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In this research organizational mechanism is analysed through the approach to the system of integrated control of the open system of 

social and economic integration (based on the interests of the stakeholders and interdepartmental cooperation) in the rural areas, where 

the stakeholders formulate the common objectives of the sustainable development of the rural areas. Aim of the research – to 

substantiate the conceptual organizational mechanism of development in rural areas, where one of the most important factors with the 

strongest effect on functionality, i.e. the driving force, is institutional environment of the region. The aim of the research was achieved 

using the following methods: logical, abstraction, comparison, content analysis, collation. The results of the research revealed, that 

organizational mechanism of rural areas development is advisable to analyse as a particular organizational form, where functions and 

activity processes are connected to each other, creating the following chain: aim – sustainable development of rural areas – functions 

of rural areas – process – preparation and implementation integrated development strategies of the rural areas – result – social welfare. 

The exceptional feature of the organizational mechanism is the stakeholders (subjects) and their actions. Stakeholders perform certain 

roles, which affect the change of environment, in seeking the specific result. Stakeholders with a specific aim seek results by performing 

respective functions and processes. In the organizational mechanism of rural areas development stakeholders affect the pursuit of the 

organizational mechanism’s aims.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

In this research attention is paid to analysis of organizational mechanism, in order to investigate the causal 

elements of organizational mechanism elements and processes together with relations among them while seeking 

sustainable development in rural areas. The main goals of the research of organizations are to explain how certain 

events take place or how the results are obtained, or generally, how the organizational mechanisms operate. With 

regards to the aforementioned, the organizational mechanism is analysed through the approach to the system of 

integrated control of the open system of social and economic integration (based on the interests of the stakeholder s 

and interdepartmental cooperation) in the rural areas, where the stakeholders formulate the common objectives of the 

sustainable development of the rural areas by allocating the available resources, performing particular functions, 

ensuring transparency of the planning and decision-making processes, setting up and realizing the integrated strategies 

of development of the rural areas, mutual understanding of the stakeholders and responsibility. Sustainable 

development of the rural areas depends on the available resources, where the society is able to freely use information, 

social and institutional mechanisms ensuring feedback, and at the same time on the activities of the institutions, 

application of advanced technologies, and the competitive ability of the local goods and services. In order to achieve 

sustainable development it is necessary to harmonize the resources (economic, environmental, social and cultural) of 

the rural areas, which require an integrated approach and action of the stakeholders seeking to find a compromise 

between the different elements of sustainability. Therefore, we arrive at the necessity of implementation of the 

organization mechanism seeking to effectively combine the interests and needs of different actors, prepare and 

implement integrated strategies and seek sustainability in the rural areas. 

Object of the research – elements of the organizational mechanism of development in rural areas. 

Aim of the research – to substantiate the conceptual organizational mechanism of development in rural areas, 

where one of the most important factors with the strongest effect on functionality, i.e. the driving force, is institutional 

environment of the region.  
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Tasks of the research: 1) To define the concept “organizational mechanism of rural areas development”; 2) To 

establish the main elements and processes of the organizational mechanism of development in rural areas; 3) To reveal 

the characteristics of the rural development models explaining interests of the stakeholders. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

The scientific literature by E. Ostrom (2000, 2005), P. Mahcamer, et al. (2000), P. J. J. Anderson, et al. (2006), A. 

G. Raišienė (2008), K. Pajunen (2008), E. Rybakovas (2009), P. Zakarevičius (2010), B. Dalal-Clayton, S. Bass (2012) 

and others were studied applying the following methods: logical, abstraction, comparison, content analysis, collation. 

While using conceptual units frequency of keyword usage was counted, various text elements connections between one 

another and whole scope of information were investigated. While using comparison method it was identified organization 

mechanism elements of rural area development, their expression, relations between them, fulfillment of organizational 

mechanism aim in respect of stakeholder’s interests. Defined the concept of “organizational mechanism of rural areas 

development”. While using collation method it was prepared explanatory organizational mechanism model of rural areas 

development. 

 

DEFINITION OF (ORGANIZATIONAL) MECHANISM 

 

For the purposes of analysis of the concept of organizational mechanism it should be noted that the concept of 

mechanism is not new to the social studies: initially, the term “mechanism” appeared in the research based on 

methodological individualism (Elster, 1989; Stinchcombe, 1991), as well as in the research of scientific realism (Harre, 

1985; Little, 1991) and critical realism (Bhaskar, 1978; Reed, 2001). However, in the past years the concept of mechanism 

is being used in a number of different scientific researches seeking to explain organizational changes. The mechanisms 

were analyzed through the prism of various processes: as learning mechanisms (Levinthaland March, 1993); as 

mechanisms that drive organization to disharmony and to the construction of new harmony (Lamberg and Pajunen, 2005); 

as blocking mechanisms that prevent change (Chikudate, 1999); and as mechanisms of trust and networked reputation as 

drivers of competitiveness (Glücklerand and Armbrüster, 2003). Researchers have also underlined the overall need for 

mechanism-based theorization (Anderson, et al, 2006) and importance of empirical research in seeking to study the 

causation of the elements of the organizational mechanisms (Pajunen, 2005).  

Scientific literature presents the following approaches to the (organizational) mechanism – action organized in 

such a way as to continuously cause recurrence of the beginning and end (Machamer et al., 2000); mechanisms are 

processes, which explain causation between the variables (Campbell, 2002); a mechanism for behavior is a complex 

system, where the interactions between parts can be characterized by direct, invariant, change-relating generalization 

(Glennan, 2002); a mechanism is characterized as a structure performing a function in virtue of its component parts, 

component operations, and their organization (Bechtel, Abrahamsen 2005); mechanisms make it possible to explain 

how separate individuals are able to achieve joint action (Anderson et al., 2006); organizational mechanism can be 

understood as creation of organizational culture (field of relationships), its realization and nurturing (Šimanskienė and 

Tarasevičius, 2010); an organizational mechanism is a means of coordination of the organization’s activities providing 

information to the stakeholders, who persuade the public to act in a certain way or cause change in the environment 

(Esparcia, 2011), etc. 

The presented definitions of (organizational) mechanisms allow making an assumption that the description of the 

organizational mechanism itself requires explanation of the elements it comprises, the causation between the elements, 

the processes involved, and the functions performed in order to achieve results and changes to the environment. 

 

THE MAIN ELEMENTS AND PROCESSES OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL MECHANISM OF RURAL 

AREAS DEVELOPMENT 

 

According to P. Zakarevičius (2010), it is advisable to analyse the organizational mechanism as a particular 

organizational form, where an organization is understood as a particular system. A mechanism in a social system can be 

characterized as rotating gear wheels, which explains why one element couples with the other and back, how the elements 

interact with each other, and what are their connections (Anderson et al., 2006). Following the logic of P. Zakarevičius 

(2010) that the activities of an organization are based on implementation of the objectives, we can assume that the 

functions performed by an organization in its activities are the expression of realization of the objectives. It is important 

that during the performance of the functions a clear sequence of actions is established, i.e. the process of an activity 

become a function’s practical result. Since in an organization, functions and activity processes are connected to each 

other, we arrive at the following chain: aim – function – process – result. In accordance with the aforementioned chain, 

the organizational mechanism of rural areas development comprises the following elements (Figure 1. Organizational 

mechanism of rural areas development): 

1.  Aim – sustainable development of rural areas; 

2.  Functions of rural areas; 

3.  Process – preparation and implementation integrated development strategies of the rural areas; 

4.  Result – social welfare. 
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Figure 1. Organizational mechanism of rural areas development (according to Ostrom, 2000, 2005; Mahcamer et al., 2000; Anderson, 

et al., 2006; Raišienė, 2008; Pajunen, 2008; Rybakovas, 2009; Zakarevičius, 2010; Dalal-Clayton, Bass, 2012). 

 

P. Mahcamer et al. (2006) emphasize that an exceptional feature of the organizational mechanism is the 

stakeholders (subjects) comprising it, and their actions and behavior. The actions affect the change of environment, while 

the stakeholders perform certain roles in seeking the change of environment, i.e. a specific result. Otherwise speaking, 

the stakeholders with a specific aim seek results by performing respective functions and processes. According to  

K. Pajunen (2008), depending on an organizational mechanism, the specter of the stakeholders can be rather wide – from 

a particular individual (head or owner of a company, a member of a community, etc.) to respective institutions (ministry, 

NGO, sector of rural social infrastructure, etc.). The stakeholders are individuals or groups, whose interests or actions are 

related to current problems, who are interested in a change, control the respective information and resources, and whose 

support is necessary in seeking to implement the changes (Aligica, 2006). It is important to correctly methodologically 

identify and analyse the stakeholders and their interests (Table 1). According to the motives the stakeholders are driven 

by to maintain the connection with the organizational mechanism, their objectives and gain they seek to obtain during 

cooperation, etc. they can be divided into primary (stakeholders, who are directly, both in a positive and negative way, 

influenced by the problematic issues, e. g.: farmers, residents of rural areas, children) and secondary (intermediaries of 

the processes taking place inside the organizational mechanism of development in the rural areas, e. g.: NGO, 

Government, etc.) (Dalal-Clayton and Bass, 2012). 

 
Table 1. Ways and methodologies for identifying stakeholders. 

WAYS TO IDENTIFY STAKEHOLDERS 
METHODOLOGIES FOR IDENTIFYING STAKEHOLDERS’ 

INTERESTS, THEIR RELATIONSHIPS AND POWERS 

 Identification by staff of key agencies, and other 

knowledgeable individuals  

 Identification through written records and 

population data  

 Stakeholder self-selection  

 Identification and verification by other 

stakeholders 

 Brainstorming 

 Semi-structured interviews 

 Digging up existing data  

 Time lines 

 Diagrams 

 Sustainable livelihoods analysis 

Adopted from Dalal-Clayton, Bass, 2012. 

According to the father of the stakeholder theory E. R. Freeman (1984), in each organization an individual or a 

group of stakeholders affect the pursuit of the organization’s aims. Interests of the stakeholders are twofold, able to bring 

both benefits and damages, and both rights and duties (Freeman, 2001). D. Susnienė and P. Vanagas (2007) emphasize 

that each organization has stakeholders or groups of them. The stakeholders can be both inside an organization and outside 

of it, however, their interests are closely related to the prosperity of an organization. They share a common risk of gain 

or loss as a result of the process activities in an organization. The stakeholder theory substantiates organizational processes 

by moral and value positions allowing determining the processes of activities of the organizational mechanism. The 

concept of stakeholders in an organization means that advantageous relationship and connection to the stakeholders (both 

internally and externally) is an important asset creating current value in an organization and granting opportunities to 

create value in the future. The stakeholder theory creates conditions for cohesion of elements and processes of the 
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organizational mechanism, and explains the relationship between the subjects of an organizational mechanism (Donaldson 

and Lee, 1995; Damak-Ayadi, Pesqueux, 2005). 

Actions of the stakeholders can be individualized according to the qualities of the stakeholders or their methods 

of action. The key aspect of a productive organizational mechanism is coordinated interaction among the elements of the 

mechanism. Both the activities of the stakeholders and interaction among the composite parts (elements) of the mechanism 

must be analyzed as a whole, seeking to underline the activity of each element. Active stakeholder becomes a composite 

part of the mechanism, otherwise speaking, performs a certain function of the mechanism. This way the elements activate 

the mechanism, and together create a respective outcome. In general, every element of the organizational mechanism has 

its own role in achieving a particular result. Elements of the organizational mechanism of development of rural areas 

cannot be isolated from each other. On the contrary, the activity of elements of the organizational mechanism, their 

number, capacity and relations become the basis for productive activities of the organizational mechanism of development 

of the rural areas, and formulate interdepartmental cooperation (Pajunen, 2008). The wider the possibility for realization 

of interorganizational aims in an organization, the closer the organizational connection formed within an organization. 

Interorganizational interaction helps to unite the capacities (resources and efforts) of different subjects seeking 

implementation of complex objectives by skipping over the competence boundaries of several organizations. The form 

of interaction changes with its intensity: as the volume of common resources and the level of mutual trust of the subject 

increases. The closer the interaction, the better the expected results of the interorganizational activities (Raišienė, 2008). 

“The main idea behind the development initiatives based on interests (as main driving force) of the stakeholders 

is that their success and effectiveness must guarantee that the actors, who identify their aims with the development 

objectives and relate them to the development objectives, will be motivated to contribute to such development initiatives, 

support and participate in them – simultaneously seeking both their individual objectives and common objectives of the 

social and economic system at the regional level” (Rybakovas, 2009). Collective actions (e. g.: social movements, 

organizational decisions, etc.) are first of all evaluated through individual actions by relating them to the collective ones. 

Any social system comprises two constituents: stakeholders and resources controlled by the stakeholders. 

Relationship between the system of the stakeholders and resources is realized through their control and interests. If the 

stakeholders are lacking resources to satisfy their interests, they try to create social connections (cooperation) with other 

actors with available resources in order to satisfy their interests. Therefore, according to J. S. Coleman (2000), in the socio-

economic system interests can be analysed only in combination with resources, which is a mandatory condition for existence 

of interests. According to E. Rybakovas (2009), seeking common objective of development may involve investment of 

different resources of the stakeholders: money, knowledge, time, social connections, labour force, material values, etc. 

According to J. S. Coleman (2000), the main driving force of the stakeholders is actions aiding maximum 

realization of the interests. Principle of maximization is greatly related to resorting to control over the resources. 

Redistribution of certain actions and control over resources may yield optimal outcomes (e. g.: public/social control of 

private resources). This way the stakeholders are personally involved in the control processes of resources, which they 

consider rather important. Exchange happening in the social system allows to achieve maximum overall satisfaction, 

because personal interests are satisfied at the same time. According to E. Ostrom (2000), personally disinterested actors 

can contribute to creating public value only in such cases when: the group of actors is very small, actions are related to 

coercion or other motives related to common interests. 

Participation of stakeholders in the organizational mechanism can be either vertical or horizontal. Horizontal 

participation attempts to ensure that the problematic issues are being solved in different groups of stakeholders (ministries, 

communities, etc.) Most attention is devoted to non-official organization and mutual interaction. Activity processes are 

coordinated through cooperation. The stakeholders have clear objectives, are motivated and have a possibility to express 

their opinion. Communication is clear and transparent, and is not hierarchy-dependent. Regular and objective assessment 

of results and objectives allows for timely reaction to changes, new challenges and problems arising in the course of the 

process (Secretary..., 2012). Horizontal mechanism is has an overlapping structure (e. g.: stakeholders and their activities) 

and are non-structural formations, which are designed to alleviate cooperation in the overlapping areas. The purpose of 

these mechanisms is to eliminate the obstacles in the inter-institutional cooperation, which emerge as a result of 

hierarchical accountability. 
Through the use of vertical participation, the problems are solved on all the hierarchical levels of decision-making 

– from national to local level, from leaders to marginal groups. According to M. Bileišis (2012): “when various 

management models are accepted on the bases of large-volume methodologies, the mechanism consolidates the principle 

of hierarchy as well.” The deeper the “vertical” cooperation, the better the grip of the problem and the more effective the 

solution process. Even when the agreement between different stakeholders is achieved, its implementation may be rather 

complex due to political circumstances, where there are no social relations between the political elite and the local layer. 

Therefore, the important role falls on the local community level, because cooperation on the local level provides a 

considerable amount of useful information and drives towards institutional changes (Dalal-Clayton and Bass, 2012). 

According to E. Ostrom (2000), the main principles can be distinguished, observing which will lead to institutional 

long-term cooperation based on rules, and harmonious functioning of the organizational mechanism of development of the 

rural areas: 
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1) The first principle involved presence of clear regulations. The stakeholder should know who they cooperate with and 

whose interests are involved. 

2) The second principle is where the local regulations of rural areas limit the amount of resources, time and technological 

costs in comparison to public resources, allocating the value proportionally to the input of efforts and prepares to 

accept the local conditions. 

3) The third principle includes participation of the stakeholders in determining and modifying the rules, which simplifies 

collective decision-making. 

4) The fourth principle is where the long-term socio-economic system selects own monitoring methods, which involve 

reporting to stakeholders. 

5) The fifth principle is where the socio-economic system uses sanctions depending on the gravity of violations. 

Sustainable development of rural areas depends on local resources, where the public is able to freely use information, 

social and institutional mechanisms, which ensure feedback (Jepson, 2004), and on the activities of an institution. Focus here 

is on non-formal institutions, which emphasize customs, traditions and norms of social conduct, and on formal institutions, 

where the activities are based on the laws and specific rules, while the activities and structure are based on regulatory 

documents (Domarkas et al., 2012). Use of advanced technologies and competitiveness of local goods and services should 

also be emphasized (Jasaitis, 2006). When striving towards sustainable development of rural areas focus should be placed 

on the resources of rural areas (economic, environmental, social and cultural), which requires an integrated approach and 

actions of the stakeholders in seeking to find a compromise between different elements of sustainability. 

According to E. Ostrom (2005), the aforementioned principles allow to construct a mechanism of actions 

comprising seven basic variables. Variables depend on a particular type of an institution – social norms and rules, which 

define the variables, in any system (Table 2). 

 
Table 2. The elements of the institutional setting of the social system. 

Institutions Variables of social system 

Boundary rules The set of the participants 

Position rules The positions to be filed by participants 

Choice rules The set of allowable actions and functions that maps actions into realized outcomes 

Aggregation rules The control that a participant has over other participants and their decisions 

Scope rules The potential (planed) outcomes 

Information rules The information available to participants about actions and outcomes and their linkages 

Payoff rules Costs and benefits, assigned to actions and outcomes, of participation in the system. 
Adapted from E. Ostrom, 2005. 

 

The stakeholders perform all the actions, which are attributed to specific positions, the outcomes are related to 

functions and processes, information is obtained through the relationship between the results and performed functions, 

control is exercised through the relationship between the results and performed functions, and costs and benefits are 

calculated through the relationship between the results and performed functions. According to P. Zakarevičius (2010), the 

main element of regulation of organization’s activities is a decision. Therefore, decisions are prepared, adopted and 

implemented by performing the functions in an organization. Otherwise speaking, the practical outcome of a function 

becomes the activity process – preparation and implementation of integrated strategies for development in rural areas.  

The following functions of the organizational mechanism of development of rural areas can be distinguished 

(Dalal-Clayton and Bass, 2012): 

1) Communication and educating the public on the issues of sustainable development; 

2) Participation in sustainable development actions and debates; 

3) Problem analysis and evaluation; 

4) Conflict management and negotiations leading to sustainability; 

5) Establishing priorities of rural areas; 

6) Financial appropriation, distribution and investment into sustainable development of rural areas; 

7) Integration of sustainability aspect into the areas raising concern; 

8) Coordination of actions; 

9) Strengthening of abilities; 

10) Delegation of authorizations; 

11) Implementation of information system; 

12) Monitoring, learning and accountability; 

13) Etc. 

The purpose of the organization mechanism of rural areas is sustainable development, implementing of which will 

lead to achieving the outcome of the organization mechanism of rural areas development – social welfare. According to 

R. Čiegis (2009), the concept of sustainable development is rather wide and in certain cases includes ecological, 

institutional, cultural and ethical aspects, which become equivalent to the basic ones: economic, environmental and social 

elements of sustainable development. In other words, sustainable development can be characterized as a combination of 

environmental protection, economic and social development, the purpose of which is achieving public prosperity 

outcomes for the present and future generations. Economic development must satisfy the developmental and 

environmental needs of the present and future generations. Environmental protection cannot be viewed separately from 

the general development process when seeking sustainable development, while it is best to solve the environmental 
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problems, when all the stakeholders participate on the respective level (Agenda 21..., 2001). Adopting and implementing 

decisions on developmental management of the area according to the principle of sustainable development creates the 

following conditions: harmonization of interests of inherently different stakeholders of the organizational mechanism to 

leave no conflicting interests, but joined by a common long-term objective of development of the area; economic 

development does not produce any negative effect on the environment and human health, while natural resources are used 

rationally by preserving natural biological variety and reducing environmental pollution. Non-implementation of the 

conditions of sustainable development will allow the globalization processes to lead to decreasing tendencies of social 

welfare: sustainable development is not secured in relation to all social groups, social disjuncture is growing, and citizen 

loyalty to the state is decreasing. Seeking to ensure social wellbeing, the processes of the organizational mechanism of 

rural areas development must be based on values of professionalism, social trust, civil consciousness, sociality and 

responsibility (Guogis, Urvikis, 2011). Effective organizational mechanism is possible only in the presence of a good 

interaction among the civil society, individual entities, private sector and governmental institutions (Domarkas, 2005). 

The analysis of the basic elements of the organizational mechanism of rural areas development leads to the 

definition of the concept of organizational mechanism of rural areas development: Implementation of organizational 

mechanism for sustainable development in the context of rural areas comprises a complex of individual and collective 

decisions of the actors of rural development and actions organized to lead to behavioral interaction and sustainability of 

rural development.  
 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

1. The analysis of definitions of (organizational) mechanisms allow to make an assumption that the description of the 

organizational mechanism itself requires explanation of its components, i.e. kind of elements it is composed of, the 

causation between the elements, the processes involved and the functions performed in order to achieve results and 

changes to the environment. 

2. The organizational mechanism of rural areas development is advisable to analyse as a particular organizational form, 

where functions and activity processes are connected to each other, creating the following chain: aim-sustainable 

development of rural areas – functions of rural areas – process – preparation and implementation integrated in 

development strategies of the rural areas – result – social welfare. 

3. The exceptional feature of the organizational mechanism is the stakeholders (subjects) comprising it and their actions. 

Stakeholders perform certain roles, which affect the change of environment, in seeking the specific result.  In this 

way, organizational mechanism of rural areas development is implemented. Thus, the chain: aim – function – process 

– result, is activated. Stakeholders with a specific aim seek results by performing respective functions and processes. 

4. In the organizational mechanism of rural areas development stakeholders affect the pursuit of the organizational 

mechanism’s aims. Sustainable development of rural areas focus should be placed on the resources of rural areas 

(economic, environmental, social and cultural), which requires an integrated approach and actions of the stakeholders 

in seeking to find a compromise between different elements of sustainability. 

5. According to the research, provided concept of organizational mechanism of rural areas development is: 

implementation of organizational mechanism for sustainable development in the context of rural areas comprises a 

complex of individual and collective decisions of the actors of rural development and actions organized to lead to 

behavioral interaction and sustainability of rural development.  
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