

adopt a more bottom-up, community centred approach in local planning and regeneration, 

frequently the requirements of local authorities and other partners to involve local communities 

provided neither the time nor the resources to support this involvement. Overall, a general failure to 

get the public involved in the development policy was often observed. Local authorities and 

government clerks, representing the significant part of local elites, are in the possession of the main 

financial resources, remain the dominant player, with other partners often playing just minor roles. 

Community actors are also generally less powerful, having smaller resources at their disposal in 

terms of finance, time, tools and experience to empower themselves and compete at the same level, 

often dependent on local authorities’ support, which was also visible in Poland (Furmankiewicz 

2013; Furmankiewicz and Macken Walsh 2016). 

The infrastructure modernisation, most frequently listed by the local residents as an important 

issue, often does not generate any development incentives and changes in individual enterprises, as 

observed by Gorzelak in the case of the Local Initiative Programme implemented in mid-90s in 

several municipalities in Poland (Gorzelak 2000). However, the evolution of partnerships shows that 

the social issues and local small business needs are becoming an increasingly important topic of 

territorial cooperation in Poland, especially in cross-sectoral partnerships (Furmankiewicz and 

Campbell 2019). 

Currently the neo-endogenous model of local community development is not limited to rural 

areas alone. Since 2015 Urban Local Action Groups have also been established in Poland, although their 

focus is primarily on social issues. However, they could support solving social problems like social 

exclusion resulting from, e.g., poverty or disability (Świąder et al. 2016) and the development of 

various types of strategic and planning documents related to land management issues, investment 

location or urban sprawl (Zajda et al. 2017). 

Conclusions 

The presented paper addresses the differences between the goals included in the EU 

programming documents, LAGs’ strategies, the goals of local elites and LAGs’ residents. The local 

residents, typically featuring lower education and income level than the elites, paid more attention to 

the immediate physiological needs and self-protection (thus, perceived technical living infrastructure 

and public services as the most important) as well as sustaining local heritage. The active elites, 

typically with higher education, status and probably income, based their goals on the rational 

conviction that stimulating economic activity of local residents, innovations and diversification of 

local economy are more important for the local development. These differences are in line with the 

new models of the hierarchy of needs (Kenrick et al. 2010) and could have some impact on social 

passivity and social engagement in partnerships work. If the EU goals are to be effectively 

implemented, it is important to bring the social goals and targets set by the educated elites closer 

together. It is the objective of neo-endogenous development concept (Ray 2006; Böcher 2008). LAGs’ 

strategy can be considered a compromise between the interests of the strongest local stakeholders 

and top-down national or European policies (Bosworth et al. 2016). The promotion of the new co-

management methods could also help in determining the local development goals and actions 

(Pappalardo et al. 2018). However, the innovative development based on local needs and goals can 

also be limited by the local norms and habits (Halabi 2004). It can remain a significant constraint in 



 

implementing the European strategies and policies. An extensive promotion of the importance of the 

EU development goals as well as the educational activities raising the residents’ awareness of how 

the local activities are linked to the development processes at both national and global level, are 

indispensable to overcome these problems. 
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