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WHAT IS LOCAL GOVERNANCE?

This means…
 'Local governance' can be understood as the group of the total
societal governance that relates to the local level
 Autonomous networks at different levels
 Local Action Groups (LAGs)
 Rural city councils, local councils associations
 And also on a very local level: Civic associations, village halls, parish,
sports clubs, business associations
 Or, more loosely organized groups around individual cases
 But there is also an overall governance of local governance – where
authorities act as ‘governors of self-governance’ (Sørensen, 2006) or
‘organisors of sef-organisation’ (Jessop, 1998) more or less assertive

'Local governance' plays a major role in
the rural development literature

Why are local governance initiatives
important?
The welfare states are facing a number of
challenges:
 Economic challenges due to public resource
scarcity
 Legitimacy challenges
 Wish for strengthened citizenship
 Need for innovation and new ideas
 The wickedness of rural development

1. By building institutional capacity, 2. By activating local resources

HOW IS LOCAL GOVERNANCE
STRENGTHENED?

By buidling local readiness/institutional capacity
 Capacity depends on three things:
1. Intellectual capital/knowledge resources
The local knowledge that is present in an area, both the obvious
linked to education and the more tacit, which may relate to the
area's special qualities historically, culturally, etc.
2. Social capital/relational resources
A locality's ability to create social capital/strong relationships
between residents of an area.
3. Political capital/mobilization capacity
A locality’s ability to seize/maintain opportunities; to take action for
the development of local qualities; to capture external attention and
resources; and the presence of critical change agents.
Healey, de Magalhaes og Mandipour (1999)
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By activating 4 out of 7 capital types in communities
(Svendsen and Sørensen, 2007)
Type of
capital

Factors for measurement of
capital stock

Factors to measure the use of
capital

Physical

Production sites, age & quality of
To which degree do locals use their
buildings,
meeting places
production
sites,
distinguish
between stocks
of resources
and
private houses and meeting places?

-We must
actual resources activated and here local governance is
Natural
Natural surroundings
To which degree do locals use local,
an important factor
natural assets?
Economic

Citizens’ fortunes in the form of
money, stocks, bonds

To which degree do locals themselves
invest in the area?

Human

Educational level, population size

To which degree are human resources
being used?

Social

Levels of trust, number & quality
of networks

Degree of in-group and inter-group
cooperation, of trust, and of supra-local
networking

Organisational Number of ‘steering committees’
providing collective goods

Degree of voluntary provision of
collective goods

Cultural

Degree of local engagement due to local
‘belonging’

Local culture & identity, local
history, local ‘spirit’

New governance initiatives like ‘LEADER’ (model 1) and ‘volunteers in coproduction of services’ (model 2)

PERSPECTIVES FOR
DEVELOPMENT IN 2 LOCAL
GOVERNANCE INITIATIVES

Model 1:The LEADER local governance model
• The model consists of partnerships in local action groups
• The LAG partnership makes a development strategy and
selects projects for support or initiates its own projects
• The aim is to encourage and help rural actors to think
about the longer-term potential of their area
• LEADER = Links between actions for the development of
the rural economy = Community Led Local Development
• Focuses on the neo-endogenous potential of rural areas,
governance, innovation and networks (7 key features)
• Patsy Healey’s Institutional Capacity is central!

The location of 'local governance' through
LAGs in the intervention logic for Pillar 2

LEADER
Community Led Local Development
(CLLD)
A 'community-led local development strategy' means a coherent set of
operations the purpose of which is to meet local objectives and needs,
and which contributes to achieving the Union strategy for smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth, and which is designed and
implemented by a local action group;

Business
development and
quality of life

A widely used local governance model

A total of 2300
rural LAGs and
250 fisheries
LAGs from
2007-2013

LEADER in a multi-fund approach
from 2014 to 2020
 From 2014 to 2020 CLLD/LEADER will remain a
mandatory part of the Rural Development
Programmes funded by the EAFRD…
 …and a possible option under the European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European
Social Fund (ESF), and the European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund (EMFF).

What are the perspectives?
What can CLLD do?
 The LAG partnership can make improvements to
local rural development (job creation, improved
living conditions etc.)
 In addition: Leverage, and bottom-up decision
making (Thuesen and Nielsen , 2012) 
 It would not be possible to achieve these locally
anchored results if the system were managed only
at the national level 

There are problems to address, too…
 Differences in rationale between a voluntary approach
and a bureaucratic approach (Thuesen, Ditlevsen and
Kromann, 2014) 
 The boards are not necessarily democratic (Thuesen,
2010) 
 Only when comparing the contributions of LAGs with
alternative delivering models, we can consider the actual
added value of LEADER

Model 2:
A local governance model based on
volunteers in co-production

Definition of co-production
 there is an overlap between regular producers and
consumers in co-production
 there is citizen involvement or participation in service
delivery resulting in positive outcomes
 co-production involves active voluntary cooperation on
the part of the citizens
 both individuals and groups can be involved in coproduction, even though collectives are the most
important participants from an equity perspective
(Brudney og England, 1983)

Examples of co-production
Brudney and England,
1983

• Adopt a park programs
• Citizen-based police force

Bovaird, 2007

•
•
•
•
•

Jyske Vestkysten, 2011 Danish examples

•
•
•
•

Participatory budgeting
Revitalization of old buildings
Mowing the lawn on municipal land
Snow removal on municipal roads
Help with summer care in
kindergartens
Go for walks with the elderly people
Put sidewalks and build trails along
municipal roads
Renovation and construction of
playgrounds
Sports hall construction

Which organizations could be involved?

Co-production in Danish rural parishes
(Thuesen and Rasmussen, 2013)

What are the perspectives?
What can volunteers in co-production do?
 Support commitment, energy and drive 
 Result in engaged and responsible users (Needham, 2007) 
 Improve allocative efficiency and sensitivity to users’ needs and
preferences (Needham, 2007) 
 Result in weakened public accountability and unclear role
responsibilities (Bovaird, 2007) 
 Create resistance from the part of public-service employees
(Bovaird, 2007, Percy, 1984) 
 And most important: what about equality? 
 Without good local governance structures it will not be a success!

Conclusion

ARE THESE LOCAL GOVERNANCE
MODELS GOOD ENOUGH TO
ADRESS THE RURAL CHALLENGES?

Conclusion

 The 2 models are high on the ladder of citizen participation (Arnstein,
1969)
 LEADER and increased use of volunteers in co-production can help
defragment the rural development problem
 LEADER make people sit at the same table and get engaged in
development
 However, volunteers in co-production with municipalities demands
strong local communities
 Local governance models are thus a central supplement to the
solving of rural wicked problems
 The models are, however, just one piece of the cake next to
municipal planning initiatives and national policies!
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