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Abstract

Intersectoral partnership challenges the new ru-
ral development programming period and requires in-
novative and rapid management decisions which creates
synergy and add value. This paper aims at examining the
methodological principles of rural development synergy
evaluation. This research attempts to take a closer look at
the theoretical assumptions behind different concepts of
the rural development management process and the im-
portance of synergy. On the grounds of the key findings,
propositions have been made regarding rural develop-
ment management synergy evaluation.
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Introduction

The pace of societal changes and the dynamic
socio-economic situation, affected by globalization,
force decision makers to look for new, knowledge
and technology based, rural development policy
measures. The rural development solutions
implemented during the 2007-2013 programming
period as well as best practices can be considered
a big step towards identifying new development
opportunities. It is explained in Europe 2020:
Europe’s Growth Strategy that EU member states,
should take measures to increase economic activity
of the population and social innovations by building
a community.

The problem of uneven development of
the regions is in the context of sustainable global
development. Regional-rural development is
influenced by weak management solutions, which
are mostly unfounded by regional-rural complex
evaluation based on social and economic outcomes.

Changes in regional-rural areas are closely
related to dynamic, constantly changing conditions
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of rural internal and real-life environment that should
be managed in order to avoid the consequences of
negative change.

Despite political aspirations, each rural
area must have compound or social and economic
development priorities, expressed in the area of
specialization inherent in a rational business, culture,
education and science.

Ventura, Milone, Ploeg (2010) argue that
development processes generate integrative as well
as competitive processes. Within the new paradigm,
sustainable development is ensured by the fact that
existing processes give rise to new consistency
among the economic, social and natural dimensions
of the territory.

Therefore, the objectives of sustainable rural
development in an area can not be linked to an
increase in economic and social activities alone. In
particular they should also be oriented to the creation
of positive synergies and externalities that enhance
local resources.

Management decisions for rural development
are usually taken only when a certain problem arises.
Problems do not create a strategic breakthrough,
new developmental steps, which would allow the
creation of the synergy effect are necessary. Dealing
solely with problems and their solutions hinders
insight into new opportunities and implementation of
a real strategic breakthrough, and the quality of life
in rural areas is changing in unwelcome direction.
There is still a lack of decisions based on a proactive
(insightful) approach and holistic thinking directed
towards actual local processes.

Evans (1996), Chatterjee (2006), Gylys
(2002), Vasiliauskas (2004) mostly have analysed
synergy and economies of scale, Hit, Ireland (2007),



Cepinskis (2008), Kutut, Ginevi¢ius (2008) — di-
versification, others (Jusevic¢ius, 2009; Bagdoniené,
2010; Kvedaravicius, 2005; Robe’r, Schmidt-Bleek,
Aloisi de Larderel et al., 2001; Woolcock, Narayan,
2000) — synergy and the development of the organi-
zation’s activities. However, there is still a lack of
a scientific approach to the benefit of synergy and
methods to achieve it in rural development manage-
ment processes.

Kvedaravicius, Malinauskas (2007) summa-
rized synergy as a result of sinergetics. According
to Coulter (2001), synergy includes the potential and
disposition of local development actors, which work
together and combine experience, expectations and
goals, describing their understanding of the world.
»Awareness of the meaning, value and importance of
synergy in “the space of thought activities* provide
an ability to stimulate development decisions, adapt
and improve them* (Jusevic¢ien¢ — Ufartieng¢, 2010).

The results of Kvedaravi¢ius, Malinauskas
(2008), Kanisauskas (2008), Smilga (2005), Moriar-
ty (1996), Corning (1995) studies have revealed that,
on the basis of the synergistic approach, each sys-
tem responds to external changes, management de-
cisions are important as much as they have potential,
and how the system is able to function without ex-
ternal energy, information, material and tangible and
intangible resources. In this case, the rural develop-
ment management techniques could be purposeful-
ly chosen .

Scientific literature study has revealed some
problems related to the rural development manage-
ment and synergy theories: the relationship between
the synergy and rural development management the-
ories, insufficient evidence of synergy highlighted
in the rural development management models, the
methodology of rural development management syn-
ergy evaluation. Moreover, techniques for achiev-
ing synergy in rural development management mod-
els and how local development actors’ management
techniques create preconditions for achieving max-
imum results (synergy effect) in rural development
have not been examined.

The key concern ofthe researchis to investigate
the methodological approaches to synergy evaluation
in rural development management processes.

Object of the research — synergy evaluation
techniques.

Objective of the research — having analysed
the theoretical and empirical synergy evaluation
techniques to validate the methodological principles
of rural development management synergy
evaluation.

The research tasks are as follows:

1. To analyse the theoretical concepts of the rural
development management process and synergy
and their importance.

2. To examine the relations between synergy and
the rural development principles.

3. To substantiate and ground the principles of rural
development management synergy evaluation.

Research methods: meta-analysis, compara-
tive analysis, interpretive methods, mixed analytical
synthesis, theoretical modelling, structuring.

Synergistic rural development

Rural area management is characterized by
endogenous, exogenous development and certain
strategic decisions which are based on the use
of rural driving forces and the potential of local
recourses in order to resolve the issues of new
developmental opportunities. The strongest driving
force capable of ensuring the desired synergy effect
in rural development is harmonized actions of
rural development performers and their strive for
common well-being (consistency) at various levels
(vertical and horizontal) of change management in
rural areas.

Atkocitniené, VaiSnoraité (2011) argue that
rural area change management is understood as
strategic activity of three interrelated phases: system
strategy analysis, creation of a strategy, and its
implementation. Also strategic change management
is understood not as non-recurring episodic but
constantly occurring and innovative activities.

The concept of rural area development is based
on the key principles of sustainable development
provided in the Cork Declaration (Cork..., 1996).
Ciegis (2009), Caplikas (2007) and others believe
that, in the context of sustainable development,
the most valuable synergy effect is possible when
priority to local resources is given, target groups,
main local problems and decisions are dealt with by
local development actors.

Kvedaravicius (2008) argues that manage-
ment is “the thought of activity (creative work) is
converted into decisions and their implementation.
This is a non-destructive activity, it directs the re-
maining activities of the systems and ensures that
new targets will be achieved Kvedaravicius, Nar-
butaité (2005). Ploeg, Marsden (2008) complement
Kvedaravicius (2005; 2008) by saying that rural de-
velopment management is formulation of objectives
and results, while rationally maximization, selec-
tion, development and implementation of ways and
means in order to achieve specific goals and move
on to new arrangements.
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Development discloses the socio-cultural
potential of the system, “the thought of activity*
provide prospects for achieving productivity and
efficiency gains.

The range of
possibilities

gl

The functioning
of the process

KaniSauskas (2008) has identified that the key
factors that determine development breakthrough
conditions are changes in the socio-cultural system
(rural area), which may foster either development or
degradation.

The range of
aspirations (goals)

tr2
trl

Synergy
effect

Here: gl — development opportunities before a step
g2 — development opportunities after a step
tr1— threshold goals before the development step
tr2 — threshold goals after the development step

Fig 1. Evidence of development synergy
Source: author compiled, reatedbased on Nonaka (1994), Kvedaravi¢ius, Narbutaité (2005)

ZakareviCius (2003) has summarized Quinn
(1990), Magnusen (1981), Carnall (1990) studies
and argues that rural development management
includes not only identification of changes but
also management necessities, management model
selection, resource analysis, promotion of local
development actors’ initiatives, collaboration and
partnership of different level rural development
actors.

Rural development management is difficult
because local development actors need specific
knowledge, competence and strong motivation.

While selecting a successful strategic
management model it is important to involve local
actors which will help identify the characteristics
and types of the rural development model.

The goal of rural development is, using
different methods and techniques, to ensure a decent
standard of living and the fulfilment of basic human
needs promoting sustainable socio-economic and
political development. Choosing an appropriate
rural development model, in the decision-making
and implementation phases determines success of
strategic objectives. However, rural development
actors seeking synergy effect may face certain risks,
such as unnecessary costs, time waste, resource
depletion, putting future generations at risk.

Nilsson, Svensson (2002), Kvedaravicius,
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Narbutaite (2005) have identified the following

added by synergy:

e resource, activity (roles and responsibilities),
responsibility, information, communication
sharing;

» experience sharing, good practice advice dis-
semination;

* knowledge, skills (technical and managerial),
accumulation, involvement of qualified profes-
sionals;

e image sharing (the value of separate units
increases when they are identified as part of the
system).

Kurtzberg, Amabile (2001) say that there is
no need to create synergy, it arises when a group
of people develop common ideas. Synergy in
rural development management is the result when
opinions openly move from against to in favour.

The ideas of Kurtzberg, Amabile (2001),
Rimkevi¢ius (2003), Kvedaravicius, Narbutaité
(2005), Duoba, Jusevicius (2009), Kazinikas, etc. are
summarised in Table 1 and show the relationshiop
between the main principles of synergy and rural
development. The principles of rural development
have been formulated in the Cork Declaration (1996),
the LEADER Programme (LEADER I (1991-1994),
LEADER II (1995-1999), LEADER+ (2000-2006),
LEADER (2007-2013)) (Navasaitiené et al., 2006;
Atkocitniené et al., 2004).



Table 1

Relationship between the principles of synergy and rural development

No. | Synergy principles

General characteristics

Rural development
principles

1. | Cooperation

Joint activities of local development actors.

Collaboration, partnership
and social responsibility of
rural development actors

2. |Involvement in
collective decisions

Decisions made collectively are of better quality, reduce
a risk factors, local development actors share knowledge,
problems, opportunities, experience, etc.

Principle ,,bottom up*

3. | Holistic approach

The holistic approach means that not only elements of the
system are known but also the relationship (link) between
them. Priority to the local potential is given.

Locality, subsidiarity

4. |Self-organization

It is a separate open non-linear system that obeys the
internal and external environmental factors.

Systemic approach

5. | Functioning in one
direction

Activityies seeking to achieve goals implement the general
idea, vision.

Preservation

6. |Openness

Open non-linear systems.

Rational balance between the rural economic potential and
the needs of the local development actors, priority to social
needs is given.

Sustainability, continuity

7. |Integrity

Integrated management solutions, combined different
options and opportunities.

Integrated management

8. |New thinking
paradigm

Innovative approaches to management decisions.

Innovations

9. | Panoramic thinking

It gives rise to extra-ordinary insights and, ideas, promotes
positive outcomes using local competitive advantage.

Management assessing
competitive advantage of
rural areas

10. |Development of
individuality

To know one’s inherent potential, share and accumulate
knowledge.

Key competences of rural
development actors

11. |Paradoxical
approach

Rural development actors’ intuition and experimentation,
application of non-traditional solutions create synergy of
rural development management decisions.

Strategic breakthrough

Rural development management based on
such synergy principles as cooperation, collabora-
tion, involvement, etc., creates the value that rural
development actors bring into the decision-making
process: experience, knowledge, competence, ex-
pectations, motives, energy, ideas, etc.

Well-managed rural development decisions of
local development actors, their preparation, adop-
tion and implementation as well as implemented all
possible opportunities can not only accelerate the
formation of the synergistic rural development man-
agement model but also ensure its quality implemen-
tation.

In terms of rural development management,
synergy creates a positive value when the collective
decision results transcend the direct results.

Theoretical assumptions of rural
development synergy evaluation

Synergy is a multidimensional concept, and
each researcher choses different interpretation of the
concept. For example, Brunoni, Rossi (2000), Brown
(2001), Laskes, Weiss, Miller (2006), etc. propose
to evaluate synergy on the basis of the management
level (see Table 2).
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Table 2

Synergy evaluation on the basis of the management level

Local level
(Consolidation of interests)

Municipality level
(Structural perspective)

National level
(Consolidated structures)

Emphasis on interest and resource
allocation of networks linking
individuals.

interaction.

Examination of the social structure
of the formation process and study
of the relations among them or
with other social structures and
distribution of the result of social

Evaluation of different mergers of
social structures / fusion with the social,
political, economic and cultural systems.
Assessment of the ways in which the
social environment may influence the
development solutions.

Chain, Liebowitz (2006), Macerinskiené,
Vasiliauskaité¢ (2007) and others analyse synergy
through the social capital and networking concepts.

Evans (2002), Kersberger, Waarden (2004),
Castells (2005), Leonavicius (2005) and others ar-
gue that networks can be analysed with reference to
not only the micro level but also the mezzo and mac-
ro level theories, which help highlighten the inter-
personal, inter-institutional or inter-organizational
effects of networks. While analysing the value added
by membership of rural development actors in net-
works it is best to refer to the mezzo level theories,
which explain that the economy, the social structure
or public policy are implemented in the multi-lay-
ered environment and the self-developing networks
where common goals and needs exist. The mac-
ro level theories often are abstract and applicable in
specific situations, paying less attention to the inter-
mediate processes; meanwhile the micro level the-
ories lack analysis of various structural factors, the
role of networks in solving the development issues
(Atkocitiniené, Pakeltiené, 2013).

Castells (2005) argues that networks are dy-
namic and open structures as long as they can provide
new information and experience. Networks have al-
ready become a new social morphology, meanwhile
the spread of networking (i.e. modes) modifies the
desired outcomes, experience, power and cultural
processes. Herry, Noon (2008) describe a network as
a form of cooperation, partnership, which creates re-
lations amongst organizations, groups or individuals
with common goals and enables them to exchange
resources, information thereby creating conditions
for increasing efficiency and achieving synergy.

Kvedaravic¢ius, Malinauskas (2007) believe
that synergy evaluation can be grounded on differ-
ent dimensions:

» scientific synergy dimension;

* philosophical synergy dimension;

» methodological synergy dimension;
» epistemological synergy dimension;
* social synergy dimension;

» predictive synergy dimension.
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A significant number of researchers focus on
the newly emerging features of the phenomenon
when the individual parts, merged into one, acquire
new features than they have achieved before. This
phenomenon is called complementarity.

Milgrom, Roberts (1995), Barua et al. (1996),
Harrison, Hit, Hoskisson, Ireland (2001), Kveda-
ravicius, Narbutaité (2005) argue that when tangi-
ble resources are being used a complementarity ef-
fect occurs, when intangible — a synergy effect. It
should be emphasized that in order to achieve syn-
ergy the complementary resources cannot be identi-
cal because a strategic breakthrough does not occur.
A large number of opportunities and competitive ad-
vantages could be created when different resources
merge in the partnership process.

The methodological nature of complementari-
ty and its evaluation is possible by adapting “the Lat-
tice theory”, “super modality”, economies of scale,
resources, the endogenous development theory, hu-
man relations, social and symbolic capital com-
pounds.

Brunoni, Rossi (2000), Jucevicius, Iloniené
(2009), Karacapilidis, Ruping, Tzagarakis (2011)
and others recommend to analyse partnership syner-
gy as a “proxy” for effectiveness as, in theory, part-
nership that has maximized synergy achieves full
potential of collaboration. Synergy is the degree
to which partnership combines the complementary
strengths, perspectives, values and resources of all
partners in search for better solutions (Jones, Bar-
ry, 2011).

Weiss et al. (2002) examine six dimensions of
partnership functioning: leadership, administration
and management, efficiency, non-financial resourc-
es, partner involvement and community related chal-
lenges. The authors’ findings show that synergy is
most closely related to leadership and efficiency.

Synergy that partnership achieves through a
successful collaborative process is not just an ex-
change of resources among the participants. The par-
ticipants create something new and valuable togeth-
er — the whole that is greater than a sum of its parts.



When the collaborative process achieves high lev-

el synergy, partnership is able to think in new and

better ways how it can achieve its goals, carry out
more comprehensive, integrated interventions and
strengthen its relationship with the broader commu-

nity (Partnership Self-evaluation Tool, 2002).

In 2001, the Centre for the Advancement of
Collaborative Strategies in Health conducted Na-
tional Study of Partnership Functioning. This study
was designed to determine the extent to which part-
nership achieves synergy and to identify the factors
that influence the ability of partnership to maximize
synergy.

Key factors that influence partnership syner-
gy:

* leadership — promotes productive interaction
among diverse participants, as well as the abili-
ty to make good use of the participants’ in-kind
resources, financial resources and time (part-
nership efficiency) (Partnership Self-evaluation
Tool, 2002);

* community involvement in partnership — suc-
cessful partnership needs to involve minority,
grassroots and end-user groups. Zahner (2005),
Winer and Ray (1994) note that having a broad
array of partners contributes to effectiveness;

*  boundary-spanning skills — these include nego-
tiation skills and the ability to see new opportu-
nities. It is closely connected with such syner-
gy principles as the proactive and panoramic ap-

proach, innovative decisions;

*  organization culture — according to Jones, Barry
(2011), “culture clashes are the most commonly
cited reason for alliance failure, and uni-profes-
sional cultures are formidable barriers as ‘each
reinforces and acts in concert’”’;

e trust and mistrust — Solomon and Flores (2001)
call psychological, organizational and sociologi-
cal constructs of trust, each of which has two dis-
tinct dimensions: trusting, which means open-
ness and sharing, and trustworthiness, which
means support and acceptance;

e power — an important partnership functioning
factor in terms of facilitating cooperation and
can be seen as the functional equivalent of trust,
moreover, shared power is central to collabora-
tion (Jones, Barry, 2011);

* administration, management and efficiency —
predictors of synergy and that synergy may also
be related to how partnership is administrated
and managed.

A more explicit attention to the partnership
development process will contribute to maximizing
synergy and enable partnership of rural development
actors to achieve their full potential.

Ploeg and Marsden (2008) present that syner-
gy is possible by creating a tight network of multi-
level and multidimensional relations that connect the
resources and the territory to economic, social and
institutional players.

- Local resources,
- Local redistribution of value added;
- Local knowledge and learning by doing

N with an improvement of entrepreneurial //'
\\\ and collective attitude; L,/
L N - Short chains where relational aspects 7
- New externalities, N . . . 4 Lo . .

- New refefinition of quality and \\S“dl as image, identity play a key role/.// - Novelties in agritourism, care
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identity that emphasis the Governance of
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i g ! competetiveness or rural regions.
potencial of all products. markets production P g
- Diversification activities; Institutional R -
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organisations to new sectors such as e AN M 8 femi P h
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protection, labour, knowledge
and relationships;
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~_sectors and actors internal and
external to the regions;
« - Opportunities for

N\

- Emerging new networks where complexity
is managed trough the sharing of risk and
responsabilities among all actors involved

and where diversity becomes a common
advantage.

Fig. 2. Contribution of the rural web dimensions
Source: author compiled, based on Ploeg, Marsden (2008)
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The six dimensions function and recur with-
in the heterogeneity of areas and processes. The
authors note that these processes and their role in
the development process as a whole can be distin-
guished from each other, they cannot be separated
because the one explains the existence of the other
and vice versa.

The rural web is formed through consistent
connections of these dimensions and becomes es-
tablished through the process that involves differ-
ent level rural development actors and structures in
the development, integration, experimentation and
learning activities.

Key findings of rural development

management synergy evaluation

The present article gives a brief analysis of
significant investigations into synergy evaluation.
The technique of synergy evaluation is very difficult,
complex and mostly applied to organizations and
their structural composition and quality exploration.

However, there is a need to analyse synergy
territorially.

After analysing the benefits of synergy for
local social, economic and institutional progress,
it is appropriate to single out some key findings in
rural development management synergy:

» on the basis of the principle of complementarity,
it is appropriate to explore the functional
relationship (as resources) between different
levels of rural development actors;

* to specify partnership synergy components, the
rural web dimensions and, on the basis of it, to
assess the impact on the network entities for
rural development management synergy;

* toprepareanintegrated indicators system forrural
development management synergy evaluation.
The indicators could be: community networks,
the nature and character of participation in the
community, resource exchange, coherence
of the group, positive and negative features
of the groups (trust, mistrust, competences,
responsibility, etc.);

» rural development management synergy should
be analysed at LAU2 level (Local Administrative
Unit) because only at this level endogeneity
occurs mostly and the rural development
approach links up with the principles of synergy;

* to form and ground the indicators of the system
of rural development management synergy is
possible on the basis of partnership synergy
components and the complementarity of
tangible and intangible resources, the rural web
dimensions.
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Conclusions

For a long time rural areas have been — and
to a certain degree still are — characterized by ma-
jor and often deep cleavages between different sec-
tors. Decision-making, economies of scope, synergy
and partnership are important elements of the whole
development process, which requires rapid, innova-
tive and synergistic decisions and new rural devel-
opment models.

The models, calculations and evaluations
which illustrate synergy are not very accurate. The
aggregate effect does not occur immediately, it is
distributed over a given period. It could be said, that
in the real life, multi-synergy operates.

In the procedural sense, rural development
can be considered an evolutionary action. Therefore
systemic change conditioned by the manifestation of
a looming recession or other reasons must be inten-
tional.

That is why rural development actors must
look for innovative techniques to assess rural de-
velopment management decisions and evaluate the
created synergy or the strategic breakthrough con-
ditions.

In order to create a rural development model,
a system of indicators to evaluate the created syner-
gy it is necessary to use a complex of the rural web
elements and to include human resources and other
organized structures in terms of their individual as
well as the group quality and relations.

The rural development synergy assessment
instrument should be based on all the “rural web” di-
mensions involving partnership dimension. It should
be detailed in the distal and proximal criteria which
may have both quantitative and qualitative indica-
tors.

The identified indicators of rural development
synergy need to be checked using the expert evalu-
ation method. Expert evaluation of indicators would
provide weights for each indicator and convert qual-
itative indicators into numerical. Moreover, correla-
tion between the synergistic rural development di-
mensions will provide preconditions for creating
complex rural development synergy.

After the identification of the factors that
characterize and influence rural development syner-
gy, empirical examination of it in pilot rural areas
gains great value.

In order to carry out an investigation it is nec-
essary to evolve methodology, investigate socio-eco-
nomic conditions of the area, identify its strengths
and opportunities (strategic breakthrough) and then
measure rural development synergy expression in
pilot areas.



Following the imposition of rural develop-

ment synergy, synergistic rural development maps
and scenarios to achieve them can be developed.

The analysed rural development synergy eval-

uation aspects and the designed rural development
synergy assessment instrument can be considered a
methodological tool which helps local actors evalu-
ate the potential of the area and prepare appropriate,
innovative strategic breakthrough directions orient-
ed to a long-term perspective.
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Kaimisky vietoviy vystymo sinergijos vertinimo metodologiniai principai

Santrauka

Kaimisky vietoviy vystymo (KVV) sprendimai
dazniausiai priimami tik atsiradus tam tikrai problemai.
Sprendimy priéméjai pernelyg didelius démesio, laiko,
energijos ir kitus iSteklius skiria probleminiams klausi-
mams i$spresti. Problemos nesukuria strateginio prover-
7io, naujo vystymo zingsnio, dél kurio biity sukuriamas
sinergijos efektas. Vien tik darbas su problemomis ir jy
sprendimas trukdo jzvelgti naujas galimybes ir jvykdyti
realy strateginj proverzj, o gyvenimo kokybé kaimiskose
vietovése keiciasi nepageidaujama linkme. Vis dar pasi-
gendama proaktyviu (jzvalgiu) poziiiriu paremty sprendi-
my, orientuoty j vietovéje vykstancius procesus.

KVYV sinergijos vertinimas ir jos reikSmés suvo-
kimas yra ypac reik§mingas strateginio valdymo sprendi-
mas, kurio pagrinda sudaro vietos potencialo pritaikymas
naujoms vystymo galimybéms panaudoti. Tarpinstitucing
partnerysté, naujojo kaimo plétros politikos programavi-
mo laikotarpio i$stukiai reikalauja novatorisky, panorami-
niu ir strateginiu mastymu gristy, greity valdymo spren-
dimy, kurianciy sinergija ir socialing vert¢ kaimiskose
vietovése.

Mokslinéje literatiiroje tiriamos Sios su kaimis-
ky vietoviy vystymu susijusios problemos: neisryskintas
santykis tarp sinergijos teorijos ir KVV teorijy, mazai
analizuojamos KVV sisteminés kaitos ir strateginio pro-
verzio salygos, be to, tyréjai nesutaria, kokie KVV meto-
dai sudaro prielaidas pasiekti sinerginiy rezultaty.

Atlikta mokslinés literatiiros analizé leidzia dary-
ti prielaida, kad mokslininkai vis dar nesutaria dél ben-
dro KVV sinergijos vertinimo metodo ir sinergija bando
vertinti skirtingais biidais: analizuodami pavienius, skir-
tingas sritis apibiidinancius rodiklius, naudodamiesi tam
tikrais teoriniais kaimo vystymo modeliais bei metodiko-
mis, kurdami integruotus, kompleksinius rodiklius.

Analizuoti KVV sinergija galima kiekvienu val-
dymo lygmeniu atskirai ir visais kartu, kai siekiama tirti
KVV priemoniy ir jy taikymo sinergija, pagrista vietos
gyventojy iniciatyvomis ,,i§ apacios bei politiniy spren-
dimy priéméjy sprendimais ,,i§ virSaus®.

Nagrinéjamu atveju tikslingiausia KVV sinergija
analizuoti savivaldos lygmeniu, nes Cia labiausiai pasi-
reiSkia kaimiSkos vietovés kaip sistemos ypatybés, rysiy
ir santykiy tarp kaimo vystymo veikéjy priklausomybés,
dalyvavimas tinkluose, pasitikéjimas, instituciniai susita-
rimai (taisyklés ir normos), socialinés saveikos rezultatai.

D¢l KVV sinergijos vertinimo svarbos moksliniy
ir praktiniy diskusijy erdvéje abejoniy nekyla, todél vys-
tymo sinergijos vertinimas turéty buti vienas i§ kaimisky
vietoviy vystymo sprendimy rengimo, priémimo ir jgy-
vendinimo pagrindo dedamuyjy.

Atlikty sinergijos vertinimo teoriniy ir praktiniy
moksliniy tyrimy analizé atskleid¢, jog KVV yra sudeé-
tingas procesas, o vystymo sinergija pasiekiama tik tada,

kai vystymo sprendimai priimami integruojant skirtingy
sriciy vystymosi potenciala.

Dazniausiai sinergijai vertinti pasitelkiami rodi-
kliai, apibiidinantys tam tikras sritis ir iSreiSkiantys savita
pozitirj | KVV sinergija, pavyzdziui, jsitraukimas j par-
tneryste, kaimo vystymosi veikéjy gebéjimas mobilizuoti,
organizaciné kultiira, ry$iai tarp kaimo vystymosi veikéjy,
efektyvus valdymas, sprendimy priémimas, dalyvavimo
nauda, pasitenkinimas dalyvaujant, vietovés fizinés inf-
rastruktiiros valdymas, ekonominiy, zmogiskyjy, sociali-
niy, gamtiniy, kultiiriniy, dvasiniy istekliy valdymas, vie-
tovés politinio valdymo partnerysté, inovacijos, socialinio
kapitalo vystymas, instituciniai susitarimai, kaimisky vie-
toviy rinkos valdymas. Visi Sie veiksniai patys savaime
kiekviename kaimiskos vietovés vystymosi etape gali
salygoti sinerginius efektus, taciau didziausia sinergija
pasiekiama dél veiksniy tarpusavio saveikos.

KVV sinergijos vertinimo rodikliy sistemai su-
kurti tikslinga pasitelkti uzsienio praktikoje jau iSbandyta
Rural web metoda, kurj sudaro $esios sinergijos vertinimo
dimensijos (endogeniskumas, novatoriSkumas, darnumas,
socialinis kapitalas, instituciniai susitarimai, rinkos val-
dymas). Taciau §j metoda bitina papildyti partnerystés
dimensija, skatinancia kooperacija, sprendimy daugiaas-
pektiskuma, jsitraukima ir tarpinstituciniy ar tarporgani-
zaciniy susitarimy praktika.

Identifikuotas KVV sinergijos dimensijas bitina
detalizuoti j jas charakterizuojancius kriterijus, o Siuos — |
dar tikslesnius kokybinius ir kiekybinius rodiklius. Sie-
kiant atrinkti rodiklius, atspindinéius Salies situacija,
tikslinga pasitelkti eksperty pagalba. Ekspertinio verti-
nimo metodu tikslinga jvertinti rodiklius, juos atrinkti ir
sugrupuoti. Tokiu biidu buty sukurta kompleksiné KVV
sinergijos vertinimo rodikliy sistema, kurig buty gali-
ma praktiskai pritaikyti Lietuvos kaimiskose vietovése.
KVV sinergijos vertinimo instrumentas padéty nustatyti
teritorijos potenciala, strateginio proverzio galimybes ir
potencialios sinergijos laipsnj. Taigi pati KVV sinergijos
vertinimo metodika gali buti laikoma tarsi palaikanciaja
sistema KVV strateginiams sprendimams formuoti.

Identifikuoti KVV sinergijos vertinimo principai
atskleidzia erdve¢ tolesniems tyrimams ir pagrindzia po-
reikj sukurti kaimisky vietoviy vystymo sinergijos verti-
nimo instrumentg. Tyrimo rezultatai rodo, kad KVV yra
nuolat besikeiCiantis ir atsinaujinantis procesas, kuriam
suvaldyti biitini nauji vadybiniai metodai ir sprendimai.
Sinergijos reik§més suvokimas ir strateginio proverzio
galimybiy analizé — vis dar atvira erdvé mokslinéms dis-
kusijoms plétoti.

Pagrindiniai ZodZiai: kaimisky vietoviy vysty-
mas, valdymas, sinergijos principai, vertinimas.
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