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Abstract: The paper presents a concept of treating revitalization (or urban regeneration) as 
one of the instruments of local development. The authors’ researches on developmental 
issues disclose information and communication technologies as the driving force for the 
institutional change, enhancing public participation in the local management of 
development. The nature of the local development vehicle consists in participatory 
governance. The revitalization of dysfunctional areas or districts can be an important 
element of such a process. During the year 2015, the Polish State adopted important 
regulations strengthening the social dimension of revitalization. However, the desk 
research and the consulting work conducted by the authors discloses that managerial 
instruments implemented under those regulations are not sufficient for stimulating the 
broader way of the development, limiting themselves to finding funds for local social 
policy. 

Keywords: Revitalization, Local development, Instruments of territorial management, 
Public policy, Poland 

Introduction 

The paper presents a re̋lection on the process ő revitalization in the context ő the 
author’s own experience1 and the analysis ő rěulations introduced by the new 
Bill ő RevitalizationĽ known as the BillĽ ̋rom the year β01ő. The Bill has entirely 
chaňed the way that revitalization is understood and manǎed in the process ő 
local development. Takiň under consideration: (1) the author’s concept ő what 
local development isĽ (β) rules and instruments ő urban rěeneration processes in 
Western źuropeĽ the author deliberates on new manǎerial toolsĽ showiň not only 
the opportunitiesĽ but also – the de̋icits ő current Polish rěulations. 

                                                           
1  The AuthorĽ since β00ŐĽ with his own companyĽ has prepared (as expert and manǎer) 

many revitalization prǒrams ̋orĽ e.̌.: KrakowĽ CzęstochowaĽ RzeszowĽ Bielskoľ
BialaĽ JaworznoĽ ChrzanowĽ and others.  
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1 Territorial Development at a Local Scale 

Local developmentĽ accordiň to previous publications ő the authorĽ is the 
process ő steeriň territorial chaňeĽ which – stimulatiň causative ̋orcesĽ such 
as: entrepreneurshipĽ competitiveness and cooperation – leads to a new 
con̋ǐuration ő elements ő the territorial system. This new con̋ǐuration better 
conditions ̌overniň activitiesĽ i.e. more e̋̋ectively and e̋̋iciently. The nature ő 
the new arraňements involves: 

 żrowth ő complexityĽ diversity and ̋lexibility ő subľsystemsĽ increasiň 
their adaptable abilitiesĽ 

 Increase ő abilities ̋or sel̋ľrěulation ő subsystemsĽ 

 źnhancement ő creativity and proľactivity (innovation) ő subsystemsĽ 

 Adjustment ő the dynamics ő continuous and incremental chaňeĽ 
accordiň to the environmental conditionsĽ 

 Intensi̋ication ő reciprocal relations and contact with milieuĽ thru 
communicationĽ exchaňe ő ̌oods and values and controlled expansion 
(NoworólĽ β007Ľ pp. β6–βř). 

The important element ő such a broad understandiň ő development processes is 
the detection ő the importance ő an institutional dimension. J. Hausner indicated 
“…the development is the institutional trans̋ormation…” (HausnerĽ β01γĽ p. 61). 
It’s worth alǐhtiň on that institutional dimension ő developmentĽ because just 
the nature ő institutional chaňe ̋orms the bacǩround ̋or perturbations and 
trapsĽ which remain in the center ő the present statement. The ̋irst decades ő the 
β1st century carry an important chaňe ő the institutional orderĽ trǐ̌ered by the 
popularization ő in̋ormation and communication technolǒies (ICT). The 
in̋luence ő those phenomena is widely disclosed in literature (CastelsĽ β011; 
DawsonĽ β00Ř). It is worth impressiň on us that in the era ő popularization ő 
social media (like Żacebook) practices characteriziň the in̋ormation society have 
become more important. Processes like: despatializationĽ demassi̋icationĽ 
decentralizationĽ denationalizationĽ disintermediation and disǎ̌rěationĽ 
described by J.S. Brown and P. DǔuidĽ are constantly present in people’s lives 
(Brown & DǔuidĽ β000Ľ p. ββĽ β001Ľ p. Őő). źspecially disintermediationĽ 
consistiň ő the elimination ő intermediaries and the ease ő reachiň the sources 
ő the in̋ormationĽ creates new opportunities ̋or establishiň relations between 
ořanizations that ̋orm di̋̋erent sectors (publicĽ privateĽ NżO) and between 
ořanizations and ̋reelancers/individualsĽ who can become equivalent partners ̋or 
ořanizations. This situation is ̋avorable to the ̋ormiň ő partnership type 
relationsĽ and also – a peculiar alienation ő public bodiesĽ ̋ormally responsible 
̋or territorial development. R.A.W. Rhodes has perceived that phenomenon 
already duriň the last decade ő the β0th century. He has underlined that 
development ő ICT produces the ̌rowth ő the importance ő sel̋ľořaniziňĽ 
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interľořanizational networks. Within that still evolviň realityĽ the ̌overnance 
should take account ő ořanizations ̋rom outside ő the public domainĽ and 
breakiň boundaries amoň the di̋̋erent spheres: publicĽ private and social. 
R.A.W. Rhodes pre̋ǐured that such phenomena would lead to ̌ame type 
interactionsĽ based on trust and social capitalĽ and controlled by rules něotiated 
by participants ő the network. It means – major independence ̋rom the state 
(RhodesĽ 1řř7Ľ p. őγ). It conduces to the institutional chaňe ő the manǎement 
ő developmentĽ as – apart ̋rom public authorities – there are new decisionľ
makiň bodies within this process. So territorial development is in̋luenced by the 
hybridĽ i.e. βľγ sectorsĽ partnershipsĽ set in di̋̋erent places ő multilevel ̌overniň 
networks (NoworólĽ β01γb). This ořanizational disǎ̌rěation ő manǎement ő 
developmentĽ built on contractual interactions instead ő hierarchical schemesĽ can 
constitute – in the opinion ő the author – the causative mechanism ő territorial 
development. At the same timeĽ disǎ̌rěation implies the chaňe ő the role ő 
the stateĽ beiň an upholder ő the institutional order (StankiewiczĽ β01βĽ p. 1Řβ).  

2 Revitalization as the Local Growth Engine 

Duriň the year β01őĽ Polish Parliament (Sejm) adopted the Bill ő Revitalization 
(Dz.U. β01őĽ 1777Ľ with later amendments). The Bill has chaňed the way 
revitalization is treated by public as well as private bodies. Accordiň to the BillĽ 
revitalization is the process ő moviň děraded urban areas out ő the 
recessionary state. This process should be led in a complex wayĽ thru the 
intěrated activities undertaken in the ̋avor ő local communityĽ spatial order and 
economy. Activities should be territorially concentratedĽ and conducted by the 
stakeholders ő revitalizationĽ based on the revitalization prǒram. This de̋inition 
properly re̋lects the essence ő public intervention in urban areasĽ ̋ound as 
recessionary.   

Revitalization became the subject ő public discourse in Poland a̋ter intěration 
with the źuropean Union. In the year β00ŐĽ the prospects ő ̋inanciň urban 
rěeneration projects started the vast interest in revitalization. Polish sel̋ľ
̌overnments launched the process ő prǒrammiň and implementiň 
rěeneration projects. HoweverĽ it was done in an imper̋ect wayĽ as local 
̌overnments treated revitalization more as an additional source ő ̋undsĽ 
justi̋yiň the in̋rastructure improvements with certain socioľeconomic de̋icits ő 
the area or district. 

As a resultĽ a success̋ul revitalization was observed in the case ő the renewal ő 
public places or public in̋rastructureĽ dedicated to the entire cities. Many 
interestiňĽ well known in PolandĽ projects have really improved – in a way – the 
quality ő li̋e. HoweverĽ those interventions only remotely have relevance to what 
should be ő most importance – the quality ő li̋e in the recessionary areas or 
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districtsĽ ̋eatured by the social problems and mařinalization. Such a situation had 
continued till the year β01őĽ when an important qualitative chaňe – based on the 
Western źurope experience – had happened. ŻinallyĽ Poland has learned ̋rom 
those countriesĽ which started duriň the 1ř70sĽ a system ő urban rěeneration 
directed to improve the quality ő li̋e in the nělected quarters (Bryx & Jadachľ
SepiołoĽ β00ř; żuzikĽ β00ř; NoworólĽ 1řř1; SkalskiĽ β00ř).  

As a matter ő ̋actĽ the core ő revitalization is a set ő public interventions 
concentrated on solviň social problems and – at the same time – on improviň 
economic conditions as well as the quality ő urban spaces. RevitalizationĽ as an 
element ő the process ő reľurbanization (Paelinck & KlaassenĽ 1ř7ř) poses a 
challeňe ̋or public authoritiesĽ especially in the areas ő the juxtaposition ő 
many něative phenomena. There should be a transition ̋rom separate activitiesĽ 
correctiň the imǎe ő public places (urban rěeneration ő market squaresĽ 
parks) or eliminatiň de̋icits in the municipal in̋rastructureĽ to intěrated 
undertakiňsĽ ̋ocused on the areas with di̋̋erent problemsĽ usually burdened by 
social ones. Revitalization should show the way that problems can be solved or 
reduced.  

Manǎement ő revitalizationĽ as an instrument ő local developmentĽ should take 
under consideration elements – listed above – characteriziň the notion ő 
development. ThenĽ it is worth indicatiň the ̋eatures ő such a desired local 
system ő manǎement ő revitalization. 

1. Treatiň revitalization in the context ő the ̌rowth ő complexityĽ diversityĽ and 
̋lexibility ő the manǎement systemĽ demands the creation ő bacǩrounds ̋or 
interľořanizational cooperation comprised ő: public authoritiesĽ entrepreneurs 
(real estate owners) and other partners. That process should include relevant types 
ő public bodiesĽ ő di̋̋erent manǎerial levelsĽ provided their activities are 
oriented to improve the recessionary state ő local communities. The experiences 
ő Western countries demonstrate that the key element ő animation ő nělected 
districts should include ořanizations ő civil societyĽ such as: 

 Social ořanizations concentrated on aidĽ educationĽ or social workĽ 

 Ořanizations supportiň local business development and 
entrepreneurshipĽ 

 Nonľ̋ormalized ̌roups ő citizensĽ 

 Local leadersĽ 

 Nonľ̌overnmental ořanizations oriented on intersectional and interľ
ořanizational cooperationĽ like “cooperation networks”Ľ “partnerships 
̋or development”Ľ etc. 

This process is connected with the disǎ̌rěation ő structures and systems ő 
manǎement ő revitalization. The relevant ořanizational tool isĽ the soľcalled 
“operator ő revitalization” actiň outside the structures ő public administration. 
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Another important element is a decentralization ő manǎerial processesĽ thru 
usiň soľcalled “local ő̋ices”Ľ “local centers”Ľ located within “di̋̋icult” areas and 
̋acilitatiň contacts between inhabitants and manǎers ő revitalization with 
constructive dialǒue. 

β. In respect to the next determinant ő local developmentĽ beiň enhanciň the 
ability to sel̋ľrěulateĽ the manǎerial tool consists ő decentralization and takiň 
advantǎe ő subsidiarity in public ̌overnance. It is related to the popularization 
ő the model ő leadership manǎement. Such an approach relies on public 
con̋idence and the lěal arraňements ő the participation ő the community in 
decisionľmakiň processesĽ relevant to revitalization. These new spheres ő 
dialǒue should use at least three ̋orms ő social participation: 

 In̋ormationĽ as the broad ̋acilitation and shariň ő knowleďe 
concerniň local mattersĽ 

 ConsultationĽ as a process ő reciprocal ̋low ő in̋ormation between 
authorities and habitantsĽ 

 Żull participationĽ as a process consistiň in the common structure ő the 
̋uture ő the districts by authorities and habitants.  

Processes ő sel̋ľrěulation and decentralization should use cooperation networks 
ő various typesĽ partnerships: publicľpublicĽ publicľsocial and publicľprivateĽ and 
also a support system ̋or the procurement ő ̋inancialĽ proľdevelopment sources. 

γ. The enhancement ő innovationĽ drawn upon social proľactivenessĽ should 
consist in makiň linkǎes between stratěic manǎement and revitalizationĽ 
understood as a set ő intěrated activitiesĽ oriented to deal with various branches 
or sectors. Besides the bondiň ő practices ̋rom socioľeconomic and land use 
planniňĽ it is worth briňiň to mind: 

 Proli̋eration ő innovative ̋orms ő architectural and urban desǐn with 
the participation ő inhabitantsĽ  

 Social innovationsĽ beiň the ̋orm ő creation and implementation ő new 
ideas (productsĽ servicesĽ action models) in order to satis̋y social needs 
and to establish new social relationsĽ based on cooperation. 
(DaszkiewiczĽ β01őĽ p. 1Ő11)].  

An innovative approach may also consist in creatiň complex ̋inancial schemes 
̋or revitalization projectsĽ includiň źuropean Union ̋unds or private sources 
̌enerated by localĽ rěional and national stakeholders. Another element ő 
manǎement ő revitalization is a promotion ő new enterprisiň and prototype 
solutions. The key challeňe in the domain ő innovation is ̋indiň the ̋ormula ő 
harmonious intěration ő two types ő activities: the elimination ő social 
exclusion and the stimulation ő local economic ̌rowth. 
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Ő. The adaptation ő the dynamics ő chaňe in the manǎement ő revitalization is 
linked to an open and ̋lexible approach to the modeliň ő public administrative 
structures in relation to external operator ő revitalization and other stakeholders. 
It is all about adaptiň the way a process ő revitalization is manǎed in respect to 
the chaňiň needs and expectations ő inhabitantsĽ but also – ő a prǒression ő 
people’s understandiň what the whole process means ̋or inhabitants and local 
real estate owners. 

ő. The above mentioned methods ő manǎement ő revitalization require a new 
attitude ő ̌overniň bodies consistiň ő an interdisciplinary approach and 
multilevel cooperation ő theoreticiansĽ analystsĽ and ̋inally – authorities and 
practitioners implementiň ̌oals and concepts ő the recessionary area’s renewal. 
The key ̋eatures ő such cooperation are the openness and williňness to learn. An 
interdisciplinary knowleďeĽ so important in animatiň the processes ő local 
developmentĽ is the precondition ̋or e̋̋ective implementation ő revitalization 
[see also: NoworólĽ β010 ].  

In summaryĽ the types ő activitiesĽ listed aboveĽ can potentially set revitalization 
in the heart ő the development process’ animationĽ thru the desired institutional 
chaňeĽ and in consequence – proli̋eration ő the prototype solutionĽ created with 
local society.  

3 Revitalization in the Light of Current Policy of 
Polish State 

Duriň the year β01őĽ two key lěal documents related to revitalization were 
adopted:  

 The Bill ő Revitalization ő October řthĽ β01ő (Dz.U. β01őĽ poz. 1777 
with later amendments) – called – the BillĽ and  

 żuidelines ő the Minister ő Development in the ̋ield ő revitalization in 
the operational prǒrams ̋or the years β01Őľβ0β0 (Minister RozwojuĽ 
β016)]βĽ called – the żuidelines.  

Rěardiň the means ő local development stimulationĽ it’s worth indicatiň the 
̋ollowiň rěulationsĽ induced by the BillĽ and also – by the żuidelines:  

 The arraňementĽ that the preparationĽ the coordinationĽ and the creation 
ő conditions to conduct the revitalizationĽ as well as its implementation 
in the scope ő local community competencesĽ constitute the lěal 

                                                           
β  Pierwsza wersja Wytycznych pochodzi z γ.7.β01ő i była rěulacją Ministra 

In̋rastruktury i Rozwoju. 
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assǐnment ő local sel̋ľ̌overnment. It means that a ̌mina (a local 
community) takes manǎerial control and responsibility ő the 
revitalization. Such a solution excludes the way that revitalization is 
usually conducted in Western countriesĽ where the operator / manǎer ő 
revitalization is an entity situated outside ő public administrationĽ or a 
̋iduciary corporation. 

 The ̋ormation ő the institution ő the “revitalization committee” is – in 
theory – the ̋orum ő cooperation and dialǒue ő the stakeholder with 
community authorities in order to prepareĽ executeĽ and evaluate the 
revitalization. HoweverĽ the Bill sets a rule that the committee should act 
as an opinion maker and consultiň body ̋or the mayor. In such a 
positionĽ the committee has a mediocre role in the process ő community 
participation. Un̋ortunatelyĽ reduciň the role ő the committee to 
opinion makiň will limit opportunities to ̋ul̋ill duties as a social coľ
manǎer ő the process. The city (community) council in no way is 
oblǐed to ̋ollow the revitalization committee’s views or belie̋s. 

 The role ő social consultations has been increased in both quoted 
documents. The Bill rěulates the consultation process in ̌reat detailĽ 
indicatiň its durationĽ scope ő possible ̋orms and the way ő 
announciň and reportiň. The żuidelines underline the reasonability ő 
the implementation ő instruments ő ̋ull social participationĽ beyond 
consultations. On one sideĽ it’s a step in rǐht directionĽ en̋orciň 
municipal ő̋icials to ̌ain new competences and to implement the 
inhabitants’ participation in the decision makiň process. HoweverĽ the 
Bill enormously ̋ormalizes the consultation processĽ which by its natureĽ 
should be characterized by certain ̋lexibilityĽ resultiň ̋rom local 
patterniň. This ̋ormalization induces ő̋icials to adopt mock solutionsĽ 
only apparently open to public dialǒueĽ but in ̋act – limited to ̋ollow 
the letter ő rěulation and not its deeper meaniň. SoĽ many ő̋icials in 
public administration are ̋ocused on proviň that rěulations are 
correctly implementedĽ without thinkiň ő the real e̋̋ectiveness ő 
consultation type activities. 

 The Bill ̋eatures many rěulations oriented to increase the e̋̋ectiveness 
ő revitalization. It concerns the real estate policy ő local ̌overnmentĽ 
(preemption)Ľ taxesĽ rents in municipal houses and options ̋or the coľ
̋inanciň ő social municipal tenement houses. The Bill introduces two 
new instruments ő revitalization in the shape ő the special zone ő 
revitalization and the land use plan ő revitalization. The document 
rěulatesĽ in detailĽ situations demandiň trans̋ers ő inhabitants duriň 
revitalization. These are necessary rěulationsĽ streňtheniň the position 
ő the local ̌overnment towards landlordsĽ who ̋requently disrupt the 
processes ő revitalization. Current observations ő implementation ő the 
BillĽ and the author’s own experience in preparation ő the revitalization 
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prǒramsĽ disclose that local authorities do not demonstrate the will to 
use those new solutions. Local politicians are a̋raid ő broadeniň their 
lěal competences because ő possible con̋licts with in̋luential 
inhabitants or a possible rise ő public expenditures (e.̌. ̋or preparation 
ő land use plans). That precaution may limit the e̋̋ectiveness ő 
revitalization and threaten the ̋ormation ő a sustainable means ő 
moviň děraded areas out ő the recessionary state. The only stable way 
ő thinkiň done by public authorities remains the search ̋or źuropean 
Union ̋inancial support. 

 The Bill imposes a necessity to conduct revitalization based on a 
communal revitalization prǒramĽ described in detail in both new 
documents. ǍainĽ the preparation ő this prǒram becomes more the art 
ő ̋illiň the lěal expectations than a stimulus ̋or development. On the 
other handĽ in loň runĽ those rěulations can enhance local authority 
competences ̋or solviň social problemsĽ but it demands a chaňe ő 
people’s attitudes and the ořanizational culture ő public entities.  

Conclusions  

In conclusion it is necessary to claim that the prǒrammiň and implementation ő 
revitalization has recently come to Poland in a new phaseĽ which – despite the 
presented objections – should be considered as ̋avorable to social ̌roups liviň in 
recessionary areas. Un̋ortunatelyĽ there is a riskĽ that the current lěal status ő 
revitalizationĽ takiň into consideration the ořanizational culture ő Polish sel̋ľ
̌overnmentsĽ may con̋lict with intentions ő the lawmaker – as a temporary 
processĽ insű̋iciently stimulatiň local development. źven i̋ the revitalization is 
still treated by public administration as a way to ̌ain źuropean ̋inancial sourcesĽ 
it becomes an important element ő the social policy ő the state and local sel̋ľ
̌overnments. It’s a pity that the lěal instruments ő the manǎement ő 
revitalizationĽ in parallel with administrative cultureĽ create so many constraints 
̋or the deep eňǎement ő people in the depicted process. It is important to 
convince inhabitants that the success ő revitalization would result ̋rom 
intěration ő social activities with economic and environmental issues. This can 
be done uniquely throǔh public dialǒue and deliberation. The real challeňe is 
manǎiň local policyĽ and simultaneously workiň with local communities on 
both creatiň support ̋or mařinalized ̌roups and prepariň the means ̋or 
economic development ő districts. Without the latterĽ revitalization as an 
instrument ő development and the lěal assǐnment ő the ̌minaĽ risks beiň only 
a lěislative measure ̋or ̌ainiň ̋inancial supportĽ rather than beiň an important 
developmental tool.  
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miast (eň. Social innovation in the creation ő cities’ attractiveness). 
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terytorialněo. Warszawa: CeDeWu.  



Management, Enterprise and Benchmarking in the 21st Century 
BudapestĽ β017 

βř6 
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