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Abstract 
 
Results of an extensive assessment process of trends and futures dreams of the youth are 
documented in this report. Previously, a long list of trends (1,560 observations) affecting rural 
development across Europe was identified and assessed for their impacts by the 
RURALIZATION consortium. In addition, an extensive inventory (2,208 responses) of the 
futures dreams of the youth aged between 18 and 30 years was carried out in 10 countries 
and 20 regions. Now these regions were revisited to find out the views of their stakeholders: 
how to benefit from the trends and how to make the dreams come true. All in all, 351 
stakeholders assessed the trends and figured out actions and actions to promote rural 
regeneration on the basis of trends and dreams of the youth in 20 regional futures workshops. 
They identified 1,257 actions and named 2,584 actor groups to carry out the actions. In 
addition, three thematic workshops discussing challenges in rural employment, access to land 
and rural agency were organised to expose the causal texture underlying the challenges. 
Finally, international research conference was organised to get additional insights on ‘root 
causes’ of the difficulty of rural regeneration and how to overcome these. While many of the 
actions are context-specific, some universalities can be identified at rather high level of 
abstraction. These are discussed in the report and supplemented by detailed findings of the 
workshops. 



D4.4 ASSESSMENT OF TRENDS AND DREAMS 
 

  RURALIZATION GRANT AGREEMENT NO 817642  

11 

1 Objective and approach in the assessment of trends 
and dreams 

The foresight activities of the RURALIZATION project that are carried out in the Work Package 
4 have included identification and analysis of trends and inventory of futures dreams of the 
youth. All in all, 1,560 trends that are relevant for rural regeneration were identified and 
assessed for their impacts across Europe. These were further analysed, synthesised, reported2 
and transformed into 60 trends cards which are openly available (www.ruraltrends.eu). 
regarding the futures dreams of the youth aged 18–30 years, an inventory was carried out in 
20 regions. As much as 2,208 responses were received featuring the livelihood, 
accommodation and lifestyle dreams as well as obstacles for the realisation of the dreams. 
These were also analysed, synthesised, tuned into profiles for different types of regions as 
destinations of the dreams and finally reported3. The outputs provide a rich set of ingredients 
for designing and promoting positive futures for diverse rural areas. 

In order to encourage and instruct the stakeholders interested in rural, regional and local 
development, task 4.3 in the WP4 presents a series of assessment events to turn the trends 
and the dreams into tool for making futures. The main idea was to put the trends and the 
dreams back to different types of contexts (environmental, economic, demographic, political 
etc.) to find out ways to benefit from the trends and to make the dreams come true (Figure 
1). The trends – especially the megatrends – have some degree of universal impact across 
different kinds of regions, but the incidence of each trend differs among the regions. For 
example, the incidence of remote work depends on the economic structure, organisation 
culture, infrastructure (internet connections) and many other place-specific and region-
specific factors. It is an illusion that there could be one trend which could ‘save the world’ or 
bring about rural regeneration in all European regions. 

In envisioning, designing or planning positive futures for the regions and places, the context is 
the key. 

 
2 D4.1 Trend analysis, technical report: https://ruralization.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/RURALIZATION_D4.1_Trend-

analysis_technical-report_v1.0-1.pdf, D4.2. Trend analysis, summary report: https://ruralization.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2021/03/RURALIZATION_D4.2_Trend-analysis_summary-report_v1.0-1.pdf 

 
 
3 D4.3 Dream inventory, technical report: https://ruralization.eu/wp-

content/uploads/2021/03/RURALIZATION_D4.3_Dream-inventory_technical-report_v1.0-1.pdf, D.4.3 Dream inventory, 
summary report: https://ruralization.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/RURALIZATION_D4.3_Dream-
inventory_summary-report_v1.0-1.pdf 
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Figure 1. Assessment of the trend and the dreams as participatory foresight analysis 

 

A straightforward participatory foresight analysis process consisted of three parts: regional 
futures workshops, thematic workshops and international research conference (Figure 2). 
These events attracted hundreds of stakeholders to come together and assess the trends and 
the dreams from diverse viewpoints and in diverse contexts. The results of this process are 
documented in this technical report. 
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Figure 2. The assessment process of trends and dreams 
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2 Methodology of the interaction and assessment 
Assessment of the trend and the dreams included several steps and many participants of 
RURALIZATION project were involved in the process. The methodology of this process and 
main features of the assessment data will be described in this section. 

The assessment took place in three arenas: 1) 20 regional workshops, 2) three thematic 
workshops and 3) international conference. These will be discussed briefly next. 

2.1 Regional futures workshops 

The inventory of the futures dreams of the youth was carried out in 20 regions in 10 Member 
States. These were Finland (UTU), France (CNRS), Germany (ILS), Hungary (UNIDEB), Ireland 
(NUIG), Italy (UNICAL), the Netherlands (TU Delft), Poland (UWr), Romania (EcoRur) and Spain 
(XCN). In each of the 10 Member States, two study regions were selected, resulting in 20 
regions. To ensure diversity of regions, these two NUTS3 level regions in each country 
represented different categories in the urban–rural typology. These same regions were used 
to assess the trends and the dreams to have the possibility observe regions specific aspects of 
the dreams (Figures 3 and 4). 
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Figure 3. Areas where the regional futures workshops were organised, general map 
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Figure 4. Areas where the regional futures workshops were organised, land use map 

 

Corine Land Cover 2018, Legend
Source: European Environmen Agency, Copernicus Programme
https://land.copernicus.eu/pan-european/corine-land-cover/clc2018

111 - Continuous urban fabric 311 - Broad-leaved forest

112 - Discontinuous urban fabric 312 - Coniferous forest

121 - Industrial or commercial units 313 - Mixed forest

122 - Road and rail networks and associated land 321 - Natural grasslands

123 - Port areas 322 - Moors and heathland

124 - Airports 323 - Sclerophyllous vegetation

131 - Mineral extraction sites 324 - Transitional woodland-shrub

132 - Dump sites 331 - Beaches, dunes, sands

133 - Construction sites 332 - Bare rocks

141 - Green urban areas 333 - Sparsely vegetated areas

142 - Sport and leisure facilities 334 - Burnt areas

211 - Non-irrigated arable land 335 - Glaciers and perpetual snow

212 - Permanently irrigated land 411 - Inland marshes

213 - Rice fields 412 - Peat bogs

221 - Vineyards 421 - Salt marshes

222 - Fruit trees and berry plantations 422 - Salines

223 - Olive groves 423 - Intertidal flats

231 - Pastures 511 - Water courses

241 - Annual crops associated with permanent crops 512 - Water bodies

242 - Complex cultivation patterns 521 - Coastal lagoons

243 - Land principally occupied by agriculture, 522 - Estuaries

with significant areas of natural vegetation 523 - Sea and ocean

244 - Agro-forestry areas 999 - NODATA
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Participants who were invited to the regional futures workshops included competent actors 
that may play a role in the novel or modified activities. These could include representatives of 
regional administration, local policy makers, place-bound companies, various development-
oriented organisations and NGOs. Representatives from these bodies were to be invited to 
the workshops in a balanced way. The target audience of the 20 workshops was 400, i.e. 20 
participants per workshop, but this could vary a lot depending on the characteristics of the 
region, overlapping events etc. In some occasions it was quite difficult to motivate 
stakeholders in the region to participate in online workshops which was the only option due 
to Covid-19 pandemic. Actual amount of the participants was 351, ranging between 19 and 44 
per country. Falling slightly below the target numbers was compensated by very good 
stakeholder representation among the participants. About 21% of the participants 
represented regional or national administration, 14% were farmers or entrepreneurs, 14% 
local policy makers (e.g. mayors, members of the municipality councils), 13% came from 
educational or research organisations (e.g. local or professional schools, universities), 11% 
from NGOs, 7% from the LEADER groups, 5% from development or advisory organisations, 3% 
from professional organisations (e.g. farmers’ and entrepreneurs’ associations), 8% from 
other organisations and 4% were private persons without organisational affiliation. This 
profile of stakeholders is very relevant for the assessment work of trends and dreams. The 
number of the participants is presented in Table 1 and background of the participants is 
presented in Figure 5. 

Table 1. Number of participants by country and type of region 

 

Country
Predominantly 
urban regions

Intermediate 
regions

Predominantly 
rural regions Total

Share, %
Finland 9 16 25 7
France 20 21 41 12
Germany 8 11 19 5
Hungary 18 10 28 8
Ireland 16 22 38 11
Italy 22 22 44 13
Poland 30 11 41 12
Romania 22 15 37 11
Spain 21 19 40 11
The Netherlands 22 16 38 11
Total 93 152 106 351 100
Share, % 26 43 30 100

Type of region (NUTS3)
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Figure 5. Background of the participants of the workshops 

 

The workshops were organised in a standardised way to collect comparable information for 
analytical purposes. Key issues to be discussed in the workshop included: 

• Which aspects of the trends (megatrends, trends and weak signals) provide 
potentials for this particular region to promote rural regeneration? Which actors 
have agency in organising the required actions? 

• How this particular region could respond to futures dreams of the youth in terms 
of their livelihood recipe, accommodation recipe and lifestyle recipe? How this 
particular region could remove the obstacles the youth experiences in realising 
their dreams? Which actors have agency in organising the required actions? 

 
The participants had a pre-assignment upon registration.  They were first asked to choose the 
type of the region they were most interested in for the assessment of the trends and the 
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dreams: 1) city areas, 2) rural areas close to city (commuting distance), 3) rural villages or 4) 
remote rural areas. Then they were asked to rate the 60 trends presented in the trend cards 
(www.ruraltrends.eu) from the viewpoint of this specific type of region with 5-point Likert-
type scale (not at all promising … extremely promising). The exact question was ‘How 
promising are the following trends regarding positive development and rural regeneration’ in 
the selected type of area. About 64% of the registered participants assessed the trends. 
 
The participants were allocated to groups of 4–7 persons (if possible) based on the type of the 
region they preferred. A simple procedure was used for this task (Figure 6). This resulted in 50 
groups in the 20 workshops. The workshops were organised online in March–June 2021 and 
there was a shared basic schedule for the event which was subject to revision if needed of 
preferred by the organiser (figure 7). The results of the workshops were documented in a 
standard format and the analysis presented in section 3 is based on this input. The workshop 
data is not based on a representative sample of the European regions but represents a 
diversity of contexts. The data is primarily feasible for qualitative analysis of insights and 
emerging issues. These may be used in the policy evaluation and design to promote rural 
regeneration through responding to potentially beneficial trends and futures dreams by the 
youth – the measures to remove the obstacles of the dreams have an intimate link to 
measures to change practises and set up or revise policies. The analysis of the workshop data 
is based on content analysis methodology, which makes it possible to take a higher level of 
abstraction to find out universals e.g. among same types of regions. 
 

 
Figure 6. Organisation of the groups in the futures workshops 

tŚŝĐŚ�ƚǇƉĞ�ŽĨ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŝƐ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƟŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǇŽƵ�ŝŶ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�
ƚƌĞŶĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚƌĞĂŵƐ�;ĐŚŽŽƐĞ�ŽŶĞ�ŽƉƟŽŶͿ͍

City areas – 5 interested
ZƵƌĂů�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ĐůŽƐĞ�ƚŽ�Ă�ĐŝƚǇ�;ĐŽŵŵƵƟŶŐ�ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞͿ�ʹ�ϲ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ
ZƵƌĂů�ǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ�ʹ�ϭϯ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ
Remote rural areas – 5 interested
PARTICIPANTS TOTAL 29

One group

One group

Two 
parallel 
groups

One group

tŚŝĐŚ�ƚǇƉĞ�ŽĨ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŝƐ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƟŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǇŽƵ�ŝŶ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�
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Figure 7. Draft of the schedule of the regional futures workshops 

 
2.2 Thematic workshops 

The three international thematic stakeholder workshops were discussing three themes that 
were considered important in the rural regeneration processes: 1) futures of rural 
employment, 2) futures of rural land use and access to land and 3) agency in creating positive 
rural futures. 

The stakeholders expected to be present in the workshops were expected have relevant 
information and evaluative capacity in each theme and, generally, regeneration of rural areas 
(e.g. representatives from relevant regional and local administrative and political 
organisations, various professional organisations, research organisations, LEADER groups, 
development and advisory organisations, educational organisations, financial organisations, 
foundations, NGOs). Participants were invited via various professional and stakeholder 
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networks by the RURALIZATION consortium members. The workshops were organised online 
as a row on the 9th of June, 2021. There were 10 registered participants from six different 
countries (Finland, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Poland, the Netherlands): eight persons from 
universities, one person from LEADER group and one person from private research 
organisation. Finally, only half of them actually participated (from Finland, Lithuania, Poland 
and the Netherlands). The target audience was 20 per workshop. 

Causal maps were used as analytical devices in the workshops. Causal maps were constructed 
using consecutive why-questions, starting from a key question in each theme. These key 
questions were: 

• Why do we have too few attractive rural employment opportunities? 
• Why do we have too limited access to land in many areas? 
• Why do local rural actors have too little agency? 

 
Each workshop was started with scanning of most important or obvious reasons. This resulted 
in 6–8 reasons per topic. After simple voting, one of these was selected for the causal map 
analysis. Each of the three causal maps were constructed interactively. The causal maps are 
presented in Section 3 and they may provide some insights for the ‘root causes’ underlying 
the challenges in the three themes. 

2.3 Conference 

International thematic research online conference was organised on the 10th of June, 2021. 
The title of the conference was ‘Rural and urban futures – place-based challenges and 
solutions’ (RUFUS2021). The conference was organised by Finland Futures Research Centre, 
University of Turku and by the RURALIZATION project. Call for abstracts as well as conference 
program was published on the conference website www.rufus2021.eu and the conference 
was widely promoted e.g. in the social media (Figure 8). 
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Figure 8. Poster of the RUFUS conference 

 

Two members of the Scientific Committee of the conference reviewed all submitted abstracts 
and approved studies were presented in the conference. The committee included several 
members of the RURALIZATION project:  

• Research Director Tuomas Kuhmonen, Finland Futures Research Centre, 
University of Turku (Chair) 

• Professor Toni Ahlqvist, Finland Futures Research Centre, University of Turku 
• Professor Maura Farrell, National University of Ireland Galway 
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• Professor Willem Korthals Altes, Delft University of Technology, The Netherlands 
• Professor Imre Kovách, University of Debrecen, Hungary 
• Adjunct Professor Sari Puustinen, Finland Futures Research Centre, University of 

Turku 
• Associate professor Silvia Sivini, University of Calabria, Italy 

 

There were 21 submitted abstracts, which were all accepted, but one presentation was 
cancelled for personal reasons. So, there were finally two keynote presentations and 20 
presentations in the plenary or parallel sessions. The programme of the conference is provided 
below. 

 

Programme, CET 
 
09:00–09:15 Welcome and opening of the Conference 
 
09:15–10:00 Keynote lecture 1: Professor Toni Ahlqvist, Finland Futures Research Centre, 

University of Turku: Scenario thinking and regional development 
 
10:00–11:30 Parallel sessions 1 and 2 

 
Parallel session 1: Rural communities and local agency 
 
Ground Tests: Is this a matter of design? Place based research in context of Jhabua 
Shafali Jain*; NID Ford Foundation, Shivganga, Jhabua, India 
 
Rural past for rural future – Building agency and community with local knowledge: 
Participatory action research in a Hungarian village 
Pál Géza Balogh*, Anna Borbála Hernádi; Department of European Ethnology – 
Cultural Anthropology, University of Pecs, Hungary 
 
Parallel session 2: Landscapes and heritage 
 
Post epidemic territories: Aspirations and futurability in Salento after Xylella 
Chiara Vacirca*; Human and Social Sciences, University of Salento 
 
The Reuse of Religious Buildings: Socio-economic and symbolic aspects 
Gilda Catalano*; University of Calabria, Italy 
 
What do landscapes say? 
Yue Mao*, Rachel Bacon, Ksenia Kopalova, Nataly Lakhtina, Maria Malkova, Vera 
Mennens, Radha Smith, Naomi van Dijck, Polina Veidenbakh, Nomaos research 
collective, The Netherlands 

 
11:30–12:00  Lunch break 
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12:00–12:45  Keynote lecture 2: Research Programme Officer Alexia Rouby, European 
Commission: Building a shared EU rural vision for highly diverse rural areas  

 
12:45–14:15 Plenary session: The youth 

 
Imagining rural futures: Dreams of young Dutch people in urban and rural areas 
Maarten Koreman*; TU Delft, The Netherlands 
 
Young people’s thoughts and expectations related to place based future images 
Katariina Heikkilä*, Ira Ahokas; Finland Futures Research Centre, University of Turku, 
Finland 
 
Territorial disparities of youth subjective wellbeing in Lithuania 
Gintarė Vaznonienė*; Faculty of Bioeconomy Development, Vytautas Magnus 
University, Lithuania 

 
14:15–14:30  Coffee break 
 
14:30–16:00 Parallel sessions 3 and 4 
 

Parallel session 3: Regional development and planning 
 

The demands of doing better: Overcoming spatial and mobility lock-in by empowering 
sustainable futures in Ireland 
Tadhg O'Mahony*; Finland Futures Research Centre, Finland/Ireland 
 
From rural to urban with a new perspective: Towards an alternative strategic 
framework for the regeneration of the valleys Impero and Prino in the province of 
Imperia, Liguria, Italy 
Johanna Pieritz*; Cologne, Germany 
 
Place-based development and the visions of future by locals – Experiences from 
Hungary 
Bernadett Csurgó, Institute for Sociology, Centre for Social Sciences, Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences; Noémi Loncsák, Department of Sociology and Social Policy, 
University of Debrecen, Debrecen, Hungary; Imre Kovách, Department of Sociology and 
Social Policy, University of Debrecen, Debrecen, Hungary and Institute for Sociology, 
Centre for Social Sciences, Hungarian Academy of Sciences; Boldizsár Megyesi*, 
Institute for Sociology, Centre for Social Sciences, Hungarian Academy of Sciences; 
Gabriella Nemes-Zambó, Department of Sociology and Social Policy, University of 
Debrecen, Debrecen, Hungary 

 
Parallel session 4: Farms, farmers and farming 

 
Is there an alternative future leading to a growing number of farmers in the 
Netherlands? 
Willem Korthals Altes*; TU Delft, The Netherlands 
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Can social organizations help small farmers in food system transition? Evidences from 
Kenya 
Chiara Caterina Razzano*, Nunzia Borrelli, Maura Benegiamo; Università degli Studi di 
Milano – Bicocca, Italy 
 
Peasant agroecological farms: Drivers of rural development through 
generational renewal, employment, and social connections. The case of Terre de Liens 
farms in France. 
Alice Martin-Prével*, Véronique Rioufol, Thibaud Rochette, Fédération Nationale Terre 
de Liens, France; Silvia Sivini, Annamaria Vitale, Università della Calabria, Italy 
 

16:00–16:15  Coffee break  
 
16:15–17:45  Parallel sessions 5 and 6 
 

Parallel sessions 5: Regional development trends and patterns 
 

New development trends in peripheric rural areas in SW Poland  
Agnieszka Latocha*, Katarzyna Kajdanek, Robert Szmytkie, Dominik Sikorski, 
Przemysław Tomczak, Paulina Miodońska; University of Wroclaw, Poland 
 
Small industrial towns in Moravia: A comparison of the production and post-
productive era 
Antonin Vaishar*, Milada Šťastná, Mender University in Brno, Czechia; Jana 
Zapletalová, Institute of Geonics, Czech Academy of Sciences, Czechia 
 
Gentrification of city and its socio-economic, financial and legal aspects – A chance or 
threat for the future development of the Polish cities 
Krystyna Nizioł*; Faculty of Law and Administration, Szczecin University, Poland 

 
Parallel session 6: Food systems 

 
Alternative agrifood futures: Case studies in Southern Italy 
Alessandra Corrado*, Mario Pullano; University of Calabria, Italy 
 
New agro-ecological approaches in a wine region in Hungary 
Bernadett Csurgó*, Adrienne Csizmady, Szabina Kerényi, András Balázs, Botond 
Palaczki, Veronika Kocsis; Institute for Sociology, Centre for Social Sciences, Eötvös 
Loránd Research Network, Hungarian Academy of Sciences Centre of Excellence, 
Hungary 
 
‘Young return’ to the land and multifunctional agriculture: Re-centralizing peripheral 
territories 
Francesca Uleri*, Susanne Elsen; Free University of Bolzano, Italy 

 
17:50–18:30  Closing of the Conference 
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The speakers (excluding the keynote speakers) came from 11 different countries (Table 2). 
There were 105 registered participants in the conference from 24 different countries (Table 
3). About 86% of the participants were from the EU countries. About 64% of the participants 
represented educational or research organisations, 13% came from development or advisory 
organisations and 10% from NGOs (Figure 9). So, there was a large diversity present both 
among the speakers and the audience. The book of abstracts can be found in Annex 2. 

Table 2. Number of presentations per country 

 

Table 3. Number of participants by country 

 

Country
Number of 
presentation

Czech Republic 1
Finland 1
France 1
Germany 1
Hungary 3
India 1
Ireland 1
Italy 5
Lithuania 1
Poland 2
The Netherlands 3
Total 20

Country
Number of 
participants

Finland 24
Hungary 14
Italy 13
India 8
Ireland 6
The Netherlands 5
France 4
Poland 4
Romania 4
Germany 3
Lithuania 3
Czech Republic 2
Latvia 2
Spain 2
Ukraine 2
Austria 1
Belgium 1
Iran 1
Kenya 1
México 1
Portugal 1
Moldova 1
United Kingdom 1
South Africa 1
Total 105
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Figure 9. Background of the participants of the conference 

 

There was a number of interesting insights in the conference presentations which may assist 
crafting proposals for novel practices and policies to promote rural regeneration in various 
contexts of the EU. A review of the conference input from this perspective is provided in 
Section 3. 
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3 Results 

3.1 Regional futures workshops 

3.1.1 Incidence and potential of the trends 

Table 4 presents the results of the trend assessment by the type of the region where the 
workshop was organised. It appears that the stakeholders of intermediate regions assessed 
the 60 trends by far most positively. The set of trends turned out less promising for the 
predominantly urban and predominantly rural areas. Intermediate regions have both urban 
and rural characteristics and locations, and these regions may benefit from ‘urban’ trends and 
‘rural’ trends.  

The top-5 most promising trends for all regions were alternative food systems (average rating 
3.91), community-based action (3.83), caring for the environment (3.80), natural and cultural 
heritage (3.77) and remote work (3.73).4  

The most promising trends in the assessment of the stakeholders of predominantly urban 
regions were alternative food system (4.28), community-based action (3.98), caring for the 
environment (3.81), natural and cultural heritage (3.77) and care services (3.61). In the 
intermediate regions the top-5 trends were rural tourism (3.98), remote work (3.89), 
community-based action (3.88), search for better quality of life (3.88) and food tourism (3.88). 
Top-5 trends in the predominantly rural regions were rural tourism (3.74), caring for the 
environment (3.73), alternative food systems (3.70), remote work (3.68) and community-
based action (3.68). These results indicate the overall assessment of the possibilities to benefit 
from the trends among the stakeholders of different types of regions (Figure 10). 

Another way to profile the regions is to look at the deviations between the types of regions. 
Trends that were most positively assessed in the predominantly urban areas compared the 
other areas included alternative food systems, local paradigm and community-based action. 
The intermediate regions were profiled by food security, social enterprises and entrepreneurs 
and e-commerce, whereas the predominantly rural regions were profiled by pandemics and 
epidemics, ageing population and rural in the social media. Even though many of these trends 
were not among the top-5 most promising trends, they were considered especially promising 
in each type of region. 

  

 
4 The rating scale was: 1 = not at all promising, 2 = slightly promising, 3 = moderately positive, 4 = very promising, 5 = extremely 

positive. 



D4.4 ASSESSMENT OF TRENDS AND DREAMS 
 

  RURALIZATION GRANT AGREEMENT NO 817642  

29 

Table 4. Rating of the trends by type of region 

 

Trend
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

1. Ageing population 2,23 3,03 2,89 2,77
2. Alternative food systems 4,28 3,86 3,70 3,91
3. Benefiting from globalisation 2,59 3,06 2,83 2,85
4. Benefiting from urbanisation 2,77 3,20 2,80 2,94
5. Care services 3,61 3,57 3,43 3,53
6. Caring for the environment 3,81 3,86 3,73 3,80
7. Changing gender roles 2,88 3,41 2,82 3,05
8. Cheap rural housing and rural second homes 3,23 3,51 3,12 3,29
9. Circular economy 3,30 3,71 3,29 3,44
10. Climate change 3,32 3,49 2,94 3,24
11. Co-operatives and partnerships 3,61 3,73 3,54 3,63
12. Community-based action 3,98 3,88 3,68 3,83
13. Counteracting unequal development and 
rural decline

2,82 3,60 3,16 3,24

14. Creative economy 2,65 3,35 3,02 3,05
15. Degrowth 2,77 3,16 2,82 2,93
16. Digital economy 3,05 3,80 3,62 3,54
17. Diversification of rural economy 3,20 3,75 3,42 3,49
18. Diversification/specialisation of farms 3,11 3,73 3,47 3,47
19. DIY movement 2,56 2,96 2,81 2,80
20. e-commerce 2,81 3,78 3,31 3,35
21. Ecovillages 3,00 3,23 2,76 3,00
22. Educational farms 3,12 3,69 3,28 3,39
23. Food security 2,84 3,78 2,88 3,19
24. Food sovereignty 2,75 3,67 3,31 3,30
25. Food tourism 2,96 3,88 3,48 3,50
26. Growing food demand 2,89 3,28 3,20 3,15
27. Heritage tourism 3,07 3,71 3,32 3,40
28. Infrastructures, accessibility and 
connectedness of regions

3,34 3,63 2,95 3,29

29. Integration of immigrants 3,09 3,44 2,94 3,16
30. Local paradigm 3,60 3,44 2,95 3,30
31. Manifestations of new technologies 2,47 3,35 2,88 2,95
32. Meaning and experience economy 2,66 3,40 2,93 3,03
33. Micro- and small units 3,20 3,37 3,32 3,31
34. Migration patterns 2,59 3,06 2,42 2,70
35. Multi-local living 2,41 3,04 2,76 2,78
36. Multifunctional forests 3,18 3,47 3,13 3,26
37. Natural and cultural heritage 3,77 3,86 3,67 3,77
38. New governance models 2,57 3,37 3,15 3,09
39. Pandemics and epidemics 2,74 3,28 3,31 3,16
40. Place branding 3,32 3,65 3,29 3,43
41. Policy incidence and effectiveness 3,25 3,49 2,95 3,22
42. Pop-up culture and gig economy 2,32 3,03 2,59 2,68
43. Public goods 2,87 3,52 3,01 3,16
44. Remote work 3,58 3,89 3,68 3,73
45. Resilience 3,00 3,60 2,98 3,21
46. Rural artisans 3,59 3,80 3,38 3,59
47. Rural business succession 2,88 3,49 3,04 3,16
48. Rural energy communities 2,70 3,59 3,29 3,26
49. Rural hubs 2,93 3,58 3,24 3,28
50. Rural in the social media 2,96 3,60 3,51 3,40
51. Rural lifestyle 3,42 3,73 3,55 3,58
52. Rural tourism 3,00 3,98 3,74 3,64
53. Search for better quality  of life 3,48 3,88 3,58 3,66
54. Self-sufficiency 2,70 3,58 3,15 3,20
55. Sharing economy 2,74 3,16 2,74 2,89
56. Smart solutions in rural space 2,59 3,68 3,33 3,28
57. Social enterprises and entrepreneurs 2,96 3,81 3,17 3,35
58. Sustainability transition 3,39 3,70 3,51 3,55
59. Technology-intensive farming 2,48 3,16 2,66 2,80
60. Transparency of the food system 3,47 3,69 3,47 3,55
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest rank in each group encircled.
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Figure 10. Top-5 trends by type of region 
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There was a large diversity of stakeholders present in the workshops. Since all of them have 
a role in the local, regional or national rural development activities, it is interesting to see how 
each stakeholder group thinks about promising trends. These results are provided in Table 5. 

In general, there were quite remarkable differences between the stakeholder groups in the 
assessment. As much as nine different trends received the highest ranking as the most 
promising trend among 12 stakeholder groups. Smallest variation took place in the 
assessment of search for better quality of life, transparency of the food system, place 
branding, co-operatives and partnerships, educational farms, growing food demand as well as 
infrastructures, accessibility and connectedness of the regions (based on coefficient of 
variation). So, the stakeholders were quite unanimous about the promise these trends had for 
positive development and rural regeneration. Many of these trends offer positive prospects 
for broad audiences and do not ask for withdrawing resources from somebody else. Most 
disagreement (highest coefficient of variation) about the potential concerned degrowth, 
ecovillages, multi-local living, pop-up culture and gig economy as well as sharing economy. 
Many of these trend imply changes in the structures, practices or resource allocations. Overall 
rating of the trends was most positive among stakeholders coming from ‘other’ organisations, 
among private persons and among regional or national administration. NGOs with economic 
focus as well as farmers and entrepreneurs were by far most pessimistic about the potential 
of the 60 trends.  

As a conclusion, it really matters who is involved in the assessment of future prospects and 
possibilities e.g. in the preparation of policy measures. 
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Table 5. Rating of the trends by stakeholder group 

 

Further on, there were striking differences in the assessments between the countries (Table 
6, Figures 11–12). Only in Germany and Italy the same trend was chosen as the most promising 
one (caring for the environment), whereas in all other countries a unique trend received the 
highest rating: multi-local living in Finland, alternative food systems in France, remote work in 
Ireland, rural tourism in Poland, ageing population in Romania and co-operatives & 
partnerships in Spain. Beyond specific trends, there were some cross-cutting themes in the 
top-54 trends: ‘rurality’ in Finland and Ireland, the environment in France, Germany and Italy 
as well as the rural economy in Poland and Spain. This gives an idea of the role of the context 
and regional incidence of the promise of the trends.  

Smallest variation took place in the assessment of rural lifestyle, pandemics and epidemics, 
place branding, natural and cultural heritage as well as rural artisans. The trends with most 

Trend

Development 
or advisory 

organisation
Educational 
organisation

Farmer, 
entrepreneur

LEADER 
group

Local policy 
maker

NGO with 
civic focus

NGO with 
economic 

focus

NGO with 
environmental 

focus
Other 

organisation
Private 
person

Professional 
organisation

Regional or 
national 

administration Total
1. Ageing population 2,92 3,16 2,17 3,15 2,41 2,73 1,33 2,33 2,88 2,92 2,60 2,91 2,77
2. Alternative food systems 3,92 3,59 4,55 3,90 3,70 3,82 4,67 4,67 3,56 4,33 3,40 3,87 3,91
3. Benefiting from globalisation 3,08 2,84 2,21 3,15 2,73 2,73 2,00 2,33 2,88 2,92 3,20 3,20 2,85
4. Benefiting from urbanisation 2,92 3,08 2,53 3,15 3,04 2,73 1,33 2,33 2,69 2,55 2,60 3,34 2,94
5. Care services 3,92 3,43 3,07 3,85 3,70 3,55 4,33 2,67 3,56 3,45 3,80 3,52 3,53
6. Caring for the environment 3,58 3,59 3,43 4,15 3,70 3,73 3,33 5,00 4,00 4,25 4,20 3,89 3,80
7. Changing gender roles 3,33 2,84 2,41 3,20 2,89 3,18 2,00 2,67 3,63 3,75 4,00 3,15 3,05
8. Cheap rural housing and rural second homes 3,25 3,11 2,69 3,85 3,19 2,91 2,67 3,00 3,50 3,17 3,40 3,74 3,29
9. Circular economy 3,75 3,35 2,66 3,65 3,30 3,73 2,00 4,33 3,56 4,27 3,40 3,66 3,44
10. Climate change 2,83 2,89 2,72 3,80 3,15 3,73 3,67 3,67 3,38 3,33 2,80 3,55 3,24
11. Co-operatives and partnerships 4,00 3,35 2,93 4,10 3,52 3,64 3,33 4,00 3,94 3,83 3,60 3,91 3,63
12. Community-based action 3,92 3,78 3,55 4,10 3,56 3,91 3,00 4,67 4,31 3,92 3,40 3,89 3,83

13. Counteracting unequal development 
and rural decline

3,42 3,19 2,38 3,60 3,31 3,00 1,67 3,00 3,80 3,50 3,20 3,49 3,24

14. Creative economy 3,25 2,97 2,17 3,15 3,07 3,18 2,00 2,67 3,73 3,50 3,60 3,19 3,05
15. Degrowth 2,83 2,65 2,07 3,05 2,85 3,27 2,00 4,33 3,80 3,67 2,20 3,21 2,93
16. Digital economy 3,92 3,70 2,80 3,70 3,74 3,45 2,67 2,33 3,87 2,91 3,80 3,77 3,54
17. Diversification of rural economy 3,25 3,57 2,72 3,95 3,50 3,00 2,00 3,00 4,00 3,58 3,80 3,77 3,49
18. Diversification/specialisation of farms 3,75 3,68 3,13 3,26 3,19 3,09 3,00 3,33 4,25 3,75 3,20 3,52 3,47
19. DIY movement 2,75 2,73 2,10 2,85 2,63 2,91 1,67 2,67 3,93 3,33 1,80 3,04 2,80
20. e-commerce 3,33 3,41 2,86 3,50 3,07 3,64 1,33 2,00 3,93 3,33 3,60 3,65 3,35
21. Ecovillages 3,00 2,70 2,34 3,20 2,59 3,36 1,33 3,67 3,81 3,83 2,40 3,32 3,00
22. Educational farms 3,55 3,33 3,00 3,21 3,39 3,36 3,00 4,00 3,75 4,00 3,40 3,43 3,39
23. Food security 3,00 3,05 2,33 3,60 2,81 3,45 2,00 3,00 3,81 3,83 3,60 3,57 3,19
24. Food sovereignty 3,17 3,19 2,87 3,40 3,00 3,27 2,67 3,67 3,88 4,08 3,40 3,43 3,30
25. Food tourism 3,50 3,57 3,17 3,70 3,27 3,55 2,67 2,00 4,13 3,92 2,80 3,57 3,50
26. Growing food demand 3,08 3,16 3,00 3,10 3,07 3,09 3,67 2,33 3,38 3,33 3,00 3,24 3,15
27. Heritage tourism 3,42 3,49 2,73 3,45 3,48 3,27 2,67 2,33 3,94 3,83 3,40 3,52 3,40

28. Infrastructures, accessibility and 
connectedness of regions

3,25 3,05 2,57 3,25 3,31 3,73 3,33 3,67 3,56 3,67 3,40 3,65 3,29

29. Integration of immigrants 3,17 3,11 2,17 3,60 3,26 3,55 2,00 2,00 3,63 4,00 3,80 3,20 3,16
30. Local paradigm 3,08 3,03 2,66 3,40 3,52 3,36 3,67 4,00 3,81 3,42 2,80 3,56 3,30
31. Manifestations of new technologies 3,17 2,95 2,07 3,10 2,93 3,18 2,33 1,33 3,19 3,17 3,60 3,26 2,95
32. Meaning and experience economy 3,00 3,11 2,17 3,42 2,89 2,82 2,00 1,67 3,56 3,50 3,40 3,31 3,03
33. Micro- and small units 3,50 3,11 3,03 3,10 3,35 3,70 2,00 3,33 3,88 4,09 2,80 3,33 3,31
34. Migration patterns 2,33 2,73 1,76 3,15 2,46 3,18 2,00 2,67 3,25 3,42 3,20 2,78 2,70
35. Multi-local living 2,67 2,56 2,17 3,30 2,92 2,70 1,33 1,33 3,19 2,75 3,00 3,09 2,78
36. Multifunctional forests 3,33 3,14 2,33 4,00 3,33 3,55 2,67 3,00 3,69 3,09 3,60 3,43 3,26
37. Natural and cultural heritage 3,83 3,56 3,17 4,10 3,88 3,50 4,67 4,33 4,06 4,33 3,40 3,85 3,77
38. New governance models 3,50 2,94 2,73 3,30 2,96 3,20 1,33 2,33 3,53 3,55 3,60 3,13 3,09
39. Pandemics and epidemics 3,67 3,00 2,69 3,20 3,20 3,10 1,67 2,67 3,13 3,42 3,20 3,48 3,16
40. Place branding 3,67 3,28 3,53 3,30 3,27 3,40 3,33 2,67 3,67 3,67 4,00 3,42 3,43
41. Policy incidence and effectiveness 3,50 3,00 2,64 2,89 3,56 2,73 3,33 3,33 3,75 3,64 3,20 3,43 3,22
42. Pop-up culture and gig economy 2,75 2,78 1,80 2,50 2,46 2,70 2,00 1,33 3,40 3,42 3,20 3,02 2,68
43. Public goods 2,92 3,22 2,27 3,10 3,08 3,00 3,00 3,67 3,63 4,08 3,20 3,44 3,16
44. Remote work 4,17 3,76 3,28 3,85 3,56 4,00 2,67 3,33 3,69 3,58 4,20 3,96 3,73
45. Resilience 3,58 3,22 2,48 3,50 3,00 3,50 2,33 3,67 3,50 3,55 3,40 3,32 3,21
46. Rural artisans 3,50 3,39 3,77 3,70 3,38 4,10 3,00 3,33 3,88 3,92 2,40 3,60 3,59
47. Rural business succession 3,17 2,92 2,66 3,30 2,89 3,36 2,67 3,00 3,75 3,50 3,00 3,48 3,16
48. Rural energy communities 3,42 3,33 2,41 3,55 3,23 3,20 2,33 3,67 3,63 3,25 3,40 3,47 3,26
49. Rural hubs 3,83 3,33 2,24 3,75 3,46 3,40 2,67 2,33 3,75 3,73 3,20 3,28 3,28
50. Rural in the social media 3,67 3,41 2,90 3,65 3,11 3,55 4,67 2,67 4,00 3,75 3,00 3,40 3,40
51. Rural lifestyle 3,75 3,32 3,33 3,60 3,44 3,82 5,00 4,00 3,75 3,92 2,40 3,79 3,58
52. Rural tourism 3,92 3,83 2,97 3,70 3,74 3,36 2,67 2,33 4,25 3,67 3,20 3,81 3,64
53. Search for better quality  of life 3,92 3,58 3,07 3,65 3,65 3,80 3,67 3,67 4,13 3,75 3,60 3,85 3,66
54. Self-sufficiency 3,67 2,97 2,37 3,30 2,62 3,60 2,33 3,33 3,94 4,27 2,80 3,55 3,20
55. Sharing economy 2,83 2,78 2,00 3,10 2,50 3,20 1,67 4,33 3,31 3,27 3,40 3,32 2,89
56. Smart solutions in rural space 3,67 3,20 2,52 3,70 3,15 3,00 2,00 2,67 3,44 3,45 3,40 3,66 3,28
57. Social enterprises and entrepreneurs 3,42 3,36 2,45 3,65 3,12 3,40 2,33 3,33 3,88 3,82 3,40 3,66 3,35
58. Sustainability transition 3,83 3,27 3,07 3,45 3,41 3,91 3,33 5,00 4,00 3,64 3,80 3,75 3,55
59. Technology-intensive farming 3,17 2,81 2,10 2,95 2,50 2,55 3,00 1,67 2,69 2,58 3,20 3,40 2,80
60. Transparency of the food system 3,92 3,08 3,50 3,55 3,56 3,82 4,00 4,00 3,69 4,25 3,40 3,53 3,55
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest rank in each group encircled.
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disagreement (highest coefficient of variation) were ageing population, migration patterns, 
multi-local living as well as meaning and experience economy. Overall, highest ratings were 
given by the Italian and Spanish participants and lowest ratings by the French and Romanian 
participants. Variation of the ratings was slightly higher among the countries than among the 
stakeholder groups, so the differences between the countries did not arise solely from the 
varying composition of the participants. The context matters. 

Table 6. Rating of the trends by country 

 

Trends Finland France Germany Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain Total
1. Ageing population 2,92 1,66 2,95 2,53 2,77 2,90 4,45 4,47 2,77
2. Alternative food systems 3,56 4,54 3,68 3,21 4,21 3,83 3,91 4,13 3,91
3. Benefiting from globalisation 3,28 1,68 3,26 3,03 3,21 3,00 2,18 3,57 2,85
4. Benefiting from urbanisation 2,92 2,02 3,42 2,55 3,21 3,59 2,73 3,80 2,94
5. Care services 3,60 3,34 3,95 3,08 4,26 3,25 2,27 3,87 3,53
6. Caring for the environment 3,56 3,51 4,26 3,24 4,56 3,77 3,09 4,20 3,80
7. Changing gender roles 3,04 1,73 3,58 3,66 3,95 2,41 2,27 3,67 3,05
8. Cheap rural housing and rural second homes 4,12 2,46 3,11 2,58 4,26 3,17 2,36 4,33 3,29
9. Circular economy 3,52 2,34 3,63 3,32 4,40 3,31 2,82 4,40 3,44
10. Climate change 3,56 2,17 3,95 3,05 3,47 3,40 3,27 4,29 3,24
11. Co-operatives and partnerships 3,52 2,88 4,11 3,34 4,26 3,60 3,18 4,60 3,63
12. Community-based action 3,80 3,37 4,11 3,87 4,30 4,00 2,45 4,00 3,83
13. Counteracting unequal development and 
rural decline 2,84 2,20 3,53 3,08 4,02 3,66 2,64 4,21 3,24
14. Creative economy 3,24 1,83 3,26 3,21 3,88 3,00 2,55 3,40 3,05
15. Degrowth 3,28 1,63 3,58 2,97 3,49 3,03 2,27 3,67 2,93
16. Digital economy 3,64 2,90 3,53 3,50 4,00 3,80 2,64 4,07 3,54
17. Diversification of rural economy 3,32 2,49 3,58 3,45 4,17 3,79 3,00 4,33 3,49
18. Diversification/specialisation of farms 3,48 2,76 3,21 3,42 3,98 3,87 3,55 3,57 3,47
19. DIY movement 3,12 1,73 3,21 3,00 3,37 2,82 1,73 3,27 2,80
20. e-commerce 3,84 2,34 3,32 3,32 3,74 3,79 3,18 3,60 3,35
21. Ecovillages 2,76 2,00 3,47 2,87 3,95 3,07 2,64 3,20 3,00
22. Educational farms 3,04 2,80 3,32 3,24 4,19 3,61 3,00 3,21 3,39
23. Food security 3,64 1,56 3,37 3,03 3,98 3,80 2,91 3,87 3,19
24. Food sovereignty 3,20 2,61 3,47 2,95 3,79 3,68 3,00 4,00 3,30
25. Food tourism 3,72 2,37 3,32 3,61 4,31 3,81 3,00 3,60 3,50
26. Growing food demand 3,28 2,68 3,05 2,79 3,51 3,59 3,00 3,47 3,15
27. Heritage tourism 3,48 2,24 3,32 3,55 4,26 3,43 2,64 4,13 3,40
28. Infrastructures, accessibility and 
connectedness of regions 2,96 2,37 4,16 2,71 3,86 3,83 3,18 4,20 3,29
29. Integration of immigrants 3,04 2,00 3,84 3,11 4,07 3,07 2,18 4,07 3,16
30. Local paradigm 3,00 2,93 3,37 2,87 4,02 3,61 1,55 4,40 3,30
31. Manifestations of new technologies 3,40 1,56 3,37 3,00 3,56 3,40 2,36 3,07 2,95
32. Meaning and experience economy 3,80 1,63 3,05 3,08 4,08 3,14 1,73 3,33 3,03
33. Micro- and small units 3,36 3,00 3,53 3,18 3,98 3,10 2,36 3,36 3,31
34. Migration patterns 2,76 1,22 3,47 2,82 3,42 2,86 1,73 3,71 2,70
35. Multi-local living 4,32 2,00 2,68 2,16 3,58 2,50 1,91 2,91 2,78
36. Multifunctional forests 3,88 1,80 4,11 3,32 4,02 2,86 2,45 4,20 3,26
37. Natural and cultural heritage 3,56 3,44 3,84 3,50 4,40 3,87 3,27 4,00 3,77
38. New governance models 2,76 2,63 3,47 2,74 3,88 3,10 2,64 3,45 3,09
39. Pandemics and epidemics 3,64 2,95 3,21 2,84 3,19 3,43 3,00 3,10 3,16
40. Place branding 3,48 3,24 3,11 3,39 3,90 3,33 3,09 3,45 3,43
41. Policy incidence and effectiveness 2,64 2,71 3,11 2,84 3,98 3,36 3,45 4,21 3,22
42. Pop-up culture and gig economy 3,04 1,29 3,26 2,95 3,40 2,87 2,09 2,45 2,68
43. Public goods 3,20 2,10 3,42 2,84 3,86 3,60 3,09 3,82 3,16
44. Remote work 4,20 3,12 4,11 4,03 3,77 3,73 2,55 4,13 3,73
45. Resilience 3,32 2,12 3,58 3,05 4,02 3,30 3,00 3,73 3,21
46. Rural artisans 3,52 3,34 3,58 3,50 4,12 3,72 2,82 3,27 3,59
47. Rural business succession 3,28 2,41 3,32 2,76 3,74 3,32 3,00 3,93 3,16
48. Rural energy communities 3,28 2,15 3,58 3,42 3,79 3,52 2,82 3,82 3,26
49. Rural hubs 3,32 2,24 3,37 3,79 4,02 3,17 2,09 3,82 3,28
50. Rural in the social media 3,52 2,63 3,32 3,45 3,91 3,39 3,64 3,73 3,40
51. Rural lifestyle 3,68 3,22 3,84 3,45 3,79 3,69 3,27 3,87 3,58
52. Rural tourism 3,84 2,76 3,47 3,53 4,21 4,06 3,27 4,00 3,64
53. Search for better quality  of life 3,68 2,95 4,16 3,50 4,28 3,84 3,18 3,55 3,66
54. Self-sufficiency 3,48 1,63 3,68 3,00 3,76 3,75 4,00 3,64 3,20
55. Sharing economy 3,08 1,71 3,53 2,95 3,40 2,84 2,82 3,91 2,89
56. Smart solutions in rural space 3,36 2,41 3,16 3,39 3,86 3,48 2,73 3,82 3,28
57. Social enterprises and entrepreneurs 3,08 2,17 3,42 3,42 4,12 3,70 3,45 4,00 3,35
58. Sustainability transition 3,36 3,17 4,26 3,05 4,05 3,67 2,55 4,33 3,55
59. Technology-intensive farming 3,12 1,56 2,89 2,76 3,14 3,71 2,09 3,27 2,80
60. Transparency of the food system 3,96 3,02 3,95 3,05 4,09 3,29 4,00 3,73 3,55
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest rank in each group encircled.
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Figure 11. Top-5 trends by country, part 1 
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Figure 12. Top-5 trends by country, part 2 
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Participants of the workshops chose type of the area they were most interested and the actual 
workshop activities were organised based on this preference (usually the top-3 most 
promising trends based on the rating of the trends in the pre-assignment). Table 7 and Figure 
13 present rating of the trend by type of the area. Each type of area had a unique most 
promising trend: alternative food system in city areas, community-based action in rural areas 
close to city, rural lifestyle in rural villages and remote work in remote rural areas. While 
community-based action, rural tourism as well as natural and cultural heritage were among 
the top-5 trend in three of out four types of areas, there were also surprising results. Remote 
work was a top-5 trend not only in remote rural areas but also in city areas. Caring for the 
environment was not a top-5 trend in more stressed and densely populated city areas and 
rural villages but in rural areas close to city and remote rural areas. Of course, the results 
depend on the composition of the reviewers of the trends and different people would have 
made different rating, but the results still provide some interesting insights for the policy 
agendas targeted to different types of areas. The rating results of the 20 workshops are 
provided in Annex 1. 

  



D4.4 ASSESSMENT OF TRENDS AND DREAMS 
 

  RURALIZATION GRANT AGREEMENT NO 817642  

37 

Table 7. Rating of the trends by type of area 

 

Trend City area
Rural area 

close to city Rural village
Remote rural 

area Total
1. Ageing population 2,38 2,67 2,90 2,92 2,77
2. Alternative food systems 4,22 3,96 3,80 3,83 3,91
3. Benefiting from globalisation 2,41 2,82 3,00 2,94 2,85
4. Benefiting from urbanisation 2,75 3,05 2,93 2,94 2,94
5. Care services 3,19 3,44 3,68 3,61 3,53
6. Caring for the environment 3,56 3,96 3,71 3,90 3,80
7. Changing gender roles 2,25 3,19 3,25 3,08 3,05
8. Cheap rural housing and rural second homes 2,53 3,31 3,40 3,57 3,29
9. Circular economy 2,94 3,46 3,55 3,58 3,44
10. Climate change 2,84 3,09 3,46 3,31 3,24
11. Co-operatives and partnerships 3,78 3,50 3,54 3,82 3,63
12. Community-based action 3,22 4,07 3,81 3,96 3,83
13. Counteracting unequal development and 
rural decline 2,44 3,29 3,43 3,38 3,24
14. Creative economy 2,53 2,98 3,14 3,29 3,05
15. Degrowth 2,38 2,95 3,05 3,08 2,93
16. Digital economy 3,16 3,40 3,68 3,71 3,54
17. Diversification of rural economy 3,03 3,56 3,54 3,60 3,49
18. Diversification/specialisation of farms 2,97 3,51 3,56 3,61 3,47
19. DIY movement 2,16 2,86 2,89 3,00 2,80
20. e-commerce 3,09 3,19 3,45 3,53 3,35
21. Ecovillages 2,59 3,02 3,04 3,15 3,00
22. Educational farms 2,96 3,27 3,51 3,56 3,39
23. Food security 2,56 3,23 3,20 3,55 3,19
24. Food sovereignty 2,88 3,21 3,39 3,50 3,30
25. Food tourism 2,75 3,40 3,69 3,75 3,50
26. Growing food demand 2,69 3,09 3,14 3,53 3,15
27. Heritage tourism 2,69 3,28 3,50 3,80 3,40
28. Infrastructures, accessibility and 
connectedness of regions 2,97 3,33 3,43 3,24 3,29
29. Integration of immigrants 2,59 3,13 3,26 3,38 3,16
30. Local paradigm 3,00 3,28 3,37 3,38 3,30
31. Manifestations of new technologies 2,53 2,91 3,07 3,04 2,95
32. Meaning and experience economy 2,25 3,05 3,13 3,34 3,03
33. Micro- and small units 2,97 3,15 3,41 3,54 3,31
34. Migration patterns 2,03 2,63 2,85 2,94 2,70
35. Multi-local living 2,28 2,73 2,79 3,10 2,78
36. Multifunctional forests 2,56 3,14 3,42 3,58 3,26
37. Natural and cultural heritage 3,81 3,55 3,84 3,87 3,77
38. New governance models 2,78 3,00 3,17 3,25 3,09
39. Pandemics and epidemics 3,25 3,11 2,97 3,42 3,16
40. Place branding 3,63 3,38 3,42 3,37 3,43
41. Policy incidence and effectiveness 3,09 3,14 3,36 3,16 3,22
42. Pop-up culture and gig economy 2,19 2,62 2,78 2,90 2,68
43. Public goods 2,97 2,98 3,24 3,35 3,16
44. Remote work 3,84 3,43 3,62 4,15 3,73
45. Resilience 2,94 3,21 3,21 3,38 3,21
46. Rural artisans 3,13 3,70 3,66 3,63 3,59
47. Rural business succession 2,84 3,02 3,37 3,19 3,16
48. Rural energy communities 2,59 3,23 3,30 3,62 3,26
49. Rural hubs 2,69 3,38 3,40 3,38 3,28
50. Rural in the social media 2,56 3,54 3,62 3,42 3,40
51. Rural lifestyle 3,06 3,46 3,87 3,60 3,58
52. Rural tourism 2,88 3,70 3,76 3,86 3,64
53. Search for better quality  of life 3,38 3,52 3,75 3,87 3,66
54. Self-sufficiency 2,44 3,20 3,28 3,54 3,20
55. Sharing economy 2,81 2,84 2,99 2,87 2,89
56. Smart solutions in rural space 2,77 3,38 3,38 3,31 3,28
57. Social enterprises and entrepreneurs 2,81 3,34 3,47 3,52 3,35
58. Sustainability transition 3,31 3,49 3,59 3,69 3,55
59. Technology-intensive farming 2,06 2,84 2,98 2,92 2,80
60. Transparency of the food system 3,38 3,47 3,60 3,67 3,55
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest rank in each group encircled.
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Figure 13. Top-5 trends by type of area 
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The previous analysis was based on averages of the ratings of the trends. Figure 14 provides a 
more detailed analysis of the incidence of the trends among different types of areas. Some 
of the trends can be described as very promising in many contexts. An arbitrary criteria for 
identifying these trends was an average rating higher than 4 (implying ‘very promising’ or 
‘extremely promising’) in 6–7 out of 16 regions. This criteria was met by only three trends: 
caring for the environment, alternative food systems as well as cheap rural housing and rural 
second homes.  

Obviously, there is no ‘silver bullet’ or magical trend that would be expected to bring about 
positive rural development and regeneration across all areas in Europe. 

Another set of trends can be described as very promising in specific contexts. These trends 
had an average rating higher than 4 in 4–5 out of 16 regions. This criteria was met by ten 
trends: remote work, co-operatives and partnerships, infrastructures and accessibility, 
community-based action, natural and cultural heritage, search for better quality of life, 
diversification of rural economy, circular economy, multifunctional forests and ageing 
population. 

Further on, some of the trend can be described as not promising in specific contexts. Due to 
generally positive character of the trends, an arbitrary criteria for identifying these trends was 
an average rating less than 2 (implying slightly promising’ or ‘not at all promising’) in 2 out of 
16 regions. These trends were local paradigm, rural hubs, food security and changing gender 
roles. So, there were regions that had specific challenges in benefiting from these trends. 

Finally, there were trends that can be described as not promising in many contexts. These 
trends had an average rating less than 2 in 3–4 out of 16 regions. This criteria was met by three 
trends: migration patterns, meaning and experience economy as well as pop-up culture and 
gig economy. 

Even though the classification is arbitrary, it gives some idea of the challenges of policy design. 
Most regions can potentially benefit moderately from many prevailing trends, but very 
promising trends tend to be rather context-specific. 
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Figure 14. Analysis of the regional incidence of the trends 
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3.1.2 Actions and actors to benefit from the trends 

Participants of the workshops defined actions to benefit from the trends and actors, who 
could be in charge of the actions. As much as 630 actions were identified; these are described 
in detail in Annex 1. The responses were classified by means of conventional content analysis 
without predefined categories, i.e. the categories were iterated on the basis of the data. The 
needed topics of actions could be abstracted into 26 broad categories (Table 8). As the needed 
actions are context-specific, these abstract categories do not suggest a direct policy recipe for 
a specific type of area or country, but rather provide an overview of the general types of 
actions that were deemed to be necessary to benefit from the trends. 

Table 8. Description of the topics of action 

Topic of action Description 
Accessibility Possibility to have access to specific locations; being connected 
Bureaucracy Regulatory burden; restrictions; ambiguity  
Co-operation Organised concerted action to reach mutual benefits or common goals 
Coherence Adoption of shared view; harmonious or integral approach 
Communality Maintenance of social bonds; shared identity; feeling of belonging 
Communication Provision of information through personal interaction or via media platforms 
Compliance Compliance with norms; avoidance of fraud 
Conservation Preservation of ecosystems, landscapes, milieus, buildings etc. 
Coordination Getting various actors to work together in a meaningful way 
Decentralisation Process of localisation; process toward more dispersed structures 
Diversification Process toward more diverse actions, actors or structures 
Education Various forms of providing people with new knowledge, skills and competences 
Envisioning Design and evaluation of alternative futures 
Facilities/investments Provisions of prerequisites for various actions often asks for investments 
Financial support Public support for specific actions or actors 
Flexibility Latitude to choose place to live or work, mode of work etc. 
Framing Putting things in a new perspective e.g. to avoid narrow or path dependent view 
Incentives Various rewards connected to specific kind of action 
Integration Process of becoming part of community  
Involvement Process of taking part in local decision making or community activities 
Jobs Creation of employment opportunities 
Market access Possibility to enter specific supply chains or markets to sell one’s products 
Networking Creation of relationships between various actors to serve some ends 
Organisation, setting up Process of arranging resources and actors to set something new 
Promotion Advancement of something in various ways to make it more visible or popular 
Regulation Activities of the public sector used to reach societal goals via law or norms 

 

Facilities/investments was to most frequently identified topic of action that was needed to 
benefit from the trends in all types of regions were workshops were organised (Table 9). Other 
topics of action in top-5 included promotion, organisation & setting up, communication and 
education. Besides these, financial support, regulation, incentives, coordination and framing 
were also considered important topics of specific actions in many regions. 

Regional profiles were not very different. Compared to the average of all regions, 
predominantly urban regions were profiled by the importance of facilities/investments, 
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financial support and communication, two first of which were a bit surprising as these areas 
often have better facilities and resources than other types of areas. Intermediate regions were 
profiled by the importance of promotion, market access and compliance. Predominantly rural 
regions were profiled by coordination, financial support and integration.  

Each type of the regions where the possibilities to benefit from the trends were assessed had 
some topics of action that were considered more important than in other types of regions, 
but the differences between the types of regions were not very significant. 

Table 9. Topics of action to benefit from the trends by type of region 

 

 

Each workshop group selected a specific type of area as the context of assessment: city area, 
rural area close to city (commuting distance), rural village or remote rural area. The results are 
summarised in Table 10. The most important topic of action to benefit from the selected 
trends was related to promotion in city areas and facilities/investments in all other types of 
areas. Top-5 topics of action in city areas included promotion, facilities/investments, 
communication, framing and decentralisation. The most important topics of action in rural 
areas close to city were facilities/investments, promotion, organisation & setting up, 

Topic
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

Facilities/investments 20,1 14,6 11,4 14,9
Promotion 7,9 13,8 8,7 10,5
Organisation, setting up 6,7 7,3 5,9 6,7
Communication 8,5 4,5 5,9 6,0
Education 3,0 6,1 5,9 5,2
Financial support 7,9 2,0 6,4 5,1
Regulation 3,0 5,7 4,6 4,6
Incentives 6,7 4,0 2,7 4,3
Coordination 4,3 2,8 5,5 4,1
Framing 1,8 4,9 5,0 4,1
Co-operation 4,9 2,4 3,7 3,5
Involvement 4,3 0,8 5,9 3,5
Market access 1,2 5,3 2,7 3,3
Accessibility 3,7 2,0 3,2 2,9
Networking 3,0 2,8 2,7 2,9
Decentralisation 3,0 2,4 1,8 2,4
Integration 2,4 1,2 3,7 2,4
Conservation 3,0 0,8 3,2 2,2
Communality 0,6 2,0 3,2 2,1
Diversification 0,6 3,2 1,4 1,9
Jobs 0,0 2,8 1,4 1,6
Coherence 0,6 1,6 1,4 1,3
Envisioning 0,0 1,6 1,8 1,3
Flexibility 1,2 1,6 0,9 1,3
Compliance 0,0 2,8 0,0 1,1
Bureaucracy 1,2 0,8 0,9 1,0
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 164 247 219 630
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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education and regulation. In rural villages, the top-5 list included facilities/investments, 
promotion, organisation & setting up, communication and financial support.  Finally, in 
remote rural areas the most promising measures to benefit from the trends included 
facilities/investments, framing, promotion, communication as well as education, regulation 
and incentives. 

Compared to the average of all types of areas, the city areas were profiled by the importance 
decentralisation, promotion and framing. Rural areas close to city were profiled by 
diversification and education as well as regulation, market access, accessibility and 
communality. Rural villages were profiled by facilities/investments, promotion as well as 
organisation & setting up, financial support, co-operation and compliance. Remote rural areas 
were profiled by framing, incentives, involvement and regulation. The most outstanding 
difference was the importance of framing in remote rural areas, followed by incentives, 
regulation and involvement as important topics of action.  

Altogether, the differences between the types of areas in the importance of the topics of 
action to benefit from the trends were not very pronounced. 

Table 10. Topics of action to benefit from the trends by type of area 

 

Topic City area

Rural area close to 
city (commuting 

distance) Rural village Remote rural area Total
Facilities/investments 8,6 14,2 17,5 13,8 14,9
Promotion 13,8 8,6 11,5 10,3 10,5
Organisation, setting up 5,2 7,3 7,5 3,4 6,7
Communication 8,6 4,7 6,0 8,0 6,0
Education 1,7 6,9 4,0 6,9 5,2
Financial support 3,4 5,2 6,0 3,4 5,1
Regulation 1,7 6,0 3,2 6,9 4,6
Incentives 5,2 3,9 3,6 6,9 4,3
Coordination 5,2 5,2 3,6 2,3 4,1
Framing 6,9 2,6 2,4 11,5 4,1
Co-operation 3,4 3,0 4,4 2,3 3,5
Involvement 5,2 2,1 3,6 5,7 3,5
Market access 3,4 4,7 3,2 0,0 3,3
Accessibility 3,4 4,3 2,0 1,1 2,9
Networking 1,7 3,4 3,2 1,1 2,9
Decentralisation 6,9 0,9 3,2 1,1 2,4
Integration 1,7 2,6 2,0 3,4 2,4
Conservation 3,4 2,6 2,0 1,1 2,2
Communality 1,7 3,4 0,8 2,3 2,1
Diversification 0,0 3,9 1,2 0,0 1,9
Jobs 1,7 2,1 1,6 0,0 1,6
Coherence 1,7 0,4 1,6 2,3 1,3
Envisioning 0,0 0,4 2,0 2,3 1,3
Flexibility 3,4 0,4 0,8 3,4 1,3
Compliance 1,7 0,4 2,0 0,0 1,1
Bureaucracy 0,0 0,9 1,6 0,0 1,0
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 58 233 252 87 630
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Differences in the relevance of various types of action were more pronounced between the 
countries than between types of areas (Table 11). This is partly due to varying compositions 
of the participants of the workshops and partly due to country-specific administrative 
structures, endowments of infrastructure and other resources, cultural tendencies etc. 
Facilities/investments was considered as the most important topic of action in most countries 
with some exceptions: framing in Poland, promotion in Romania and financial support in 
Spain. Looking at the deviations from the average of all countries, the diversity was high while 
most countries had a specific topic of action that was considered especially important in this 
country: regulation in Finland, coordination in France, involvement in Germany, conservation 
in Hungary, framing in Ireland, organisation & setting up in Italy, coherence in Poland, financial 
support in Romania and Spain as well as facilities/investments in the Netherlands. 

Table 11. Topics of action to benefit from the trends by country 

 

All the previous analyses disregard the trends to be benefited from. So, they indicate some 
broader tendencies which are related to resources, practices, policies, administrative 
capacities etc. Each of the 50 groups in the 20 workshops selected three (some four) most 
promising trends for further analysis; this resulted in 157 trends. The most common trends 
were ageing population, community-based action, alternative food systems, search for better 
quality of life and remote work (Figure 15). As much as 47 different trends of the 60 available 
trends became selected, i.e. were included in top-3 most promising ones at least in some 
region.  

As a rather broad set of trends was assessed to be promising in only 20 regions, the European 
regions may benefit from rather many trends. 

Topic Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
Facilities/investments 18,7 15,2 14,7 18,9 14,3 15,0 7,0 4,8 0,0 26,8 14,9
Promotion 10,7 8,1 5,9 7,5 12,7 12,8 7,0 19,0 0,0 12,5 10,5
Organisation, setting up 4,0 9,1 5,9 3,8 1,6 12,8 5,3 9,5 0,0 1,8 6,7
Communication 9,3 9,1 2,9 0,0 4,8 6,8 5,3 9,5 0,0 3,6 6,0
Education 2,7 3,0 0,0 5,7 4,8 9,0 7,0 9,5 0,0 3,6 5,2
Financial support 1,3 4,0 2,9 0,0 9,5 5,3 1,8 14,3 27,8 1,8 5,1
Regulation 17,3 1,0 2,9 1,9 0,0 3,8 3,5 7,1 16,7 0,0 4,6
Incentives 2,7 3,0 8,8 3,8 1,6 3,8 8,8 0,0 16,7 5,4 4,3
Coordination 1,3 9,1 5,9 1,9 3,2 3,0 5,3 4,8 5,6 1,8 4,1
Framing 5,3 1,0 5,9 5,7 11,1 0,8 10,5 0,0 0,0 3,6 4,1
Co-operation 5,3 5,1 2,9 1,9 1,6 4,5 1,8 2,4 11,1 0,0 3,5
Involvement 2,7 2,0 8,8 5,7 9,5 2,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,4 3,5
Market access 8,0 3,0 0,0 7,5 0,0 0,8 7,0 4,8 0,0 1,8 3,3
Accessibility 2,7 4,0 2,9 5,7 0,0 0,8 3,5 2,4 0,0 7,1 2,9
Networking 2,7 3,0 5,9 0,0 0,0 7,5 0,0 2,4 0,0 0,0 2,9
Decentralisation 0,0 6,1 5,9 0,0 0,0 0,8 3,5 2,4 11,1 1,8 2,4
Integration 1,3 2,0 2,9 1,9 4,8 1,5 5,3 0,0 0,0 3,6 2,4
Conservation 0,0 4,0 0,0 9,4 0,0 0,8 3,5 0,0 0,0 3,6 2,2
Communality 1,3 2,0 0,0 7,5 4,8 0,8 1,8 0,0 0,0 1,8 2,1
Diversification 2,7 2,0 0,0 1,9 1,6 2,3 0,0 0,0 5,6 3,6 1,9
Jobs 0,0 1,0 0,0 7,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,4 0,0 7,1 1,6
Coherence 0,0 1,0 2,9 0,0 0,0 0,8 8,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,3
Envisioning 0,0 2,0 0,0 0,0 3,2 0,0 3,5 0,0 5,6 1,8 1,3
Flexibility 0,0 0,0 5,9 0,0 7,9 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,8 1,3
Compliance 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,2 2,3 0,0 4,8 0,0 0,0 1,1
Bureaucracy 0,0 0,0 5,9 1,9 0,0 2,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,0
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 75 99 34 53 63 133 57 42 18 56 630
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Figure 15. Trends that were selected for the analysis in the 20 workshops, count 
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Since the trends are different, so are the topics of action to benefit from them (Figures 16–
18). Facilities/investment was considered to be the most important type of action to benefit 
from quite many trends (ageing population, remote work, infrastructures and accessibility, 
rural tourism, rural housing, digital economy, multi-local living, care services, creative 
economy, e-commerce, urbanisation and rural hubs). Further on, involvement was ranked as 
the most important action to benefit from community-based action and bureaucracy to 
benefit from alternative food systems and changing gender roles. On the other hand, each 
trend was profiled by a unique set of needed actions. For example, benefiting from remote 
work asks actions related to facilities/investments, promotion and flexibility. It is worth of 
noting that the results are based on different number assessments, indicated in the figures.  
 
Obviously, benefiting from most trends asked for several types of action. 
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Figure 16. Topics of action to benefit from the trends by trend, part 1 
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Figure 17. Topics of action to benefit from the trends by trend, part 2 
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Figure 18. Topics of action to benefit from the trends by trend, part 3 
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Besides the specific actions also specific actors are needed to realise the actions to benefit 
from the trends. Actors were identified by means of summative content analysis with 
predefined logical categories. Table 12 presents the actor groups which have been assessed 
to be involved in the actions by type of region in which the workshops were organised. As 
much as 1,312 actor roles were defined for the 630 specified actions, i.e. 2.1 actor groups per 
action on the average. Local public sector was the most important actor group to benefit from 
the trends in all types of regions. Top-3 list of actors in the predominantly urban areas and 
predominantly rural areas included local public sector, national public sector and private 
sector. Top-3 actors in the intermediate regions were local public sector, private sector and 
regional public sector.  
 
Public sector comprised almost two thirds (63%) of the specified actors to benefit from the 
trends, followed by private sector (17%), non-profit sector (10%), citizens (5%) and for-benefit 
sector5 (5%). Among the three types of regions, local actors as well as regional and European 
actors were assessed to be most important in intermediate regions and national actors in 
predominantly urban regions; the range was most often not specified in predominantly rural 
regions. 
 
As a conclusion, the stakeholders of all types of regions put the public sector in main charge 
when benefiting from trends is considered.  
 
  

 
5 For-benefit or fourth sector includes organisations which aim at maximising social benefit via participating in markets, 

development activities, social action etc. The group includes, for example, community development companies, social 
enterprises, civic corporations, solidarity businesses and value-based organisations. 
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Table 12. Actors to benefit from the trends by type of region 

 

Each workshop group also selected a specific type of area as the context of assessment (Table 
13). The most important actor group to benefit from the trends was local public sector in rural 
areas close to city and in rural villages, national public sector in remote rural areas and private 
sector in city areas. The role of the public sector was the higher the more peripheral the area 
was: 50% of the specified actor groups in city areas but 79% in remote rural areas. Private 
sector and for-benefit sector were considered most important in city areas, non-profit sector 
in rural areas close to city and the citizens in remote rural areas. Stakeholders assessed the 
role of private sector to be quite small or negligible outside the cities, towns and villages. 
Regarding the range of action, local actors were considered as the most important actor group 
in benefiting from the trends in rural areas close to city, regional actors in city areas; national 
actors and European actors were most important in remote rural areas. The range was most 
often not specified in rural villages.  
 
The capacity of the remote rural areas, especially, to benefit from the trends was assessed to 
be heavily dependent on the actors of the public sector. 
 
  

Actor group
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

Local public sector 25,3 24,6 24,8 24,8
National public sector 20,0 12,1 19,1 16,5
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 16,1 16,8 14,9 16,0
Regional public sector 5,6 15,3 2,8 8,6
Public sector 6,7 4,3 13,5 7,9
European public sector 7,2 7,8 0,0 5,1
Citizens 1,7 5,5 7,1 5,0
Local non-profit sector 6,1 5,7 2,6 4,8
For-benefit sector 1,4 1,1 9,2 3,8
Non-profit sector 10,0 0,0 2,8 3,7
Regional non-profit sector 0,0 2,1 2,1 1,5
Local private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 0,0 2,6 0,9 1,4
Regional for-benefit sector 0,0 2,1 0,0 0,8
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 16,1 19,5 15,8 17,4
Public sector 64,7 64,1 60,3 63,0
Non-profit sector 16,1 7,8 7,6 10,0
For-benefit sector 1,4 3,2 9,2 4,6
Citizens 1,7 5,5 7,1 5,0
Local actors 33,1 38,4 35,5 36,0
Regional actors 5,6 19,5 5,0 11,0
National actors 20,0 12,1 19,1 16,5
European actors 7,2 7,8 0,0 5,1
Not specified 34,2 22,3 40,4 31,4
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 360 529 423 1312
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled. Citizens are included in local actors.
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Table 13. Actors to benefit from the trends by type of area 

 

There were quite significant differences between the countries, but they were partly due to 
different number of stakeholders involved in the assessment (Table 14). Still, public sector and 
local actors had the main role in trying to benefit from the trends in most countries.  

 

  

Actor group City area

Rural area 
close to city 
(commuting Rural village

Remote rural 
area Total

Local public sector 0,8 38,5 22,9 15,0 24,8
National public sector 29,5 11,6 12,1 31,6 16,5
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 33,3 14,7 18,6 0,0 16,0
Regional public sector 19,7 5,1 9,7 6,2 8,6
Public sector 0,0 4,5 12,5 8,8 7,9
European public sector 0,0 1,8 4,8 17,1 5,1
Citizens 4,5 5,6 3,0 9,3 5,0
Local non-profit sector 0,0 1,1 6,5 11,9 4,8
For-benefit sector 3,8 5,3 3,9 0,0 3,8
Non-profit sector 0,0 6,5 3,5 0,0 3,7
Regional non-profit sector 0,0 4,5 0,0 0,0 1,5
Local private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 0,0 0,9 2,6 0,0 1,4
Regional for-benefit sector 8,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,8
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 33,3 15,6 21,2 0,0 17,4
Public sector 50,0 61,5 61,9 78,8 63,0
Non-profit sector 0,0 12,0 10,0 11,9 10,0
For-benefit sector 12,1 5,3 3,9 0,0 4,6
Citizens 4,5 5,6 3,0 9,3 5,0
Local actors 5,3 46,1 34,9 36,3 36,0
Regional actors 28,0 9,6 9,7 6,2 11,0
National actors 29,5 11,6 12,1 31,6 16,5
European actors 0,0 1,8 4,8 17,1 5,1
Not specified 37,1 31,0 38,5 8,8 31,4
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 132 449 538 193 1312
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled. Citizens are included in local actors.
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Table 14. Actors to benefit from the trends by country 

 

While looking at the role of various actor groups by trend, the local, regional, national or 
European public sector was most important in most trends (Figures 19–21). There were trends 
in which other actor groups hold the prime role. For example, in the promotion of remote 
work and rural lifestyle the private sector was considered most important and in the 
promotion. For-benefit sector was considered most important in trying to benefit from 
climate change and care services and non-profit sector in trying to benefit from digital 
economy, co-operatives and partnerships as well as caring for the environment. Citizens were 
not considered as the most important actor group in any trend. It should be observed that 
assessments of the trends are based on varying number of stakeholders (indicated in the 
figures).  

As a conclusion, even though the public sector is very central in trying to benefit from the 
trends, there are several promising trends where other actors should play a key role. 

  

Actor group Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
Local public sector 0,0 20,9 0,0 22,8 20,3 22,1 69,3 10,2 51,3 25,4 24,8
National public sector 37,8 21,8 0,0 22,8 38,1 4,3 12,7 0,0 43,6 6,6 16,5
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 31,5 25,9 16,1 3,8 5,1 9,6 0,0 57,1 0,0 9,0 16,0
Regional public sector 6,3 2,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 8,9 9,0 21,4 0,0 31,1 8,6
Public sector 13,4 0,0 41,9 7,6 6,8 6,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 23,8 7,9
European public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 17,1 9,0 0,0 0,0 3,3 5,1
Citizens 0,0 0,0 33,9 31,6 15,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,8 5,0
Local non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 6,3 5,1 18,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 4,8
For-benefit sector 11,0 11,4 8,1 0,0 5,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,8
Non-profit sector 0,0 13,2 0,0 0,0 4,2 5,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,7
Regional non-profit sector 0,0 4,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,9 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,5
Local private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,1 0,0 4,3 0,0 0,0 5,1 0,0 1,4
Regional for-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 11,2 0,0 0,0 0,8
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 31,5 25,9 16,1 8,9 5,1 13,9 0,0 57,1 5,1 9,0 17,4
Public sector 57,5 45,5 41,9 53,2 65,3 58,7 100,0 31,6 94,9 90,2 63,0
Non-profit sector 0,0 17,3 0,0 6,3 9,3 27,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,0
For-benefit sector 11,0 11,4 8,1 0,0 5,1 0,0 0,0 11,2 0,0 0,0 4,6
Citizens 0,0 0,0 33,9 31,6 15,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,8 5,0
Local actors 0,0 20,9 33,9 65,8 40,7 44,8 69,3 10,2 56,4 26,2 36,0
Regional actors 6,3 6,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 12,8 9,0 32,7 0,0 31,1 11,0
National actors 37,8 21,8 0,0 22,8 38,1 4,3 12,7 0,0 43,6 6,6 16,5
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 17,1 9,0 0,0 0,0 3,3 5,1
Not specified 55,9 50,5 66,1 11,4 21,2 21,0 0,0 57,1 0,0 32,8 31,4
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 127 220 62 79 118 281 166 98 39 122 1312
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled. Citizens are included in local actors.



D4.4 ASSESSMENT OF TRENDS AND DREAMS 
 

RURALIZATION GRANT AGREEMENT NO 817642 

54 

 
Figure 19. Actors to benefit from the trends by trend, part 1 
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Figure 20. Actors to benefit from the trends by trend, part 2 
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Figure 21. Actors to benefit from the trends by trend, part 3 
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3.1.3 Actions and actors to make the dreams come true 

Participants of the workshops also identified and assessed effective measures to make futures 
dreams of the youth come true. These actions were abstracted using the categories that were 
identified in the trend data by means of conventional content analysis. The actions were 
analysed separately for the livelihood (181 items), accommodation (172 items) and lifestyle 
dreams (114 items) as well as for the obstacles (160) to realising the dreams. All in all, the 
stakeholders identified 627 actions to promote the realisation of the futures dreams of the 
youth on their own region. 

Actions to promote livelihood dreams 

Regarding the type of region where the workshop was organised, facilities/investments were 
evaluated to be the most important topic of action to make the livelihood dreams come true 
in all types of regions and by far most important in predominantly rural regions (Table 15). 
This was followed by diversification and promotion in predominantly urban regions and 
intermediate regions and by networking and accessibility in predominantly rural regions. In 
general, the top-5 topics of action cover 65% of the measures deemed necessary to make the 
livelihood dreams come true: facilities/investments, diversification activities, education, 
promotion and financial support. 

Compared to the average of all regions, the predominantly urban regions were profiled by the 
importance of diversification and promotion, whereas the intermediate regions were profiled 
by communication and market access. The profile of predominantly rural regions was most 
distinctive with high emphasis in facilities/investments and networking.  

Obviously, the stakeholders assessed the needs of different types of regions to be somewhat 
different in ways to make the livelihood dreams of the youth come true. 
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Table 15. Topics of action to make the livelihood dreams come true by type of region 

 

Each workshop group selected a specific type of area as the context of assessment: city area, 
rural area close to city (commuting distance), rural village or remote rural area. Surprisingly, 
facilities/investments were considered to be the more important way to promote realisation 
of the dreams the more central or urban the area was (Table 16). This was in line with the 
dreams of the youth: the more central or urban the dream, the better local services were 
wished for. Young people who were dreaming about more rural destinations did not expect 
to have same services available as in the cities and towns. The stakeholders could have 
reflected this setting in the assessment. 
 
Each type of area had some topics of action that were more important than in other types of 
areas (difference from the average share of all areas). City areas were profiled by the 
importance of facilities/investments (share 55%, average 32%), conservation and organisation 
& setting up. Rural areas close to city were profiled by promotion and facilities/investments, 
whereas the profilers of rural villages included networking and education. Finally, important 
means to promote livelihood dreams specific to remote rural areas included diversification 
(share 54%, average 11%) , communication and bureaucracy.  
 
The central role of diversification in the remote rural areas and facilities/investments in the 
city areas were the most distinctive area-specific topics of actions to promote realisation of 
the livelihood dreams of the youth. 
 
  

Topic
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

Facilities/investments 24,3 23,7 50,0 31,5
Diversification 17,1 11,9 0,0 10,5
Education 8,6 10,2 7,7 8,8
Promotion 14,3 6,8 0,0 7,7
Financial support 11,4 0,0 7,7 6,6
Involvement 5,7 6,8 0,0 4,4
Networking 0,0 0,0 13,5 3,9
Coordination 0,0 5,1 5,8 3,3
Accessibility 0,0 0,0 9,6 2,8
Communication 0,0 8,5 0,0 2,8
Flexibility 7,1 0,0 0,0 2,8
Market access 0,0 8,5 0,0 2,8
Jobs 0,0 6,8 0,0 2,2
Regulation 2,9 3,4 0,0 2,2
Bureaucracy 4,3 0,0 0,0 1,7
Communality 0,0 5,1 0,0 1,7
Conservation 0,0 0,0 5,8 1,7
Organisation, setting up 4,3 0,0 0,0 1,7
Incentives 0,0 3,4 0,0 1,1
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 52 70 59 181
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 16. Topics of action to make the livelihood dreams come true by type of area 

 

The diversity of assessments by country is very high (Table 17). This is partly due to specific 
characteristics of the countries (administrative structure, history, resource endowments etc.), 
partly due to the qualities of the dreams and partly due to the varying number of participants 
of the workshops. 

  

Topic City area

Rural area close 
to city 

(commuting 
distance) Rural village Remote rural area Total

Facilities/investments 55,0 38,1 30,6 0,0 31,5
Diversification 0,0 4,8 2,8 53,8 10,5
Education 0,0 9,5 13,9 0,0 8,8
Promotion 15,0 17,5 0,0 0,0 7,7
Financial support 0,0 6,3 11,1 0,0 6,6
Involvement 0,0 6,3 5,6 0,0 4,4
Networking 0,0 0,0 9,7 0,0 3,9
Coordination 0,0 4,8 4,2 0,0 3,3
Accessibility 0,0 0,0 6,9 0,0 2,8
Communication 0,0 0,0 0,0 19,2 2,8
Flexibility 0,0 0,0 4,2 7,7 2,8
Market access 0,0 0,0 6,9 0,0 2,8
Jobs 0,0 4,8 1,4 0,0 2,2
Regulation 0,0 3,2 0,0 7,7 2,2
Bureaucracy 0,0 0,0 0,0 11,5 1,7
Communality 0,0 4,8 0,0 0,0 1,7
Conservation 15,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,7
Organisation, setting up 15,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,7
Incentives 0,0 0,0 2,8 0,0 1,1
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 20 63 72 26 181
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 17. Topics of action to make the livelihood dreams come true by country 

 

Actions to promote accommodation dreams 

Top-5 topics of action to make accommodation dreams come true included 
facilities/investments, (housing) market access, regulation, promotion and accessibility (Table 
18). These accounted for 62% of all identified actions. There were some remarkable 
differences between the types of regions. Actions needed in the predominantly urban regions 
were profiled by the importance of facilities/investments and coordination, whereas the 
intermediate regions were profiled by the importance of accessibility and promotion. 
Predominantly rural regions were profiled by the importance of market access and 
conservation.  

Looking also at the weaker profilers and abstracting further, urban regions were challenged 
by organisation, intermediate regions by accessibility and rural regions by reconfiguration to 
realise the accommodation dreams of the youth. 

  

Topic Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
Facilities/investments 11,1 40,6 0,0 20,0 0,0 13,0 29,4 84,2 78,6 16,7 31,5
Diversification 33,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 26,1 23,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,5
Education 0,0 18,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 21,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 8,8
Promotion 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 33,3 15,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 25,0 7,7
Financial support 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 25,0 8,7 29,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 6,6
Involvement 0,0 0,0 0,0 26,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 33,3 4,4
Networking 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 15,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,9
Coordination 0,0 9,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 25,0 3,3
Accessibility 0,0 15,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,8
Communication 55,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,8
Flexibility 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 21,4 0,0 2,8
Market access 0,0 15,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,8
Jobs 0,0 0,0 0,0 20,0 8,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,2
Regulation 0,0 0,0 0,0 13,3 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,2
Bureaucracy 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 17,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,7
Communality 0,0 0,0 0,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,7
Conservation 0,0 0,0 60,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,7

Organisation, setting up 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 15,8 0,0 0,0 1,7
Incentives 0,0 0,0 40,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,1
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 9 32 5 15 12 46 17 19 14 12 181
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 18. Topics of action to make the accommodation dreams come true by type of region 

 

Regarding the type of area, the results were again different from the regional results (Table 
19). This is of course due to the fact that the regions where the workshops were organised 
were large and included all types of areas, urban and rural locations. City areas were profiled 
by the importance of facilities/investments (60% of the actions, average 23%), involvement 
(20%, average 3%) and financial support (12%, average 5%). Rural areas close to city were 
profiled by facilities/investments (39%, average 23%), promotion (20%, average 9%) and jobs 
(9%, average 3%). Strongest profilers of rural villages included regulation (23%, average 10%), 
coordination (9%, average 4%) and flexibility (9%, average 4%). In the case of remote rural 
areas, the strongest profilers were decentralisation (28%, average 3%), market access (33%, 
average 13%) and incentives (17%, average 2%). The profiles were logically more distinctive 
than in the case of regions including many types of areas.  

Summing up, the city areas need, especially, more facilities and organisation, rural areas close 
to cities need more facilities and promotion, rural villages need more permissive norms and 
policies whereas remote rural areas need incentives to stronger agency and better status to 
contribute to the realisation of accommodation dreams of the youth.  

 

 

  

Topic
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

Facilities/investments 38,6 7,1 28,9 23,3

Market access 7,0 7,1 28,9 12,8

Regulation 14,0 5,7 11,1 9,9

Promotion 0,0 18,6 4,4 8,7

Accessibility 0,0 18,6 0,0 7,6

Financial support 5,3 5,7 4,4 5,2

Coordination 12,3 0,0 0,0 4,1

Flexibility 0,0 10,0 0,0 4,1

Decentralisation 0,0 7,1 0,0 2,9

Diversification 0,0 7,1 0,0 2,9

Involvement 8,8 0,0 0,0 2,9

Jobs 8,8 0,0 0,0 2,9

Conservation 0,0 0,0 8,9 2,3

Networking 0,0 5,7 0,0 2,3

Bureaucracy 5,3 0,0 0,0 1,7

Co-operation 0,0 4,3 0,0 1,7

Framing 0,0 0,0 6,7 1,7

Incentives 0,0 0,0 6,7 1,7

Communication 0,0 2,9 0,0 1,2

Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 57 70 45 172
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 19. Topics of action to make the accommodation dreams come true by type of area 

 

The country-specific results are presented in Table 20. Again, they are affected by the varying 
number of participants in the workshops but also indicate some tendencies that are important 
in each country. While facilities/investments were considered to be the most important way 
to make accommodation dreams come true, regulation was considered to be even more 
important in Romania and The Netherlands, promotion in Poland and accessibility in Italy. The 
more detailed results in Annex provide additional information about the contents of the 
actions. 

 

  

Topic City area

Rural area close 
to city 

(commuting 
distance) Rural village Remote rural area Total

Facilities/investments 60,0 38,9 5,3 0,0 23,3

Market access 0,0 9,3 14,7 33,3 12,8

Regulation 0,0 0,0 22,7 0,0 9,9

Promotion 8,0 20,4 0,0 11,1 8,7

Accessibility 0,0 7,4 12,0 0,0 7,6

Financial support 12,0 0,0 6,7 5,6 5,2

Coordination 0,0 0,0 9,3 0,0 4,1

Flexibility 0,0 0,0 9,3 0,0 4,1

Decentralisation 0,0 0,0 0,0 27,8 2,9

Diversification 0,0 0,0 6,7 0,0 2,9

Involvement 20,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,9

Jobs 0,0 9,3 0,0 0,0 2,9

Conservation 0,0 7,4 0,0 0,0 2,3

Networking 0,0 0,0 5,3 0,0 2,3

Bureaucracy 0,0 0,0 4,0 0,0 1,7

Co-operation 0,0 0,0 4,0 0,0 1,7

Framing 0,0 3,7 0,0 5,6 1,7

Incentives 0,0 0,0 0,0 16,7 1,7

Communication 0,0 3,7 0,0 0,0 1,2

Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 25 54 75 18 172
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 20. Topics of action to make the accommodation dreams come true by country 

 

Actions to promote lifestyle dreams 

Top-5 topics of action to promote lifestyle dreams included promotion, facilities/investments, 
involvement, framing and conservation. These counted for 67% of the actions. Different types 
of regions had somewhat different profiles regarding the importance of the needed actions 
(Table 21). The importance of conservation and accessibility was pronounced in the 
predominantly urban regions, whereas facilities/investments and promotion had a 
pronounced role in the intermediate regions. Predominantly rural regions were profiled by 
the importance of involvement, education, framing and communality. The high importance of 
conservation in city areas is in line with the dreams of the youth in which ‘nature nearby or 
within nature’ was rather important both in urban and rural destination of the dreams.  

In regions with many urban locations the platforms and frameworks for private life as well as 
access to them were more important than in the rural regions, where people-centric activities 
were more in need. 

 

  

Topic Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
Facilities/investments 34,8 54,2 75,0 42,9 44,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 42,9 8,1 23,3

Market access 26,1 45,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 13,5 12,8

Regulation 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 13,3 11,1 33,3 14,3 18,9 9,9

Promotion 0,0 0,0 0,0 28,6 22,2 3,3 44,4 22,2 0,0 0,0 8,7

Accessibility 17,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 30,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 7,6

Financial support 0,0 0,0 25,0 0,0 0,0 10,0 5,6 0,0 0,0 8,1 5,2

Coordination 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 18,9 4,1

Flexibility 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 18,9 4,1

Decentralisation 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,9

Diversification 21,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,9

Involvement 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 13,5 2,9

Jobs 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,9

Conservation 0,0 0,0 0,0 28,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 22,2 0,0 0,0 2,3

Networking 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 22,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,3

Bureaucracy 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,7

Co-operation 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 42,9 0,0 1,7

Framing 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 33,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,7

Incentives 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,7

Communication 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 22,2 0,0 0,0 1,2

Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 23 24 8 7 9 30 18 9 7 37 172
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 21. Topics of action to make the lifestyle dreams come true by type of region 

 

The type of area or selected context of assessment for each group in the workshops is 
associated with unique set of actions to make the lifestyle dreams come true (Table 22). 
promotion was the single most important topic of action in rural areas close to cities, 
involvement, facilities/investments in city areas and rural villages i.e. areas with dense 
settlements and framing in remote rural areas. Compared to the average of all types of areas, 
the actions needed in the city areas were profiled by the importance of conservation, 
facilities/investments and financial support whereas the actions needed in the rural areas 
close to city were profiled by involvement, promotion and education. Strongest profilers of 
the rural villages included facilities/investments, accessibility and communality. Finally, the 
actions needed in the remote rural areas were profiled by framing, incentives and education. 
The most striking differences can be found in framing (40%, average 8 %) and incentives (20%, 
average 2 %) in the remote rural areas as well as in conservation in city areas (27%, average 
7%). Nature is logically most scarce in the cities, but still needed to realise the lifestyle dreams 
of the youth.  

Abstracting further, city areas are in need of more nature, rural areas close to city are in need 
of concerted positive action, rural villages are in need of connections and communality 
whereas remote rural areas are in need of new ideas and world models as well as incentives 
to reach for them.  

 

  

Topic
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

Promotion 20,9 29,7 11,8 21,1

Facilities/investments 18,6 29,7 8,8 19,3

Involvement 2,3 8,1 26,5 11,4

Framing 4,7 5,4 14,7 7,9

Conservation 18,6 0,0 0,0 7,0

Education 0,0 5,4 14,7 6,1

Accessibility 11,6 2,7 0,0 5,3

Co-operation 9,3 5,4 0,0 5,3

Organisation, setting up 4,7 0,0 8,8 4,4

Communality 0,0 0,0 8,8 2,6

Regulation 2,3 5,4 0,0 2,6

Communication 0,0 5,4 0,0 1,8

Financial support 4,7 0,0 0,0 1,8

Incentives 0,0 0,0 5,9 1,8

Envisioning 2,3 0,0 0,0 0,9

Networking 0,0 2,7 0,0 0,9

Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 43 37 34 114
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 22. Topics of action to make the lifestyle dreams come true by type of area 

 

The results by country differ a lot, partly due to varying number of assessments (Table 23). 
There are several striking differences between the countries like e.g. the high importance of 
facilities/investments in Finland (100% of the actions), promotion in Hungary (62%), 
envisioning in Germany (50%), organisation & setting up in Romania (50%), 
facilities/investments in Italy (40%) and framing in Ireland (38%). Due to limited number of 
observations, these results should not be generalised recklessly.  

Table 23. Topics of action to make the lifestyle dreams come true by country 

 

Topic City area

Rural area close 
to city 

(commuting 
distance) Rural village Remote rural area Total

Promotion 13,3 29,3 20,8 0,0 21,1

Facilities/investments 33,3 7,3 27,1 10,0 19,3

Involvement 0,0 26,8 4,2 0,0 11,4

Framing 0,0 2,4 8,3 40,0 7,9

Conservation 26,7 9,8 0,0 0,0 7,0

Education 0,0 12,2 0,0 20,0 6,1

Accessibility 6,7 0,0 10,4 0,0 5,3

Co-operation 0,0 2,4 8,3 10,0 5,3

Organisation, setting up 0,0 4,9 6,3 0,0 4,4

Communality 0,0 0,0 6,3 0,0 2,6

Regulation 0,0 2,4 4,2 0,0 2,6

Communication 0,0 0,0 4,2 0,0 1,8

Financial support 13,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,8

Incentives 0,0 0,0 0,0 20,0 1,8

Envisioning 6,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,9

Networking 0,0 2,4 0,0 0,0 0,9

Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 15 41 48 10 114
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.

Topic Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
Promotion 0,0 0,0 0,0 61,5 12,5 30,0 33,3 33,3 0,0 0,0 21,1

Facilities/investments 100,0 17,9 0,0 0,0 25,0 40,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 19,3

Involvement 0,0 28,6 50,0 0,0 0,0 10,0 0,0 0,0 33,3 0,0 11,4

Framing 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 37,5 0,0 33,3 0,0 0,0 22,2 7,9

Conservation 0,0 28,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 7,0

Education 0,0 0,0 0,0 38,5 0,0 0,0 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 6,1

Accessibility 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 11,1 5,3

Co-operation 0,0 14,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 11,1 5,3

Organisation, setting up 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 50,0 0,0 22,2 4,4

Communality 0,0 10,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,6

Regulation 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 16,7 0,0 33,3 0,0 2,6

Communication 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 33,3 11,1 1,8

Financial support 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 22,2 1,8

Incentives 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 25,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,8

Envisioning 0,0 0,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,9

Networking 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,9

Total, % 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Total, items 3 28 2 13 8 30 12 6 3 9 114
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Actions to remove obstacles of the dreams 

Top-5 actions to remove obstacles to realise the dreams included facilities/investments, 
incentives, diversification, regulation and education (for more detailed contents, please have 
a look at Annex 1). The differences between the types of regions were more significant than 
in the actions to make the dreams come true (Table 24). The predominantly urban regions 
were profiled by (i.e. had most significant deviation from the average of all regions in) the 
pronounced importance of involvement (20%, average 8%), financial support (10 % vs. 3%), 
jobs (10 % vs. 3%) as well as organisation & setting up (8% vs 3%). The intermediate regions 
were profiled by diversification (24 % vs. 12%), incentives (23 % vs. 15%) and 
facilities/investments (29% vs. 22%). Strongest profilers of the predominantly rural regions 
included education (23% vs. 9%), co-operation (10% vs. 2%) and communication (10% vs. 2%).  

As a synthesis, the urban regions were profiled, especially, by the need to remove obstacles 
for stronger social capital, the intermediate regions by the need to remove obstacles for 
diversification and the predominantly rural regions by the need to remove obstacles for 
stronger human capital. 

Table 24. Topics of action to remove the obstacles of the dreams by type of region 

 

 
There were some evident tendencies in the importance of obstacles among the various types 
of areas (Table 25). For example, the importance of regulation and bureaucracy was negligible 
in urban and urban adjacent areas (0–8%), in grew toward the rural end of the spatial 
continuum: 16% in rural villages and as much as 78% in remote rural areas. This was the case 
also in the futures dreams of the youth: the more rural the destination, the more important 

Topic
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

Facilities/investments 18,4 28,8 9,7 21,9
Incentives 0,0 22,5 19,4 15,0
Diversification 0,0 23,8 0,0 11,9
Regulation 4,1 12,5 9,7 9,4
Education 4,1 6,3 22,6 8,8
Involvement 20,4 0,0 6,5 7,5
Bureaucracy 8,2 0,0 6,5 3,8
Financial support 10,2 0,0 0,0 3,1
Integration 0,0 3,8 6,5 3,1
Jobs 10,2 0,0 0,0 3,1
Organisation, setting up 8,2 0,0 0,0 2,5
Co-operation 0,0 0,0 9,7 1,9
Communality 6,1 0,0 0,0 1,9
Communication 0,0 0,0 9,7 1,9
Coordination 6,1 0,0 0,0 1,9
Market access 4,1 0,0 0,0 1,3
Networking 0,0 2,5 0,0 1,3
Total, % 100 100 100 100
Total, items 49 80 31 160
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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obstacle the society: 7–9 % of the obstacles in city and urban adjacent areas, 13% in rural 
villages and 16% in remote rural areas. In the view of the stakeholders, the actions of the 
public sector (or lack of them) were considered even more important obstacles for realising 
the dreams than in the view of the young people themselves.  
 
Each of the four types of areas had some topics of actions that were considered more 
important than in other types of areas. Strongest profilers of the obstacles in the city areas 
included diversification, facilities/investments, communality and jobs. In the rural areas close 
to city these profilers were diversification, education, integration and organisation & setting 
up. Removal of the obstacles in rural villages were profiled by the need of incentives, 
involvement and financial support. Finally, remote rural areas were by far most in need of 
action related to regulation and bureaucracy.  
 
Summing up, cities and areas surrounded by them seem to need new facilities, more 
diversification, more communality, more integration and better capacity for organisation; 
more peripheral rural areas need more resources, more incentives and more permissive, 
transformed public sector to remove the obstacles of the dreams of the youth. 
 

Table 25. Topics of action to remove the obstacles of the dreams by type of area 

 

The country-specific obstacles had some striking differences, which were partly due to the 
varying number of participants in the workshops (Table 26). For example, the share of 
regulation in the identified obstacles was 66% in Ireland and 57% in Germany, the share of 
organisation & setting up was 64% in Spain, the share of facilities/investments was 38% in 

Topic City area

Rural area close 
to city 

(commuting 
distance) Rural village Remote rural area Total

Facilities/investments 37,5 17,3 22,7 0,0 21,9
Incentives 0,0 7,7 25,3 11,1 15,0
Diversification 29,2 23,1 0,0 0,0 11,9
Regulation 8,3 0,0 10,7 55,6 9,4
Education 0,0 17,3 5,3 11,1 8,8
Involvement 0,0 3,8 13,3 0,0 7,5
Bureaucracy 0,0 0,0 5,3 22,2 3,8
Financial support 0,0 0,0 6,7 0,0 3,1
Integration 0,0 9,6 0,0 0,0 3,1
Jobs 12,5 3,8 0,0 0,0 3,1
Organisation, setting up 0,0 7,7 0,0 0,0 2,5
Co-operation 0,0 5,8 0,0 0,0 1,9
Communality 12,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,9
Communication 0,0 0,0 4,0 0,0 1,9
Coordination 0,0 0,0 4,0 0,0 1,9
Market access 0,0 0,0 2,7 0,0 1,3
Networking 0,0 3,8 0,0 0,0 1,3
Total, % 100 100 100 100 100
Total, items 24 52 75 9 160
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Romania and the share of incentives was 35% in Poland. Again, caution is needed in the 
generalisation of these results; more contextual description of the actions is given in Annex 1. 

Table 26. Topics of action to remove the obstacles of the dreams by country 

 

Actors to promote livelihood dreams 

Turning from actions to actors who could have a role in promoting the livelihood dreams, 
these were categorised in several ways. First, directly from the observations including both 
the range of action (European, national, regional, local; not specified) and the type of actor 
(private, public, non-profit, for-benefit, citizens). Second, by type of actor (private, public, non-
profit, for-benefit, citizens) and third, by range of action (European, national, regional, local; 
not specified). 

The main role in making the dreams come true was granted for the national public sector 
(28%), local public sector (22%), local non-profit sector (12%), citizens (11%) and ‘general’ non-
profit sector (8%) (Table 27). Differences by type of region were striking. As much as 45% of 
the measures were expected to be done by the citizens and the non-profit sector in the 
predominantly urban areas, whereas in the intermediate regions the local public sector and 
the local non-profit sector counted for 57% of the actions; in predominantly rural regions the 
national public sector was expected to organise 48% of the actions needed to promote the 
realisation of the livelihood dreams of the youth. In general, the private sector and the for-
benefit sector were considered as most important actors in the predominantly rural regions; 
the public sector and the non-profit sector were most important actor groups in the 
intermediate regions and the citizens in the predominantly urban areas. Respectively, the 
local, regional and European actors had most pronounced role in the intermediate regions, 
whereas national actors had most important role in the predominantly rural regions; range of 
action was most often not defined in the predominantly urban areas.  

Topic Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
Facilities/investments 0,0 5,9 0,0 23,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 60,0 33,3 34,9 21,9
Incentives 0,0 0,0 33,3 0,0 0,0 22,2 50,0 40,0 0,0 15,9 15,0
Diversification 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 30,2 11,9
Regulation 0,0 0,0 66,7 0,0 75,0 0,0 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 9,4
Education 0,0 0,0 0,0 41,2 0,0 16,7 40,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 8,8
Involvement 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 12,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 15,9 7,5
Bureaucracy 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 12,5 22,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,8
Financial support 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 27,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,1
Integration 0,0 11,8 0,0 17,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,1
Jobs 0,0 29,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,1
Organisation, setting up 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 66,7 0,0 2,5
Co-operation 0,0 0,0 0,0 17,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,9
Communality 0,0 17,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,9
Communication 0,0 17,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,9
Coordination 0,0 17,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,9
Market access 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,2 1,3
Networking 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 11,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,3
Total, % 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Total, items 0 17 3 17 16 18 10 10 6 63 160
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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In other words, local action is important in the intermediate regions and national action is 
important in the rural regions to make the livelihood dreams come true. 

Table 27. Actors to make the livelihood dreams come true by type of region 

 

Differences were striking also between different types of areas or contexts of assessment 
(Table 28). In each type of area, the most important group of actors was different: non-profit 
sector in city areas, national public sector in rural areas close to city, local public sector in rural 
villages and local non-profit sector in remote rural areas. More generally, private sector was 
assessed to be most important contributor to realising the dreams in remote rural areas (share 
still only 9%). Public sector was most important contributor in rural areas close to city, non-
profit sector in city areas, for-benefit sector in rural areas close to city and citizens in rural 
villages. Further on, local actors were considered most important in remote rural areas, 
regional actors in city areas and national actors as well as European actors in rural areas close 
to city. Range of action was most often not specified in city areas. The most striking differences 
were in the pronounced role of the non-profit sector in city areas and remote rural areas.  

Summing up, local and national action is most important in the rural areas whereas non-profit 
sector has a key role both in city areas and remote rural areas to make the livelihood dreams 
come true. 

  

Actor group
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

National public sector 26,3 14,1 47,7 27,6
Local public sector 13,2 32,7 14,4 21,5
Local non-profit sector 0,0 24,4 5,4 11,5
Citizens 25,4 5,1 4,5 11,0
Non-profit sector 20,2 0,0 5,4 7,6
European public sector 0,0 9,6 3,6 5,0
Public sector 14,9 0,0 0,0 4,5
Regional public sector 0,0 10,9 0,0 4,5
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 12,6 3,7
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 3,2 6,3 3,1

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 3,2 6,3 3,1

Public sector 54,4 67,3 65,8 63,0
Non-profit sector 20,2 24,4 10,8 19,2
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 12,6 3,7
Citizens 25,4 5,1 4,5 11,0
Local actors 13,2 57,1 19,8 33,1
Regional actors 0,0 10,9 0,0 4,5
National actors 26,3 14,1 47,7 27,6
European actors 0,0 9,6 3,6 5,0
Not specified 60,5 8,3 28,8 29,9
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 114 156 111 381
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 28. Actors to make the livelihood dreams come true by type of area 

 

Country-specific differences were again significant for known reasons: varying number of 
participants and varying contexts (Table 29). For example, national public sector was 
considered extremely important actor in Germany (100%), Spain (79%), Romania (78%) and 
Finland (77%) and local public sector in Poland (82%). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Actor group City area

Rural area close 
to city 

(commuting 
distance) Rural village Remote rural area Total

National public sector 0,0 34,2 27,0 33,9 27,6
Local public sector 10,3 19,2 30,1 10,2 21,5
Local non-profit sector 0,0 5,0 8,6 40,7 11,5
Citizens 0,0 4,2 22,7 0,0 11,0
Non-profit sector 59,0 5,0 0,0 0,0 7,6
European public sector 0,0 12,5 0,0 6,8 5,0
Public sector 0,0 5,0 6,7 0,0 4,5
Regional public sector 30,8 4,2 0,0 0,0 4,5
For-benefit sector 0,0 5,0 4,9 0,0 3,7
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 5,8 0,0 8,5 3,1

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 5,8 0,0 8,5 3,1

Public sector 41,0 75,0 63,8 50,8 63,0
Non-profit sector 59,0 10,0 8,6 40,7 19,2
For-benefit sector 0,0 5,0 4,9 0,0 3,7
Citizens 0,0 4,2 22,7 0,0 11,0
Local actors 10,3 24,2 38,7 50,8 33,1
Regional actors 30,8 4,2 0,0 0,0 4,5
National actors 0,0 34,2 27,0 33,9 27,6
European actors 0,0 12,5 0,0 6,8 5,0
Not specified 59,0 25,0 34,4 8,5 29,9
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 39 120 163 59 381
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 29. Actors to make the livelihood dreams come true by country 

 

Actors to promote accommodation dreams 

In the case of making the accommodation dreams come true, top-5 actor groups included 
local public sector (39%), national public sector (29%), citizens (15%), private sector (6%) and 
non-profit sector (4%). These five actor groups covered as much as 92% of the identified actor 
groups. Regarding the type of region, the local public sector was ranked as the most important 
actor group to promote realisation of the dreams in the intermediate regions and 
predominantly rural regions, whereas the national public sector was ranked first in the 
predominantly urban regions. Taking broader categories, private sector, for-benefit sector as 
well as citizens were ranked highest in the predominantly rural regions and public sector as 
well as non-profit sector in the intermediate regions. Both local and national actors were 
ranked most important in the predominantly urban and intermediate regions, whereas the 
rage of action was most often not specified in the predominantly rural regions.  

The most striking differences between the regions took place in the important role of private 
sector and citizens in the predominantly rural regions in making the accommodation dreams 
come true. 

 

 
  

Actor group Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
National public sector 76,5 0,0 100,0 33,3 27,3 9,7 18,0 78,3 79,2 0,0 27,6
Local public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 31,8 22,1 82,0 0,0 20,8 16,7 21,5
Local non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 28,6 0,0 33,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 11,5
Citizens 0,0 0,0 0,0 23,8 0,0 21,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 54,2 11,0
Non-profit sector 0,0 48,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 7,6
European public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 18,2 13,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,0
Public sector 0,0 28,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 4,5
Regional public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 21,7 0,0 29,2 4,5
For-benefit sector 0,0 23,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,7
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

23,5 0,0 0,0 14,3 22,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,1

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

23,5 0,0 0,0 14,3 22,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,1

Public sector 76,5 28,3 100,0 33,3 77,3 45,1 100,0 100,0 100,0 45,8 63,0
Non-profit sector 0,0 48,3 0,0 28,6 0,0 33,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 19,2
For-benefit sector 0,0 23,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,7
Citizens 0,0 0,0 0,0 23,8 0,0 21,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 54,2 11,0
Local actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 28,6 31,8 55,8 82,0 0,0 20,8 16,7 33,1
Regional actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 21,7 0,0 29,2 4,5
National actors 76,5 0,0 100,0 33,3 27,3 9,7 18,0 78,3 79,2 0,0 27,6
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 18,2 13,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,0
Not specified 23,5 100,0 0,0 38,1 22,7 21,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 54,2 29,9
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 17 60 4 21 22 113 50 46 24 24 381
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 30. Actors to make the accommodation dreams come true by type of region 

 

Turning to different types of areas, the local public sector was considered to be the most 
important actor in all types of areas except remote rural areas, where the national public 
sector was considered most important (Table 31). The role of the private sector was most 
important in rural areas close to cities and in city areas the public sector was considered to be 
the only actor that was needed to make the accommodation dreams to come true. Role of the 
non-profit sector was assessed to be most important in the rural villages, role of the for-
benefit sector in the rural areas close to city and role of the citizens in the remote rural areas.  

The more central or urban the location, the more pronounced the role of the local actors in 
making the accommodation dreams come true. 

 

 

 

 

  

Actor group
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

Local public sector 37,6 43,7 32,1 39,2
National public sector 38,5 33,5 7,4 29,1
Citizens 12,8 10,2 27,2 14,8

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 2,4 19,8 5,6

Non-profit sector 0,0 7,8 0,0 3,6

Local private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

11,0 0,0 0,0 3,4

Regional public sector 0,0 2,4 3,7 2,0
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 6,2 1,4
Public sector 0,0 0,0 3,7 0,8

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

11,0 2,4 19,8 9,0

Public sector 76,1 79,6 46,9 71,1
Non-profit sector 0,0 7,8 0,0 3,6
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 6,2 1,4
Citizens 12,8 10,2 27,2 14,8
Local actors 48,6 43,7 32,1 42,6
Regional actors 0,0 2,4 3,7 2,0
National actors 38,5 33,5 7,4 29,1
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Not specified 12,8 20,4 56,8 26,3
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 109 167 81 357
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 31. Actors to make the accommodation dreams come true by type area 

 

The results by country vary a lot (Table 32). For example, in Germany and Spain the share of 
the national public sector in the total number of identified actors in charge of the needed 
actions was as high as 100%, whereas the share of citizens was 57% in Hungary and the share 
of the local public sector was 76% in Poland. These manifest partly varying roles and resources 
of the specific actors, partly qualities of the needs and partly varying number of participants 
who made the assessments.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Actor group City area

Rural area close 
to city 

(commuting 
distance) Rural village Remote rural area Total

Local public sector 54,3 46,2 34,7 27,9 39,2
National public sector 34,3 17,0 32,9 39,5 29,1
Citizens 0,0 10,4 17,9 25,6 14,8

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 18,9 0,0 0,0 5,6

Non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 7,5 0,0 3,6

Local private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 0,0 6,9 0,0 3,4

Regional public sector 11,4 2,8 0,0 0,0 2,0
For-benefit sector 0,0 4,7 0,0 0,0 1,4
Public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 7,0 0,8

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 18,9 6,9 0,0 9,0

Public sector 100,0 66,0 67,6 74,4 71,1
Non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 7,5 0,0 3,6
For-benefit sector 0,0 4,7 0,0 0,0 1,4
Citizens 0,0 10,4 17,9 25,6 14,8
Local actors 54,3 46,2 41,6 27,9 42,6
Regional actors 11,4 2,8 0,0 0,0 2,0
National actors 34,3 17,0 32,9 39,5 29,1
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Not specified 0,0 34,0 25,4 32,6 26,3
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 35 106 173 43 357
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 32. Actors to make the accommodation dreams come true by country 

 

Actors to promote lifestyle dreams 

Local public sector was assessed to be the most important actor group to promote the lifestyle 
dreams in all types of regions (Table 33). In general, the more urban the region, the more 
pronounced the role of the public sector and the more marginal the role of the citizens. This 
is a bit surprising. Role of the local and national actors was most significant in the 
predominantly urban regions, whereas the role of the regional actors was most significant in 
the intermediate regions. The range of action was most often not specified in the 
predominantly rural regions.  

The most distinctive differences considered the important role of the local public sector in the 
urban regions and the citizens in the rural regions when realisation of the lifestyle dreams was 
considered.  

Actor group Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
Local public sector 18,4 42,5 0,0 0,0 9,1 28,4 75,8 56,3 0,0 44,9 39,2
National public sector 15,8 37,5 100,0 0,0 45,5 56,8 3,2 0,0 100,0 15,4 29,1
Citizens 28,9 0,0 0,0 57,1 31,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 39,7 14,8

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

36,8 0,0 0,0 42,9 0,0 0,0 0,0 18,8 0,0 0,0 5,6

Non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 21,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,6Local private sector 
incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 14,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,4

Regional public sector 0,0 7,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 25,0 0,0 0,0 2,0
For-benefit sector 0,0 12,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,4
Public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 13,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,8

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

36,8 0,0 0,0 42,9 0,0 14,8 0,0 18,8 0,0 0,0 9,0

Public sector 34,2 87,5 100,0 0,0 68,2 85,2 79,0 81,3 100,0 60,3 71,1
Non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 21,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,6
For-benefit sector 0,0 12,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,4
Citizens 28,9 0,0 0,0 57,1 31,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 39,7 14,8
Local actors 18,4 42,5 0,0 0,0 9,1 43,2 75,8 56,3 0,0 44,9 42,6
Regional actors 0,0 7,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 25,0 0,0 0,0 2,0
National actors 15,8 37,5 100,0 0,0 45,5 56,8 3,2 0,0 100,0 15,4 29,1
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Not specified 65,8 12,5 0,0 100,0 45,5 0,0 21,0 18,8 0,0 39,7 26,3
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 38 40 2 7 22 81 62 16 11 78 357
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 33. Actors to make the lifestyle dreams come true by type of region 

 

Profiles of the different types of areas as contexts of assessment were more diverse than the 
profiles of the different types of regions where the workshops were organised (Table 34); this 
is logical as each region contain many types of areas. In the city areas and rural villages where 
the population density is highest, the local public sector was the key actor to promote 
realisation of the lifestyle dreams of the youth. In the rural areas close to city the prime role 
was given to the citizens and in the remote rural areas it was given to the national public 
sector. As also in the case of accommodation dreams, the public sector was surprisingly 
considered to be the only actor group needed to make the lifestyle dreams come true in the 
city areas. The role of the public sector was smallest in the rural areas close to city (49%) and 
again higher in the rural villages (82%) and remote rural areas (90%).  

Summing up, public sector plays a key role in making the lifestyle dreams come true in both 
ends of the spatial continuum: in the cities and in the rural villages and remote rural areas. 
Local actors had the most pronounced role in the locations with high population density: city 
areas and rural villages. 

 

 

 

Actor group
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

Local public sector 68,2 27,3 48,3 48,9
Citizens 0,0 19,5 35,0 16,0
National public sector 19,3 10,4 5,0 12,4
Regional public sector 0,0 24,7 0,0 8,4
Non-profit sector 8,0 0,0 11,7 6,2
Public sector 4,5 6,5 0,0 4,0

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 9,1 0,0 3,1

Local non-profit sector 0,0 2,6 0,0 0,9

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 9,1 0,0 3,1

Public sector 92,0 68,8 53,3 73,8
Non-profit sector 8,0 2,6 11,7 7,1
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Citizens 0,0 19,5 35,0 16,0
Local actors 68,2 29,9 48,3 49,8
Regional actors 0,0 24,7 0,0 8,4
National actors 19,3 10,4 5,0 12,4
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Not specified 12,5 35,1 46,7 29,3
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 88 77 60 225
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 34. Actors to make the lifestyle dreams come true by type of area 

 

Country-specific results vary a lot (Table 35). Public sector was considered to be the most 
important actor group in all countries except Germany and Hungary, whereas local actors had 
the prime role in all countries except Germany, Hungary, Ireland and The Netherlands.  

 
  

Actor group City area

Rural area close 
to city 

(commuting 
distance) Rural village Remote rural area Total

Local public sector 72,4 27,5 60,7 25,0 48,9
Citizens 0,0 49,3 0,0 10,0 16,0
National public sector 13,8 17,4 3,7 40,0 12,4
Regional public sector 13,8 0,0 14,0 0,0 8,4
Non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 13,1 0,0 6,2
Public sector 0,0 0,0 3,7 25,0 4,0
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs 0,0 2,9 4,7 0,0 3,1
Local non-profit sector 0,0 2,9 0,0 0,0 0,9
Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 2,9 4,7 0,0 3,1

Public sector 100,0 44,9 82,2 90,0 73,8
Non-profit sector 0,0 2,9 13,1 0,0 7,1
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Citizens 0,0 49,3 0,0 10,0 16,0
Local actors 72,4 30,4 60,7 25,0 49,8
Regional actors 13,8 0,0 14,0 0,0 8,4
National actors 13,8 17,4 3,7 40,0 12,4
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Not specified 0,0 52,2 21,5 35,0 29,3
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 29 69 107 20 225
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 35. Actors to make the lifestyle dreams come true by country 

 

Actors to remove obstacles of the dreams 

When focus is changed to the removal of the obstacles for realising the dreams, the results 
will be slightly different (Table 36). Top-5 actor groups were assessed to be local public sector 
(41%), national public sector (27%), private sector (12%), citizens (12%) and for-benefit sector 
(4%). 

Regarding the different types of regions where the workshops were organised, the local public 
sector was the most important actor group in the predominantly urban and intermediate 
regions and the citizens were the most important actor group in the predominantly rural 
regions. In general, role of the private sector and non-profit sector was most pronounced in 
the predominantly urban regions. The public sector ranked highest in the intermediate regions 
and the for-benefit sector and the citizens in the predominantly rural regions.  

It was again a bit surprising that in removal of the obstacles the role of the public sector was 
considered highest in the regions where there were lots of urban settlements, whereas the 
role of the citizens grew toward the rural space. 

 

  

Actor group Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
Local public sector 100,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 28,6 66,1 75,0 53,8 60,0 22,2 48,9
Citizens 0,0 10,0 0,0 92,0 0,0 9,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,6 16,0
National public sector 0,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 35,7 0,0 25,0 0,0 40,0 22,2 12,4
Regional public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 24,2 0,0 30,8 0,0 0,0 8,4
Non-profit sector 0,0 20,0 100,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 6,2
Public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 35,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 22,2 4,0

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 15,4 0,0 27,8 3,1

Local non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 8,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,9

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 15,4 0,0 27,8 3,1

Public sector 100,0 70,0 0,0 0,0 100,0 90,3 100,0 84,6 100,0 66,7 73,8
Non-profit sector 0,0 20,0 100,0 8,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 7,1
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Citizens 0,0 10,0 0,0 92,0 0,0 9,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,6 16,0
Local actors 100,0 50,0 0,0 8,0 28,6 66,1 75,0 53,8 60,0 22,2 49,8
Regional actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 24,2 0,0 30,8 0,0 0,0 8,4
National actors 0,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 35,7 0,0 25,0 0,0 40,0 22,2 12,4
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Not specified 0,0 30,0 100,0 92,0 35,7 9,7 0,0 15,4 0,0 55,6 29,3
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 6 60 2 25 14 62 20 13 5 18 225
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 36. Actors to remove the obstacles of the dreams by type of region 

 

The local public sector was assessed to be the main actor group to remove the obstacles of 
the dreams in all types of areas except the remote rural areas, where the national public 
sector had the prime role (Table 37). Role of the public sector was highest (100%) in both ends 
of the spatial continuum: in the cities and in the remote rural areas. Role of the private sector, 
non-profit sector and for-benefit sector was most important in the rural villages, whereas role 
of the citizens was most important in the rural areas close to city.  

Removal of the obstacles was based on most diversified actor group in the rural villages, but 
the cities and the remote rural areas were assessed to be fully dependent on the actions of 
the public sector. Role of the local actors was highest in the cities and their surroundings.  

 

  

Actor group
Predominantly 
urban region

Intermediate 
region

Predominantly 
rural region Total

Local public sector 41,9 51,0 14,3 40,8
National public sector 16,1 35,3 20,6 26,5

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

36,6 2,6 0,0 12,3

Citizens 0,0 9,2 36,5 12,0
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 19,0 3,9
Public sector 0,0 0,0 9,5 1,9
Non-profit sector 5,4 0,0 0,0 1,6
Regional public sector 0,0 2,0 0,0 1,0

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

36,6 2,6 0,0 12,3

Public sector 58,1 88,2 44,4 70,2
Non-profit sector 5,4 0,0 0,0 1,6
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 19,0 3,9
Citizens 0,0 9,2 36,5 12,0
Local actors 41,9 51,0 14,3 40,8
Regional actors 0,0 2,0 0,0 1,0
National actors 16,1 35,3 20,6 26,5
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Not specified 41,9 11,8 65,1 31,7
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 93 153 63 309
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 37. Actors to remove the obstacles of the dreams by type of area 

 

The country-specific results are very mixed (Table 38). For example, in Germany, Ireland, 
Poland and Spain the removal of the obstacles was considered to be fully in the hands of the 
public sector. Depending on the country, either the local actors or the national actors played 
the key role, whereas the role of the regional or European actors was negligible.  

Actor group City area

Rural area close 
to city 

(commuting 
distance) Rural village Remote rural area Total

Local public sector 55,3 48,1 32,0 37,5 40,8
National public sector 36,8 13,9 30,6 50,0 26,5

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 3,7 23,1 0,0 12,3

Citizens 0,0 34,3 0,0 0,0 12,0
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 8,2 0,0 3,9
Public sector 0,0 0,0 2,7 12,5 1,9
Non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 3,4 0,0 1,6
Regional public sector 7,9 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,0

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 3,7 23,1 0,0 12,3

Public sector 100,0 62,0 65,3 100,0 70,2
Non-profit sector 0,0 0,0 3,4 0,0 1,6
For-benefit sector 0,0 0,0 8,2 0,0 3,9
Citizens 0,0 34,3 0,0 0,0 12,0
Local actors 55,3 48,1 32,0 37,5 40,8
Regional actors 7,9 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,0
National actors 36,8 13,9 30,6 50,0 26,5
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Not specified 0,0 38,0 37,4 12,5 31,7
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 38 108 147 16 309
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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Table 38. Actors to remove the obstacles of the dreams by country 

 

 
* * * 

 
Despite the context-specificity of the actions needed to make the futures dreams of the youth 
come true and actions to remove their obstacles, there were some universalities at higher 
level of abstraction. Part of the policy measures and new practices to be adopted are very 
specific to the place or regions, the general level finding may assist in figuring out some 
general ideas or guidelines in this effort.  

Actor group Finland France Germany Hungary Ireland Italy Poland Romania Spain
The 

Netherlands Total
Local public sector 0,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 14,3 92,3 0,0 76,9 54,5 40,8
National public sector 0,0 23,3 100,0 5,4 71,4 42,9 7,7 23,8 23,1 26,4 26,5

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 37,1 0,0 19,0 0,0 19,1 12,3

Citizens 0,0 0,0 0,0 94,6 0,0 5,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 12,0
For-benefit sector 0,0 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 42,9 0,0 0,0 3,9
Public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 28,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,9
Non-profit sector 0,0 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,6
Regional public sector 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 14,3 0,0 0,0 1,0

Private sector incl. 
farmers/entrepreneurs

0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 37,1 0,0 19,0 0,0 19,1 12,3

Public sector 0,0 73,3 100,0 5,4 100,0 57,1 100,0 38,1 100,0 80,9 70,2
Non-profit sector 0,0 16,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,6
For-benefit sector 0,0 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 42,9 0,0 0,0 3,9
Citizens 0,0 0,0 0,0 94,6 0,0 5,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 12,0
Local actors 0,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 14,3 92,3 0,0 76,9 54,5 40,8
Regional actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 14,3 0,0 0,0 1,0
National actors 0,0 23,3 100,0 5,4 71,4 42,9 7,7 23,8 23,1 26,4 26,5
European actors 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Not specified 0,0 26,7 0,0 94,6 28,6 42,9 0,0 61,9 0,0 19,1 31,7
Total, % 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Total, items 0 30 3 37 21 35 39 21 13 110 309
NOTE: Above average shares highlighted, highest share in each group encircled.
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3.2. Thematic workshops  

The thematic workshops were organised to get some additional insights of the causal texture 
behind three important challenges of rural regeneration: rural employment, rural land use 
and access to land and rural agency. This was captured by first figuring out some obvious 
reasons and then choosing the most important of them (voting) and crafting causal maps 
based on consecutive why-questions. The results of these exercises are reported in this 
section. 

3.2.1 Rural employment 

Eight obvious reasons were identified for the scarcity of attractive rural employment 
opportunities in the European context (Figure 22). Most of these causes were either economic 
(scale economies in farming and services), social (weak appeal of rural jobs among many 
people) or technological (bad infrastructure) in character.  

 
Figure 22. Causes affecting rural employment 
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Lack of interest for the rural jobs was chosen as the most important of the obvious reasons 
and this was analysed further (Figure 23). Vast majority of the reasons for this setting were 
social in character: unfamiliarity, culture, competence, initiative, communality etc. Small size 
of the rural markets was the only economic cause for the setting.  

The further away from the centre, the more ‘root cause’ for the other causes and for the 
problem. One of the main root causes may deemed to be alienation from the rural jobs and 
societies. It is hard to become fascinated about the peculiarities of a context that is very 
unfamiliar. Many people do not have the competence and the initiative needed to access that 
context either. Both these challenges are accompanied by the difficulty to become integrated 
in the communities of this context.  

Making the rural more familiar again for new people is not a bad idea. 

 
Figure 23. Causes affecting attractiveness of specific rural businesses and industries 
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3.2.2 Rural land use and access to land 

Limited access to land in many areas was driven by seven obvious reasons (Figure 24). The 
setting was considered to be affected by political (regulation), economic (ownership and land 
market), social (preferences) and environmental (limited, place-bound natural resource). All 
these forces work together, in varying degrees and combinations, to make access to land 
difficult especially for new actors in many places. 

 
Figure 24. Causes affecting rural land use and access to land 

 

The role of land as an investment asset (encouraging speculation) was chosen as the most 
important of the obvious reasons and this was analysed further (Figure 25). The family of 
reasons for this setting was very diverse: political (regulation, policies), economic (markets, 
expectations), social (preferences, conflicts) and environmental (limited, place-bound natural 
resource). The causal chains remained quite short, so any ‘root causes’ are hard to find.  
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Rather, the problematic outcome seems to be created and maintained by the special status 
of land: it is a limited resource under several overlapping and contradictory force fields that 
are beyond the control of any single actor as, for example, expectations, preferences or 
market developments. On the other hand, several policy measures have an effect, and these 
policies could be changed if path dependency could be broken. 

 
Figure 25. Causes affecting the status of land as an investment asset 
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3.2.3 Agency 

Participants of the workshop identified six obvious reasons for the limited agency of local rural 
actors (Figure 26). Five out of the six were social in character (preferences, personal and social 
capital) and one was political (local authorities). Both information and capacity to organise 
change seem to limit rural agency; besides these also difficulty in reaching critical mass for 
making an impact is a problem. 

 
Figure 26. Causes affecting rural agency 

 
Lack of information and the fact that not all ordinary people search for websites to get the 
information was chosen as the most important cause for the lacking agency (Figure 28). This 
cause of the lacking agency was preceded by a web of other causes, which were mostly social 
in character (preferences, traditions, culture, population) but included also economic 
(ownership) and political causes (local authorities). The common ‘root cause’ for several of 
the secondary causes underlying the setting could be called culture in various forms and 
manifestations. Affecting the resources of local administration or ownership structure of the 
land are within the sphere of what is possible to change by will, the cultures are certainly not.  
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Cultures have a history and cultures are deeply rooted in the values, conventions and 
practices. A real transformation or revolution is needed if these root causes are to be changed 
to promote rural agency. 
  

 
Figure 27. Causes affecting on informed agency in rural areas 

 

* * * 
 

The regional workshops revealed a large set of actions and actors to benefit from the trends 
or to promote realisation of the futures dreams of the youth. The lists are impressive and may 
look simple and easy, but actually making a change can be troublesome. The causal maps of 
the thematic workshop revealed some of the underlying causal structures that resist change. 
These causes may provide some insights for targeting the actions in the policy field. If there is 
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an obstacle for rural regeneration, tackling the first and most obvious obstacle may not be 
productive if there are ‘root causes’ that remain unchanged, maintain path dependence and 
generate new obstacles. The causal maps may, in general, be used to find out more effective 
policies and the examples can hopefully serve also that end beyond the three cases that were 
demonstrated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



D4.4 ASSESSMENT OF TRENDS AND DREAMS 
 

RURALIZATION GRANT AGREEMENT NO 817642 

88 

3.3. International conference 

Theme of the conference ‘Rural and urban futures – place-based challenges and solutions’ 
guided the contributing scholars to focus on spatial aspects of alternative futures. The 
presentations were organised into six themes based on their contents: 1) rural communities 
and local agency, 2) landscapes and heritage, 3) the youth, 4) regional development and 
planning, farms, farmers and farming, 5) regional development trends and patterns and 6) 
food systems. While the regional workshops provided ideas for the action and actors to 
promote rural regeneration and the thematic workshops provided ideas for the primary and 
secondary causes for the challenges to be tackled, the conference opened up avenues for 
finding solutions. 

The contributions were analysed for their potential contribution to the key theme of the 
RURALIZATION project (Figures 28–29).  

Most of the presentations provided some insights or ingredients for the key processes 
facilitating rural regeneration: futures orientation, envisioning, framing, involvement, 
networking, planning, organisation, decentralisation, diversification and transformation.  

These are key concepts of rural regeneration processes that may affect the ‘root causes’ 
maintaining unfavourable institutions, structures, policies and practices. Many of the 
presentations discussed the embeddedness of the practices, path dependency of the policies 
and ways to break the institutionalised systems.  

While many of the presentations provided examples of the historical path dependence and 
structural inheritance, they also featured encouraging examples of positive transformations.  

These can be studied in Annex 2 and further in the published studies by each author. 
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Figure 28. Relevant topics in the conference presentations, part 1  
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Figure 29. Relevant topics in the conference presentations, part 2 
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4 Synthesis and potentials matrix 

4.1 Synthesis of the assessment process 

During previous steps in Work Package 4 ‘Foresight analysis’, a long list of trends (1,560 
observations) affecting rural development across Europe was identified and assessed for their 
impacts by the RURALIZATION consortium. In addition, an extensive inventory (2,208 
responses) of the futures dreams of the youth aged between 18 and 30 years was carried out 
in 10 countries and 20 regions.6 Now these regions were revisited to find out the views of their 
stakeholders: how to benefit from the trends and how to make the dreams come true. All in 
all, 351 stakeholders assessed the trends and figured out actions and actions to promote rural 
regeneration on the basis of trends and dreams of the youth in 20 regional futures workshops. 
They identified 1,257 actions and named 2,584 actor groups to carry out the actions. In 
addition, three thematic workshops discussing challenges in rural employment, access to land 
and rural agency were organised to expose the causal texture underlying the challenges. 
Finally, international research conference was organised to get additional insights on ‘root 
causes’ of the difficulty of rural regeneration and how to overcome these. The results of this 
extensive assessment process are documented in this report. 

While many of the actions are context-specific, some universalities can be identified at rather 
high level of abstraction. These will be discussed next. The most interesting point of view from 
the RURALIZATION project point of view is the incidence of the trends and profile of the 
actions in different types of areas: city areas, rural areas close to city (commuting distance), 
rural villages and remote rural areas. 

Promising trends (stakeholder assessment) 

• Based on the assessment, top-5 most promising trends for all regions were 1) 
alternative food systems (diverse community-, delivery-, diet- and practice-
oriented food systems challenge the dominant food regime), 2) community-based 
action (community-based initiatives and actions serve shared interests, capacities, 
identity, participation and communality in many domains), 3) caring for the 
environment (ideologies, policies and practices to reduce environmental 
degradation, to safeguard earth systems and to improve the status of the 
environment), 4) natural and cultural heritage (natural and cultural heritage carry 
on valuable environments, fabrics and artefacts from the past which contribute to 
identity and attractiveness of places ) and 5) remote work (working from outside 
of a traditional office environment e.g. from home or in rural hubs, which saves 
commuting time and the environment). 

• It really matters who is involved in the assessment of future prospects and 
possibilities. Different actor groups had different views and opinions. Composition 
of the stakeholders or experts has an impact also in the assessment and design of 
future policies. 

 
6 These can be found at the project website https://ruralization.eu/deliverables-and-project-publications/ 
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• There is no ‘silver bullet’ or magical trend that could be expected to bring about 
positive rural development and regeneration across all areas in Europe. On the 
one hand, most regions can potentially benefit moderately from many prevailing 
trends. On the other hand, very promising trends tend to be rather context-
specific. 

• There were trends that were rated as very promising in many regions (caring for 
the environment, alternative food systems, cheap rural housing and rural second 
homes) and trends that were rated as very promising in specific regions (remote 
work, co-operatives and partnerships, infrastructures and accessibility, 
community-based action, natural and cultural heritage, search for better quality of 
life, diversification of rural economy, circular economy, multifunctional forests and 
ageing population). 

• Trends cards developed in the RURALIZATION project may be helpful in the 
assessment of alternative futures open for specific areas: https://ruraltrends.eu 

 

Actions and actors to benefit from the trends (stakeholder assessment) 

• As a broad set of trends was assessed to be promising in only 20 regions, the 
European regions may benefit from many trends. Benefiting from most trends asked 
for several types of action, on the average 4.0 types of actions per trend. Integrated 
approach is needed to benefit from the trends. 

• Top-5 actions to benefit from all trends under assessment included 
facilities/investments, promotion, organisation & setting up, communication and 
education. 

• Public sector was put in the main charge of the actions to benefit from the trends 
(63% of the specified actor groups). The more rural the area, the more pronounced 
the role of the public sector.  

• There are several promising trends where actors outside the public sector play a key 
role: private sector, non-profit sector, for-benefit sector or the citizens. Benefiting 
from most trends asked engagement of several types of actors, on the average 2.1 
types of actors per action. Concerted action is needed to benefit from the trends. 
 

Actions and actors to make futures dreams of the youth come true (stakeholder assessment) 

• Regarding the livelihood dreams, top-5 actions to make these dreams come true 
included facilities/investments, diversification, education, promotion and financial 
support. Strongest profilers between the types of areas included high importance of 
diversification in the remote rural areas and facilities/investments in the city areas.  

• Public sector was granted with the prime role in making the livelihood dreams come 
true (63% of the specified actor groups) and role of the public sector was most 
pronounced in rural areas. Local and national level of action (rather than regional or 
European level of action) were in the main role, especially in the rural areas. 
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• Regarding the accommodation dreams, top-5 actions to make these dreams come 
true included facilities/investments, market access, regulation, promotion and 
accessibility. Strongest profilers between the types of areas included high importance 
of facilities/investments and involvement in the city areas, facilities/investments and 
promotion in the rural areas close to city, regulation, coordination and flexibility in 
the rural villages as well as decentralisation and market access in the remote rural 
areas. 

• Public sector was considered to be in main charge of the actions needed to realise 
the accommodation dreams (71% of the specified actor groups). The more central or 
urban the location, the more pronounced the role of the local actors, whereas the 
role of national level action was most welcome in the remote rural areas. 
 

• Regarding the lifestyle dreams, top-5 actions to make these dreams come true 
included promotion, facilities/investments, involvement, framing and conservation. 
Profilers between the types of areas were clear: the city areas needed, especially, 
more facilities and organisation, rural areas close to cities needed more facilities and 
promotion, rural villages needed more permissive norms and policies and remote 
rural areas needed incentives to stronger agency and better status to contribute to 
the realisation of accommodation dreams of the youth. 

• Public sector was expected to take the leading role in the implementation of the 
actions to realise the lifestyle dreams (74% of the specified actor groups). Public 
sector has the most pronounced role in making the lifestyle dreams come true in 
both ends of the spatial continuum: in the cities and in the rural villages and remote 
rural areas. Local actors had the most pronounced role in the locations with high 
population density (city areas and rural villages) whereas national level action was 
most in need in the remote rural areas. 
 

• Regarding the obstacles of the dreams, top-5 actions to remove these included 
facilities/investments, incentives, diversification, regulation and education. Different 
types of areas had different profiles compared to other types of areas. Cities and 
areas surrounded by them were in need of new facilities, more diversification, more 
communality, more integration and better capacity for organisation; more peripheral 
rural areas were in need of more resources, more incentives and more permissive, 
transformed public sector to remove the obstacles of the dreams of the youth. 

• Public sector was assessed to be the most competent actor to remove obstacles of 
the futures dreams of the youth (70% of the specified actor groups). The cities and 
the remote rural areas were assessed to be most dependent on the actions of the 
public sector. Role of the local actors was highest in the cities and their surroundings, 
whereas national action was needed most in the remote rural areas. 

 

As a general comment, it was surprising how marginal the foresight activities were in the 
action lists. Unless alternative, possible futures are consulted, there is a risk of past-based 
behaviours, practices and policies that possible have an intimate relationship with the 
existence (emerge, maintenance or reproduction) of the problems to be solved. 
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Thematic considerations (expert assessment) 

• Problem: few attractive rural employment opportunities and more specifically lack of 
interest for the rural jobs. Rural employment and rural life have many peculiarities 
which are not familiar to a growing number of people which causes problems 
(competences, integration). Making the ‘rural’ more familiar again for new people 
could help. 

• Problem: limited access to land in many rural areas and more specifically the status 
of land as an investment asset subject to speculation. Land is a limited resource 
under several overlapping and contradictory force fields that are beyond the control 
of any single actor as, for example, expectations, preferences or market 
developments. On the other hand, several policy measures have an effect, and these 
policies could be changed if path dependency could be broken.  

• Problem: limited agency by local rural actors and more specifically lack of information 
and the fact that not all ordinary people search for websites to get the information. 
Cultures have a history and cultures are deeply rooted in the values, conventions and 
practices. A real transformation or revolution is needed if these root causes are to be 
changed to promote rural agency. 

• The causal maps of the thematic workshop revealed some of the underlying causal 
structures that resist change and solving the problems. If there is an obstacle for rural 
regeneration, tackling the first and most obvious obstacle may not be productive if 
there are ‘root causes’ that remain unchanged, maintain path dependence and 
generate new obstacles. The causal maps may, in general, be used to find out more 
effective policies. 
 

Conference insights (researcher assessment) 

Most of the presentations provided some insights or ingredients for the key 
processes facilitating rural regeneration: futures orientation, envisioning, framing, 
involvement, networking, planning, organisation, decentralisation, diversification and 
transformation. These are key concepts of rural regeneration processes that may 
affect the ‘root causes’ maintaining unfavourable institutions, structures, policies and 
practices. 
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4.2 Potentials matrix 

Figure 30 introduces RURALIZATION potentials matrix as a synthesis of the assessment process 
of trend and dreams. It may serve as a typology or benchmarking tool for the various types of 
areas. It may be consulted to get a very general level idea of what was deemed to be beneficial 
by the stakeholders, experts and researches. Of course, much more contextual solutions will 
be needed to tackle context-specific issues. Hopefully it encourages and provides some 
ingredients for the European, national, regional and local actors who are interested in rural 
development to take foresight activities in their toolboxes to design several alternative futures 
for their regions. 



D4.4 ASSESSMENT OF TRENDS AND DREAMS 
 

RURALIZATION GRANT AGREEMENT NO 817642 

96 

Figure 30. RURALIZATION potentials matrix 
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Annex 1. Profiles of the regions 
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Parallel session 1: Rural communities and local agency 

Ground Tests: Is this a matter of design? Place based research in 
context of Jhabua 

Shafali Jain*; NID Ford Foundation, Shivganga, Jhabua, India 

The paper looks at a detailed investigation in a place based context: Jhabua, that connects 
communities and concerns through varied knowledge practices like lived-in ethnography, 
systems design, Socio-Technical Systems, human-centred design. Jhabua is predominantly Bhil 
tribal area in central India. The imaginaries of identity which hark back to colonial India 
embody a perception of what it means to be Bhili to outsiders, but problematically, within the 
community itself, it produces a self-representation. The paper then looks at different concepts 
that take up social and ecological responsible issues and end, but also scrutinise the said 
‘development’ tropes. The project revolves around alternate: education models, livelihood 
generation, the introduction of new technology/materials, use of media and ICT’s in Jhabua’s 
context. It undertakes case studies and actions at the critical, permeable, and shifting 
boundaries of ecology, culture, science, design, technology, and philosophies. It draws on 
institutions and people that inspire and enlarge collective social and ecological impacts. It aims 
to reflexively regard the repercussions and beneficiaries of experimental knowledge and 
technological practices. The ‘tests’ are supposed to activate concepts that allow human and 
nonhuman collectives to represent and express their circumstances, interests, needs and 
desires. It demonstrates how universalist design principles and practices erase certain groups 
of people —specifically, those who are disadvantaged or burdened under the matrix of 
domination (casteism, patriarchy, capitalism, and settler colonialism) — and invites readers to 
“build a better world, a world where many worlds fit; linked worlds of collective liberation and 
ecological sustainability. 

Keywords: Jhabua; HCD; STS; ethnography; alternate models of development; community led 
practices 
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Rural past for rural future – Building agency and community with 
local knowledge: Participatory action research in a Hungarian village 

Pál Géza Balogh*, Anna Borbála Hernádi; Department of European Ethnology – Cultural 
Anthropology, University of Pecs, Hungary 

Kóspallag is a small village (cc. population of 700) in the north of Hungary, near the most 
popular peaks of the mountain Börzsöny. There is a growing number of tourists and urban 
refugees, some of them with plans to make a living out of agriculture, others teleworking, but 
still participating in local community events. Our participatory action research, beginning in 
2018, is aimed at creating a local village museum and community center from a 160-year-old 
peasant’s house and an archive about the past of the village supporting this new institution. 
Local knowledge stands in the middle of our research. As a renewal of classic Hungarian 
ethnographic research traditions with a hint of anthropological methods and integrated rural 
development, local knowledge is not just the basis for an archive, but a tool of empowerment, 
and strengthening local communities by connecting different age groups or indigenous 
residents and urban newcomers. In my presentation I will demonstrate the many-sided 
theoretical background of our work, based on the many scholarly and professional traditions 
among our team. Then I will present the role of different target groups in our model of local 
knowledge based research and rural community development, and the main successes of our 
project among these target groups. As a conclusion I will present our future plans aimed at 
engaging in deep participation with the youth of the village. 

Keywords: participatory action research; community development; rural communities; local 
knowledge, empowerment 
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Parallel session 2: Landscapes and heritage 

Post epidemic territories: Aspirations and futurability in Salento after 
Xylella 

Chiara Vacirca*; Human and Social Sciences, University of Salento 

Almost ten years after the detection of the Xylella bacterium in southern Apulia (Saponari, 
2013), the landscape now appears almost entirely desiccated, without organic visions of the 
future, due to substantial administrative immobilism which has produced today a political, 
economic and environmental starvation. The representations of the crisis adopted by social 
groups in the infected area are investigated starting from the definition of environmental 
conflict in terms of aspirational capacity (Appadurai, 2004; De Leonardis, 2012) of local 
communities.  

The on-going research is intending to draw an exploratory overview of the different forms of 
interpretation and readings that have produced or undermined the capacities of adaptation, 
recognition and negotiation between collective identity and the landscape (especially with the 
more-than-human entities that inhabit it). Within this relationship between interpretation and 
production of territory, it intends to read the navigational and future-building capacities of 
the local community in relation to the hecatomb of millions of olive trees, trying to reconstruct 
the dynamics underlying the perception of a new symbolic value of the territory. The 
methodology is related to Bourdesian perspective of habitus and disposition and his concept 
of 'practical anticipation' as the ordinary experience of concern and immersion in the 
forthcoming (Bourdieu 1997). The research is particularly interested in bottom-up experiences 
that enact a reconfiguration of the relationship between humans and non-humans, focusing 
on the imagination and materialization of futures that ""are obscured or marginalized as 
unproductive in the dominant futuristic drive"" (de la Bellacasa, 2017 p.177). 

Keywords: Xylella; Salento; more-than-human; territorialisation; habitus; aspiration 
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The Reuse of Religious Buildings: Socio-economic and symbolic 
aspects. A perspective in Calabria. 

Gilda Catalano*; University of Calabria, Italy 

The reuse of churches is not a recent theme. Religious buildings have always lost their original 
use and meaning, adapting to a diverse society. Currently, the heritage of abandoned religious 
buildings constitutes an important economic and social resource. Their architectural form 
conveys different types of concepts: on the one hand, it has elements referring to the 
properties of the architecture (for instance: spatial, structural, materials ones), on the other, 
these elements look at the symbolic, social or cultural aspects. Lately in Europe, both the 
decline of religious practices and the economic difficulty in keeping these buildings have led 
to the abandonment of many churches, convents, monasteries and chapels. These buildings 
are often sold and privatized. The same deconsecration of buildings is linked to reasons of 
deterioration of the buildings, regulated by canon laws. The recognition of a building has an 
important symbolic value, often combined with the historical and artistic quality of the 
artefact. The reuse and the types of deconsecrated churches are at the center of my writing. 
We know how nowadays a first typology includes: new religious uses; non-cultural uses 
(restaurants, for example); light cultural uses (for example: museums); heavy cultural uses 
(libraries, cinemas). This paper aims at understanding how the economic and aesthetic 
heritage of these buildings can express a cultural operation, full of symbolic and identity 
meanings deserving to be better explored, not only in urban landscape 

Keywords: re-use; religious places; symbolic landscape 
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What do landscapes say? 

Yue Mao*, Rachel Bacon, Ksenia Kopalova, Nataly Lakhtina, Maria Malkova, Vera Mennens, 
Radha Smith, Naomi van Dijck, Polina Veidenbakh, Nomaos research collective, The 
Netherlands & Russia 

How can artistic and critical narratives inform a more inclusive and sustainable understanding 
of landscapes for urban development in the peripheries? Can diverse narratives provide a 
starting point to engage multiple voices in archiving and narrating the human-landscape 
relationship?  Nomaos research collective is a cross-disciplinary group of nine architects, 
artists, illustrators, designers, urbanists and writers based in the Netherlands, Russia, and the 
UK. Since 2019, through their project 'What Do Landscapes Say?’, they sought out encounters 
with various peripheral and/or periperalized places in Russia and the Netherlands. Nomaos 
questioned the perceptions and public structures for urban-rural division through nine place-
based narratives via diverse media and collectively pleaded for methodological innovation in 
archiving and narrating landscapes. To further problematize these questions and pleas outside 
of the confined space of the exhibition, in the following phase, Nomaos invited eight speakers 
to join a discussion about narratives as a way to acquire and transmute knowledge about the 
human-landscape relationship. By telling more details of cross-territorial and cross-
disciplinary practices, ‘What Do Landscapes Say?’ advocates for more collective attempts to 
transfer the methods of archiving and narrating landscapes into territorial design and planning 
discourse. The project ‘What Do Landscapes Say?’ is made possible by Creative Industries Fund 
NL, exhibited in Het Nieuwe Instituut Rotterdam and Na Peschanoy Gallery Moscow in 2020. 
A seminar was co-hosted with Het Nieuwe Instituut Rotterdam and Moscow Architecture 
School MARCH in 2021. Nomaos collective is a 2021 fellow of Future Architecture Platform. 

Keywords: landscape narrative; cross-disciplinary collaboration; methodological innovation; 
artistic research; territorial planning 
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Plenary session: The youth 

Imagining rural futures: Dreams of young Dutch people in urban and 
rural areas 

Maarten Koreman*; TU Delft, The Netherlands 

The future life plans and consequent migration patterns of young people is a central topic in 
studies on rural population decline. It indicates where new generations of people will move 
and informs studies to evaluate policies which support or alter this migration trend. Most 
research focuses on past or present developments in order to make predictions on the future. 
Meanwhile, there is little attention for the future dreams of young people. This paper 
addresses these dreams and the potential barriers in fulfilling them. It is based on research in 
both urban and rural communities in two Dutch regions: the urban region of Midden-Noord-
Brabant (NL) and the more rural region of Zeeland (NL). Surveys among and focus groups with 
young people between 18 and 30 years in these regions shed light on their future dream 
location of work, living and lifestyle, and the barriers they expect to encounter while pursuing 
their dream. This leads to a qualitative analysis on how young Dutch people foresee their own 
future residential and career paths. The paper suggests that areas outside settlements, 
especially those close to cities, are popular locations of residence for young people. 
Furthermore, their residential and career dream often clashes. Moreover, it shows how future 
migration patterns of both urban- and rural-based young people may clash with governmental 
planning and which policy problems may rise as a result of this. Hence, this paper deepens the 
academic debate on future migration patterns with the ideas of those who eventually create 
them. 

Keywords: future dreams; migration; rural areas; spatial planning 
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Young people’s thoughts and expectations related to place based 
future images 

Katariina Heikkilä*, Ira Ahokas; Finland Futures Research Centre, University of Turku, Finland 

Finland Futures Research Centre carried out a project ‘Young people’s images of the future 
2067’ during 2015-2017 in cooperation with city of Hämeenlinna and the Committee of the 
Future. Firstly, seven future camps were organized where a total of 208 teenagers described 
their own dreams and thoughts of future. Based on the analysis of the future camp material 
researchers constructed six positive descriptions of future images on aspects of lifestyle, 
housing, and work. The future images were applied in an online survey which was sent to 
selected educational establishments and 520 answers were received. In the survey, 
respondents assessed the desirability and probability perspectives of the future images and 
even elaborated their thoughts about what they liked in the future images and what they 
found as possible obstacles for realization of the images. According to the results young 
people wish to be able to choose whether to live in the city centre or a suburban area or in 
rural areas. In all cases they express it to be important to have nature elements close to one’s 
home. For some it means they want to live in the countryside while others describe they want 
to have a greenish view from their windows in the city centre or to have a park nearby to visit. 
Those who want to live in the rural areas, are more willing to have longer distances to services 
and they give more emphasis on free space around them. Based on the results proposals for 
policy makers were made. 

Keywords: future image; rural area; city centre; lifestyle; expectation; obstacle 
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Territorial disparities of youth subjective wellbeing in Lithuania 

Gintarė Vaznonienė*; Faculty of Bioeconomy Development, Vytautas Magnus University, 
Lithuania 

Youth subjective wellbeing (further SWB) research is still limited field of research in Lithuania. 
This is especially evident when we talk about youth SWB from a territorial perspective. 
Assessments of the WB of young people are important because they not only show certain 
aspects and problems of current life, but also highlight expectations for the future. The SWB 
of young people is often decisive in different environments and living conditions, social 
relations, therefore young people tend to emphasize different aspects of wellbeing and life 
satisfaction, emotional experiences. In practice it is difficult to find research results designed 
to reveal how young people living in different areas (rural, urban, district, etc.) value their 
wellbeing. The scientific problem is: what are the peculiarities of the SWB of young people 
according to territorial point of view? The aim of the presentation is to reveal the peculiarities 
of youth SWB in Lithuania due to territorial perspective. European Social Survey Round 9 data 
were used to assess youth SWB in Lithuania. The target group of the study is young people 
aged 15 to 29 years. Comparative analysis, statistical analysis, graphical representation was 
used for the study. The results revealed that the assessment of the SWB of different groups of 
young people is not very high and territorial differences are also not large. It can be assumed 
that different groups of young people perceive and value their WB on the basis of a variety of 
factors. Research in this area is considered valuable as it can provide useful information on 
what makes a young person's life good / bad or how current assessments can affect future 
WB assessments. 

Keywords: youth; subjective wellbeing; territorial disparities 
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Parallel session 3: Regional development and planning 

The demands of doing better: Overcoming spatial and mobility lock-
in by empowering sustainable futures in Ireland 

Tadhg O'Mahony*; Finland Futures Research Centre, Finland/Ireland 

The course of global development, over the last century, increased pressure for lower-density 
spatial patterns, and the individual motorised transport embodied in the private car. In 
economically advanced nations this locked-in unsustainable outcomes, and provides a poor 
template for emerging nations yet to buildout infrastructure and settlement patterns. Ireland 
is an extreme example of this path, offering lessons for both developed and emerging alike. 
Political, institutional, cultural, spatial, technological and market factors have all driven urban 
sprawl and car-centric development. As global framings of climate action are at the cusp of 
evolution, from marginal efficiency to systems transformation, so Ireland is now reckoning 
with inadequate problem framings. Current institutional arrangements are not consistent with 
the requirements of transformation, nor is the analysis used to inform policy. Over-coming 
lock-in has direct implications for how policy is conceived, implemented and analysed, and for 
investment patterns. It demands a long-term, transformative approach, that integrates spatial 
and mobility planning, addressing different scales. This requires broad national strategic 
vision, but is also dependent on place-based deliberation, in both urban and rural settings. 
Visionary futures-based approaches are necessary to address gaps in knowledge, empower 
agency and local participation, and to engender thought leadership from key actors. 
Continuing on the current path, limited to national level technological solutions, will inevitably 
drive social, economic and environmental costs, and places carbon emissions targets at 
considerable risk. A transformational futures approach offers significant win-wins, and is a 
demand of meeting the desire to move from ‘climate laggard’ to ‘climate leader’. 

Keywords: spatial; mobility; futures; transformation; sustainability; climate action 
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From rural to urban with a new perspective: Towards an alternative 
strategic framework for the regeneration of the valleys Impero and 
Prino in the province of Imperia, Liguria, Italy 

Johanna Pieritz*; Cologne, German 

How to facilitate a cross-territorial learning process in spatial planning between rural-urban 
areas? This project focuses on the regional exchange by trying to stitch with spatial 
interventions, actors and agencies of various disciplines and governance scales together. 
Instead of top-down planning policies, an incremental bottom-up process of planning is 
proposed to create new local perspectives, while providing local experts a platform to 
exchange and understand the territorial value and need. Five key-projects within two valleys 
in the province of Imperia, Region Liguria were focal points to reinvigorate and mitigate the 
effects of depopulation of this region. The chosen key-projects were located strategically 
within the valley creating different urban-rural relations. Cooperation and participation, a key 
element in this project, is made visible by different physical actions in space. The author 
chooses the valley as an entity of regeneration of this specific region. The valley became the 
driver of regional development: how to maximize potentials of cultural landscape and how to 
cope and reinvigorate depopulation and other symptoms of shrinkage. For planning in the 
rural areas, planners need to understand the existing pattern and try to find the potentialities 
of the specific territory to regenerate and to reconnect rural areas with urban patterns 
integrating humans and non-humans elements into an integrated planning process. By doing 
so, different stakeholders need to mitigate and exchange knowledge to perform a sustainable, 
futuristic development. In this project cultural landscape became the element which combines 
natural forces and human activity without destroying each other’s performance. If a cultural 
landscape is within a dynamic balance then we will see a beautiful performance and 
choreography on the stage. The spectator will see both actors contributing to the image of the 
dance and both using the stage equally. It will always be a giving and taking, a releasing and 
tightening. Consequently, cultural landscape becomes the tool that connects urban and rural 
performances. It helps also to understand the complex system of this region better. Thus, the 
cultural landscape does not only help to give a better understanding of the interrelation 
between urban and rural systems but it also allows for a more space-bounded approach and 
helps to define specific elements which can help to re-generate a shrinking region. As the 
cultural landscape is seen as a binding element, we can say that it supports de-growth 
strategies to use the core, place-specific elements of shrinkage and will help to reshuffle those 
elements to new opportunities for a new development which will be much more adaptable to 
change than what de-growth approach offers. Not every time it is important to reverse 
shrinkage to growth but it is important to keep identities of the past still readable for a future 
re-generation. 

Keywords: rural-urban relation; regeneration strategies; valley; shrinkage; degrowth; regional 
exchange 
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Place-based development and the visions of future by locals – 
Experiences from Hungary 

Boldizsár Megyesi*, Institute for Sociology, Centre for Social Sciences, Hungarian Academy of 
Sciences; Bernadett Csurgó, Institute for Sociology, Centre for Social Sciences, Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences; Noémi Loncsák, Department of Sociology and Social Policy, University of 
Debrecen, Debrecen, Hungary; Imre Kovách, Department of Sociology and Social Policy, 
University of Debrecen, Debrecen, Hungary and Institute for Sociology, Centre for Social 
Sciences, Hungarian Academy of Sciences; Gabriella Nemes-Zambó, Department of Sociology 
and Social Policy, University of Debrecen, Debrecen, Hungary 

In our presentation we would like to compare rural future trends and two focus groups about 
the future vision of locals in Hungarian local context. The presentation is based on the first 
result of the Horizon2020 Ruralization research, which aims to identify the pathways enabling 
rural regeneration. Better understanding how local people see their own future and the future 
of the locality is a cornerstone of place-based development. By exploring future visions local 
development can select the characteristics and values which are closely linked to local identity 
(Ray 1998; Horlings 2015), as a consequence of it, the topic became a focus point also of rural 
studies (Csurgó 2014; Kovách 2014, Csurgó–Szatmári 2014; Csurgó–Megyesi 2015). By 
comparing European rural trends (Tuomas Kuhmonen et al.), with the results of the focus 
groups we can open up space to find better development strategies for the Hungarian rural 
areas. 
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Parallel session 4: Farms, farmers and farming 

Is there an alternative future leading to a growing number of farmers 
in the Netherlands? 

Willem Korthals Altes*; TU Delft, The Netherlands 

In the Netherlands, just as in many other areas in Europe, the number of farmers is in decline. 
Actually, every new generation of farmers is about half the size of the previous one. The 
continuation of this development seems to be taken for granted. Policies are geared to 
facilitate this process of scale enlargement of farms. In the RURALIZATION national conference 
in the Netherlands, it has been discussed whether an alternative future of a growing number 
of farmers is possible to provide novel opportunities for new generations. Contributors from 
different origins have discussed the potential of this future also in relation to the desirability 
in respect to rural development and the Paris climate agreement. This paper analyses the 
development of the number of farmers in the Netherlands in an European context and 
categorises the arguments presented by contributors to this conference to look for the 
conditions, drivers and steps that may shift the downward trend of the farming sizes. The 
outcomes are discussed in the frameworks of rural development and rural regeneration. 

Keywords: generational renewal; Netherlands; farming; farm size 
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Can social organizations help small farmers in food system 
transition? Evidences from Kenya 

Chiara Caterina Razzano*, Nunzia Borrelli, Maura Benegiamo; Università degli Studi di Milano 
– Bicocca, Italy 

Transition to sustainability is highly demanded, especially in the food sector. Within food 
system, a specific actor is deemed to be the depository of the knowledge and practices that 
can underpin the transition to the sustainability of farming system, namely smallholder 
farmers (Van der Ploeg, 2009). By activating a local network of small farmers, endogenous 
resources can be recognized and valorized and exploited in a sustainable manner.  Social 
organizations are considered the main tool to undertake a process of “reflexive governance”, 
as envisaged in the paradigm of Eco-economy (Marsden, 2016). According to it, the 
sustainability transition should be underpinned by the activation of networks of local actors, 
which recognize endogenous resources and are able to exploit them by adopting a reflective 
stance, bringing about changes in the way communities grow and access food. Starting from 
Marsden’s and Van der Ploeg’s so called “unfolding webs” (2008), this paper is an attempt to 
investigate the role of social organizations in the small-farming system of GilG (Kenya) and 
their contribution to the transition of the agricultural system towards sustainability. More 
specifically, the writer is interested in which kind of farmers’ organizations exist in GilGil area 
and whether farmers perceive FO as helpful in improving their conditions of work. After a 
questionnaire submission to farmers, information about FO has been used to build a direct 
measure of the perceived efficacy of farmers’ organizations with an index. It turned out that 
FO efficacy is greater for market-oriented farmers, while apparently, they don't represent a 
supportive tool for consumption-oriented farmers. 

Keywords: social organizations; small farmers; sustainable development; eco-economy; Sub-
Saharan Africa; food system transition 
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Peasant agroecological farms: Drivers of rural development through 
generational renewal, employment, and social connections. The case 
of Terre de Liens farms in France. 

Alice Martin-Prével*, Véronique Rioufol, Thibaud Rochette, Fédération Nationale Terre de 
Liens, France; Silvia Sivini, Annamaria Vitale, Università della Calabria, Italy 

Over the last decades in Europe, farm numbers have declined and the renewal of farming 
generations has stalled. In France, the Terre de Liens (TDL) movement experiments with land-
related solutions to foster generational renewal and a transition towards sustainable farming 
models. One of the tools used by TDL is farm acquisition through citizen investment. This 
paper aims to analyse the contribution of TDL farms, which are embedded in wider territorial 
dynamics, to rural development. Drawing on a mixed corpus of qualitative and quantitative 
data and leveraging a collaborative practitioner-academic analysis, the paper highlights three 
main ways in which TDL farms contribute to rural development: they are a gateway into 
farming for young new entrants without agricultural backgrounds, they adopt peasant 
agroecology models that contribute to the local economy and preservation of natural 
resources, and they catalyse social and territorial dynamics that redefine rural areas as places 
of innovation and regeneration. TDL farms participate in a rupture from industrialised and 
exploitative models of farming, by reinventing the ways in which farmers relate to production 
assets such as land and labour. This rupture can however be nuanced as the TDL model 
continues to grapple with farm ownership and farm capital issues, which bring into light the 
shortcomings of the broader regulatory framework to enable socially and ecologically sound 
rural regeneration. 

Keywords: rural development; peasant agroecology; land; new entrants; social innovation 
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Parallel sessions 5: Regional development trends and 
patterns 

New development trends in peripheric rural areas in SW Poland 

Agnieszka Latocha*, Katarzyna Kajdanek, Robert Szmytkie, Dominik Sikorski, Przemysław 
Tomczak, Paulina Miodońska; University of Wroclaw, Poland 

The Sudety Mountains in SW Poland have been subject to substantial depopulation and 
economic decline, especially after the World War II, due to diverse political and socio-
economic factors. Therefore for many years this area has been classified as a problem region. 
However, for the last twenty years new processes are observed in some of the villages, which 
can be interpreted as signals of rural revival. They include the increase in numbers of 
inhabitants, economic entities, new housing and infrastructure, NGOs as well as tourism 
facilities. The general transition towards more multifunctional development of villages can 
also be observed. It can be related to the increasing use of the existing local resources, which 
constitute a certain advantage over other peripheral areas (use of the potential of this place: 
mainly broadly understood natural, landscape and tourist values). However, these signals of 
revival are very local and they should be interpreted with caution as far as the potential future 
development of the region is concerned. The study presents the revival trends, their driving 
forces, as well as makes an attempt to forecast the future changes of the rural areas in the 
peripheric and border location in the Sudety Mountains. This is an interdisciplinary study 
rooted both in geographical and sociological methodologies. The research is based on analysis 
of the statistical databases of the socio-economic transformations of the villages under study, 
field surveys regarding their recent spatial changes and interviews with local inhabitants. 

Keywords: rural revival; peripheries; local resources; depopulation; socio-economic 
transformation; Sudetes 

  



D4.4 ASSESSMENT OF TRENDS AND DREAMS 
 

RURALIZATION GRANT AGREEMENT NO 817642 

248 

Small industrial towns in Moravia: A comparison of the production 
and post-productive era 

Antonin Vaishar*, Milada Šťastná, Mender University in Brno, Czechia; Jana Zapletalová, 
Institute of Geonics, Czech Academy of Sciences, Czechia 

The paper focuses on changes in the industrial structure of small Moravian towns as those 
part of the settlement structure that connects urban and rural systems. Small towns (up to 
15,000 inhabitants) are the most industrialized part of the Czech settlement system. It was 
the subject of capitalist industrialization in the 19th and early 20th centuries, socialist 
industrialization in the second half of the 20th century. Today, they have preserved, in 
particular, innovatively less demanding industries, which have been pushed out of large and 
medium-sized cities. At the same time, they are undergoing a process of post-productive 
transformation, which is associated with a massive transfer of job opportunities to services. 
In addition to services for their hinterland, small towns can also become starting points for 
tourism in rural areas. However, their future development will be very differentiated 
depending on their location in relation to regional centres, on the quality of human and social 
capital and also on historical path. 

Keywords: small towns; industry; tourism development; Moravia 
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Gentrification of city and its socio-economic, financial and legal 
aspects – A chance or threat for the future development of the Polish 
cities 

Krystyna Nizioł*; Faculty of Law and Administration, Szczecin University, Poland 

The gentrification of cities is a multi-faceted process. Its causes are also complex, as both 
economic and social factors are taken into account. Additionally, gentrification also has a 
financial and normative dimension. The process of gentrification also takes place in Polish 
cities, but it is characterized by specificity, typical for cities in post-socialist countries. In these 
countries, the period of systemic transformation also caused socio-economic changes, 
including those related to the ownership structure and the demographic structure. As a 
consequence, the specific location of the apartment has become a commodity that was often 
associated with prestige. So, the Polish experiences of three decades of systemic 
transformation also allows us to reflect on the consequences of gentrification. Therefore, one 
may wonder, based on the examples of gentrification to date, what its consequences for Polish 
cities will be. It is possible to indicate both advantages and disadvantages of this process. 
Therefore, the following issues were analyzed in the analysis: (1) socio-economic reasons for 
the process of gentrification of cities, (2) financial dimension of city gentrification, (3) 
normative dimension of gentrification. These considerations are illustrated with selected 
examples of gentrification of cities in Poland. As a result, final conclusions were formulated in 
which attempts were made to assess the process of gentrification of cities in Poland, namely 
whether this process constitutes an opportunity for the city's development or, on the 
contrary, will have a negative impact. 

Keywords: gentrification of cities; law and economics; Polish experiences 
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Parallel session 6: Food systems 

Alternative agrifood futures: Case studies in Southern Italy 

Alessandra Corrado*, Mario Pullano; University of Calabria, Italy 

The presence of migrant workers in rural areas has become a characteristic of several 
European rural territories and especially in southern Italy, in relation to the dynamics and 
organization of intensive agriculture enclaves.  During the pandemic, migrant workers were 
discovered to be essential even though they suffer for the lack of rights, labor exploitation and 
housing precariousness. The reflection on these conditions has led to the construction of agri-
food projects that are proposed as alternatives to business as usual, addressing the issue of 
work and sustainability in agrifood chains. This contribution analyzes some case studies of 
‘ethical’ supply chains in Southern Italy. These cases present differences for the actors 
involved, the markets, the rules, the objectives, the relationship with the resources, and the 
organizational model. They configure strategies for changing production conditions at the 
territorial level and for reconfiguring the agri-food of the future in different ways. 

Keywords: agrifood; ethical food chains; migrant workers; alternative agrifood chains; 
certifications 
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New agro-ecological approaches in a wine region in Hungary 

Bernadett Csurgó*, Adrienne Csizmady, Szabina Kerényi, András Balázs, Botond Palaczki, 
Veronika Kocsis; Institute for Sociology, Centre for Social Sciences, Eötvös Loránd Research 
Network, Hungarian Academy of Sciences Centre of Excellence, Hungary 

Depopulation of rural areas, migration of young people from rural places and land 
concentration result in a decreasing role of agriculture in rural economy and society 
everywhere in Europe and also in Hungary. However governmental funds and agendas 
increasingly focus on the regeneration of rural areas with a special interest toward the new 
generations of farmers. The paper analyse a small wine region in Hungary, to explore the role 
of young farmers in rural endogenous development and rural regeneration. The paper based 
on a qualitative sociological research including 20 semi structured interviews with wine 
producers and other key actors of rural development in the studied wine region in the 
framework of RURALIZATION H2020 project. The analysis focus on different farming 
approaches and activities, the innovation processes and forms and also environmental issues 
in the context of rural regeneration. The paper tries to understand what rural regeneration is 
and what role it plays. Our results show that rural regeneration can be understand not only as 
a generational renewal. It also includes a place based development processes and new agro-
ecological approaches targeting a more sustainable rural milieu. 

Keywords: rural regeneration; migration of young people; wine region 
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‘Young return’ to the land and multifunctional agriculture: Re-
centralizing peripheral territories 

Francesca Uleri*, Susanne Elsen; Free University of Bolzano, Italy 

Since the 1950s, in Italy, the diffusion of a capital-intensive agricutulral model has been 
articulated in a non-homogeneous way between territories, going - directly or indirectly - to 
reshape the economic, social and demographic profile of both areas in which this found fertile 
grounds such as flat areas or peri-urban agricultural areas, and  areas  which – due to the 
territorial morphology and economic structure - proved to be hostile to productive 
intensification, such as alpine pastures, Apennine and inland mountain areas or the narrow 
coastal plains of the South, namely most of the territories that today – according to the 
National Strategy for Inner areas (SNAI) – are defined  as such. The advancement of an uneven, 
exclusionary modernization leaved behind these lands considered as the "difficult" 
countryside: the exclusionary character of this model reflected indirectly on them through a 
de-agrarianization movement which involved not only the simple shutdown of agriculture but 
also a significant remodeling of the agricultural substrate (social stratification of the 
countryside, of settlement models, productive specialization, ecc.). In other words, it is not 
only the abandonment of agriculture but essentially the abandonment of these territories 
which underwent a process of peripheralization. This contribution presents a current trend of 
return to the land of multifunctional young farmers in the territories of Barbagia-Mandrolisai 
and Ogliastra (Central Sardinia) – areas which are drastically characterized by strong 
depopulation trends. The contribution – on the basis of 8 semi-structured interviews – sheds 
light on the motivations that are supporting the local return and the systems of production 
that young farmers are structuring to face precariousness and uncertainty. 

Keywords: re-agrarianiziation; multifunctional agriculture; inner areas 

 

 

 


