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Abstract: Civil society plays an essential role in the development of our rural areas. In spite of this,
little research has been conducted on the role of non-profit organizations, often referred to in general
terms as the third sector, within the framework of the LEADER program for rural development,
especially in such a large geographical area as Andalusia, the study area of this research. The diversity
of the groups that make up the “Others” group of rural development stakeholders is one of its most
important characteristics. Over the course of the study period (2000–2015), these organizations have
played a very significant role in Andalusia in both quantitative and qualitative terms. In order to
find out more about the diversity of third sector organizations and to quantify and evaluate their
importance, we carried out a detailed analysis of all the LEADER projects commenced in Andalusia
between 2000 and 2015. The quantitative and quantitative results obtained highlight the diversity
of these projects and how widely their presence varied from one type of rural area to the next. Our
research reopens the debate about the growing role played by non-profit organizations in developed
societies at a global level and within LEADER in particular.

Keywords: LEADER; rural development; third sector; non-profit associations; public policies

1. Introduction

The third sector is made up of a huge variety of private organizations ranging from
civil society to the business sector, including associations, voluntary organizations, founda-
tions, cooperatives, mutual organizations, social enterprises, etc. [1].

The third sector provides goods and services with a high degree of social content and
its objectives include scientific research, education, care, and the protection of the dignity
of vulnerable groups in society. It also makes a substantial contribution to the general
economic system in a large number of capitalist countries [2].

According to Rose-Ackerman [3] (p. 701), a very large grey area is emerging in the or-
ganizational structures of contemporary capitalism, such that “analytic efforts that preserve
sharp distinctions between the for-profit, non-profit, and public sectors look increasingly
problematic”. Non-profit organizations have developed a network of interorganizational re-
lations that, together, form an innovative sector of the economy with a high degree of social
activism. According to Lam [4] (p. 179), the non-profit sector coexists alongside the public
and private sectors, and often fills the gaps left by both government and market failures.

The third sector is playing a key role in the development of rural areas due to a range
of factors, such as the need to provide non-profit or indirect profit services; the reduction
and control of public goods due to neoliberal tendencies [5]; the limited reach of the welfare
state in marginal rural areas; and the need to enhance the integration, participation, and
governance of certain collectives. Third sector providers can help address these issues by
offering stable, enduring social and public services [6].

Above all, the third sector is a very heterogeneous group that carries out actions and
functions that are not covered by either the public or the private sector. In this research,
we analyze the role played by the third sector in LEADER projects, in which associations,

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13976. https://doi.org/10.3390/su132413976 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2564-5887
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5033-7603
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1145-5900
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1299-8288
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132413976
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132413976
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132413976
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132413976
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su132413976?type=check_update&version=2


Sustainability 2021, 13, 13976 2 of 27

cooperatives, foundations, etc., are normally grouped together in a category known simply
as “Others”. Our contribution is new to the extent that it identifies, quantifies, and locates
these actors on the basis of the number of projects and the investment they make. In
addition, it does so for a large region with a large population, Andalusia, and for the last
two programing periods for which information is available. This quantitative vision is
complemented by other qualitative information in relation to the varied types of projects
they carry out.

Our initial hypothesis is that the “Others”, a little-known or acknowledged group of
actors in rural development, play a vital role thanks to the heterogenous nature of this
group and of their projects in such vast rural areas as those in the Andalusia region. We
intend to answer three key questions: (i) How important is this group in terms of the
number of projects and the amounts invested? (ii) What kinds of project does each type
of association carry out? (iii) How is investment distributed geographically across the
different types of rural areas?

This work begins with a section stating its objectives, followed by the state of art on
the topic in question, and the relevance of the third sector in rural development, which
has been previously studied. After this, we describe the sources, methodology, and study
area, in which the object of study, the sources used, and the different types of established
rural areas are specified and defined. Subsequently, the results are offered regarding the
relevance of the associations in the number of projects finally implemented and those that
were not formalized (failed). The projects are also characterized by types of association
and activity carried out. The spatial distribution of these projects and the investment
made are also addressed in another section. Finally, the work closes with a discussion and
conclusions, in which questions regarding the work of these associations are raised based
on the actions they carry out, their importance for rural development, the strengthening
of social capital, as well as their different presence in the function of the greater or lesser
rurality of the territories.

Theoretical frameworks, neo-endogenous development theories, approaches, policies,
and practices emphasize a more holistic, systemic, and place-based “vitality policy”, which
includes softer development values relating to attractive living environments, communality,
and the well-being of residents. These involve several policy sectors and a network (system)
of organizations from the public, private, and third sectors [7] (p. 706). In this way, third
sector organizations, and their activists, play an important role in helping to boost the
participation of local people in rural development processes [8,9]. For Shucksmith [10] and
Ray [11], the third sector can mobilize the use of endogenous knowledge and resources,
while Steiner and Teasdale [12] argue that the challenges that rural society faces can be
transformed into opportunities for social enterprise and community development.

The LEADER Initiative (Liaisons entre Actions de Développement de L’Economie
Rural) was launched in 1991 as part of the EU’s rural development policy and it is an
area-based, integrated, bottom-up approach for delivering rural development [13]. To
receive LEADER funds, local authorities must form public–private partnerships (Local
Action Groups, LAGs) with private companies and third sector organizations. In this way,
the LEADER program has helped to mobilize the third sector and to involve it in decision-
making [14] and project implementation. By involving social organizations in the LEADER
Local Action Groups and projects, fairer spatial distribution can also be obtained [15].

The role played by the amalgam of actors that make up social organizations as creators
of networks, innovation, and social capital is demonstrated in detailed studies with a
qualitative approach. These studies also highlight how the third sector meets a series of
social and cultural needs for rural communities. Some authors, such as Steiner at al. [16],
stress that the flexibility and lack of hierarchy in many third sector organizations facilitates
the creation of social innovations. In research conducted in Ireland, Olmedo et al. [17]
emphasize the importance of these organizations as “social enterprises” that link social
innovation with neo-endogenous rural development and enhance the value of the identity
aspects of rural areas. In a study conducted in Austria, Richter [18] found that “social
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enterprises mobilize ideas, resources and support from external sources not primarily for
their own benefit but for that of their rural region”. Finally, Vercher et al. [19] (p. 181)
argued, regarding work on Spain and Scotland, that “academia, third sector organizations
( . . . ) can play a role in this vacuum by identifying and providing concepts and ideas
absent in the narratives of social innovation”.

In research conducted in Polish rural areas, Furmankiewicz et al. [14] noted that,
although the involvement of third sector organizations in LAGs had a positive impact on
the extent of civil engagement in local development strategy building, it was necessary to
increase the presence and support for the third sector in specific rural development projects.
Growing awareness of bureaucratic procedures coupled with limited access to funding
resulted in disillusionment [14] (p. 233). This author also cites other discouraging factors,
such as a lack of time, experience, and resources to engage in time-consuming partnership
activities, the apathy of their leaders, and weak legitimacy [20]. Another essential aspect,
looking beyond a purely economic dimension, is to assess the contribution made by the
third sector to local communities and how this is related to territorial governance. Two
fundamental questions must be addressed. Firstly, self-government is a formula for internal
management and the participation of civil society in these projects either through volunteer-
ing or through financial support. Although it would seem to be growing, the participation
of local citizens in collective projects is all too often more formal than real, and certain
social groups, such as women, youths, immigrants, or farmers, are marginalized, while
economic and political elites continue to occupy positions of power and control [20,21]. The
second question is related to the governance of common goods, which, as Ostrom [22,23]
demonstrated in the case of environmental goods, can be managed efficiently through the
user community. Community self-management has successfully offset the prevailing ne-
oliberal logic in crisis situations and rural environments [24], with the support of collective
agreements that enable the local community to participate in and control the processes that
give rise to social innovation, which can turn the enormous diversity of rural areas into
strengths [25]. The implementation of swift, effective, and accessible procedures for the
resolution of the conflicts that may arise within local groups is another important issue.
From this point of view, new approaches to development necessarily require a thorough
theoretical review based on the identification and value of concrete practical experiences
that can serve as a reference [26]. The contributions of our research in the international
scientific context are related, firstly, with a few studies that analyze the role played by
the third sector in the LEADER approach, especially at the local scale. The Andalusian
region is a vast region that is bigger in terms of area and population than other European
countries and, working at municipality scale, we obtained a more detailed level inside
the administrative project. Secondly, as geographers, we explore the territorial dimension
of LEADER action and the role played by the third sector in the different types of rural
areas. It supposes a relevant methodological contribution in this type of analysis. The
results and conclusions obtained are relevant in this regard and support the methodological
proposal. Thirdly, our comparative analysis of two successive, but quite distinct (boom and
crisis) programing periods aims to show whether the other actors, the third sector, in rural
development acted differently according to the particular economic context in terms of
where and in what they invested. Fourthly, we analyzed the projects that were ultimately
not implemented, a question which, at least to our knowledge, had never been studied
within research on LEADER.

2. Sources, Methodology, and Study Area

In our study of the LEADER projects carried out by the third sector, we decided to
prioritize the amounts of capital invested by this group and their spatial distribution, a
form of analysis that could be classified within “impact evaluation in impact investing” [27]
(Figure 1).

Our basic source of information was the list of the LEADER projects processed in
Andalusia during the programing periods of 2000–2006 and 2007–2015. This list was
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provided by the Ministry of Agriculture, Fishing, and Rural Development of the Regional
Government of Andalusia. A total of 9502 administrative files were consulted from the first
period and 12,855 from the second, making a total of 22,357 over the whole study period of
2000–2015.

Figure 1. Methodological flow chart (copyright belongs to the authors).

The “Others” classification within the promoters of LEADER rural development
projects refers to those belonging to “civil society” or the “third sector” who, in most cases,
are legally incorporated as foundations or non-profit making associations (including the
Local Action Groups, LAGs), among others. All too often, due to their relatively small
numbers, especially in terms of investment, these promoters are grouped together under
the umbrella category of “Others”.

As a result, we know very little regarding, among others, the identification, typology,
and objectives of this group of stakeholders in the development of our country towns
and villages.

Each file contains the name of the promoter and their administrative code. This
enables us to identify and classify them on the basis of the object and purpose of their
respective projects. A total of 10 main types were identified (Table 1). We decided to
exclude the LAGs from our analysis, as we were particularly interested in finding out
more about the “other” promoters, who have largely been “forgotten” in research on the
LEADER program.
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Table 1. Types of promoters in the “Others” category.

N◦ Identification

I Business associations
II Women’s associations
III Young People’s associations

IV Associations helping vulnerable
people/cooperation

V Cultural and leisure associations
VI Neighborhood associations
VII Religious associations
VIII Trade union associations
IX Educational associations
X PGI Control Bodies

Of the 22,357 files consulted, we identified a total of 2153 projects initiated by associa-
tions of these kinds, 919 in the first programing period and 1234 in the second. The variables
we worked with include the number of projects, executed or not executed, the investment
made, and the grant received by each project, over the study period of 2000–2015. These
variables were also analyzed according to the different types of territory. The analysis
was conducted at a municipal scale and we excluded those projects in which the name
of the town in which it was to be implemented was not clearly stipulated in the project
information. This reduced the number of projects to 1508, of which 677 were for the first
programing period and 831 for the second. The results obtained from the statistical analysis
are presented in an aggregated way for Andalusia as a whole, according to the promoter
and type of territory. The maps used in this research are exports in jpg format of vectorial
planes obtained from the ARCGIS 10.6. Geographical Information System.

The availability and reliability of the sources, the scale used, or the variables and the
thresholds set to differentiate them were determining factors in the establishment of terres-
trial typologies in both Spain and its neighboring countries. In Spain, the most commonly
used method for distinguishing between different types of urban and rural areas is that
established by the National Institute of Statistics (INE) based on total population. The
European Union, in line with previous guidelines established by the OECD [28], established
three large territorial categories (predominantly rural, intermediate, and predominantly
urban) in which rural municipalities were distinguished from urban ones on the basis of
a population density of less than 100 inhabitants/km2. In Spain, at a local level, several
very interesting proposals have been recently made regarding this issue. Molinero [29]
established three categories within rural areas based on their population density: deep
rural <5 inhabitants/km2, stagnant 5–<25, and dynamic 25–<100 inhabitants/km2. Cos and
Reques [30] used geo-referenced sources and multi-criteria analysis to calculate the demo-
graphic and territorial vulnerability of Spanish municipalities, identifying nine categories
according to their particular degree of vulnerability. Finally, in addition to population
density calculated using a 1 km2 mesh as the unit of territorial analysis, Reig, Goerlicht, and
Cantarino [31] incorporated two other variables into their analysis, namely the accessibility
to centers of economic activity and dynamism (in line with research by Brezzi et al. [32]
for the EU), and land uses and covers. They used the accessibility variable to divide rural
municipalities into different categories, while intermediate and urban municipalities were
distinguished on the basis of their respective land uses and covers.

Our proposal is based on a modified version of the classification system proposed
by Reig et al. [31]. Bearing in mind that our study focused above all on LEADER mu-
nicipalities in which there are very few urban spaces, we combined the two categories
of urban municipality, i.e., open and closed, into one. We also decided to classify the
remaining municipalities according to their time distance to places in which services are
provided. On this basis, the following timescale was established: <15 min, 15 < 30, 30 < 45,
45 < 60, and ≥60, differentiating in each of these categories between rural and intermediate
municipalities (Figure 2). This is because we believe that the distance to economic and
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service centers is an essential variable when it comes to explaining the implementation of
LEADER projects.

Figure 2. Categorization of Andalusian municipalities on the basis of time distance to service centers.
Source: Reig et al. [31], adapted by the authors.

Table 2 presents various sociodemographic indicators according to typologies referring
to 2011, a census year within the study period.

Table 2. Socioeconomic indicators according to time distance to cities.

Variables Type 1
Urban

Type 2
<15

Type 3
15 < 30

Type 4
30 < 45

Type 5
45 < 60

Type 6
≥60 Total

N◦ Municipalities 46 68 168 170 156 165 773
Area (Km2) 5896 4515 21,131 21,225 15,735 19,284 87,786

Population (thousands) 4,158,201 791,075 1,505,990 1,042,169 534,866 357,543 8,389,844
Density (inhab/Km2) 705 175 71 49 34 19 96

Travel time (min) 4 11 23 38 52 73 40
Altitude (m) 259 363 361 477 601 713 504
Women (%) 51.5 49.7 49.2 49.8 49.7 49.7 50.5

Men (%) 48.5 50.3 50.8 50.2 50.3 50.3 49.5
Av. Pop/Municipality 90,396 11,633 8964 6130 3429 2167 10,854

Real Growth 2015–2007 168,940 92,006 99,428 20,049 –8765 –19,103 352,555
Real Growth 2011–1961 2,033,778 421,615 407,367 –53,505 –172,322 –251,118 2,385,814

Age 0–14 (%) 16.3 18.3 17.0 15.6 14.4 13.6 16.3
Age 15–64 (%) 68.9 69.8 69.1 67.3 66.4 65.2 68.5
Age ≥65 (%) 14.8 11.9 13.9 17.2 19.2 21.2 15.2
Ageing Index 90 65 82 110 133 155 93
Average Age 38 38 41 43 45 46 43

% Affil. Gen. Reg.* 80 57 43 38 35 34 63
% Affil. Agric. Reg.* 2 19 35 42 44 42 18

* In the Spanish Social Security system, there are separate sections or regimes for General Workers and Agricultural Workers. “Affil. Gen.
Reg.” refers to workers affiliated to the General Regime, while “Affil. Agric. Reg.” refers to those affiliated to the Agricultural Regime.

In 2011, 6% of the total area of Andalusia was classified as urban, and this was home
to 49.5% of the inhabitants with an average population density of 709 inhabitants/km2. In
our research, these towns and cities are either a reference point for the calculation of time
distances or are located in metropolitan areas at very short distances (around 4 min) from
major cities. These urban areas are the most dynamic areas as can be seen by their constant
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growth since at least the 1960s, which has resulted in an increase in population of over 2
million people. Their population has similar levels of ageing to the regional average and
higher than that in periurban areas nearby. They are the flattest areas in the region and
those in which agriculture plays the smallest part.

Types 2 and 3, with average time-distances of 11 and 23 min respectively, are those in
which the journey to a service center takes less than 30 min. These could be classified as
“near” and behave in quite similar ways. There has also been a sharp rise in population
in Types 2 and 3 (added together) since the 1960s of almost 830,000 people. They have a
lower ageing index, especially in Type 2, which has an index of 65 compared to 90 in the
urban areas. These are generally flat areas with average altitudes of 360 meters in which
agriculture plays a slightly more important role than in the cities, although much lower,
especially in Type 2, than in the other four types.

Types 4, 5, and 6 also share certain similarities, especially the last two, in which the
following indicators show sharply increasing values: firstly, the constant loss of population
since the 1960s that together amounts to about 500,000 inhabitants, of which over half
were lost in Type 6 municipalities; secondly, the severe ageing of their populations as
demonstrated by the fact that the ageing index in Type 4 is 110, while in Type 6 it is much
higher, at 155; thirdly, the increasing importance of agriculture in their production systems,
in which well over 40% of all those affiliated to the social security system are employed in
agriculture; fourthly, the average altitude, which also increases sharply from almost 500 m
in Type 4 to 713 in Type 6; and, finally and most basically, the fact that they are the furthest
away from service centers in terms of time distances, which range from 38 min in Type 4
municipalities to 73 min in Type 6.

There is one question that we should clarify. The non-urban categories (all except
Type 1) include both rural and intermediate municipalities, a fact that must necessarily
be taken into account in the analysis of the data. However, we believe that easy access to
economic and service hubs and to public facilities is a key aspect of territorial dynamization
and of the fight against depopulation, an assertion that is confirmed by the fact that even
municipalities classified as intermediate are losing population in the remote regions (5 and
6) [33], while the opposite is occurring in in those nearest to cities (Types 2, 3, and 4) even
when classified as rural.

3. Results
3.1. The Projects Carried Out by “Others”
3.1.1. Number of Projects and Their Level of Implementation

A total of 2153 projects were proposed by these promoters between 2000 and 2015.
Of these, 1357 were executed, while 796 were not, making an overall success ratio of
1.7 (Table 3). If we observe the two periods, there was a much higher number of projects
in the second period than in the first, with 1234 compared to 919 and with success ratios
of 9.7 and 0.7, respectively. In the first period, these success ratio values were higher than
the average for all promoters (9.7 compared to 6.4), while in the second they were lower
(0.7 compared to 1.07) [34,35]. Of the failed projects, just 10.8% were presented in the
first period (2000–2006), while 89.2% were presented in the second (2007–2015). These
striking differences can be explained in part by the fact that, in the first programing period,
the only projects classified as “not implemented” were those that were abandoned at
an advanced stage of the bureaucratic process, after the promise to execute the project
had been signed, while in the second period they counted all the projects that were not
implemented, regardless of the stage of the bureaucratic process at which they happened
to be.
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Table 3. Implemented and non-implemented projects in Andalusia (2000–2015).

Promotor

2000–2006 2007–2015 2000–2015

Imp Non
Imp Total Succ Imp Non

Imp Total Succ Imp Non
Imp Total Succ

Business associations 255 28 283 9.1 128 228 356 0.6 383 256 639 1.5
Women’s associations 64 6 70 10.7 35 52 87 0.7 99 58 157 1.7

Young People’s associations 5 0 5 100.0 12 4 16 3.0 17 2 21 4.3
Associations helping vulnerable

people and cooperations 92 10 102 9.2 72 82 154 0.9 164 92 256 1.8

Cultural and leisure associations 156 22 178 7.1 100 136 236 0.7 256 158 414 1.6
Neighborhood associations 51 5 56 10.2 20 26 46 0.8 71 31 102 2.3

Religious associations 102 6 108 17.0 60 48 108 1.3 162 54 216 3.0
Trade union associations 67 6 73 11.2 74 100 174 0.7 141 106 247 1.3
Educational associations 19 2 21 9.5 11 24 35 0.5 30 26 56 1.2

PGI Control Bodies 22 1 23 22.0 12 10 22 1.2 34 11 45 3.1
Total 833 86 919 9.7 524 710 1234 0.7 1357 796 2153 1.7

Imp—Implemented. Non Imp—Non implemented. Succ—Successful.

Over the entire study period (2000–2015), the most important types of promoters
(those with over 10% of the total number of projects) were business associations with 29.6%
of all the projects and a success level of 1.5; cultural associations with 14.1% of the projects
and a success ratio of 1.6; trade union associations with 11.5% and a significantly lower
success ratio of 1.3; and religious associations with 10% of the projects and one of the
highest success ratios in the “Others” group, i.e., 3.0. Other types of associations that did
not reach the 10% benchmark include associations working with vulnerable groups, with
9.9% of the total and a success ratio of 2.2%, and women’s associations with 7.3% of the
projects and a success ratio that was similar to the regional average.

Can any differences be observed between the results for each of the two programing
periods compared to those for the study period as a whole? In terms of the promoters,
results were very similar, as can be seen by the fact that the business associations and
the cultural associations accounted for 50% of the projects in each of the two periods.
However, differences can be observed, for example, in the case of trade union associations,
which accounted for 8% of the projects started in the first period and 14% in the second.
Religious associations, by contrast, played a more important role in the first period than
in the second, with shares of 11.8% and 8.8%, respectively. The success ratios in the four
categories referred to so far also followed a common trend in the two periods in that, while
business and the cultural associations scored similar ratios to the average for each period
(bearing in mind the methodological impossibility of comparing this figure between the
two periods), religious and trade union organizations both had above average success
ratios, especially in the first period. Women’s associations also showed a similar trend in
the two periods in that their projects accounted for just over 7% of the total, and achieved
similar success ratio values to the average success ratio value for each period.

Lastly, it is important to highlight the very marginal role, in numerical terms, played
by other associations, which account for between 1 and 3%. A particularly striking case is
that of youth associations with just 1% of the projects initiated over the whole study period,
a figure that was even lower for the first period 2000–2006 at just 0.5% and slightly higher
in 2007–2015 at 1.3%, albeit with very high success ratios. The same can also be said of
educational institutions, which include universities, with values of just over 2% of the total
in each of the two periods considered.

3.1.2. Investment

The other two variables that demonstrate the significant role played by these promot-
ers are the amounts of capital invested and the grants received (Table 4).

The overall investment made by members of the “Others” category over the whole
study period (2000–2015) came to €83.6 million, of which 43.9 million came in the form of
government grants (52.6% of the total invested). The investment made in the first period
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2000–2006 was much higher than in the second period, with €54 million compared to
€29.6 million, respectively. This high level of investment could also be seen in the average
investment per project, which was much higher, at €64,803 compared to €56,447. In the
first period, investment also involved greater risk on the part of the investors, in that the
government grant accounted for 50% of total investment while in the second period it
accounted for 57%. It is also important to be aware that, in both of the analyzed periods,
these average values for grants as a percentage of total investment were much higher
than the average for all promoters, which was 37.5% in the first period and 40.7% in the
second [36,37].

Table 4. Levels of Investment in Andalusia 2000–2015.

Promoter
2000–2006 2007–2015 2000–2015

Investment Investment/
Projects

Grants/
Investment Investment Investment/

Projects
Grants/

Investment Investment Investment/
Projects

Grants/
Investment

Business associations 11,423,667 44,799 65.6 3,948,120 30,845 75.2 15,371,789 40,135 68.0
Women’s associations 1,032,494 16,133 82.2 736,540 21,044 69.9 1,769,034 17,869 77.1

Young People’s associations 423,037 84,607 33.0 793,955 66,163 48.0 1,216,992 71,588 42.8
Associations helping vulnerable

people and cooperation 16,785,551 182,452 29.0 8,467,997 117,611 45.3 25,253,548 153,985 34.5

Cultural and leisure associations 7,039,114 45,123 63.8 3,526,350 35,264 55.9 10,565,464 41,271 61.2
Neighborhood associations 2,880,758 56,485 43.9 885,524 44,276 89.6 3,766,282 53,046 54.6

Religious associations 8,191,109 80,305 50.4 7,127,481 118,791 49.7 15,318,590 94,559 50.1
Trade union associations 2,230,918 33,297 73.5 2,208,795 29,849 78.6 4,439,713 31,487 76.0
Educational associations 1,726,357 90,861 54.0 915,406 83,219 43.6 2,641,762 88,059 50.4

PGI Control Bodies 2,247,757 102,171 54.5 967,837 80,653 78.9 3,215,595 94,576 61.9
Total 53,980,764 64,803 50.0 29,578,004 56,447 57.2 83,558,768 61,576 52.6

The breakdown of the investment between the different actors shows that it was the
associations and foundations linked to the care and attention of vulnerable social groups
that made the greatest investment, with 31.1% of the total; this value was practically
identical for the two periods (2000–2006 and 2007–2015). This represents the average
investment per project of almost €150,000 for the whole analyzed period, and an average of
over €180,000 per project for the period 2000–2006. The other two important promoters as
far as investment is concerned were business and religious associations, with over 18% each.
Although in the case of religious associations this percentage is higher than the percentage
for the number of projects, it is much lower in the case of business associations. However,
while in the former the investment they made accounted for 21% of total investment in the
first period (€11.4 million) and fell to 13.3% in the second (€4 million), the opposite trend
was observed in business associations, whose investment increased from 15.2% to 24.1%
in the second period, even though their total investment was lower, €1 million lower to
be precise. Another important difference between these two kinds of association is that
the average investment per project in the case of business associations was €40,000, while
for the religious associations it was €95,000 and increased to almost €120,000 in 2007–2015.
The fourth main player, albeit with considerably lower figures, were cultural associations
and foundations, with 8.4% of investment over the whole study period, although their
maximum share of investment was in the first period with 9.8% and €5.3 million compared
to 5.8% and €1.7 million in 2007–2015. Their average investment per project was around
€40,000. It is important to remember that, while for the business and cultural associations
the government grants amounted to almost 70% of the investment made over the whole
study period (2000–2015), this percentage fell to 33.9% for those attending to vulnerable
groups and to 50% in the case of religious associations. The differences observed are
probably due to the type of projects carried out by these different groups.

In short, during the period of economic crisis, both the associations that provide
services to vulnerable groups and the religious associations strengthened their dominant
position within the “Others” group by contributing 51.7% of the investments compared
to 43.8% in the previous period. In the case of the religious associations, their levels of
investment were quite similar to those in the economic boom period. The opposite trend
was observed in business and cultural associations.

Other actors that played quite an important role in terms of the number of projects had
a less significant role in terms of investment. One example was the trade union associations,
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which accounted for 5% of investment for the whole study period, a figure that increased
to 7.5% over the period 2007–2015. The values for investment were half those for the
number of projects executed and the average investment per project was about €30,000. A
similar trend can be observed in women’s associations that initiated and executed over 7%
of the projects, while accounting for just 2.1% of investment for the period from 2000 to
2015, with only slight variations between the two programming periods. This is due to the
small average investment per project made by this group of almost €17,900, a figure that
oscillates between €16,100 in the first period and €21,000 in the second, and these represent
the lowest figures for all the different types of association. The other actors, such as youth
associations, which were of little importance in terms of the number of projects were even
less important in terms of investment. Only the educational institutions showed higher
levels of investment (around 4%) compared to the number of projects (less than 3%).

3.2. What Type of Projects Did They Carry Out?

As mentioned earlier, one of the most important contributions made by this paper is
to highlight the importance of these “Other” actors in rural development, most of whom
belong to the third sector, and the wide variety of types of projects and of purposes at which
they were aimed. In order to explore this aspect in greater depth, we will now analyze who
made the investments and in what was invested, by looking at various specific projects.

Business associations. The business associations showed the greatest diversity in terms
of the type of projects carried out, something to be expected given the sectorial nature of
many of their projects. This is manifested by the fact that, together with more “general”
associations, there were also others linked to different productive activities: commerce and
transport, tourism, agriculture, and craftsmanship. There were also projects that sought to
promote the development of certain areas.

As occurred in all the other categories, a considerable number of projects involved
improving the facilities and refitting their main offices. As an example, in 2000–2006, the
Martos Business Association applied for a project for the furnishing and equipping of their
information and advice office for shopkeepers in the town of Martos (Jaén), with a total
investment of €73,488, of which €60,000 came from government grants. We also found many
projects involving the holding of conferences, meetings, among others, of an informative
nature or training courses. In 2000–2006, the Pilas Businesspeople Association held their
4th Conference for Businesspeople in Pilas (Sevilla), which received LEADER funding of
€2403 out of a total investment of €4716. Other projects centered on studies that sought to
assess the situation of specific business sectors or territories. It was observed that, amongst
the activities performed in the second programing period, there was an increase in those
related with the stimulation of specific production activities aimed at increasing business in
certain sectors, while there were fewer projects that sought to assess the current situation in
a specific area or sector. Of these, those with tourism or agricultural profiles were the most
common. Tourism-related projects included attendance and/or organization of tourism
fairs, improving the quality of services, the use of ICT in bookings and the use of social
networks, websites, etc. Thus, in 2000–2006, the Centre for Tourism Initiatives of the Vega
del Guadalquivir set up a training programme to improve the quality of tourism services
in the Medio Guadalquivir area in the province of Córdoba. This required an investment of
€39,301 of which €31,440 was funded by grants. In the agricultural field, the most frequent
projects were those linked to technical training in farm management, and those related
to the quality of produce, its traceability, added value, and dynamization. In 2007–2015,
the Baena Businesspeople Union carried out a project in Baena (Córdoba) to assess the
potential for the development of olive groves and the industries for the transformation of
olives via the application of new technologies for a total cost of €118,999, 99% of which
came from government grants.

Women’s associations. In addition to fitting out and furnishing their premises, the vast
majority of the projects organized by women’s associations were related to the holding of
courses, meetings, and conferences on a variety of topics that ranged between “traditional”
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subjects, such as gastronomy and popular customs (folk dances, carols, embroidery, etc.),
to others dealing with female entrepreneurship, new sources of employment, or balancing
work and family obligations. As an example, in 2000–2006, the Los Tres Peñones Women’s
Association organized the first general meeting of women’s associations in the Filabres-
Alhamilla area, which was held in Lubrín (Almería). This project received a grant of €2164
out of a total investment of €2885. Also, In 2000–2006, the Rural Women and Families
Federation (AMFAR)-Sevilla held a course in Huévar del Aljarafe (Sevilla) for beginners
in the management of SMEs in the rural world with an investment of €7001 of which
€3974 came from public funds. In the last programing period, we observed an increase
in the number of projects linked with gender questions and the personal well-being and
self-worth of women. Thus, in 2007–2015, the Almanzora Women for Equality Federation
carried out a project in Purchena (Almería) for the management of natural resources, as a
means of helping people in the Almanzora area enter the labour market. It received a grant
of €17,468 out of a total of €19,424 invested.

Youth and neighborhood associations. In youth organizations, the most frequent
types of projects were those associated with events or conferences related with the arts,
especially music, and, to a lesser extent, those related with starting or running a business.
In 2007–2015, the JUBEXAR Youth Association organized a meeting in Güevéjar (Granada)
in relation to young people and urban arts, which was 100% funded from a grant of €14,669.
In 2000–2006, the ETCÉTERA Youth Association organized the JAMONPOP Indie Pop
Festival in Cortegana (Huelva) with an investment of €29,086 of which €12,679 came from
public funds. In neighborhood associations, there were two clearly different types: on
the one hand, the installation of collective services, most of which are related to rural
electrification; and, on the other, those related with gatherings or events of a cultural or
festive nature. In 2000–2006, the Lagunillas de Archidona Association carried out a project
for the electrification of rural land in the "Lagunillas" area of Archidona (Málaga) with a
total investment of €134,318 and a grant of €53,727. Also, in 2007–2015, the Toril Neighbours
and Friends Association of Fuente Obejuna (Córdoba) organized the 8th Festival of Bread
and Craftwork Exhibition, receiving €15,901 of the total sum of €22,716 invested.

Associations providing care to vulnerable people and cooperation. These groups
carried out several projects, many of which required large investments, such as the creation,
refurbishment, or equipping of centers or homes to attend to these people (old people’s
homes, day centers, or centers that provide attention to people suffering from drug addic-
tion, mental illness, dementia, etc.). In 2000–2006, the Association of Parents and Relatives
of Mentally Disabled People from the North of Almería began the construction in Vélez
Rubio (Almería) of a complex to provide all-inclusive attention to mentally disabled people,
with a total investment of €2743,460 and a government grant of €420,836, creating 42 jobs.
Large investments were also required for the purchase of vehicles adapted for disabled
people and for purchasing the equipment necessary for holding workshops that they could
attend. The Association of Families for Aid to the Disabled (AFADI) bought a minibus for
the transport of disabled people in La Rinconada (Sevilla) for a total sum of €145,012 of
which €94,243 came from government grants. Other projects included the organization
of programs, events, and meetings to improve the integration of these groups and their
families in society and the workplace. In 2000–2006, the “Juana Martos” Association for
the Physically Disabled in the Cazorla area set up a project for social integration which
remains active in 2021. The project, called ¿dónde vas? a todos sitios, (Where are you going?
Everywhere), received a grant covering 100% of the investment of €33,309. Finally, we
found various projects that involved improving the fittings and installations in their offices
or facilities.

Culture and leisure associations. These groups were the most dynamic in terms of
the enormous variety of projects that they carried out. For example, we found projects
that involved taking cinema and theatre to rural areas; buying musical instruments for
the town band; publishing magazines and other kinds of publication (recipes, literary,
historical, and anthropological publications); holding all kinds of meetings, events, and
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conferences on a wide range of subjects similar to those dealt with in the publications; and
the holding of educational workshops or awards and competitions that range from the
“trovo” to mathematics. As an example, in 2007–2015, the ABUXARRA Cultural Association
organized a competition entitled “Trovo alpujarreño: recovery and transmission” in Laújar
de Andarax (Almería) with a total investment of €25,400, of which €22,860 came from
government grants. In addition, the Pozo Alcón (Jaén) Parents Association has been
organizing this activity for some time. For the 13th edition it received LEADER funds
covering 97% of the €19,636 invested.Perhaps the most surprising projects were those
relating to the recovery/restoration of properties and other assets belonging to or directly
related to these associations. In 2000–2006, the Rural Heritage and Territory Association
set up an Itinerant Interpretation Centre on the “Heritage of your Territory” with an
investment of €770,091, 100% of which came from public funds. There were also activities
related to sport and leisure, linked above all to enjoying nature, and especially activities
related to hiking and horseback trails are very important in this category.

Religious associations. Religious associations, which include brotherhoods, parishes,
or archdioceses, carried out three main types of projects. The first involved the refitting
of churches, chapels, among others, by means of improvements in the electricity system,
air conditioning, or ceilings. Thus, in 2000–2006, the Royal, Illustrious and Venerable
Brotherhood of the Holy Charity and Mercy carried out a project for the restoration of
the facade, ceiling and central roof of the church of Santo Cristo in El Arahal (Sevilla)
with an investment of €108,614, of which €45,342 came from grants. The second type of
projects involved holding meetings, events, and workshops on a range of issues, not just
religious, some of which were linked to the management of centers for vulnerable people.
In 2007–2015, the parish of our Lady of the Orchards restored and extended the Ntra.
Sra. de las Huertas old people’s home in La Puebla de los Infantes (Sevilla), for which an
investment of €677,427 was required of which €236,798 came from public grants. Finally,
the most common type of projects, and also those that we consider most important and
of greatest value, were those involving the restoration of religious buildings or objects,
such as churches, chapels, wooding ceilings, processional floats, wooden sculptures, etc.
In 2007–2015, the Archdiocese of Huelva took on the conservation and restoration of the
Parish of Nuestra Señora de Guadalupe in the town of El Almendro (Huelva) with an
investment of €438,710 of which €259,723 came from grants.

Trade Union associations. These groups organized projects in various different fields:
fitting out their premises, especially to enable them to carry out various training activities;
publications (books, leaflets, etc.) on a wide range of topics according to the particular
organization; carrying out a wide variety of studies analyzing the situation of the local area,
productive activities, how the legislation affects certain specific sectors, etc.; and finally, and
perhaps most importantly, projects focusing on training. These projects were concerned
with issues such as the official qualification required to be able to use phytosanitary
products; agricultural skills and techniques (pruning olive trees, application of pesticides,
etc.), or the use of ICT in business, among many others. As examples, in 2000–2006, the
Cádiz Farming Organizations Federation (COAG) set up a network for the promotion
of ecological agriculture in Jerez de la Frontera (Cádiz), which required an investment
of €95,259 of which €57,146 came from LEADER funds. In 2000–2006, the Andalusian
Confederation of Agricultural Cooperatives (FAECA) carried out a study of the impact of
the reform of the CAP in agro-industrial cooperatives in the Bajo Guadalquivir area with
an investment of €20,880, €18,000 of which came from public money. In 2007–2015, the
Small Farmers Union (UPA) set up a training programme to enable people to obtain the
official qualification required for handlers of phytosanitary products and for the transport
of live animals. This project required an investment of €26,062, of which €22,674 came from
grants. And also, in 2007–2015, the Young Farmers Association (ASAJA) requested finance
from LEADER funds in order to train farmers about new Information and Communication
Technologies (ITC) and business office software for the rural world in Jaén. 83% of the
€15,975 invested came in grants.
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Educational associations. These groups presented very few projects, four of which
were carried out by Andalusian universities. These involved holding a scientific conference
and two activities relating to the restoration and promotion of two buildings. In 2007–2015,
the University of Córdoba carried out a project to enhance and promote the cave of
Cañaveralejo in Adamuz (Córdoba). A total of €67,276 was invested of which €44,542 came
from LEADER funds. Perhaps the most interesting project and the one that required most
investment was the setting up of the School of Senior Public Sector Management by the
Pablo de Olavide University in Sevilla. In 2007–2015, €100,947 was invested in a project in
Carmona (Sevilla) of which €39,620 came from public funds.

PGI Control Bodies. Due to their specific nature, linked to geographic designations
of origin or certified quality certificates, fundamentally of food products, these projects
are related either with the promotion and dissemination of these products or with the
establishment of procedures that enable them to maintain the identity and quality that
distinguishes these products within the market. As one might expect in the largest olive-
oil-producing region in the world, these include projects relating to olive oil and Ibérico de
bellota (acorn-fed) ham, another world-renowned product. As examples, in 2000–2006, the
"Montes de Granada” PGI Control Body carried out a study regarding the extension of the
"Montes de Granada" PGI receiving 100% of the €4795 invested. And, in 2000–2006, the
“Jamón de Huelva” PGI Control Body commenced the electronic identification of Iberico
sows, investing €72,069 of which €51,126 came from public grants.

3.3. Where Do the “Others” Carry Out Their Projects?

We should remind the reader that there are differences between the variables analyzed
in Sections 1 and 3 of this paper, as Section 1 includes all the projects undertaken by the
“Others”, while in Section 3 we only counted those projects in which the municipality
in which they were carried out or were planning to implement the project was clearly
specified, as explained in the Methodology Section. The result is that 70% of all the projects
selected in Andalusia for the period of 2000–2015 were implemented in a specific town,
1508 to be precise. Of the projects that were successfully executed, 76% were carried out in
a specific town, while in the case of failed projects 60% were attributed to a specific town.
Another important fact is that the number of municipalities in which at least 1 project
was implemented during the study period was 359, or 50% of the LEADER municipalities
in Andalusia.

3.3.1. Projects Attributed to Specific Municipalities and Their Level of Implementation

We analyzed the successfully executed and failed projects attributed to a specific
municipality according to the different types of rural area. The results are presented in
Table 5.

Table 5. Successful and failed projects attributed to a specific municipality (in Andalusia 2000–2015).

Types of
Municipalities

2000–2006 2007–2015 2000–2015

Mun.
With
No

Proj.

Projects Mun.
With
No

Proj.

Projects Mun.
With
No

Proj.

Projects

Exec Not
Exec Total Succ.

Ratio Exec Not
Exec Total Succ.

Ratio Exec Not
Exec Total Succ.

Ratio

1 Urban 5 25 2 27 0.93 5 14 24 38 0.37 8 39 26 65 0.60

2
Total 11 27 2 29 0.93 6 27 20 47 0.57 28 54 22 76 0.71

Intermed. 9 25 2 27 0.93 5 23 20 43 0.53 24 48 22 70 0.69
Rural 2 2 2 1.00 1 4 4 1.00 4 6 0 6 1.00

3
Total 35 153 16 169 0.91 23 101 113 214 0.47 88 254 129 383 0.66

Intermed. 21 114 13 127 0.90 11 74 95 169 0.44 53 188 108 296 0.64
Rural 14 39 3 42 0.93 12 27 18 45 0.60 35 66 21 87 0.76

4
Total 27 181 19 200 0.91 16 117 117 234 0.50 84 298 136 434 0.69

Intermed. 13 118 12 130 0.91 5 89 80 169 0.53 44 207 92 299 0.69
Rural 14 63 7 70 0.90 11 28 37 65 0.43 40 91 44 135 0.67

5
Total 23 116 15 131 0.89 24 90 81 171 0.53 75 206 96 302 0.68

Intermed. 3 54 6 60 0.90 2 47 38 85 0.55 18 101 44 145 0.70
Rural 20 62 9 71 0.87 22 43 43 86 0.50 57 105 52 157 0.67

6
Total 27 106 15 121 0.88 28 74 53 127 0.58 76 180 68 248 0.73

Intermed. 1 41 6 47 0.87 2 24 15 39 0.62 11 65 21 86 0.76
Rural 26 65 9 74 0.88 25 50 38 88 0.57 65 115 47 162 0.71

Total 126 608 69 677 0.90 100 423 408 831 0.51 359 1031 477 1508 0.68

Exec—Executed. Mun—Municipalities. Succ—Successful.
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Of the 359 municipalities in which the “Others” category executed at least 1 project
between 2000–2015, 1 of the most important statistics to bear in mind is that in the first
period 2000–2006, there were 126 municipalities in which no projects were started at all,
35.1% of the total. Of these 126 municipalities with no projects, around 40% were Type 2
and 3 municipalities (the nearest to large towns and cities), in which the absolute number
of cases was very small. Slightly fewer, around 30%, were Type 4 and 5 municipalities,
while the percentage went up again in Type 6, the deep rural areas, with figures similar
to the average for Andalusia as a whole. If we analyze the differences between rural and
intermediate areas, another interesting statistic is that the number of municipalities without
projects is much higher in remote rural areas (37.8%) than in intermediate areas (31.3%).
These differences occur in all the non-urban typologies and increase the more remote the
rural areas. If we analyze the period 2007–2015, there were 100 municipalities in which no
projects were executed, 28% of the total, an important fact in times of crisis. In addition,
the differences between the intermediate and rural spaces were even more striking and
the percentage of these municipalities increase in line with the increases in time distances,
except in Type 4, which that did not happen in the first period.

The number of projects started in this period grew progressively from 65 in Type I, to
the highest value of 434 in Type 4, before falling back to 248 in Type 6. In fact, 65.3% of the
projects in which the application procedure was set in motion are concentrated in towns
situated over 30 min away from more dynamic hubs.

3.3.2. Levels of Investment

As happened with the number of projects, the investments made by the “Others”
category in projects attributed to a specific municipality (83.6% for the whole study period)
were lower than that recorded in Section 1 of this paper. This figure was higher in the
first programing period (90%) than in the second (80.2%). These values are higher than
for those for the number of projects set out in the previous section. These differences are
clearly related with the projects that are abandoned soon after processing begins, as little
administrative information is available about them; this is why for the period 2007–2105
there was a 23 percentage-point difference between the 2 values while for 2000–2006 it was
just 6.3 points.

If we analyze the levels of investment according to the different types of rural area
(Table 6), the highest levels of investment over the entire study period (2000–2015) were
made in areas between 15 and 30 min time distance away from the most dynamic hubs
with €21.6 million, almost one third of the total, the vast majority of which were located in
intermediate spaces. This value falls as the distance increases, and it is only €10.6 million
in the areas that are more than 60 min away, while the split between intermediate and rural
spaces was quite evenly balanced. The average investment per project was much higher
in all the intermediate territorial categories than in the rural spaces, and it was more than
double the amount in the deep rural areas, €89,942 compared to €41,708. This explains why
we find 2 apparently contradictory situations: on the one hand, a considerable number of
small remote, inland mountain villages (39 in total), in which 65 projects were implemented
with relatively small levels of investment, and, on the other hand, just 10 agrocities, in
which 41 projects were carried out with a higher overall and average level of investment.

One way of analyzing in greater depth the investment contribution made by the
“Others” category is to compare it with the total investments in LEADER projects at a
municipal level. The average value for the period 2000–2015 was 6.6%, and a very similar
percentage was recorded in each programing period. If we take this figure as a reference, no
clear correlation can be observed between the level of investment and time distance, which
could be observed in the number of projects and level of success. Indeed, the regional
average was surpassed in categories 1, 3, and 5, while the opposite occurred in categories
2, 4, and 6. However, one constant trend is that, within each of the categories, the values
increased in the intermediate areas compared to the rural areas, and the differences were
greatest in category 6 the most remote, at 11.2% and 4.3%, respectively.
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Table 6. Investment attributed to a specific municipality according to the different types of territory in Andalusia
(2000–2015).

Type of Territory

2000–2006 2007–2015 2000–2015

Investm.
Inv

Asso/Inv
Total

Gra/Inv Inv/
Proj Investm.

Inv
Asso/Inv

Total
Gra/Inv Inv/

Proj Investm.
Inv

Asso/Inv
Total

Gra/Inv Inv/
Proj

1 Urban 1,366,245 11.0 69.8 54,650 967,782 9.2 84.0 69,127 2,334,027 9.9 75.7 59,849

2
All 2,592,422 5.4 39.4 96,016 1,520,626 5.1 69.0 56,319 4,113,048 5.3 50.3 76,168

Intermed. 2,423,434 5.5 37.6 96,937 1,465,807 5.5 67.8 63,731 3,889,240 5.5 49.0 81,026
Rural 168,989 3.8 65.0 84,494 54,819 1.7 99.6 13,705 223,808 2.9 73.5 37,301

3
All 15,998,296 8.2 32.8 104,564 5,552,240 5 57.1 54,973 21,550,536 7.0 39.1 84,845

Intermed. 13,239,835 9.1 31.2 116,139 3,918,569 4.6 55.9 52,954 17,158,404 7.5 36.9 91,268
Rural 2,758,462 5.5 40.5 70,730 1,633,671 6.2 60.2 60,506 4,392,133 5.8 47.8 66,547

4
All 9,191,853 5 51.3 50,784 6,850,541 6.7 59.8 58,552 16,042,394 5.6 55.0 53,834

Intermed. 6,077,988 5.4 57.5 51,508 5,346,764 8.2 62.3 60,076 11,424,752 6.4 59.7 55,192
Rural 3,113,865 4.4 39.3 49,426 1,503,777 4 51.2 53,706 4,617,642 4.3 43.2 50,743

5
All 8,813,905 6.8 43.8 75,982 6,388,977 10.1 53.2 70,989 15,202,882 7.9 47.7 73,800

Intermed. 3,999,721 6.6 55.2 74,069 3,700,142 13.4 61.8 78,726 7,699,863 8.7 58.4 76,236
Rural 4,814,184 7 34.3 77,648 2,688,834 7.6 41.5 62,531 7,503,019 7.2 36.9 71,457

6
All 5,343,262 5.4 58.5 50,408 5,299,368 8 39.5 71,613 10,642,630 6.4 49.0 59,126

Intermed. 2,572,468 7.4 48.5 62,743 3,273,760 18.6 27.5 136,407 5,846,228 11.2 36.7 89,942
Rural 2,770,794 4.3 67.7 42,628 2,025,608 4.2 58.9 40,512 4,796,402 4.3 64.0 41,708

Total 43.305.983 6.5 43.7 71.227 26,579,534 6.9 55.0 62.836 69,885,518 6.6 48.0 67,784

Finally, there are some significant differences between the two periods compared to
the results for the whole study period of 2000–2015.

Indeed, during the boom period of 2000–2006, the most important difference is that,
in Types 5 and 6, the remotest municipalities, the investment in rural municipalities was
clearly higher than in intermediate ones, and even the percentage of investment made by
the “Others” group as a proportion of the total invested in each territorial category was
higher in Type 5. Neither of these issues can be observed when analyzing the study period
as a whole. This is due to the fact that a very similar number of projects were carried out
in rural and intermediate areas, and also to the fact that the average investment for each
project was higher in the former than in the latter.

The results for the second period (2007–2015) are much more striking. As mentioned
earlier, the overall investment made by this group (the “Others”) was 40% lower than in
2000–2006. This result was only to be expected given the economic crisis. The surprising
thing is that this reduction affected the different territorial categories in different ways,
with greater differences the higher the investment made in the previous period. For
example, investment in category 3 municipalities fell from €15 million to €5 million, while
in category 4 it fell from €9 million to €7 million. By contrast, in deep rural Category 6
areas, the investment remained practically unchanged. The result was that the investment
made by the “Others” as a proportion of the total was higher in percentage terms, 10% and
8% in Types 5 and 6, respectively, and exceeded the regional average. This interest shown
by the “Others” in remote areas at distances of over 45 min away was even more marked
in the intermediate areas, 13.4% and 18.6%, than in rural ones, where the values obtained
during the boom period were maintained at 7.6% and 4.2%, respectively. Although the fact
that the level of government grants received was on average 11 percentage points higher
than in the boom period is an important statistic that should be kept in mind, we do not
believe it was the determining factor behind this trend. This is because these differences
in terms of grants can be observed in all the territorial categories, while this additional
investment effort compared to the previous period is not evident in all of them. This can
be observed clearly in Type 3, the category in which the investment made by the “Others”
fell most sharply, even though government grants were 25 percentage points higher, or the
opposite situation in Type 6, where government grants were almost 20 percentage points
lower than in the previous period.

3.4. Where Do the “Others” Invest?
3.4.1. Successful and Failed Projects

As can be seen in Figure 3, most of the projects proposed by associations were suc-
cessfully carried out. For the period of 2000–2015, in the majority of municipalities, over
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75% of the projects were successfully executed and this figure frequently reached 100%.
As regards the type of rural areas, we did not observe a higher percentage of success in
intermediate areas than in rural areas. The real challenge was to initiate the project, but
once processing had begun, on most occasions they were carried out successfully.

Figure 3. Territorial distribution of the projects executed by associations in relation to the total of
projects started. 2000–2015 (%). Source: Prepared by the authors using data from the Regional
Government of Andalusia and types of rural area adapted from Reig et al. [31].

In the same way, important variations can be observed in the level of success according
to the population and location of the municipalities.

The differentiated analyses for the periods of 2000–2006 (Figure 4) and 2007–2015
(Figure 5), however, reveal very different results. In the first period, most of the projects
were executed, in some cases reaching 100%. In other words, all the applications for which
files were opened were properly completed and the project was successfully carried out.
This did not happen, however, in the period of 2007–2015, in which success was far from
guaranteed. In many municipalities, less than 50% of those that initiated the application
process finally executed their projects and, in some places, this figure was less than 20%.
In addition, for the period of 2007–2015, the regional administration changed the way of
counting the projects that were started and not completed at some stage of the application
procedure, so increasing the number of projects that were counted as failed.

During the economic crisis of 2008, many promoters found it difficult to obtain funding
or bank loans, a problem which also affected third sector promoters, even though their
projects were given careful consideration and involved very little risk.

As regards the distribution of success or failure according to the different types of
municipalities, the truth is that the lowest levels of success in the period of 2007–2015 were
found in the intermediate municipalities, with a slight concentration in the Guadalquivir
Valley (Osuna, Carmona, Lebrija, and El Palmar de Troya), an area with a high percentage of
projects. Many of these municipalities have a relatively large population and are regarded
as “agrocities”.

These towns in the Guadalquivir Valley were not the only ones in which the projects
presented by associations had high levels of failure over the period 2007–2015. Figure 5 shows
that similar levels of failure were also evident in large towns in the province of Jaén, such as
Andújar, Úbeda, or Villacarrillo, which are also considered as intermediate municipalities.
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Figure 4. Territorial distribution of the projects executed by associations in relation to the total
number of projects initiated. 2000–2006 (%). Source: Prepared by the authors using data from the
Regional Government of Andalusia and types of rural area adapted from Reig et al. [31].

Figure 5. Territorial distribution of the projects executed by associations in relation to the total
number of projects initiated. 2007–2015 (%). Source: Prepared by the authors using data from the
Regional Government of Andalusia and types of rural area adapted from Reig et al. [31].

3.4.2. Executed Projects

The spatial distribution of the projects carried out by associations over the period
2000–2015 as a proportion of the total number of projects carried out in the municipality
highlights two important facts (Figure 6). The first is that they are more frequent in
intermediate rural areas, a logical finding in that these towns have larger numbers of
associations. However, in relative terms, they also have a larger number of projects in
the most populated towns, such as Osuna in Sevilla (40% of projects executed), which is
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surrounded by other large towns, such as Ecija, Marchena, or Morón de la Frontera, all of
which have over 15,000 inhabitants and have values of over 20% of the total number of
projects. This shows, once again, the power of the medium-sized agrocities in Andalusia.

Figure 6. Territorial distribution of the projects executed by associations as a proportion of the total
number of projects executed. 2000–2015 (%). Source: Prepared by the authors using data from the
Regional Government of Andalusia and types of rural area adapted from Reig et al. [31].

The second aspect we investigated is the location of the towns in which no projects
were carried out by associations. Many of these towns are in the province of Granada
and the southernmost sectors of the province of Jaén and western parts of Almería. When
joined together these create large, mainly remote and deep rural areas with no third sector
projects at all.

A similar situation can be observed in the mountain areas of Huelva, Sevilla, and Jaén,
where there are small municipalities in which the representation of civil society in the form
of associations is much lower.

Our separate analysis of the two programing periods, 2000–2006 (Figure 7) and
2007–2015 (Figure 8), showed several important differences that should be highlighted
in this paper. Probably the most important is the large number of projects executed by
associations during the first period as a proportion of all the projects executed in each town.
Associations often accounted for over 20% of the total, and in some cases over 50%. In
the period of 2007–2015, however, associations were not as dynamic and the percentages
of projects carried out at municipal level frequently fell to levels of just 10 to 15% of the
municipal total. Although this is a common trend throughout Andalusia, it was particularly
obvious in the province of Huelva, in the Guadalquivir Valley, and in the flat countryside
between Málaga and Córdoba. A significant difference can also be found in the territorial
impacts of these promoters between 2000–2006 and 2007–2015 in Eastern Andalusia, in the
provinces of Granada, Jaén, and Almería. There were relatively few projects in the first
period, a fact that was compensated in the second, in which associations played a more
important role, so evening out the situation for the whole study period.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13976 19 of 27

Figure 7. Territorial distribution of the projects executed by associations as a proportion of the total
number of projects executed. 2000–2006 (%). Source: Prepared by the authors using data from the
Regional Government of Andalusia and types of rural area adapted from Reig et al. [31].

Figure 8. Territorial distribution of the projects executed by associations as a proportion of the total
number of projects executed. 2000–2006 (%). Source: Prepared by the authors using data from the
Regional Government of Andalusia and types of rural area adapted from Reig et al. [31].

Except for a few exceptional cases, the projects carried out by associations rarely
accounted for more than 15% of the total, even in the most dynamic municipalities in the
intermediate areas.

3.4.3. With Regard to the Investment Made

Although the number of projects carried out by associations enables us to assess their
importance within the whole set of projects carried out by the different promoters in each
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municipality, the analysis of the investment is what really demonstrates the impact of these
projects in local areas.

As can be seen in Figure 9, the municipalities in which the investment made by
associations came to less than 5% of the municipal total were a majority across Andalusia
for the period of 2000–2015. In a few cases, the threshold of 20% was exceeded in towns
and villages, such as Marchena, El Arahal, and Osuna in Sevilla; Pozoblanco in Córdoba;
Vélez Rubio in Almería; or Trevélez and Cañar in the Alpujarra region in Granada.

Figure 9. Territorial distribution of the investment made by associations. 2000–2015 (%). Source:
Prepared by the authors using data from the Regional Government of Andalusia and types of rural
area adapted from Reig et al. [31].

This spatial distribution, which is very irregular for Andalusia as a whole, with no clear
dominance of some provinces over others or of a certain type of municipality compared to
the rest, shows that the level of investment varied quite considerably, a fact that could have
more to do with the characteristics of the associations promoting the projects and with the
type of projects than with their specific location in Andalusia.

However, the overall data can disguise very different spatial dynamics according to
the particular programing period analyzed, given that the economic situation was very
different and so was the spatial distribution of investment. This can be seen very clearly in
Figures 10 and 11.

Over the period of 2000–2006 (Figure 10), the municipalities in which associations
accounted for over 15%, and in some cases even 20%, of investment in LEADER projects
were more numerous than in the period of 2007–2015. There were also more examples
of such municipalities in all the provinces, except for the northern mountainous areas of
Sierra Morena and the arid South East of Almería.

With the exception of some municipalities in Granada, in the period 2007–2015, the
largest investments were concentrated in municipalities in the Guadalquivir Valley around
the Osuna–Écija axis.

As can be seen in Figure 10, the high levels of investment made by associations
during the period 2000–2006 in areas, such as the Atlantic coast of the provinces of Huelva–
Cádiz and other areas near Sevilla, were not maintained in this period of 2007–2015
(Figure 11). In the first period, associations accounted for over 20% of investment in
municipalities, such as Sanlúcar de Barrameda, Bollullos Par del Condado, Aznalcázar,
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Bonares, or Gibraleón. Values of over 15% were also reported in other important towns,
such as Almonte or Ayamonte.

In the period of 2007–2015, as appears in Figure 11, a quite different trend can be
observed, in that the investments made by associations on the Atlantic coast are much less
important, accounting for less than 5% of the total.

Figure 10. Territorial distribution of the investments made by associations. 2000–2006 (%). Source:
Prepared by the authors using data from the Regional Government of Andalusia and types of rural
area adapted from Reig et al. [31].

Figure 11. Territorial distribution of the investment made by associations. 2007–2015 (%). Source:
Prepared by the authors using data from the Regional Government of Andalusia and types of rural
area adapted from Reig et al. [31].
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4. Discussion and Conclusions

Our research shows that the “Others” group of promoters is made up of a very diverse
group of actors with a wide range of purposes. Although the projects that they carry out
share a number of common features, they are mostly specific to the type of association, so
confirming our initial hypothesis. The members of this group have a similar legal status in
that they are non-profit associations, foundations, organizations, etc. [38], which together,
according to Hahn and McCabe [39], form a “third way” between the ideas proposed by
social democracy and those of neoliberalism. This gives the third sector its own identity to
the extent that economic profit is not the ultimate purpose of the work that it performs,
which distinguishes third sector associations from private companies. They also carry out
many projects that, in theory, should be performed by the public sector, but, in practice,
they are not. These organizations, therefore, find themselves filling the gap between the
private and public sectors. They perform a vital role in carrying out activities, which often
have social and care objectives, but which also generate employment and indirect benefits
for all concerned. In many cases, it would be difficult for local public institutions to cater
for these needs. Together they make up what has been dubbed the third sector, which, in a
general way, encompasses civil society. This confirms our initial hypotheses.

Indeed, the debate arises as to whether some of these many rural development actions
carried out by “Others” in order to provide public services, such as caring for vulnerable
groups in society, restoring local heritage, the recovery and dissemination of traditions
or cultural assets, etc., should be tackled, firstly within LEADER and secondly by civil
society, when in fact they should be provided by the public sector. Neither should we forget
the increasing importance of the third sector in terms of wealth and job creation [1,40,41].
In short, the success of the “Others” reveals the limitations of the Welfare State and the
challenges it faces—demographic, political, and economic [6]. These include the distinct,
but complementary roles played by the two sectors (third sector and public sector) in
relation to the governance of welfare [42]. Their role is a means of resisting the prevailing
trend towards neoliberalism, so promoting human development, social justice [43], and
even the view that it has failed to the extent that the world continues to be dominated
by the same political and economic elites that held sway in the Bretton Woods era [44].
The third sector provides a necessary cushion between the public and private spheres that
covers the services not provided by the public administration. It is also better at adapting
to a varied range of specific circumstances in which it must attend as quickly and as flexibly
as possible to the needs it serves to cover.

Another important question to bear in mind is that, within this group of “Others”,
there are various associations who, while enjoying this legal status, also carry out business
activities that can generate profit. However, due to the fact that they are non-profit-making
entities with a cultural, social, political, artistic, humanitarian, or altruistic purpose, they are
not allowed to redistribute their profits, which must be reinvested in the association itself
and in the creation of employment within the association. In this case, these organizations
are correcting market failures, not so much in terms of exchange, but more in terms of self-
sufficiency [45] and dynamic complementarity [2]. These promoters receive much higher
grants than other private entrepreneurs; they can enter into employment contracts, even
with their own members, and they have similar tax obligations to those of a self-employed
person or a limited company. Is it in fact a form of self-employment that enjoys a special
legal status that is beneficial for the group of physical or juridical persons that make it up?
Are there other characteristics that distinguish associations from private companies, so
justifying this special favorable treatment? The most important difference lies in the fact that
they are driven by values relating to solidarity, the fight against inequality, and attending
to vulnerable groups in situations in which their members are actively cooperating and
participating in society, principles that are very far removed from the workings of business
and the profit that drives private enterprise [46]. Associations can also offer much greater
flexibility, speed, and versatility compared to the public administration.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13976 23 of 27

By contrast, another clearly differentiated profile is that of voluntary associations [47],
cultural, youth, and women’s associations [48], among others, which carry out an es-
sential role in boosting the development and fortification of social capital in towns and
villages [19,49,50]. These types of associations promote relations, contacts, and meetings
between the members of the collectives and with society as a whole by sharing and publi-
cizing very diverse aspects, problems, needs, etc., through projects that generally require
small investments and less capacity when it comes to raising funds, such as those provided
by the LEADER program [51]. The fact that they are less active and play a less prominent
role in rural areas of Andalusia, as shown in this article, is compensated in part by the Local
Action Groups, who carry out projects aimed at generating social capital within women’s
and youth associations, as well as improving the human capital within these collectives.

In the case of Andalusia, the third sector groups that carry out most projects are
business, cultural, and trade union associations, a surprising finding when we think, a
priori, about the specific actors that make up the civil society formed by the third sector.
These could be referred to as “large entities”, i.e., those that carry out most projects. These
projects normally involve both the work required for their own maintenance (e.g., repairs
and refurbishment of their premises) and other very diverse and specific actions that vary
in each case. In general, these projects enjoyed high levels of success during the boom
period (2000–2006), in fact much higher than the average for all the different promoters [35],
while the economic crisis prevailing during the second period (2007–2015) had a generally
negative impact on the success of their initiatives as compared to the regional average and
to the different promoters. Associations are the weakest actors from a financial point of
view as their main source of finance is grants from the different administrations, and their
non-profit-making nature practically excludes them from bank lending, especially in a
period (such as the second one) of severe austerity and credit restriction. However, and this
seemed to us particularly relevant, other groups that might be considered a more essential
part of civil society when it comes to rural development, such as women’s associations
and youth associations, have a much smaller presence. The same applies to universities,
a privileged, qualified stakeholder in rural development. In terms of investment, the
associations that care for vulnerable groups occupy the leading position with almost
one third of the investment in both periods. They also had very high average levels of
investment per project. In some rural areas, they were also in first position in terms of the
number of jobs they create. In this way, they provide an extra social function in addition
to that which is specific to them and differentiates them from other project promoters,
namely the attention they provide to vulnerable groups. One example is the Valle de Lecrín–
Temple area in the province of Granada. The other actor that plays an important role is
religious associations, which in terms of the number of projects were much less prominent.
In addition, their work had the most impact during the economic crisis, increasing their
overall and average levels of investment per project compared to the “Others” group as a
whole. For their part, the mission of cultural associations is to help to protect and reinforce
intangible capital and territorial identity, among other important aspects.

The dominant position enjoyed by the associations that benefit the most from the
LEADER programs, in addition to their lack of leadership or mobilization in these rural
areas, may have prevented other initiatives or other opportunities from seeing the light of
day. These include, for example, time banks [48] and the promotion and training required
for the inclusion of women in the agricultural [52] or voluntary sectors. In particular,
environmental and even social volunteering are niche activities that could be promoted and
incentivized so as to increase the participation of young people and of youth associations in
general [53]. They could also enhance the role played by older people [54]; “social farming”
through third sector organizations [55,56]; or the fight against social inequality, fostering
the social inclusion of marginal groups and certain ethnic minorities; and the fight against
poverty, among other aspects, that should be considered by these organizations [57]. The
vacuum created by this relative lack of representation, mobilization, and leadership has
been filled by the Local Action Groups, who are also members of this third sector, although
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they are not studied in this paper. In this way, LAGs have become interested, actively
involved parties that play a fundamental role in the rural development process. They are
similar to footballers waiting on the bench, metaphorically speaking, on many occasions
having to take the place of non-existent or inactive players.

In geographical terms, the “Others” group carries out projects in a relatively small
number of towns and villages. We found that, of the 703 municipalities covered by the
LEADER program, this group started at least 1 project in just 233 and 259 municipalities in
the first and second periods, respectively. Although it is true that some of the projects are
carried out at a larger, sub-regional scale and are not assigned to one particular municipality
and therefore not counted in our spatial analysis, the fact that the “Others” group invested
directly in a relatively small number of towns reveals the need for these areas to have a
minimum population, especially in the most rural areas. In this context, groups of this kind,
who are sensitive to and committed to solving common social problems, must assume a
leading role in rural development through leaders with the necessary skills to promote
projects of this kind. In both analyzed periods, most of the projects attributed to a particular
municipality were located at a time distance of 15–45 min away from more dynamic spaces.
In addition, the success levels of the projects that were finally executed were higher in the
towns situated less than 30 min away from more dynamic hubs, and success rates were
higher in intermediate municipalities than in rural ones. This leads one to conclude that
this type of project has greatest impact and success in nearer, better connected spaces with a
high population, located above all in the Guadalquivir Valley. This trend is maintained and
even increases when we analyze both the overall investment and the average investment
per project executed [58,59]. The associative fabric becomes weaker as the marginality and
remoteness of rural territories increases, thus causing their level of activity to fall too.

Another interesting finding concerns the involvement of “Others” as promoters of
projects in the areas furthest away from business hubs, categories 5 and 6. As well as
being very important in quantitative terms, the fact that they maintained their share and
even increased it during the period of economic crisis, 2007–2015, in both relative and
absolute terms, highlights how vital they are for deep rural areas. The commitment shown
by the “Others” group to these territories is not related to the grants they receive. This is
very important due to the fact that the social innovations produced by the third sector in
marginal rural areas play a very transcendental role [25] when it comes to enhancing the
value of local resources, maintaining, and increasing population levels and nurturing the
territorial identity of these places [60], and all this in spite of the decline in the population
of these rural areas of Andalusia [61]. These organizations can play a vital role when it
comes to creating a suitable atmosphere to encourage new people to come and settle, and
integrating them into rural communities [62]. In this way, they can also contribute to spatial
justice [15].

Finally, one of the aspects that we believe is most important to highlight when dis-
cussing the “Others” group is the social repercussions of their projects, both because of the
way they deal with aspects, collectives, and needs that should in essence be covered by the
public sector and due to the fact that they help to strengthen rural areas and make them
more resilient. In many areas, this congregation of actors from the public, private, and third
sectors is creating a new, more holistic, and systemic vision of rural development, known
as “vitality policy”, which is based on the idea of place as a space for life [63], therefore
going beyond the traditional approach based on improving business and industrial com-
petitiveness and encouraging entrepreneurship as the main pillars of rural development [7].
This was manifested during the COVID-19 pandemic, in which associations of this kind
have played a leading role, together with the public sector, in attempts to mitigate its ef-
fects [64,65]. This should not hinder us from calling on the third sector to step up and take
on a more important role in the implementation of projects and in the making of decisions
and strategic planning. The facts that these associations are often underrepresented in
small villages and in LAGs and have sometimes lacked the necessary strength of leadership
have often forced them to take a back seat in the implementation of rural development [20].
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