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Abstract: The study of the partnership organization mechanism (POM) aims to answer the question
of how an organization manages the mechanical operation of the partnership and how the partnership
system shapes itself in order to achieve a fairer balance across all junctions of the POM, through shafts
connected into a single mechanism. The study has led to a deeper understanding of the empirical
operation of the POM and has led to the identification of 20 POM configuration principles, the
harmonization of which, in accordance with the principle of coherence, enables sustainability to be
achieved and managed. The study is exploratory and therefore empirical facts supporting theoretical
insights were sought. The information database of the study consists of 5-year observation data of
Lithuanian local action groups, exploratory survey data and in-depth interviews for verification of
the phenomenon. The empirical study allowed us to verify the theoretical operation of the POM and
helped us to determine the content and purpose of the relationships between different groups of
stakeholders in the region. A total of 10 POM empirical models have been detected, which confirmed
the fundamental thesis of the study that sustainability can be managed by ensuring the harmonious
operation of the system and by controlling the level of system coherence.

Keywords: partnership organization mechanism; sustainability; local action groups

1. Introduction

Sustainability has been widely discussed in various contexts. It is important because
it defines the principles for ensuring the stability of the social system through its internal
balance and coherence with the external environment. This is the only way to ensure the
long-term viability of the system and to ensure that its efficiency is not lost in the long
term. Sustainability also includes an in-depth analysis of systemic factors that determine
the recovery of biological, natural, social or economic systems after a partial exhaust due
to the effects of internal or external factors. The ability to recover and rebuild is critical
to the long-term survival of a system, so in the long run, those systems are sustainable
that are able not only to maintain a higher efficiency, but also to rebuild exhausted internal
and external resources, and thus, they ensure the stability of resources. All this can be
recognized in the biological form of commensalism and the higher biological form of
mutualism [1]. The essence of the first is the use without causing harm to the environment
and the essence of the second is the use by creating environmental benefits. The first
explains the preservation of the environment in which the system operates in its original
state, and the second explains its evolution into a more advanced one.

Sustainability is related to the resilience of a system [2]. In order to achieve greater
resilience with minimal costs, the scientific literature proposes a coherent framework for
sustainability and resilience. Resilience determines the ability of a system to respond to
external threats [3] and to withstand the negative effects of the environment and internal
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and external destruction. This is the organizational reliability of a system [4], which is
related to strengths, activities and entrepreneurship inherited from people [5], a system’s
ability to survive and adapt to difficult conditions. This feature of the system is explained
by the study of the biological nature of the system. It shows that the biological nature of a
system is derived primarily from its human or natural nature.

Biological nature is important because it contains the most important factor for long-
term survival—natural evolution. It is biological nature that is characterized not only by
the ability to change, but also by the ability to adapt and reorganize itself, which guarantees
the biological system long-term viability. Organizations are characterized by this feature
as well. Being composed of people, they inherit organizational reflexes through human
resources from individuals and on the basis of them form their own organizational reflexes,
which ensures a more effective adaptation and functioning in changing conditions [6]. This
increases the resilience of the organization and ensures sustainability.

An in-depth study of organizational reflexes has shown that a social and at the
same time economic system that is recognized as an organization not only has an arc
of organizational reflexes characteristic of living organisms, including humans, but also
continuously improves itself through human resources. Organizational reflexes explain
how the system coordinates, teaches and reconfigures itself in order to achieve a greater
performance and a more optimal balance of actions, which it needs to be more sustainable
but at the same time more efficient in the long term.

In a social system, when it comes to community and its partnerships, the resilience
arises not only from the systemic functioning of its biological nature, but also from social
connections and social mechanisms (behavior, decisions and actions) [7], which are im-
portant in overcoming difficulties and recovering after them. Therefore, proper resilience
management is the best way to increase sustainability in the long term.

This study includes a feature that is equally important for the first two features of a
sustainable system—the coherence [8]. In order to ensure sustainability, it is not sufficient
to guarantee the adequacy and stability of resources, or to ensure the resilience of the
system alone. It is still necessary to guarantee that its operation will be sustainable and
coordinated. This will protect against the over exhaustion of resources at any stage of
the system operation, and will lead to better performance and will ensure that all actions
within the system will become more coordinated. The literature presents an approach that
coherence is not a permanent state of the system, but develops in response to external
and internal factors [9]. In addition, when examining the concept of coherence, it was
noticed that coherence is also compatible with the principles of mechanical operation [10],
which suggests that, at a certain period in time, coherence can nevertheless be treated as a
relatively permanent state of the system.

Arenas, Díaz-Guilera, Kurths, Moreno, Zhou (2008) [11] treated a coherence as ab-
solute, and at mechanical operation the coherence means the synchronous operation of
several elements, whether they are a whole or only a part of the system. In addition,
mechanical operation explains the permanence of the system when it comes to maintaining
system efficiency at the same level [12]. This study examined for the organizational mecha-
nism of partnership operating in the local action groups (LAG) and provided evidence that
cooperation between social stakeholders can be defined on the basis of mechanical laws.
The latter study was limited to attributing the mechanical principles to the organizational
mechanism of partnership. The study did not answer the question of how the mechanical
operation is managed in the organizational mechanism of the partnership and how the
partnership system shapes itself in order to achieve a fairer balance between all junctions
of the partnership organizational mechanism through its shafts.

Compared with previous research, this paper presents the study of partnership orga-
nizational mechanism phenomena. The study allowed a deeper theoretical and empirical
understanding of operation principles of the partnership organizational mechanism (POM).
The 20 initial configurations of POM were developed during this study and it was found
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that by combining initial configurations of POM, the desired level of sustainability can
be achieved.

An empirical study conducted in local action groups allowed us to verify the theo-
retical operation of the POM and helped us to determine the content and purpose of the
relationships between different groups of stakeholders in the region. A total of 10 POM
empirical models were identified, which confirmed the fundamental thesis of the study,
that sustainability can be managed by ensuring the coherent operation of the system and
by controlling the level of sustainability.

This study is exploratory, and therefore has sought empirical facts supporting theoretical
insights. The reference database of the study consists of 5-year observation data of local action
groups, exploratory survey data and in-depth interviews used for phenomenon verification.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Organizational Mechanism

Signs of mechanism management can be found as early as the second decade of
the XXI century. In management studies, the principles of the design of mechanisms are
analyzed in an attempt to adapt them to the structure of organizations [13]. Studies are
carried out and questions are raised as to which mechanism is most suitable for achieving
objectives such as social well-being, development of areas, efficiency of solutions, etc. Is
there a need for the state regulation? If so, which mechanism is most appropriate for this?
What activities of the mechanism are required by the institutions, i.e., common rules and
procedures for decision-making?

The most prominent theory is the theory of mechanism design, which is understood
as an “engineering” part of economic theory. The founder of mechanism design theory—
Hurwicz (1973) [14]—grounds the theory in economic institutions, which are considered
information systems, and their participants send messages, the totality of which determine
the allocation of certain resources. According to the author, a mechanism is an institution,
a procedure (as if specific rules of the game) designed to achieve results. Hurwicz [14]
was one of the first to use the term incentive compatibility, which today also describes the
coherent functioning of the stakeholders in achieving their goals.

A derivative of Hurwicz’s (1973) [14] mechanism design theory is Maskin’s (2002) [15]
implementation theory. This theory is the part of mechanism design theory that covers
the problem of the presence of an “inferior” balance in conjunction with the desired
balance. It is this theory that grounds the partial coherence, or the partial operation, of
the mechanism, which is detectable today in mechanical units such as the car’s gearbox.
The managerial meaning of its operation is that the gearbox, being a mechanism as one
unit, actually accumulates several different alternatives within itself, thanks to which
the organization can move slowly but surely or quickly. Namely, Maskin’s (2002) [15]
implementation theory allows social stakeholders not only to be seen as a synchronous
whole, but also to contribute to the perception that their functioning can be controlled, and
the fragments of their functioning that are remote from the holistic model are nothing more
than functional connections that help social systems, such as local action groups, to achieve
intermediate goals.

The discourse mechanism design theory is an analytical framework that is set up by
the institutions to highlight the problem of incentives. The “developers” of the mechanism
are members of the society, organization, or institution and others who, in accordance with
their mission, activate the relevant nodes of the mechanism (junctions) and combine them
into a single chain (shaft) guaranteeing their synchronous operation, which is necessary to
achieve effective co-operation and to ensure the coherent functioning of the system.

Formally, the problem of incentives was determined by the implementation of social
choice rules, which in sustainability represent the purpose of sustainability and the tasks
of the participants in relation to their long-term environment-friendly evolution, which
promotes the survival not only of them but also of their surrounding environment.
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The rules of social choice specify, for each specific situation, which results would be
socially optimal in the relevant environment (state, city, rural area). In this discourse, if
a mechanism has features where the set of equilibrium results are equal to the socially
optimal results (determined by the rules of social choice), then it can be concluded that the
rules of social choice are implemented by this mechanism [15–17].

There are distinguished formal and informal mechanisms of governance (Figure 1),
which are defined by stakeholder representation, the division of powers and account-
ability [18–20]. Through achieving local development goals and environmental change,
formal and informal governance mechanisms should be combined with each other (e.g.,
stakeholders must be represented, not only by formal authorities, but also by informal
organizations (network organizations, rural communities, etc.) (Figure 1), which becomes
relevant in laying the foundation for system sustainability.

Figure 1. Formal and informal mechanisms determining rural development. Source: [12].

The mechanism in the social system can be compared with rotating gears, the operation
of which can explain why one element is related to another, how the elements interact
with each other, what their connections are [21] and how the system’s cohesive operation
is synchronized.

In the outlook of situational theory, the activity of the organization is determined
not only by the formal structure of the organization, but also by the relationship of the
organization to the external environment, technologies, and organization strategy, the ratio
of the information available and the corresponding situation, and other factors. Namely,
the mechanisms (they manage information flows, establish rules, etc.) which ground the
emergence of coherent and harmonious organizations [22].

According to Hedstrom and Swedberg (1998) [23], the concept of mechanisms in
the social sciences can be perceived as a set of hypotheses that allow us to explain social
phenomena—interactions between stakeholders or between stakeholders and some social
factors. There are three main mechanism models [23,24]: (1) situational mechanisms, which
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are systematically accurate, having the social structure and macro-sociological qualities,
revealing the stakeholder beliefs, goals or prospects; (2) the action of forming mechanisms
which exist at the micro level, and enabling an analysis as relevant stakeholder beliefs,
goals or opportunities generated by the specific actions; and (3) transformation mecha-
nisms, which include stakeholder interactions and reveals how stakeholder objectives are
transformed into collective outcomes.

2.2. POM Sustainability Discourse

The origins of the organizational mechanism of the partnership can be considered as
the development of management theories. This is because all theories of organizational
management essentially talk about how to balance and manage people’s actions in an
organization, which inevitably relates to the principles of coordination of their activities,
optimization of their efforts and partnership.

Mechanism perception is recognizable in bureaucracy theory [25]. A bureaucratic
organization, because of its bureaucratic apparatus, most effectively controls the work of
many people when they seek specific defined goals.

According to Weber (2015) [25], bureaucracy is a centralized form of organization
management that acts as the most efficient management mechanism based on rationality.
The essence of this form is the organization of human activity through systematic pro-
cesses and a clear hierarchical mechanism, which is also relevant in modern perspectives
of sustainability and sustainability as a premise of optimized socio-economic efficiency,
intuitively forming the foundation of formal mechanistic regularities in the knowledge of
social phenomena. The model of an ideal bureaucratic organization eventually became the
basis for examining the interaction of decision-making and the bureaucratic mechanism
with other institutions and public sector problems. However, this is not the only theory
grounding the mechanistic perception of system operation. Bennis (1968) [26] introduced
Adhocracy theory which is opposed to Weber’s theory of bureaucracy, which breaks down
the formalized structure, creating a rational mechanistic basis for the formal mechanism of
management. However, at the same time, W. Bennis’s (1968) [26] theory of Adhocracy focus
on multidisciplinary teams united by their own functions, which form the basis for the
formation of the non-formal management mechanism and the development of partnership
perception and deeper knowledge [26].

In addition to the aforementioned cooperative systems introduced by Chester (1938) [27],
later, the administrative behavior discussed by Herbert (2013) [28] laid the foundation
for Systems management theory, the perception of which is very important and will later
expand the boundaries of mechanistic perception. Systems management theory focuses
not on Weber’s [25] bureaucratic apparatus and not on Bennis’ [26] multidisciplinary team
and its functions, but on the perception of business wholeness, which is unique in that the
business consists of components of the whole that must operate in harmony in order for
the system to function optimally. Systems management theory is based on entropy, synergy
and holistic concepts, which are the basis for an open system composed of open and closed
subsystems. The latter theory refers to the concept of partnership and coherence through
synergy, holism and subsystems and creates assumptions for sustainability through entropy
by defining the trend of system decay.

In the context of these and earlier mechanistic theories, Stareike (2017) [12] constructs
the organizational mechanism of partnership. She named the basic characteristics of the
organizational mechanism of the partnership: the mechanisms consist of the activities and
interactions of subjects (interested persons); they are designed to perform certain actions
and functions; the models of the organizational mechanism describe the corresponding
characteristics of the mechanisms that operate in organizational processes. Certain mod-
els of organizational mechanisms operate in the relevant organizational processes; the
organizational mechanism may be associated with, or may change, the organizational
management structure.
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Stareike (2017) [12] describes the organizational mechanism of the partnership as a
whole of solutions, also known as junctions and activities that connect them into shafts, act-
ing synchronously with each other. The author identifies the junctions of the organizational
mechanism as the relevant activities of the mechanism, and the shafts of the organizational
mechanism are called the links between the components (connections that connect the
relevant activities to each other). The simultaneous execution of several activities in the
chain are described by Stareike (2017) [12] as a synchronous operation.

Although Stareike (2017) [12] does not examine the organizational mechanism of the
partnership in the context of coherence and sustainability, as in bureaucratic, Adhocracy
and systematic theory, this link is easily identified through a partnership which is defined
as a self-organizing non-hierarchical alliance through which stakeholders at different levels
of governance—i.e., businesses and local communities—share common goals, benefits,
resources, skills and risks [29–34]. In rural areas, the partnership is based on the principle
of synergy and the competitive advantage of stakeholders [35]. The objectives of the
organization of partnership within the partnership’s organizational mechanism for the
development of rural areas relate to a pooling of resources, their sustainable consumption,
ensuring sustainability, inclusion of communities, strengthening of regions, creating jobs,
and reducing social exclusion, etc. The organizational mechanism of the partnership is,
from a procedural point of view, information, consultation, inclusion and participation
activities and the links between them (Table 1).

Table 1. Roles of POM junctions.

The Role of Junction *

Information Consulting Inclusion Participation

I1—Communication
I2—Direction
I3—Initiation
I4—Introduction

C1—Expression of opinion
C2—Knowledge transfer
C3—Recommendation
C4—Advice on how to proceed
C5—Presentation of an expert or
specialist opinion

Ic1—Bringing together
Ic2—Cooperation
Ic3—Empowerment
Ic4—Motivation
Ic5—Pooling of resources

P1—Information exchange
P2—Development of dialogue
P3—Representation
P4—Discussion
P5—Conciliation
P6—Negotiation

* Stareike (2017) [12].

In partnership organizational mechanisms, information activities were taken over by
Benington, Geddes (2013) [34] and are designed to introduce community members to a
possible partnership. It is the transfer of information about possible ways of engaging the
informed person in community decision-making and self-realization when not seeking
feedback from the informed person.

Consulting activities include specialist advice in response to the questioner’s inquiry
about community processes. Consulting is complex and includes economic, financial,
sociological, socio-psychological, psychodynamic, anthropological constructs, as well
as theories of organization development, political and practical aspects, cultural values,
and norms of behavior [36]. The result of the consultation is the sharing of professional
information, advice or assistance in determining the goals of the organization and solving
the problems that arise [37].

Inclusion is intended to help stakeholders involved in community-based processes
to acquire resources and opportunities from those who can provide them or facilitate
their exchange with those who need them in order to participate in economic, social and
cultural life in a sustainable way and to meet society’s accepted standards of well-being
and living [38]. In most cases, inclusion is limited in time to get operational as soon as pos-
sible, so stakeholders are involved through network structures or existing regional/local
organizations. Inclusion creates the preconditions for stakeholders to participate in man-
agement processes, thus creating the preconditions for coherence arising from a set of
synchronized actions.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 11672 7 of 21

Participation—the presence of the persons concerned as an active participant in the
pursuit of community and the conduct of activities with the social partners and community
members. Participation in the partnership includes mechanisms for the adoption and
coordination of top-down and bottom-up development initiatives [38]. Participation also
includes consultations with community representatives, meetings with the public, etc. [39,40].

In partnership, informational, consulting, inclusion and participation as a basis for
their interaction, links between stakeholders are formed (Table 1). Through these links,
potential risks and benefits are distributed among stakeholders. Partnership improves
cooperation, trust and innovation between stakeholders. The response and responsibility
of stakeholders to changes depends on the ability of organizations to inform, consult and
include them in management processes [41].

Rethinking the POM factors identified by Stareike (2017) [12] showed that the coher-
ence is not formed as an individual function of the junction, but as the interaction of the
junction with others through the shafts. After looking into the POM factors identified
by Stareike (2017) [12] and linking them to the experience of the management theories
discussed above, it has been observed that depending on the connections, interactions can
be: single, multiple, unidirectional and multidirectional.

Single-action is when the connection is only of one shaft. These are: I2—Direction;
I3—Initiation; I4—Introduction; C3—Recommendation; C4—Advice on how to proceed;
Ic4—Motivation.

Multi-action is when the connection is of two or three shafts. These are: I1—Communication;
P1—Information exchange; P2—Development of dialogue; P3—Representation; P4—Discussion;
P5—Conciliation; P6—Negotiation; C1—Expression of opinion; C2—Knowledge transfer; C5—
Presentation of an expert or specialist opinion; Ic1—Bringing together; Ic2—Cooperation; Ic3—
Empowerment; Ic5—Pooling of resources (see Table 2).

Table 2. Core drivers of POM.

In
fo

rm
at
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n

I1—Communication

C
on

su
lt

in
g

C1—Expression of opinion

I2—Direction C2—Knowledge transfer

I3—Initiation C3—Recommendation
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Table 2. Cont.

I4—Introduction C4—Advice on how to proceed

Pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n

P1—Information exchange C5—Presentation of an expert or specialist opinion

P2—Development of dialogue

In
cl

us
io

n

Ic1—Bringing together

P3—Representation Ic2—Cooperation

P4—Discussion Ic3—Empowerment

P5—Conciliation Ic4—Motivation
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Table 2. Cont.

P6—Negotiation Ic5—Pooling of resources

Arrows represent shafts connecting an active junction. Unconnected junctions in presented models are inactive.

Unidirectional is when the junction in relation to others is only the result. These
are: J2 (consulting), J3 (Inclusion), and J4 (participation) junctions in I1—Communication;
J4 (participation) in I2—Direction; J3 (Inclusion) in I3—Initiation; J2 (consulting) in I4—
Introduction; J3 (Inclusion), and J4 (participation) junctions in C1—Expression of opinion,
and in C2—Knowledge transfer; J3 (Inclusion), and J4 (participation) junctions in P1—
Information exchange; etc. (Table 2).

Multidirectional is where the junction is both a factorial and a resultant. These are: J2
(consulting) junction in: C2—Knowledge transfer; C5—Presentation of an expert or special-
ist opinion; Ic2—Cooperation; P5—Conciliation; J3 (Inclusion) junction in: P4—Discussion;
Ic1—Bringing together; Ic2—Cooperation; Ic5—Pooling of resources (see Table 2).

For a study of Sustainable Partnership Organizational Mechanisms (POMs) in local
action groups (LAG), the Stareike (2017) [12] developed POM was used (Figure 2). Rethink-
ing it, the POM system of essential drivers was revised and a system of graphical symbols
(Table 2) was created, which was tested during an expert in-depth study, but the complex
model itself remained unchanged.

Figure 2. Complete shaft drive model of the partnership organizational mechanism.

The Stareike (2017) [12] model was used for typological modelling of POM mechanistic
experiences in this research, but was tested, not in the complex operation of the model
as performed by Stareike (2017) [12], but the structure of the POM core drivers and the
typology of its internal relationships developed during rethinking.

2.3. Methods of the Research

The survey of the LAG administration, LAG board, LAG members and external
experts was conducted using by a Stareike (2017) [12] validated questionnaire. The study
data were processed by the SPSS program (version 24). The license holder was Vytautas
Magnus University.

In total, 63% of existing LAG representatives and 57% of external experts invited
to the study were interviewed. When the questionnaires were sent out, each LAG was
asked to distribute at least five questionnaires among its members, apportioned between
the LAG administration, the LAG board and the LAG members. No nests were created
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among the experts because all the experts were selected in such a way that their individual
expertise was related to the knowledge of the LAG. The survey method was used to study
the organizational mechanism of the partnership.

A questionnaire was prepared for the study of the design of the components of the
organizational mechanism of the partnership.

The questionnaire examined how information, consultation, inclusion and partici-
pation activities affect each other and how much they are implemented in community
activities, where stakeholders act as partners in the LAG. The statistical validity of the
study data was assessed by Factor and Reliability analysis methods. Statistics of indices
exhibited in Tables 3–5.

The structure of the variables in the questionnaire is given in Tables 3–5. The syntax
of the primary variables in the questionnaire was ‘How much important is to [direct] [that
it would be possible] [to consult]?’ for J1-1 shaft (see Table 3), ‘How much important is to
[direct] [that it would be possible] [to include]?’ for J1-2 shaft, and ‘How much important
is to [direct] [that it would be possible] [to inspire to participate]?’ for J1-3 shaft. Latent
variables (J1-1, J1-2, J1-3) created by Principal component analysis using the Varimax
rotation method and used a Regression method to create a variable. In step two, shafts
from latent variables using the same methods were joined into the junctions.

Reliability analysis was used to measure dispersion of each latent variable. There
were no statistically significant differences between variables. The dispersion of all of them
is informally similar. None of the latent variables have significantly more or less dispersed
information content compared to others.

Consulting junction and its shafts are constructed analogously to Information Junc-
tion and its shafts. The difference is that the Information Junction consists of three shafts
(Table 3) and the Consulting Junction consists of two shafts (Table 4). This is because the
Stareike (2017) predictive model shows that the Consulting junction depends on informa-
tion, but does not impact on the information junction, but like the Information Junction, the
Consulting Junction makes an impact on Inclusion and Participation junctions. The results
of the previous survey confirmed this hypothetical statement and showed that Information
is the initiating variable and Consulting is the realizing one; therefore, in the tested model,
the relationship between them was constructed and initially investigated as unidirectional.

Table 3. Validity and Reliability for Information Junction.

J1 Information

Primary
variables

That it would be possible:

Latent
variables

Factor
score

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

To Consult (J1-1) To Include (J1-2) To Inspire to Participate
(J1-3)

Factor
score

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation
Factor
score

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Factor
score

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Direction 0.831 0.648 0.901 0.816 0.901 0.814

Knowledge
transfer 0.813 0.649 0.867 0.765 0.843 0.725 To Consult

(J1-1) 0.686 0.464

Introduction 0.804 0.641 0.877 0.779 0.927 0.859 To Include
(J1-2) 0.969 0.877

Leading
towards 0.738 0.549 0.895 0.809 0.865 0.759

To Inspire to
Participate

(J1-3)
0.920 0.876

KMO
Bartlett’s Test
of Sphericity

Sig.

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Cronbach’s

Alpha

Inter-Item Correlations

Total % of
Variance Mean Minimum Maximum

J1-1 0.611 0.000 2.543 63.574 0.802 0.513 0.355 0.640

J1-2 0.844 0.000 3.135 78.372 0.907 0.711 0.656 0.742

J1-3 0.839 0.000 3.131 78.282 0.904 0.709 0.605 0.799

J1
Information 0.506 0.000 2.256 75.211 0.826 0.612 0.378 0.926

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table 4. Validity and Reliability for Consulting Junction.

J2 Consulting

Primary variables

That it would be possible:

Latent
variables

Factor
score

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

To Include (J2-1) To Inspire to Participate (J2-2)

Factor score
Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Factor score
Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

Expressed opinion 0.791 0.614 0.848 0.707

Provided specialist/expert
opinion 0.785 0.661 0.725 0.606

Recommended 0.768 0.580 0.911 0.802

Advised 0.748 0.598 0.804 0.687 To Include
(J2-1) 0.969 0.876

Communicated 0.724 0.607 0.860 0.593
To Inspire to
Participate

(J2-2)
0.969 0.876

KMO

Bartlett’s
Test of

Sphericity
Sig.

Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings Cronbach’s

Alpha

Inter-Item Correlations

Total % Of
Variance Mean Minimum Maximum

J2-1 0.695 0.000 2.916 58.329 0.808 0.478 0.310 0.742

J2-2 0.782 0.000 3.460 69.192 0.859 0.611 0.463 0.859

J2
Consulting 0.500 0.000 1.876 93.819 0.934 0.876 0.876 0.876

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 5. Validity and Reliability for Partnership Organization Mechanism and Inclusion and Participation Junctions.

Partnership Organisation Mechanism (POM)

J3 Primary
variables

That it would be possible:

J4 Primary
variables

By Participating (J4
Participation)

Latent
variables Factor score

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

To Inspire to Participate (J3
Inclusion)

Factor score Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Factor score
Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

Communicated 0.783 0.627

Bringing
together 0.894 0.799 Developing

dialogue 0.770 0.586

Cooperation 0.587 0.456 Represented 0.590 0.443 J1
Information 0.866 0.757

Enabling 0.828 0.704 Debated 0.822 0.681 J2
Consulting 0.888 0.791

Motivated 0.890 0.788 Reconciliation 0.674 0.557 J3 Inclusion 0.885 0.788

Pooling
resources 0.821 0.713 Ongoing

negotiations 0.759 0.648 J4
Participation 0.850 0.735

KMO

Bartlett’s
Test of

Sphericity
Sig.

Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings Cronbach’s

Alpha

Inter-Item Correlations

Total % Of
Variance Mean Minimum Maximum

J3 0.832 0.000 3.297 65.939 0.866 0.562 0.344 0.817

J4 0.643 0.000 3.259 54.319 0.810 0.446 0.206 0.793

OMP 0.812 0.000 3.044 76.098 0.895 0.681 0.600 0.755

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

The partnership organizational mechanism (POM) consists of four junctions: J1 In-
formation, J2 Consulting, J3 Inclusion, J4 Participation (Table 5). The Inclusion Junction
differs from the previous ones in that its construct is based on only one shaft; therefore,
unlike the Information Junction and the Consulting Junction, primary factor analysis was
used for shaft and junction development. In the Inclusion Junction and the Participation
Junction, cases secondary factor analysis were not performed. The Participation Junction
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and the Inclusion Junction differ because in the model, the Participation Junction does not
affect any of the other junctions. In its construction, it has no shaft integrated. Because
the syntaxis in the questionnaire for these questions differ, for J4 Participation primary
variables it was “How much is important to [communicate] [by participating]?”. This
allowed us to present it as an endpoint in the model for the respondent and it is valid based
on the results.

The designed instrument allows the identification of POM in the local action group
(LAG). In addition, this construction enabled him to carry out a typological modelling of
the OMP experiences of LAG representatives using the k-mean cluster analysis.

2.4. Methodology for Typological Modelling of Partnership Organizational Mechanisms

The study of the organizational mechanism of the partnership allowed the initial
classification of mechanisms. It was carried out to assess which types of POMs exists in the
practice of the LAGs studied.

Based on theoretical assumptions, the modelling was performed using all six shafts to
assess the opinion expressed by experts on the intensity of application of the shaft in the
partnership. The clusters based on the six-shaft configuration allowed us to determine the
identity of the mechanism. A total of ten mechanism models were constructed to explain
the operation of empirically identified mechanisms and their fragments.

Increasing the objectivity of the interpretation, the shaft indicators have been cal-
culated on the z-scale and the k-mean cluster method was used for classification. The
maximum value of the shaft together with the insignificantly distant values of other shafts
were interpreted as the dominant features of the detected type. Shaft points significantly dis-
tant from the maximum value in the models were denoted as a dotted line connecting shaft
components in the typological figures (Figures 3–11) and were interpreted as non-existing
features in the model. Shaft values assigned to a group of significantly larger values are
marked in typological diagrams as integral lines connecting shafts to the relevant junctions.

Figure 3. Incentive POM model.

Figure 4. Knowledge transfer POM model.
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Figure 5. Employment POM model.

Figure 6. Communication POM model.

Figure 7. Motivation POM model.

Figure 8. Engage in POM model.
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Figure 9. Familiarization POM model.

Figure 10. Support POM model.

Figure 11. Involvement POM model.

2.5. Outline of Long-Term Observation

The organizational mechanism of the partnership has been studied for four years.
LAG activities were observed through a combination of different data collection methods.
First, interviews were conducted, then the LAG was communicated by consulting them
and initiating a discussion about their experience during organized trainings. The primary
purpose of the communication was to initiate the sharing of experience to help solve
problems and to strengthen key competencies; the secondary purpose was to gather and
systematize knowledge about the POM phenomenon by identifying and evaluating its
features and their change during POM evolution.

Long-term observation allowed us to know the changes of POM during the growth
of LAG competence and allowed us to capture the transformation of POM during the
merging of several LAGs and the subsequent evolution of the complex unit.

Since the entire study is exploratory, the result describes the phenomenal features of
POM. The study does not reflect the regularities of the prevalence of the phenomenon in the
studied population, despite of the fact that some trends were observed. The observed trends
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were consistent not only with the theoretically identified POM operational principles, but
also replicated the operational principles of other similar objects, the regularity of which
has been scientifically and widely discussed in the scientific literature. Therefore, the
observed trends are interpreted as the fact of the existence of the phenomenon, without
assessing the prevalence of the fact in the population.

2.6. Multimethod-Based Design

The whole four-year study was separated into three phases: identification of phe-
nomenon, description of the phenomenon, and distribution of the phenomenon qualities
across the population. The long-term observation was focused on the first two phases,
the survey into the second and third phases of this study. The long-term observation was
selected because it was proved to be a useful tool for the development of theories and for
an exploration of unknown phenomena in such mixed method designs like the Grounding
Theory. In our case, it allowed us to clarify the phenomenon of POM and distinguish it
from other phenomena in the first phase of research. It was also used for the identification
of specific POM characteristics and for the identification of hypothetical POM diversity
based on the number of identified characteristics.

The survey was used for the classification of POM into groups based on their dominant
characteristics. Together with long-term observation, it allowed us more precisely to define
the POM diversity and led into an explanation of how each POM operates.

The multimethod-based study design allowed us to estimate the POM variety and to
explain the purpose of each POM and the fundamentals of its operation.

3. Results

Classification allowed us to identify two of the main empirical types of POM models.
The first is unbalanced, to which the models are assigned with one or more passive junctions
not connected to each other. The second is balanced, in which all the junctions are active
and affect each other. Balanced models include both models: with all shafts and those with
only a part of all the possible shafts.

3.1. Unbalanced Models of POM

In an empirical study, in the LAG, there were detected Incentive, Knowledge trans-
fer, Employment, Communication, Motivation models (Figures 3–7). These models are
characterized by a structure of one (Communication (Figure 6), Motivation (Figure 7)) and
two (Incentive (Figure 3), Knowledge transfer (Figure 4), Employment (Figure 5)) active
junctions. In-depth study of these models leads to the explanation that models with one
active junction can be called unidirectional; with two active junctions—bidirectional; and
with three or more active junctions—multidirectional.

The study also discovered that unidirectional models were used in specific cases
not only as an organizational mechanism for partnership, but also as a tool of increasing
competitiveness. This perhaps suggests that the defragmentation of the organizational
mechanism of the partnership creates the preconditions for commercializing the relation-
ship and for separating personal benefits from the social value that is being created. The
profit maximization trend observed in suchlike POM was more pronounced than the needs
and sustainability of the region. As a result of this effect, POM imbalance was observed,
the intensiveness of which decreased with the increasing activity of the junctions.

Since the study was exploratory, an answer was sought as to whether the individual
operation of the junctions can be attributable to POM. The study separated cases that could
be treated as partnership from those that operate in a traditional benefit-based commercial
relationship. This article presents only the models defined as partnership models.

The incentive model (Figure 3) includes Communication, Direction, Initiation, In-
troduction, and Motivation. Its purpose is to encourage and facilitate inclusion. It has
been observed in LAG with a relatively lower organizational experience, i.e., in groups
that have less experience of participation and a lack experience of attracting financing
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instruments. It was such groups that tended to focus more on preparation than on the
implementation of activities. There was much more exchange in information material,
insights, and established contacts and connections.

The knowledge transfer model (Figure 4) includes Introduction, Expression of opinion,
Recommendation, Advice on how to proceed, and Presentation of an expert or specialist
opinion. In several of the LAGs studied, it, like other POMs, was identified as a partner-
ship model. However, a more detailed analysis of it revealed that in it, an Introduction,
which in other POMs behave as an information function used to direct stakeholders to
a partnership, did in fact act as a function of consultative advertising, the purpose of
which is to position the client in the client’s consulting program. In this way, the appeal
for a partnership and the use of the sustainability design have led to the development of
traditional commercial relationships, the primary purpose of which is not sustainability but
profit maximization. Despite the above findings, this relationship was attributed to POM
because it was found that the treatment of partnership changed the customer’s perception
in the service provider’s concept of customer relationship. This means that in such groups,
the mental recognition of partnership in commercial relations was one of the first steps
in the transformation of classical commercial relations into a partnership organizational
mechanism, which can then be used to achieve balance and sustainability. In other cases,
the knowledge transfer POM model is used to inform and advise potential and existing
LAG members on partnership issues.

The employment model (Figure 5) consists of Initiation, Direction, and Motivation.
The essence of this model is defined by the definition—to inform in order to involve in
participation. The auxiliary function of the information junction in the Inclusion and
Participation processes was observed and the functional relationship between Participation
and Inclusion was clearly identifiable. This model was typical to LAG, where local projects
were implemented and where project working groups were formed. It should be noted
that only a part of the projects were sustainability-oriented in their content. In other cases,
the component of sustainability could only be identified through a more rational use of
resources and they had easier access through a partnership.

The essence of the Communication model (Figure 6) is a complete integration of
information mechanism focused on Direction, Initiation, and Introduction. This is a model
that links POM to their inception and is typical of LAGs that are emerging or focusing on
the development of a partnership network. Communication POM differs from Knowledge
transfer POM in that in the case of Communication POM, information was a self-serving
process, and in the case of Knowledge transfer POM, the purpose of information is to
initiate consulting. Moreover, in case of Communication POM, the experience was observed
when there was no fixed feedback in the information process, while in case of Knowledge
transfer POM, not only did information initiate the sharing of knowledge, but also during
the sharing of them, in specific cases, there was a return to information. Thus, from a long-
term perspective in case of Knowledge transfer POM, a cyclic relationship was observed
between information and consultation junctions.

The communication model was more typical to local government and was proactive,
but there have also been instances of this being taken up by private individuals within
LAG members.

A Motivation model (Figure 7), is like the Communication model identified in LAGs
where local government has a proactive role. Its difference to the Communication model
is that, in the motivation model, participation is not promoted through information, but
through support. In this way, LAG members added value to the region through a par-
ticipatory support mechanism, which is often associated with traditional commercial
relationships disguised by partnership ideologies, where the customer is a local authority
and the service provider is a member of LAG. What is unique in this relationship is that
the commercial relationship, although partly imitated as a partnership, was recognized
by both parties as a partnership. In addition, such a cooperation was not only focused
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on maximizing the profits inherent in classical commercial relations, but also had the
characteristics of sharing resources, which made it possible to position it as a POM model.

3.2. Balanced Models of POM Leading to Grater Sustainability

A total of five POM models are classified as balanced (Engage in, Familiarization,
Support, Inclusion, and Complete POM) (Figures 8–12). A complete POM model (Figure 12)
differs from others in that all its shafts are active. Moreover, an empirical study found that
Complete POM is characterized by two types of LAGs. Both types are similar in that they
fulfil all the characteristics of the Complete POM model, but differ in that in some groups a
high operational intensity in all junctions and shafts was observed, while in others there
was detected a statistically significantly lower operational intensity compared to those with
a high one. This suggests that POM models may differ not only in typological terms, but
also in their intensity, which may indicate the degree of inclusion and the experience of
LAG in POM.

Figure 12. Complex POM model.

All active junctions holding in the Engage in POM model (Figure 8) are characterized
by the fact that there are identified following ongoing processes Knowledge transfer, Intro-
duction, Expression of opinion, Motivation, Presentation of an expert or specialist opinion,
Advice on how to proceed, and Recommendation. All of them demonstrate the LAG’s
focus on inclusion and the procedural steps taken to introduce and impart the knowledge
necessary to create inclusive preconditions for participation. This model has been recog-
nized in LAGs that have experience in participating in POM. Furthermore, the knowledge
of sustainability of this type of LAG matched with the nature of their partnership.

The Familiarization model (Figure 9) includes Direction, Expression of opinion, Rec-
ommendation, Advice on how to proceed, Motivation, Empowerment, Development of
dialogue, Representation, and Discussion. It was typical to LAGs, whose main focus was
on participation, and inclusion was not limited to creating motivation for participation, but
was also based on the transfer of expertise to enable and realize participation.

In this type of LAG, a greater involvement of universities and colleges in POM
processes was observed, and some LAGs functioned with minimal support from local
government. In some LAGs, local authorities were involved in guiding and advising
members in the POM.

The Familiarization POM model (Figure 9) combines LAGs active in project activities,
whose members have a relatively high experience and knowledge, and Inclusion and
Consulting are based on expert-level experience and deep knowledge of the operating
environment, which may lead to the deactivation of Introduction and Initiation shafts.

The Support model (Figure 10) includes Introduction, Initiation, Expression of opinion,
Knowledge Transfer, Recommendation, Advice on how to proceed, Presentation of an
expert or specialist opinion, Development of dialogue, Discussion, Bringing together,
Cooperation, and Motivation. It was typical to LAGs in which the give assistance function
is strongly expressed.
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In the LAGs assigned to this model, the organization of activities observed is on a
cyclical basis, i.e., the relationship between junctions was not only unidirectional linear
to when the action of one junction or another is finite, but cyclicality due to feedback and
repeated action of the junction was also identified. The existence of a cyclical relationship
is related to the long-term relationship between LAG members. Relationships not only
ensure continuity of the result, but at the same time increase the competence of members
over time.

Long-term observation of LAGs assigned to the Support POM (see Figure 10) identi-
fied the Inclusion and Consulting junctions of the phenomenal feature of changing their
influence to the Participation junction. This operation indicates that the performance of
the POM can be optimized according to its need and purpose. This means that POM
operation is not static and can be modified by making it more intensive or passive and
by changing its component composition by enabling certain junctions and shafts in one
cycle and disabling it in the other. Long-term observation has also identified that the
latter feature is characteristic of more complex POM models in LAG, whose experience of
participants is comparable to that of advanced ones.

The Involvement model (Figure 11) is characterized by Introduction, Direction, Pre-
sentation of an expert or specialist opinion, and Advice on how to proceed, Representation,
development of dialogue, Empowerment, and Motivation. The LAG typical to this model
was characterized by a high concentration of activity and the intensive involvement at all
levels of management, looking from the perspective of an LAG organizational structure.
LAGs, typical to this model, were characterized by a high level of focus and intensive
involvement into operations at all levels of POM management. The specificity is that the
lack of initiation and recommendation in the model can be considered to be a sign of the late
development of LAG in a population where both human and other resources are limited
and where the maximum level of involvement and sharing is close to the maximum. As the
LAG approached its maximum potential and as its experience and professionalism of its
members grew, the LAG operation observed was typical of the Involvement POM model.

This model shows that POM can not only change, but can also replicate the cycle of
partnership development and the specifics of LAG member involvement and readiness.
This feature is important in assessing the coherence of the LAG partnership and the level of
participation experience, which was relatively higher during observation in cyclic models
compared to linear POM models.

A Complex model (Figure 12) was detected in large LAGs whose experience is rated as
advanced. It differs from other models in that in addition to all active junctions, all shafts are
active. They are: Communication, Direction, Initiation, Introduction, Expression of opinion,
Knowledge transfer, Recommendation, Advice on how to proceed, Presentation of an expert
or specialist opinion, Information exchange, Development of dialogue, Representation,
Discussion, Conciliation, Negotiation, Bringing together, Cooperation, Empowerment,
Motivation, and Pooling of resources.

After detecting the Complex model (Figure 12) and studying the LAGs assigned to
it, it was found that the experiences of their members were different. The experience
of some members is comparable to that of experienced members, while others are just
beginners. This finding shows that longer-functioning LAGs also integrate a growth
function into the POM, which is designed to guarantee the long-term functionality of the
POM without losing competencies as human resources change. This fact explains the
purpose of shafts such as Initiation and Recommendation in POM. Their purpose is related
to providing basic information and initial inclusion of members in LAG activities from
which a participation begins.

When classifying LAGs, it was observed that the activity levels of junctions and shafts
differed between the LAGs belonging to this model. Two types were detected whose
activity differed statistically significantly, i.e., Active and Passive LAGs. Both types are
identical in that all Junctions and Shafts within them have the same activity, i.e., in passive
ones, all of their activity is low, and in active ones, it is high. This suggests that the POMs
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identified in LAG studies differ not only in their structure but also in their intensiveness
of use.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

Sustainability as a goal in an empirical study led to the discovery of a variation in
POMs between partnership as a goal and partnership as a means to achieve the goal. It
turned out that some LAGs use partnerships to maximize profits, thus deviating from the
concept of partnership, whereas others use sustainability only as an ideological construct
to gain a competitive advantage for project financing. In such cases, no real investment is
made in sustainability. It becomes only a declarative position for the absorption of financial
resources. It becomes only a declarative position to attract outside financing. Another
extreme that emerged during the study was the hyper orientation to partnership as a goal.
In this case, the result was also not sustainability itself, but was used as an ideological tool
to build a partnership. In this way, has imitated the activity of sustainability. The process
was needed to obtain funding to build physical infrastructure and to create a vision for the
partnership, but the partnership was not realized because no funds were allocated to it. A
situation has arisen where investments have been directed towards a partnership without
a future partnership.

The POM model demonstrated its potential for ensuring the viability of areas when
the LAG sought a balance between partnership and sustainability. In the POM model,
to sustainability has been assigned the roles of organizing and helping to coordinate all
initiatives and making them targeted. The partnership under the POM model was used
to maximize the efficiency of the effort required for the productive participation of LAG
members. POM models not only were typologically diverse, but were also allowed to
be controlled during LAG development as functions that evolved from one POM type to
another. This enabled the POM cyclic transformation process, which allowed the LAG to
modify and control the POM structure by enabling necessary and disabling unnecessary
functions, thus increasing fragmentation or achieving total complexity. Observing this
phenomenon, it was observed that the complexity of the use of formal functions depends
on the goals of the LAG and the mission performed. As they changed, so did the structure
and functionality of POM.

The study also identified that the Information, Consulting, and Inclusion junctions of
the model functions as a productivity moderator. Intensifying and changing the content
of Information, Consulting, and Inclusion junctions’ productivity of participation can
be increased, especially in cases where POM forms a feedback between junctions. In
this way, the POM transforms from a linear model into a cyclic model in which internal
cycles between individual junctions are combined into a complex cyclic model designed to
provide knowledge exchange and feedback between all junctions.

Although only formal POMs have been empirically studied, it should be noted that the
POM operation has demonstrated the flexibility and possibility to apply POM to informal
organizational relationships that allow the development of informal POMs.

The secondary result of the empirical study and long-term observation is that the
same type of POM belonging to LAGs have had a similar organizational culture and they
tended to merge into one.

A phenomenon was observed when LAGs of similar cultures encountered external
threats, i.e., when the population of the represented territory decreased to the limit when
the EU minimum threshold was not reached, only LAGs of a similar culture successfully
has been merged into one LAG, together merging POMs with different functions into a
single POM where all these functions were successfully coordinated. This suggests that
POM can be transformed according to the specifics of LAG activities and when LAG faces
environmental challenges.

Summarizing, LAG is not only different in terms of its POM, but can also modify it
to adapt POM to LAG’s needs. This indicates that the POM structure can be designed,
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managed and rearranged, thus achieving the optimal performance of the POM required to
ensure the sustainable operation of the LAG.
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