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Abstract: The paper is focused on specialised organizations for the education and creation of

human capital within the rural areas, which are called “Schools for Rural Renewal’.
Attention is also paid to a relatively new phenomenon in networking and social
capital creation within the rural areas which is called “Regional Educational
Cooperative” and which could be the inspiration for rural areas in the Czech
Republic. The main aim of the paper is to examine the role of these organisations
within the process of knowledge creation in rural areas and also to identify
the synergy effect of social and human capital. From the methodological point of
view, mainly secondary analysis and semi-standardised interviews with actors in
rural development are used. How are social and human capitals used in rural
development, what are the impacts of the application of these concepts in rural areas
in the Czech Republic? This paper should provide the answers to these essential
questions.
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Souhrn:

Clanek je zaméfen na organizace specializované na vzdélavani a vytvareni lidského
kapitalu ve venkovském prostoru, které jsou souhrnn& nazyvany Skoly obnovy
venkova. Pozornost je také vénovana relativné novému jevu v oblasti vytvareni
socialnich siti a budovani socialniho kapitalu na venkové, a to tzv. Regionalnim
vzdélavacim druzstviim, které mohou byt inspiraci také pro venkovské oblasti
v Ceské republice. Hlavnim cilem ¢&lanku je zhodnotit roli t&chto organizaci v ramci
procesu vytvarfeni znalosti ve venkovském prostoru a také identifikovat synergicky
efekt socialniho a lidského kapitalu. Z metodologického uhlu pohledu bylo vyuzito
prfedevsim sekundarni analyzy dat a polostandardizovanych rozhovoru s hlavnimi
aktéry rozvoje venkova. Jak je socialni a lidsky kapital vyuzivan v rozvoji venkova,
jaké jsou dopady aplikace téchto konceptli ve venkovskych oblastech Ceské
republiky? To jsou zakladni otazky, na které by mél pfinést odpovéd tento ¢lanek.

Klicova slova: rozvoj, vzdélani, humanni kapital, znalosti, venkovska uzemi, obnova venkova,

socialni kapital
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1. Introduction

The present society is often called a knowledge society and knowledge is one of the most
important sources of development. Also education and knowledge creation as parts of human
capital are considered as crucial developmental factors of rural areas. The importance of human
and social capital is also consistent with an endogenous approach to rural development. This
results in a logical common effect which can be described as a focus of society on human
resources from the perspectives of knowledge, skills and qualifications. From these facts,
the concept of knowledge emerges as the most strategic resource, with learning as the most
important process (Lundvall, 1995). Qualifications (qualifications of people living in a particular
delimitated area which consists not only of the educational structure, but also of the ability to be
self-educated using more or less formalised methods and to use the knowledge and skills
gained to increase the quality of life within the area) are therefore regarded as one of the main
factors of endogenous development potential, not only from the individual aspect, but also from
the regional and societal points of view. These are the main reasons for choosing the topic of
this paper, which is focused on the synergy of social and human capital in rural areas of
the Czech Republic.

2. Theoretical background

The paper is theoretically based on three main concepts. The first of these is the concept of
human capital, including knowledge creation and knowledge typology; the second is
the concept of social capital, including networking and the network society, and the third is
the concept of endogenous rural development which is fully consistent with the intangible forms
of capital mentioned above.

Considering the concept of human capital, it is necessary to mention the learning process and
knowledge creation. Within the current postmodern society, knowledge is becoming one of
the most important location and developmental factors. Murdoch (1995) claims that the type of
available knowledge and information is less important than the significance which is attributed to
particular institutional assets. However, other authors (e.g. R. Hudson, A. Malmberg, P. Maskell
— see below) consider the type of available knowledge as a crucial developmental factor.

Knowledge is often classified as codified and tacit because there is a significant difference
between these basic types. Codified knowledge is possible to be standardized and transferred
by instructions, manuals, education, and is possible to be sold as goods. Tacit knowledge (e.g.
know-how, skills and competences) is possible to be acquired only directly by one’s own
experience and participation in a particular activity (Hudson, 1999a). Maskell and Malmberg
(1999) also debate about the codification of tacit knowledge, because codified knowledge itself
represents an instrument for the production of new knowledge.

These considerations correspond to the theory of learning organization, which considers
knowledge as a crucial source of entrepreneurship (Ticha, 2005) and also to the theory of
learning regions, which consider knowledge and human capital as the main sources of regional
(rural) development (Hudson, 1999b). The concept of knowledge mentioned above is typical of
the individual, organizational and regional levels, but current conceptualisation is shifting away
from these levels to the whole of society, by use of the term, “learning economy”. Nielsen and
Lundvall (2006) define the “learning economy” as one in which the ability to attain new
competencies is crucial to the performance of individuals, firms, regions and countries.

Recent decades have been characterized by an acceleration of both knowledge creation and
knowledge destruction. Information and communication technology has made a lot of
information more easily accessible to a lot of people, but it also has made many skills and
competencies obsolete. These facts result in the new typology of knowledge, using
a combination of two criteria — individual or collective entity and explicit (codified) or tacit
knowledge. On this basis, Lam and Lundvall (2006) create the typology of four different forms of
knowledge — embrained, embodied, encoded and embedded (Table 1).
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individual collective

explicit embrained encoded
tacit embodied embedded

Tab 1. Typology of knowledge. Source: Lam, Lundvall 2006.

Embrained knowledge is dependent on the individual’s conceptual skills and cognitive abilities.
It is formal, abstract or theoretical knowledge. It is typically learnt through reading books and by
formal education. Embodied knowledge is action-oriented. It is the practical, individual type of
knowledge which is learnt through experience and training based on apprenticeship relations.
Encoded knowledge is shared within organisations through formal information systems. Any
member of an organisation can easily gain access to relevant databases using information
technology. Encoded knowledge is formed by making explicit as much as possible of tacit
knowledge. Embedded knowledge is built into routines, habits and norms that cannot easily be
transformed into information systems. Embedded knowledge is produced by an interaction
among different members of the organisation. It is relation-specific, contextual and dispersed.

On this basis, it is possible to conceptualise the “learning economy” more precisely as
an economy in which individuals, firms and even national economies will create wealth and gain
access to wealth in proportion to their capacity for learning. This will be true, regardless of their
present level of development and competence (Lam, Lundvall, 2006). The above- mentioned
approaches to knowledge and human capital are relatively precise, but usually neglect
the process of networking of knowledge, with knowledge being perceived as static (including
collective knowledge). However, Hudson (2007) also mentions the significance of knowledge
dynamics when claiming that, “it is useful to establish local interregional alliances to cooperate
mainly in view of knowledge transfer and knowledge dynamics”. This approach is close to
the concept of social capital and the network society.

Social capital, as the second theoretical concept of the paper, is mentioned mainly due to its
importance for the encouragement of rural development and the extension of the concept of
human capital to networks and relations between individuals. Traditionally, social capital is
perceived in two senses — as an individual entity according to Pierre Bourdieu (e.g. Bourdieu,
1991) and also as a collective entity according to Robert Putnam (e.g. Putnam, 1993). Putnam’s
concept of social capital is closer to the conceptualisation of this paper, because Putnam (1993)
prefers a cognitive version of the concept which focuses on shared norms, values, trust,
attitudes and beliefs. This conceptualisation refers closely to the concept of human capital,
knowledge creation, the learning process and to the building and sustaining of social networks,
and also to the trust that can facilitate co-ordination and co-operation for mutual benefit.
Kostelecky, PatoCkova and Vobecka (2007) claim that the Putnam’s hypothesis about
correlation between economic development, social capital and regional development
performance has not been confirmed in the Czech Republic. But they also argue that it could be
result of different historical development and also geographical location of regions. On the other
hand these authors confirm relation between human and social capital in regional sense — so
this is one of the reasons to research their synergic effect within the rural areas as
a developmental factor.

Social capital is often placed in groups and organisations and is understood as the “glue” that
binds people together (Lee, Arnason, Nightingale and Shucksmith, 2005). This type of social
capital is usually conceptualised as bonding social capital (defensive). Beside this type also
bridging social capital (offensive) is important from the perspectives of this paper. Bridging
social capital is formed by relations within the broader area and also outside the locality —
regional cooperation and networking could be seen as one of the interesting example (Pile€ek,
2010). The broader debate could be about using social capital as a source of rural (local)
development. Evans and Syrett (2007) claim, that social capital could be considered as heuristic
device serving to stimulate investigation of the development of local social economies.
Important to this particular endeavour are the features of social capital as both appropriable and
capable of reducing transaction costs.
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According to other authors, building social capital together with networking and the participation
of citizens in local and regional development are crucial factors in the successful
implementation of an endogenous approach to rural development, with regard also to
the economic and environmental dimensions (Shucksmith 2000; Falk and Kilpatrick 2000). In
this context, Atterton (2007) claims that, to encourage networking, there is a fundamental issue
that must be addressed before any policy intervention can be successful. It is possible to state
that sufficient amount of social capital is prerequisite of development of regions and localities.
Stachova, Bernard and Cermak (2009) deal with differences of social capital among the EU
states. The volume of social capital in the Czech Republic is slightly below the average and in
Germany is this amount higher but with considerable variability (especially between the former
western and eastern part).

The importance placed by representatives of local and regional organisations on formal
networking contrasted strongly with the importance placed on the informal nature of networking
by business owners, leading some businesses to question to what extent organisations can play
a role in initiating meaningful business networks. There is a role for policymakers to act as
brokers to encourage the formation of extra-local and weak ties and to add an exogenous view
to the endogenous model of rural development, which is represented mainly by social and
human capital. This consideration is also empirically acknowledged by the ensuing research on
regional and local development, which results in the suitability and applicability of a mixture of
endogenous and exogenous approaches to regional development (Husak, 2010).

Despite the appropriateness of a mixture of endogenous and exogenous development,
the endogenous model of rural development persists, more preferred mainly with regard to
the intangible forms of capital as mentioned above. Considering the practical application of
endogenous development, its patterns are based mainly, but not exclusively, on locally
available resources, making full use of ecology, the labour force and knowledge of an area, as
well as on those patterns which have developed locally to link production and consumption.
Endogenous development can revitalise and provide a new dynamic to local resources that
might otherwise become superfluous. Endogenous development emerges as a self-oriented
process of growth and a relatively large part of the total value generated by this type of
development is re-allocated within the region itself. The close dependency of endogenous
development on local resources (specifically local knowledge, localised learning, trust, shared
norms and other patterns of human and social capital concepts) implies that this type of
development can have a positive impact on local interests and perspectives (van der Ploeg,
Saccomandi, 1995).

On the other hand, it is not possible to understand endogenous development as a closed
economy, despite the fact that the significance of concentration and expansion on regional and
local markets is emphasised. Demand on local and regional markets should be covered by local
production and should deal with the specific local requirements and needs of a local community
(Garofoli, 1992). These practical implications reflect the intellectual basis of endogenous
development — mainly the utilisation of social and human resources (represented by social and
human capital) and innovations to encourage rural development.

3. Aims and Methods

On the basis of the theoretical concepts mentioned above, the paper is focused on knowledge
creation and knowledge dynamics within the particular rural areas of the Czech Republic and
particularly on the specialised organisations for education within the rural areas which are called
“Schools for Rural Renewal”’, and their role within the knowledge creation and knowledge
dynamics in rural areas of the Czech Republic. Attention is also paid to a relatively new
phenomenon in networking and social capital creation within rural areas, which is called
“Regional Educational Cooperative” and which could be the inspiration for rural areas in
the Czech Republic. Finally, the synergy effect of human and social capital is examined with
respect to the patterns of endogenous development as mentioned above. More generally,
the paper tries to answer the question: How are the theoretical concepts of human capital,
social capital and endogenous development reflected in praxis of rural development in
the Czech Republic?
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The main aim of the paper is to examine the role of “Schools for Rural Renewal” and “Regional
Educational Cooperatives” within the process of knowledge creation in rural areas and also to
identify the synergy effect of social and human capital. Attention is also paid to the activity or
inactivity of particular Schools for Rural Renewal in the process of education in rural areas, in
particular with regard to the process of networking and collective learning within the rural areas
of the Czech Republic. The “Schools for Rural Renewal” and “Regional Educational
Cooperatives” were chosen for analysis due to their functioning as the only specialised
organisations dealing with education for rural areas. They also represent two different
approaches to education for rural areas. To compare these approaches in the terms of rural
development issues is one of the purposes of the study. Thus, deliberately different
organisations were chosen.

From the methodological point of view, mainly a secondary analysis of the database of
the Schools for Rural Renewal, their web pages, web pages and materials of a specific
Regional Educational Cooperative in Germany and specific implemented projects is used. In
addition, semi-standardised interviews with representatives of the Schools for Rural Renewal
and a German Regional Educational Cooperative are used — particularly interviews with eight
representatives of Schools for Rural Renewal in the Czech Republic, two representatives of
Regional Educational Cooperatives in Germany and also with the bearers of the main ideas of
both of the organisations. In order to identify the synergy effect of human and social capital and
to gain inspiration for education in the rural areas of the Czech Republic, a comparative analysis
of the functioning of “Schools for Rural Renewal” and “Regional Educational Cooperatives” is
also used. The research was carried out during the years 2010 and 2011 and is focused on
whole period of existence of “Schools for Rural Renewal” and “Regional Educational
Cooperatives” (using the mixture of analysis of existing documents and semi-standardised
interviews).

4. Empirical knowledge
Schools for rural renewal

Schools for Rural Renewal (SfRR) are specialised organisations dealing with the problems of
education in rural areas. Some other organisations exist which deal with knowledge dynamics,
knowledge creation and the encouragement of human capital in the rural areas of the Czech
Republic (e.g. The Ministry for Regional Development, The Ministry of Education, Youth and
Sports at the central level, and educational institutions, research institutions, regions and
municipalities at the local and regional levels), but SfRR are specialised in rural human capital
creation.

38 Schools for Rural Renewal (SfRR) exist in the Czech Republic, covering all Regions at
the NUTS 3 level, including the predominantly urban region (Prague) according OECD
methodology. The formation of SfRR in the Czech Republic is closely linked to the Rural
Renewal Programme and mainly its sixth subsidy, which was focused specifically on education
for rural areas and its organisational framework. From this fact, it is also possible to determine
the time of the formation of SfRR. The first SFRR were established in 1997 and the most recent
SfRR were established in 2007. These ten years can be labelled as the “golden age” of SfRR,
due to funding by national sources through the Rural Renewal Programme.

This is the first problem of the existence of the present-day SfRR. Resulting from our research,
it is found that it is difficult for SfRR to ensure adequate financial resources for educational
projects, because of the termination of funding by national sources. The unstable and
unsystematic support of education for rural areas and of SfRR is the main problem of human
capital creation in rural areas. Despite this fact, SfRR are trying to play an active role in
education in rural areas and to create a broad spectrum of projects and activities promoting
human capital.

It is possible to depict the main topics of the activities of SfRR in general. Among the main
activities of SfRR are rural development and rural renewal in general, rural renaissance,
community coexistence, cognition of new possibilities, mutual communication, education,
knowledge dynamics and knowledge creation, motivation, public discussion, information and
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advisory services, excursions to successful rural municipalities and also the exchange of
experiences, intercommunication and networking (see below).

However, not all SfRR play an active role in education in rural areas. Considering the evaluation
of activity and inactivity of SfRR, 26 of these could be classified as active, and 12 could be
classified as inactive. Thus, one third of SfRR are inactive and two thirds of SfRR are active in
the field of educational activities for rural areas, regardless of the types of activity
(the evaluation is based on the presentation of specific SfRR on web pages and semi-
standardised interviews with their representatives — generally on information openness as
a main prerequisite for their efficiency).

In addition, coverage of the Czech Republic by SfRR differs among the NUTS 3 regions.
The highest coverage exists within the StfedoCesky Region (5 SfRR) and also within
the Jihomoravsky and Kralovéhradecky Regions (4 SfRR within each Region). On the contrary,
the least coverage exists within the Karlovarsky and Olomoucky Regions (1 SfRR within each
Region). Also only 2 SfRR exist in the VysoCina Region, as the only Predominantly Rural
Region in the Czech Republic, according to OECD methodology.

The number of inactive SfRR is also related to the increasing role of Local Action Groups in
education in the rural areas. The problem is that Local Action Groups prepare educational
projects, but they also have many different objectives, with education for rural areas being only
one of these and often not the centre of their attention. The decreasing role of SfRR results
mainly from ill-conceived support by the central authorities, which shift away support from SfRR
(which were supported mainly between the years 1997 — 2007) to Local Action Groups (see
above). But the question is whether this is the last change in supporting rules, and how Local
Action Groups will be supported after 2013. This ill-conceived approach leads to uncertainty for
all rural educational actors.

Considering the particular implemented projects, they are focused primarily on technical or
procedural education and codified knowledge creation, with less attention devoted to local
knowledge, strengthening of local identity of the rural population and creation and support of
tacit knowledge (both embodied and embedded). This fact could be seen as the second
problem of the practical functioning of SfRR and rural human capital creation. In this context,
the activities of SfRR are not consistent with the assumptions of the concepts of localised
learning, learning regions or the learning economy (as presented by, for example, Lam,
Lundvall, Maskell, Malmberg or Nielsen — see above), which emphasise the role of tacit and
local knowledge in rural development and rural renewal.

Despite the fact that the main mission of SfRR is the creation and support of human capital in
rural areas, they also try to use their potential in networking and interregional cooperation.
Networking and cooperation between SfRR is represented mainly by the Annual Meeting of
Schools for Rural Renewal. This Meeting is not only for SfRR, but also for other institutions
dealing with the problems of rural development and rural renewal. The problem is that only
a minority of SfRR take an active part in this Annual Meeting (e.g. 2 SfRR in 2010 and 4 in
2011). At the same time, networking is a prerequisite of innovative educational activities in rural
areas. The lack of cooperation between SfRR leads to a fragmentation of education for rural
areas, which could be considered as the third problem of SfRR. On the one hand, they try to
promote human capital and knowledge dynamics but, on the other hand, they neglect social
capital and networking as other sources of endogenous rural development.

Regional Educational Cooperatives

Regional Educational Cooperatives (REC) are specialised organisations focused on
the coordination of education for rural areas, encouraging social capital, intraregional and
interregional cooperation between educational actors and development of local responsibility for
educational processes. REC is a relatively new phenomenon — the first was established in 2008
in Germany within the NUTS 3 Region Lippe (and others also exist in Germany — e.g. BIGS in
South Saxony). However, the idea of a regional organisation specialised in education,
coordination of education and networking arose in 2007. These are the main facts that do not
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allow to describe the number and spatial differentiation as have been done within the SfRR
analysis — REC do not have so great coverage in Germany as SfRR in the Czech Republic.

The main reason for establishing REC was an awareness that education is the essential factor
for the social, economic and cultural development of rural municipalities and regions,
participation of local inhabitants in political process and the encouragement of local identity.
This is one of the main differences between REC and SfRR and their projects — REC try to
support local and regional identity, not only to provide technical and administrative education.
The framework for REC is also formed by the increasing importance of lifelong learning,
the increasing demand for a qualified labour force, the necessity to improve cooperation and
coordination between educational actors within regions, and the increasing importance of social
capital to promote endogenous rural development.

Among the main aims of REC are the establishment of regional educational organisations,
networking among educational experts, coordination of educational activities and promotion of
educational projects. An emphasis on networking is another difference between SfRR and REC
and, from this point of view, REC could be an example of the synergy of human and social
capital in rural development. This is because not only qualifications, education and knowledge
are prerequisites of the successful development of rural areas, but also cooperation, knowledge
dynamics and transfer of experiences are important. REC, due to their structure and character,
are able to offer both education and qualifications as sources of human capital and cooperation,
and networking as a source of social capital.

The structure of participants (members) also corresponds to the main mission of REC (see
above). Participants are mainly from the NUTS 3 Region, local entrepreneurs, local NGOs,
regional universities, professional associations, employment agencies and other regional
educational institutions. The structure of a Cooperative’s supreme authorities is formed by
a General Meeting, Supervisory Board and Executive Board, consisting of representatives of all
the participants. The Cooperative was founded by the organisers as an ideal organisational
form, mainly due to its flexibility, better possibility of networking and the equality of all
participants.

Considering the particular implemented projects, these are focused mainly on the coordination
of educational activities, promotion of regional education, lifelong learning, cooperation of local
inhabitants with universities and the linking of all levels of education (from primary and
secondary schools to universities). The projects are usually financed from regional and
supranational sources, using local foundations and also the European Social Fund.

The target groups of the projects also differ from SfRR — the projects are aimed mainly at
regional or local inhabitants, students and their parents (especially active cooperation and
participation of parents) and representatives of regional educational actors. Generally, the main
idea of REC could be expressed as: “Not to think and not to act in the spirit of jurisdiction and
individual power, but in the spirit of common responsibility”. Primarily, common responsibility for
education could be the inspiration for education in the rural areas of the Czech Republic.

Close collaboration with experts from different regions and different disciplines, as well as
a clear organisational structure are the main missing prerequisites of the successful existence
of SfRR in the Czech Republic. On the other hand, the regional level of REC seems to be fairly
distant from local municipalities and local rural inhabitants. The regional level makes
cooperation and networking easier, but the local level of SfRR allows a more flexible adaptation
to the demands of local inhabitants.

Comparative Analysis

The comparative analysis compares the two different approaches to education, knowledge
dynamics and human and social capital creation — generally to rural endogenous development.
Many similar characteristics exist between SfRR and REC, but also many differences.
A schematic expression of the similarities and dissimilarities between SfRR and REC is
contained in Table 2. The comparison of SfRR and REC is focused on eight specific features of
both of the organisations (see Table 2). The features were chosen at the basis of semi-
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standardised interviews with the main representatives of SfRR and REC, who mentioned these
features as crucial factors which influence the educational activities and their results in the field
of rural development.

Among the similarities, in particular is a bottom-up approach to rural development which is fully
consistent with the endogenous model of development. Realised projects are prepared at
the local or regional levels, but financing is rather from national or supranational sources
(except of some projects financed by regional sources within REC). The second similar feature
is the focus on knowledge dynamics and human capital creation and functioning as specialised
educational organisations.

However, many dissimilarities also exist, which lead to the different results of SfRR and REC
activities. It is possible to divide the dissimilarities into three main groups. The first is the spatial
level of SfRR and REC activities. SfRR operates mainly at a local level — particularly within
districts (LAU 1) or municipalities (LAU 2). The local level leads to a closeness to local and
municipal problems, with projects being able to respond more flexibly to the demands of
the local inhabitants. On the other hand, networking, regional and interregional cooperation are
quite difficult. The regional level of REC makes networking and regional and interregional
cooperation easier, but projects seem to be distant from specific municipalities and
the demands of the local inhabitants.

These facts are also evaluated by the advantages and disadvantages of SfRR and REC.
The second group is formed by the type of prevailing projects and prevailing target groups of
the proposed projects. Considering the target groups of the projects prepared by SfRR, mayors
of rural municipalities and members of municipal councils prevail. Rural local people are less
represented in relation to the main orientation of the implemented projects. This could be seen
as the main problem of the functioning of SfRR. Education is focused mainly on technical and
procedural aspects (e.g. “how to prepare development projects”, “how to obtain money from
the Structural Funds” or “how to manage a rural municipality”) and less on the strengthening of

local or regional identity.

In this context, the activities of SfRR are not consistent with the assumptions of the concept of
endogenous rural development. Projects of REC are focused mainly on the coordination of
education within the region, practical regional education, lifelong learning and some projects
also have a procedural nature (see above). Practical regional education, in particular, could
strengthen local or regional identity. This is also connected with the prevailing target groups
which are usually regional or local inhabitants, students and their parents and also
representatives of regional educational actors.

The third group of dissimilarities is formed by the participants and members of SfRR and REC
and the type of promoted capital which is closely connected to the participants. Participants of
SfRR are usually rural municipalities or local NGOs, but only one of these (two basic types of
SfRR exist — the first is linked to NGOs with their own legal personality and the second is linked
to rural municipalities without their own legal personality). This organisational structure could
effectively promote human capital, but networking and social capital creation is quite difficult.
Participants of REC are from the NUTS 3 Region, local or regional entrepreneurs, local NGOs,
regional universities, professional associations, employment agencies and other regional
educational institutions. Usually all the above- mentioned actors are participants (members) of
REC. This fact could effectively promote not only human capital but also social capital, including
networking, regional and interregional cooperation and the ability of collective action to
encourage regional development. From this perspective, REC could be seen as an important
example of the synergy of human and social capital in rural development and also an inspiration
to rural areas in the Czech Republic.
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SfRR REC

level local regional

type of capital human social + human
coordination, regional

prevailing projects technical, procedural education, procedural,

lifelong learning

regional (local) inhabitants,
mayors, members of students and their parents,
municipal councils representatives of regional
educational actors

NUTS 3 Region,
entrepreneurs, local NGOs,
regional universities,

prevailing target groups

municipalities,

participants local NGOs professional associations,
employment agencies, other
regional educational
institutions

f . national (mainly) + : .

inancing supranational supranational + regional

advantages local level networking,

conceptual approach

ill-conceived approach,
disadvantages lacking interregional
(regional) cooperation

regional level (far away from
particular municipalities)

Tab 2. Comparative analysis of Schools for Rural Renewal and Regional Educational Cooperatives.

5. Conclusion and discussion

On the basis of the results presented above, it is possible to formulate some main conclusions
regarding the research presented within this paper. SfRR (as the only specialised organisation
considering education for rural areas) play an indispensable role in knowledge dynamics and
human capital creation within the rural areas of the Czech Republic, despite the fact that
nowadays their role is often substituted by Local Action Groups. SfRR provide various types of
education. A bottom-up approach is usually implemented, as is consistent with the endogenous
model of rural development. The main problem of their functioning is a focus especially on
technical and procedural education and codified knowledge creation. Less attention is devoted
to local knowledge, strengthening of local identity of the rural population and creation and
support of tacit knowledge. An ill-conceived approach could also be classified as
a disadvantage of SfRR.

These problems are partly eliminated within REC. REC are organisations at regional level which
focus not only on education itself, but also on coordination, networking, cooperation of local and
regional educational actors and social and human capital creation in general. From this
perspective, REC (which exists as quite a new phenomenon in Germany) could be seen as
an important example of the synergy of human and social capital in rural development.

A lack of synergy of human and social capital in the Czech Republic leads to spatial constraints
of realised projects and the functioning of SfRR without the use of interregional cooperation and
knowledge diffusion. Learning by experience is one of the important means of education and
knowledge creation.

Thus, considering the main question raised in this paper: How are the theoretical concepts of
human capital, social capital and endogenous development reflected in praxis of rural
development in the Czech Republic? — at the empirical basis it is possible to state that praxis of
rural development rather reflects human capital and knowledge creation than networking and
social capital. This fact is consistent with the differences between the amount of social capital
within the regions and localities in the Czech Republic and Germany as is stated above in
theoretical background. In consideration of the research presented above, it is not only human

248/302



capital but also networking, collective learning, cooperation and social capital and especially
the synergy of human and social capital which are important for development of rural areas.
The research presented above empirically acknowledges these theoretically underpinned facts
and also identifies deficiencies of networking and social capital creation within the presented
cases in the Czech Republic in comparison to German cases. The issues of networking,
interregional cooperation and also cross-border cooperation, including cross-border knowledge
diffusion, are significant for development of rural areas and could be a possible topic for ensuing
research in the field of rural development.
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