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Social capital, network governance and social innovation: towards a new 

paradigm? 

Laura Secco and Catie Burlando 

 

Introduction 

Governance is a multifaceted concept, broadly defined as ‘ways of governing’ (Rhodes, 

1996), including ways of taking and implementing decisions which support empowerment (Kjær, 

2004). Generally, it refers to the shift from state government to the inclusion of diverse actors in 

decision-making processes and the provision of public goods and services. Collaborative modes of 

interaction between government and non-government actors from the private sector and civil 

society are also known as network governance (Commission of the European Communities, 2001; 

Eberlein & Kerwer, 2004; Sørensen & Torfing, 2016). More specifically, network governance is 

defined as “self-organising, interorganisational networks […] [that] complement markets and 

hierarchies as governing structures for authoritatively allocating resources and exercising control 

and co-ordination” (Rhodes 1996, p. 652). In interactions among a plurality of actors, the role of the 

state is reconfigured and public administrations depend “upon the cooperation and joint resource 

mobilisation of policy actors outside their hierarchical control” (Börzel, 1998, p. 260). For the sake 

of simplicity, in our book we use the term governance to refer to network governance.  
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This (new) ‘ways of governing’ is pluri-centric, linking actors across institutional levels and 

sectors through negotiation, consultation and soft law (Eberlein & Grande, 2004; Kaiser & Prange, 

2004; Peters, 2000). However, traditional government structures and mechanisms are still in place, 

so that integration with new governance processes can be described as a kind of continuum between 

the two (Lanzalaco & Lizzi, 2008). On the one hand, network governance can determine positive 

effects on rural development by supporting more democratic forms of participation, access to 

decision-making from more marginalised groups, and overall, improvements in well-being 

(Mantino, 2008; MacCallum et al., 2009; Thuesen, 2010). Moreover, new governance arrangements 

(e.g., new cooperation systems and negotiated agreements) as well new actors’ relationships and 

interactions (e.g., new forms of collaboration and networks) are generally agreed to be constituent 

elements of social innovation (BEPA, 2011; European Commission, 2013a). Social innovation is an 

emerging issue in rural development in Europe (Neumeier, 2012; Bock, 2012; BEPA, 2014; Bock, 

2016; Bosworth et al., 2016), characterised by new ideas (e.g., products, services, models), that 

address unmet social needs or societal challenges also through new social relationships or 

collaborations (Mulgan et al., 2007; Anderson et al., 2014; Nicholls et al., 2015). On the other hand, 

network governance can embody processes of state withdrawal or re-organisation, through 

processes of privatisation, liberalisation and deregulation (Hajer, 2003; Jordan et al., 2005). If not 

properly settled, the shifting of tasks over public goods (e.g., welfare, provision of ecosystem 

services) into private hands could jeopardise access to resources and services, and could decrease 

the accountability and legitimacy of the state to its citizens (Swyngedouw, 2005).  

The LEADER Approach, based on public-private partnership structures, is a relevant 

example of new modes of governance in the field of rural development (see Mantino, 2008 for a 

review of different typologies of governance in the field). The Local Action Groups (LAGs) of 

LEADER operate as agents of territorial development through multi-level, multi-actor and multi-

sectoral interactions. One of the hypotheses of our research is that LAGs might increase social 

capital and strengthen the overall governance of local territories, by improving the quality and 
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quantity of relationships in their internal and external networks (OECD, 2006; Shortall, 2008; 

Pappalardo et al., 2014), linking horizontal and vertical networks, and stimulating new forms of 

social innovation. LAGs may be considered pilot “cases”, whereby social capital, new governance 

arrangements and social innovation foster a forward-thinking rural development paradigm that 

relies on social rather than purely economic and institutional rationales. However, limited 

knowledge and empirical evidence exist so far on: (i) how governance is related to social capital, 

(ii) how to comprehensively evaluate the effects of collaborative public-private partnerships in rural 

development actions (High & Nemes, 2007; Dwyer et al., 2008; Marquardt & Pappalardo, 2014; 

Secco et al., 2014; Esparcia et al., 2016; Górriz-Mifsud et al., 2016), and (iii) whether these 

elements foster socially innovative actions. This chapter begins to address these knowledge gaps. 

Section two highlights the conceptual framework linking social capital and network governance, 

while section three identifies specific approaches to analysing governance. Section four 

conceptually identifies the key elements for assessing governance mechanisms in the LEADER 

Approach and explains its adoption in the evaluation method proposed in the book (see Chapters 7 

and 9). Section five concludes by outlining how social capital and governance may support social 

innovation, a topic which is developed more comprehensively in relation to LEADER’s specific 

contribution in the final chapter of the book. 

 

A conceptual framework linking social capital, network governance and social innovation 

Social capital and network governance are both well-established multi-dimensional and 

multifaceted concepts, yet neither science nor practice has so far provided commonly agreed and 

unique definitions (Kooiman, 1993; Kjær, 2004; Kersbergen & Waarden, 2004; Sabatini, 2009; 

Bjørnskov & Sønderskov, 2010; Andriani & Christoforou, 2016). The tangible and intangible 

resources that facilitate cooperation and collective action (social capital) are embedded in social 

networks, and situated in specific historical, geographical and institutional contexts (Bourdieu, 

1986; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000; Lin, 2001; Chapters in Part I of the book). These interactions 
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remain a fertile area of research. In addition, social capital and network governance share common 

features: (i) horizontal and vertical networks matter; (ii) relationships involve public and private 

actors, as individuals or formal and informal organisations; (iii) and institutions are not limited to 

formal rules such as compulsory legal frameworks, but include informal social norms. As we 

discuss in the present chapter, the effective coordination of actors and organisations throughout the 

policy cycle relies on multi-actor and multi-sector relationships embedded in multi-level networks, 

and norms and values embedded in both formal and informal institutions (Kersbergen & Waarden, 

2004; Treib et al., 2007; Van den Brande, 2014; Górriz-Mifsud et al., 2016).  

Finally, social capital and network governance are also tightly interrelated. On the one 

hand, social capital is seen to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of governance systems, by 

facilitating decision-making processes and participation (e.g., Górriz-Mifsud et al., 2016). On the 

other hand, it does not always lead to positive outcomes in governance arrangements. Clientelistic 

or paternalistic relationships can hamper the emergence of new forms of collaboration and the more 

effective delivery of services (Sørensen & Torfing, 2016). Furthermore, the introduction of new 

procedures and the creation of new organisations with decision-making power can improve 

institutional performance in terms of efficiency, or conversely, lower transparency. Because of 

these close interrelations, we sustain that changes in governance may have a feedback loop, 

strengthening the endowment of social capital or weakening it, depending on the historical and 

institutional context of local places (Bowles & Gintis, 2002; Wiesinger, 2007).  

More recently, social innovation has emerged as a new element to support local 

development processes within the EU 2020 Strategy for a smart, inclusive and sustainable growth in 

Europe. As for social capital and governance, a common, unambiguous definition is yet to be 

agreed upon (Neumeier, 2012; Nicholls et al., 2015; see Chapter 19 for further discussion). 

However, institutional definitions consider networks and collaboration as key features of social 

innovation (BEPA, 2011). For example, as previously mentioned,	“new actors’ relationships and 

interactions” and “new governance arrangements” are explicit elements of this type of innovation 
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(European Commossion, 2013a).  Further, network governance processes can “enhance the role of 

both economic and social actors in the steering of social change [and] help to infuse more open, 

democratic practices into social steering” (Baker & Mehmood, 2015, p. 1). 

In addition to networks, social innovation shares some (less evident) connections to the 

normative-cognitive dimension of social capital. In the social innovation theory, “the knowledge 

and cultural assets of communities” are valorised with a focus on “the creative re-configuration of 

social relations” (MacCallum et al., 2009, p. 2). Moreover, new relations and interactions are not 

geared at economic exchange alone, but lead to “new attitudes, values and behavior” (European 

Commission, 2013a). Specific components and reciprocal influences, for example in terms of 

cause-effects, are yet to be addressed, with recent work beginning to explore the connections 

between social capital and governance (Górriz-Mifsud et al., 2016). While a detailed analysis of 

interconnections is out of scope, further research is needed – especially in relation to social 

innovation, a novel concept in the debate on rural development.  

 

Approaches for understanding governance and its connections to social capital 

A common approach or analytical framework for understanding governance in a 

comprehensive way has not been developed yet, despite increasing adoption of the term in a variety 

of fields and attempts to identify its core elements (Kooiman, 1993; Kjær, 2004; Kersbergen & 

Waarden, 2004; Sørensen & Torfing, 2016). Arts & Goverde (2006) propose two complementary 

approaches for the study of governance: i) the analytical (positive) approach, where the components 

of governance are identified, described and analysed; and ii) the evaluative (normative) approach, 

where the performance of governance is assessed in relation to pre-defined principles commonly 

attributed to ‘good governance’. In this section, we show that both types of studies can be used to 

identify and analyse the connections between network-based modes of governance and social 

capital, and draw from these connections the dimensions that specifically pertain to governance. As 

a conceptual clarification, it is important to note that in this book we do not analyse or compare 
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different governance forms understood as different approaches or modes of governance. We focus 

specifically on one mode of governance (network-based), while other options (e.g., top-down, 

hierarchical-based) are not considered, as they do not properly fit the structure of the LEADER 

Approach. Rather, we adopt the term governance forms to indicate governance arrangements in 

order to operationalise the analysis of the connections between social capital forms (structural and 

normative-cognitive) and related governance aspects, in terms of dimensions and sub-dimensions 

(see Part II of the book for further details).    

Connections between governance and social capital in the positive approach  

In a broad sense, governance generically refers to a ‘way of governing’ (Rhodes, 1996) or 

to “the setting of the rules, the implementation of the rules and the enforcement of the rules” (Kjær, 

2004, p. 10), of which the traditional, top-down and hierarchical approach to decision making 

represents one mode. An alternative narrower view proposes a conception of governance 

comprising “types of political steering in which non-hierarchical modes of guidance, such as 

persuasion and negotiation, are employed, and/or public and private actors are engaged in policy 

formulation” (Héritier, 2002, cited in Treib et al., 2007, p. 185). This view is predominant in 

governance discourses and favours consensus-oriented, multi-level decision-making processes and 

dynamic interactions among a plurality of actors and sectors (Rhodes, 1996; Peters, 2000; Howlett 

& Rayner, 2006). In this sense, governance refers also to processes of decentralisation, 

collaboration, privatisation, formal and informal modes of interactions and power relations between 

institutions and other actors (horizontal interplay), as well as interactions between different levels of 

administration (vertical interplay) (Kjær, 2004; Rayner, 2010).  

As mentioned above, the interconnection between private and public actors, networks, 

matters for both social capital and governance. Networks, therefore, are the first main common 

feature between the two concepts that we consider in this book. In the analytical or positive 

approach to governance analysis, governance is often explored in terms of its multi-actor, multi-

sector and multi-level nature (Kjær, 2004; Jänicke & Jörgens, 2006). By following these three 
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dimensions of analysis, the first step is to identify and describe the nodes – the actors – and their 

connections – their relationships in terms of exchange of information, level of reciprocal trust, and 

collaboration. Horizontal networks typically occur within the same administrative or institutional 

level (e.g., at the national level), to address the changing roles of the state and the public sector in 

relation to the private sector, markets, communities and civil society (Kjær, 2004; Lemos & 

Agrawal, 2006). Vertical networks are typically connected with aspects of multi-level governance, 

such as coordinating institutional actions among the international, national and regional or local 

levels (Van den Brande, 2014). Networks have strong and weak ties, which lead to bonding, 

bridging and linking relations (Chapter 3). These elements (i.e., multiplicity of actors within the 

same sector or among sectors, within the same or along various institutional levels) are used to 

identify the elements for assessing governance in relation to social capital in the LEADER 

Approach in the following section. 

The second main connection between social capital and governance focuses on 

institutions, defined as both formal rules and informal norms (North, 1990). As for social capital, 

institutions influence and are influenced by governance arrangements through the sharing of 

intangible resources, such as social norms, beliefs, peer control and social sanctioning. Social norms 

“specify what actions are regarded by a set of persons as proper or correct, or improper and 

incorrect” (Coleman, 1990, p. 243). The level of congruence between institutions and shared beliefs 

determines their social legitimacy (Westlund & Kobajashi, 2013). Peer control and social 

sanctioning complement formal enforcement mechanisms by acting as de facto rules (Coleman, 

1990; Bowles & Gintis, 2002). Norms internally defined and agreed upon regulate the functioning 

of associations or contractual agreements among community members, and are the basis for multi-

actor governance mechanisms. Institutions thus strongly influence interactions among members of a 

network, supporting or ostracising certain types of behaviour, coordination capacity and collective 

action.  

In our research, we identify the specific elements of networks and institutions (e.g., nodes, 
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relationships with the same level or among levels, formal rules and informal social norms, including 

shared values and trust), which are common to the analysis of social capital and network 

governance when the positive approach is adopted at the local level.  

Connections between governance and social capital in the normative approach  

The emergence of new patterns of interactions and ‘new public management’ models 

based on the coordination of plural and complex state hierarchies, markets and hybrid networks has 

increased political and academic attention toward good governance, a normative concept first 

introduced in economic development by the World Bank (Kjær, 2004). The definition of good 

governance varies depending on the promoters, the scope of application, the reasons for assessment, 

as well as the historical, institutional and cultural contexts (Kaufmann et al., 2009; Rotberg & 

Gisselquist, 2008; Rothstein & Teorell, 2008). However, five principles generally accepted include: 

1) legitimacy and voice in terms of participation and consensus orientation; 2) direction, in terms of 

strategic vision; 3) performance, in terms of responsiveness, effectiveness and efficiency; 4) 

accountability, in terms of accountability and transparency; 5) fairness, in terms of equity and rule 

of law (UNDP, 1997). Despite critical views (Cooke & Kothari, 2001; Fristch & Newig, 2009), 

these principles have influenced and shaped the literature and development practice (e.g., Graham 

et al., 2003; Secco et al., 2014). While conventional approaches tend to apply these principles in 

relation to their contribution to perceptions of market efficiency (extrinsic value), we also stress 

their intrinsic value in sustaining a broader conceptualisation of development. 

In the European Union, the concept of good governance has been widely adopted in public 

administration and public policy management to reduce inefficiencies and ineffectiveness in policy 

implementation and increase public participation in collective choices (Kersbergen & Waarden, 

2004). Good governance refers to “rules, processes and behaviour that affect the way in which 

powers are exercised at the European level” regarding “openness, participation, accountability, 

effectiveness and coherence” (Commission of the European Communities, 2001, p. 6). These 

principles are not only considered as guiding public policy, but also commonly accepted as shared 
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values and likely as guiding criteria for social norms at different levels of governance. However, 

preference to criteria for efficiency (rather than others such as equity), means that new public 

management models have also transferred procedural approaches dominant in the market to state 

functions to justify the retrenchment of the welfare state. As Jessop (1998) highlights, the 

distribution of power across networks have not been necessarily positive in terms of efficiency or 

accountability, requiring an overall ‘meta-governance’, capable of ensuring that “governance 

failures” do not translate into the inability to manage consequences. His reference to governance 

failure reflects how new governance modes are made more complex precisely because they are 

called upon to combine market-based procedural with substantive rationalities to demonstrate 

efficiency. Thus, a normative approach to governance may highlight attention to positive values, 

and yet, because of its embeddedness in market rationality, it may also use intrinsic values such as 

social norms, to support these same rationalities. 

In our research, we identify the specific elements of transparency, accountability, quality 

of the network, quality of participation and conflicts management, which are common to the 

analysis of social capital and network governance when the normative approach is adopted at the 

local level.  

 

Key elements for assessing governance in relation to social capital in the LEADER Approach 

The hypothesis at the basis of this book is that assessing social capital and related 

governance aspects is key to enhancing rural development outcomes. In this section, we detail the 

elements that were derived from the positive and normative approaches to develop the method for 

evaluating the reciprocal effects of social capital and governance in the LEADER Approach. We 

also highlight how they are integrated and complemented in our study. We conclude with the 

components of governance analysis that remain outside the scope of analysis in this book.  

Key elements 



10	
	

As we have seen in the previous sections, by adopting a positive analytical approach, 

social capital and network governance share common elements in terms of both structural (e.g., 

actors and their networks) and normative-cognitive features (e.g., institutions). By adopting a 

normative approach, the focus shifts to principles of good governance, which include diverse 

dimensions for assessing participation, accountability, transparency, efficiency, effectiveness and 

capacity (Arts & Goverde, 2006; Secco et al., 2014; Pappalardo et al., 2014; Górriz-Mifsud et al., 

2016). Together, these two approaches allow researchers, evaluators and practitioners to analyse the 

structural components as well as the performance of governance in its relation to social capital. 

However, these general common features are not geared to the operationalisation of our 

evaluation method. Networks, institutions and good governance principles include various sub-

components that have to be identified and unpacked for better understanding and managing LAGs 

in their diverse and context-specific structural and normative-cognitive social capital and related 

governance aspects (see Górriz-Mifsud et al., 2016 for an example of application of this approach in 

the forestry domain).  

To identify the various sub-components of governance in relation to social capital, which are 

later defined as dimensions, sub-dimensions and indicators of our method in Chapters 7 and 9, we 

adopt the: (i) multi-actor, (ii) multi-sector and (iii) multi-level characters of network governance, 

i.e., network-based decision-making processes. In the following section, the specific elements of 

analysis connected to this threefold character of governance are briefly outlined in relation to their 

importance and role in analysing LAGs and the LEADER Approach within the scope of our 

research. 

(i) Actors (related to the multi-actor governance feature) 

The structural analysis of governance first identifies how actors are connected within the 

network, in this case the LAG. Firstly, actors are embedded in horizontal networks through 

bonding. Secondly, actors may be connected through bridging, whereby groups or individuals may 

belong to the same group or community or to different groups, yet share the same sector and/or hold 
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similar interests. Thirdly, they can maintain networks on the same institutional scale but at different 

levels, for example, national, regional or local. In this case, they would be connected through 

vertical networks. Fourthly, actors can engage in the exchange of information or become involved 

in cooperative or collaborative actions. Finally, multi-actor networks can be part of inter-

organisational networks, whereby public authorities or other entities may play the role of local 

development agents or animators in rural contexts (linking). LAGs are connected through bonding, 

bridging and linking with different actors in the territory (see Chapter 3).  

From an institutional perspective, cooperation and exchange follow both formal and/or 

informal rules. These rules govern: (i) networking mechanisms and procedures of control; (ii) 

contractual agreements on the creation and management of an association; (iii) social norms and 

reciprocal trust; and (iv) the exchange of information and collaboration. Both formal and informal 

rules ensure decision-making processes are relevant, legitimate and accepted by both members and 

external actors. These rules can apply to the ways in which the LAG manages its internal 

organisational structure in terms of relations with its members, and how it directs processes of 

consultation, implementation and monitoring, related to the Local Development Strategy and the 

selection of projects.  

(ii) Sector (related to the multi-sector governance feature) 

The structural analysis of multi-sectoral relations follows a similar approach as the one 

described previously, but actors belong to different sectors (e.g., farmers, forestry companies and 

other land owners, tourist agencies, social service providers). The analysis focuses on territorial 

networks involved in integrated development initiatives, through inter-community interactions, 

multi-disciplinary platforms and development projects. From an institutional point of view, actors 

belong to cross-sectoral policies or programmes of interdisciplinary collaboration, trans-regional 

collaboration projects, and other initiatives involving coproduction of new norms, values and 

knowledge. Well-integrated organisations can benefit from participation of sectors which are 
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representative of the local social and economic context. As a multi-sectoral organisation, the LAG 

relies on the integration in the territory as a key feature behind the effectiveness of its strategy. 

(iii) Level (related to the multi-level governance features) 

The multi-level analysis of horizontal networks and vertical networks focuses on a 

plurality of actors who belong to different institutional levels, e.g., from the European to the 

national, sub-national and local level. This analysis focuses on: (i) the logic of the value-chain or 

the network based on formal agreements for joint venture (e.g., consortia, producers associations, 

cooperatives) if the focus is on the private sphere; (ii) the logic of the network based on formal 

agreements for collective action (e.g., association of municipalities) if the focus is on the public 

sphere; (iii) vertical hierarchies if the focus is on the sphere of public administration; or (iv) mixed 

forms of networking which connect different institutional levels in a LAG (e.g., Górriz-Mifsud et 

al., 2016). The institutional analysis focuses on the formal and informal rules that govern 

interactions among various institutional, administrative and policy levels, as well as processes of 

decentralisation, power delegation, and distribution of functions and competences based on the 

subsidiarity principle. The emphasis here is on the coherence and consistency of policy and 

interventions along the involved levels. In the case of the LAGs, leverage with vertical structures 

may enhance the ability of the organisation to both influence outcomes in policy and programme 

development, as well as have its own needs recognised and acted upon. 

Integrating approaches for assessing governance in relation to social capital in LEADER  

As shown in this chapter, social capital and network governance are closely interrelated, 

with common elements used for analysing both. Keeping in mind that this book focuses on social 

capital in the LEADER Approach and in LAGs, we highlight hereafter the aspects of governance 

that can be explored by means of social capital forms. 

Within European rural policy and the LEADER Approach, LAGs are specifically designed 

to strengthen governance at the territorial level, by improving the density and quality of economic 

and social networks involved in programming, project development and cooperation (EENRD & 



13	
	

European Commission, 2014). LAGs develop a Local Development Strategy to plan resource 

allocation over the programme period of European Structural and Investment Funds by involving 

local representatives from the private and public sectors in decision-making (Regulation (EU) 

1303/2013). Thus, evaluating governance in relation to the LEADER Approach implies evaluating 

the multi-actor, multi-sector and multi-level processes of decision-making taken by LAGs in 

relation to the rural development strategy and their effects. More specifically, it first focuses on how 

decisions are taken, implemented and enforced, i.e., who takes and realises decisions (actors), on 

the basis of which relationships (horizontal or vertical), and according to which power distribution 

(e.g., influential capacity based on the actors’ reputation). Secondly, trust among actors and toward 

institutions, as well as the ethical and moral contents of shared values shared among actors, matter. 

Thus, governance arrangements and institutions influence what decisions are taken, and the quality 

of decision-making, in terms of the LAG’s capacity and performance (e.g., effectiveness) in 

managing networks.  

In this chapter, we argue that governance of a “good quality” is related to the capacity of 

LAGs to embrace “good governance” principles such as transparency, accountability, participation, 

and conflict management in their activities. In practice, this means evaluating dimensions such as 

the level of transparency and accountability adopted by LAGs in decision-making processes; 

whether their participatory processes are inclusive and thus satisfy members and beneficiaries; the 

level of benefits derived from the network as perceived by members and beneficiaries of the LAG; 

and the management of possible divergences and conflicts.   

In the method developed in this book, many of these governance elements are derived from 

the theory of social capital (Chapters 2 and 3). More specifically, the analysis of some of the LAG’s 

network governance arrangements, drawn from the positive approach and related to relationships 

with members and beneficiaries (horizontal network), are analysed as part of the structural form of 

social capital. Shared values and trust (among the LAG’s members, between the LAG and its 

beneficiaries, and toward institutions) are analysed as part of the normative-cognitive form of social 
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capital. Moreover, as drawn from the normative approach, accountability and transparency are 

analysed as part of the structural form of social capital, quality of participation, quality of network 

and management of conflicts as part of the normative-cognitive form of social capital. 

 The successful implementation of the Local Development Strategy depends not only on the 

elements of governance that are derived from the social capital theory (in its structural and 

normative-cognitive features), but also, as we argue here, on specific aspects that derive from 

governance theory. In our research, the specific features of governance that can influence social 

capital but are not directly derived from it, include: (i) how decision-making processes are 

organised and managed, (ii) the efficiency and effectiveness of the LAG in coordinating networks, 

(iii) its organisational culture and capacity related to the management of the various networks it is 

involved in (among members and with beneficiaries), as well as (iv) the quality and quantity of 

vertical relations, i.e., relationships with LAGs outside the region and with the higher levels of 

governance linked to the activities of the LAG, and their influence. These four dimensions of 

governance are used to complement the evaluation of social capital and are further elaborated in 

Part II, Chapters 7 and 9.  

We are aware that a fully comprehensive study of governance arrangements in a rural 

territory, at the local level, would require a critical analysis of further components. For example, in 

addition to the vertical relations addressed in the method, institutional structures and connections 

outside the LAG’s networks at broader spatial levels, and at higher administrative levels would 

need to be included. These are outside the scope of the present study, which focused more narrowly 

on responses within the LAG’s specific networks, by the director, members and beneficiaries.  

Similarly, in terms of performance (or good governance principles) reached by LAGs in 

their rural development strategies and actions, the dimensions of legitimacy and voice, direction and 

fairness (in terms of equity, social justice and rule of law), environmental sustainability and legality 

are not specifically addressed (Graham et al., 2003; Kjaer, 2004). While these elements are not 

specifically included in our method (see Chapter 18), they deserve further research in the context of 
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evaluating the impacts of LEADER. Finally, special attention should be devoted to the role of 

LAGs in promoting social innovation. As a relatively new and complex concept, forward-thinking 

and broader investigations will be needed in the coming years, yet, none of the basic elements of 

social capital and network governance have been specifically explored in relation to social 

innovation in the study. In the final chapter of the book, we reflect on the potential for LEADER to 

catalyse social innovation.  

 

Conclusion 

In the last decade, social capital and network governance have been indirectly mentioned 

as drivers of the neo-endogenous approach to development and the new rural paradigm (OECD, 

2006). These approaches have aimed to mobilise endogenous and local resources to increase the 

competitiveness of rural territories rather than sectors, by adding value to local cultural, 

environmental and social assets (OECD, 2006; OECD, 2014; Chapter 3). Combining efforts at the 

local level with funding from different levels of governance aims at achieving the goals of the 

European Strategy for 2020 as well as actual outcomes at the territorial level. Various elements 

identified in the theories of social capital (Chapters 2 and 3) and network governance support the 

neo-endogenous approach. The networks and institutions of trust and shared values which underlie 

LEADER have also been identified, more recently, as key drivers of social innovation. Indeed, 

while LAGs were ideated to promote innovation through bottom-up approaches and place-based 

governance mechanisms – a potential not always realised in practice – it is clear that 25 years after 

its first launch, innovation may require a further spark, based on prioritising social values, which 

could catalyse social innovation.  

Despite the importance of social capital, network governance and social innovation in 

supporting new approaches to rural development, few studies have looked at aspects of social 

capital and governance in local development projects, while studies on their interconnections with 

social innovation are at a pioneering stage (BEPA, 2014; European Commission, 2013b; Bock, 
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2016; Bosworth et al., 2016; Chapter 19). This chapter has laid out a conceptual framework that can 

be adopted for the analysis of the governance aspects that relate to the evaluation of social capital. 

Drawing from studies in social and political science, it has described the analytical and normative 

approaches to the study of governance and drawn connections to the forms of social capital 

analysed in the book. Rather than developing a full method for the assessment of governance in 

rural development, it has contributed to an understanding of the connections between governance 

and social capital, by identifying the dimensions – actors, sectors and levels – as well as some of the 

good governance principles, which are adopted in the evaluation method proposed, and described 

more fully in Part II of the present book. Finally, it has also contributed to strengthening the 

analysis of social capital by operationalising the identification and measurement of how LAGs 

specifically operate in their territories, in terms of decision-making processes, efficiency and 

effectiveness, organisational capacity and vertical linking. 
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