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Abstract: The principal goal of this paper is to investigate the views of local government officials on
revitalisation priorities in Polish municipalities. To accomplish this, the perception of revitalisation
objectives by local government representatives (who, according to Polish regulations, are responsible
for revitalisation planning and carrying it out) was examined. A catalogue of revitalisation objectives,
which were assessed by the respondents, was drawn up on the basis of a review of research on the
conceptualisation and measurement of sustainable revitalisation and social sustainability at the local
level. Exploratory factor analysis was the method used in the study. In total, the list of the examined
revitalisation objectives includes 26 objectives related to the following revitalisation dimensions:
infrastructure, community, economy, environment, space, co-governance, and inclusion. A survey of
the executive bodies of 573 municipalities in Poland revealed a discrepancy between the sustainable
approach to revitalisation advocated by the researchers and the perception of revitalisation objectives
by the local decision makers. The study demonstrated that decision makers ranked objectives related
to the physical dimension of revitalisation and selected objectives related to the social dimension
of revitalisation and oriented at counteracting social exclusion by far the highest. The proactive
objectives, related to the engagement, mobilisation and integration of the inhabitants, improvement of
human capital, stimulation of the local economy and residential satisfaction, were viewed as definitely
less important. The challenges facing revitalisation in Poland still fail to be perceived holistically by
decision makers, which may hinder the building of strong and sustainable communities.

Keywords: sustainable community; social sustainability; urban revitalisation; local authorities;
revitalisation priorities; local policy

1. Introduction

Today, the idea of sustainable development exerts considerable influence on urban
planning and urban development management. The 21st century especially witnessed a
meaningful shift in urban policy research towards examining sustainable cities, although
the roots of this approach to territorial development processes are much deeper [1–3].

The major concern of local policy is the unsustainable nature of municipalities, as well
as the problems resulting from urban sprawl, ageing society, area degradation, pollution
or inequalities. These challenges have motivated local governments and researchers to
seek appropriate solutions to the integrated and interrelated environmental, economic,
and social problems [4]. Many studies have examined sustainable development at the
local level and have become sources of diverse development models for cities and their
communities, such as: a compact city focused on the urban form [5], a smart city where
technology is deployed to resolve complex urban problems, [6–8], an age-friendly city
oriented at demographic transition [9–11], a sharing city that relies on the assumptions of
the sharing economy [12], or an eco-city, i.e., diverse varieties of an approach focused on
environmental assets [13]. These concepts have the following ideas in common: sustainable
development and a sustainable and inclusive community. Regardless of differences in
the above-listed approaches, at the general level, a sustainable city is understood as a
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system whose social, economic, environmental, and institutional aspects of development
are harmoniously integrated with one another [14]. This approach to urban development
prevents urban decay in areas heavily affected by multifaceted crisis, usually inhabited by
vulnerable and unsustainable communities.

Revitalisation, a process that has greatly evolved over recent decades, is undoubtedly
one of the pillars that have shaped the sustainable development of cities. Interventions in
urban areas undertaken as part of revitalisation projects have gradually shifted from being
place based to becoming people oriented, and today they also consider the assumptions
of the above concepts of sustainable urban development. This evolution has become the
subject of numerous research works and investigations, and the method used the most
frequently in these analyses is chronological classification, which enables finding out about
the relationships between changes in urban policy priorities over time and the tools and
goals of revitalisation [15]. In this case, chronological thresholds enable the scholar to
highlight the changing priorities of regeneration interventions in terms of physical, social,
environmental, institutional, and economic objectives. Literature review helps to delineate
a clear path along which revitalisation policies evolved in Western European countries
from focusing objectives and activities on physical reconstruction to an integrated and
comprehensive regeneration of degraded areas carried out in line with the principles
of sustainable development, putting special stress on environmental issues and social
inclusion [16–18]. A synthetic chronological classification of trends in revitalisation was
proposed by, e.g., A. Colantonio and T. Dixon [19], whose approach relied on earlier
classifications used by other British authors [16]. They identified six major breakthroughs
in revitalisation policy: 1. physical redevelopment (1940s and 1950s); 2. social welfare
1960s; 3. economic prosperity 1970s; 4. property-led regeneration 1980s; 5. community
partnership 1990s; 6. sustainable places 2000s.

The above-presented evolution in revitalisation has made us see it as a sustainable
category. Today’s approach to revitalisation has done away with former strict divisions
between physical redevelopment, social equality and integration, local economic growth,
and environmental sustainability. Urban revitalisation is presented as a way to counteract
uncontrolled urban sprawl by striving to achieve a compact city model. Undertaken revital-
isation interventions aim to rationalise and balance the consumption of resources, minimise
the environmental impact of urbanisation, and develop green areas [20]. Sustainable revi-
talisation is to restore and redevelop residential, commercial or open urban spaces taking
care of social and cultural values encapsulated in them by which it can improve economic,
physical, and environmental conditions in degraded neighbourhoods [21]. Revitalisation
programmes should provide for an integrated process of changes oriented at delivering
solutions to often intertwined key problems faced by the city. The process is expected to
bring in benefits to those who live in the city now, as well as to the future population,
while its key goal is to improve the quality of life of the local community [22]. Understood
along these lines, revitalisation has got diverse objectives, e.g., to reduce unemployment,
improve the quality of education, invest in human and social capital, renovate buildings
and infrastructure, improve the health status of the local community, or prevent crime
within the degraded area [21]. All activities are put in place to improve the quality of life
of the local community and ensure its social sustainability.

This leads us to a public policy planning paradigm that promotes the holistic and
sustainable approach to urban development and solving urban problems and to the public
governance paradigm at the local level. Social engagement (participation), collaboration,
public–private partnership, and the integration of sectoral policies and programmes under
long-term comprehensive urban strategies are important values in this case [23]. The
process is supposed to make the complex urban system sustainable and resilient. Many
scholars believe that such a governance style to be operational needs leaders—local authori-
ties who are attentive and ready for sustainability transitions [24–27]. Local authorities play
out their vital role in educating, mobilising and responding to the public to promote sus-
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tainable development [24]. In the light of this observation, the perception of revitalisation
objectives by local policy makers becomes a valid condition for the process.

This paper aims to identify the views of local authorities in Poland on revitalisation
priorities in municipalities. Factors that contribute to the diversification of the assessment
of revitalisation objectives will also be examined. Findings from the analyses will be used to
formulate conclusions and recommendations as to the implementation of socially sustain-
able revitalisation programmes. Recommendations will also be useful for the programming
of revitalisation policy, while the results of studies and key research conclusions can be
used for international comparisons. Both the research approach and the catalogue of objec-
tives drafted based on the review of literature on sustainable revitalisation may provide
methodological foundations for studies carried out in other countries. The paper has been
organised as follows. Section 2 reviews studies focused on sustainable revitalisation and so-
cial sustainability. It also discusses the evolution of the approach to revitalisation in Poland.
Section 3 outlines the research methodology applied in this study. In addition, it contains
basic assumptions and research questions. Next, in Section 4, there are results of research
on the perception of revitalisation objectives and factors that differentiate assessments
made by local authorities. The same section also contains the results of the factor analysis.
Section 5 is a summary of results of conducted analyses and it confronts the major research
conclusions with observations of other scholars. Finally, Section 6 is the presentation of
major research conclusions.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Socially Sustainable Revitalisation

In the academic discourse, one can hear voices suggesting that increased interest in
sustainable revitalisation calls for an enhanced promotion of socio-economic factors of
sustainable development, with social change often triggering the economic change. It is
also suggested that revitalisation that has become people-oriented and focuses on social
and economic sustainability stands a good chance of achieving measurable benefits in the
field of sustainable development [28]. Considerations on urban policy and revitalisation
are increasingly more often filled with aspects of social sustainability. At the same time,
it is stressed that the concept is far from unambiguous, rather the opposite; it is multi-
dimensional and covers a set of diverse factors that are both tangible and intangible in
nature [29–31]. Social sustainability has become a subject in itself, and scholars are striving
to come up with a definition and characteristics profile of the notion and propose different
methods to measure it. Social sustainability should be viewed as a dynamic concept that
changes over time. Literature review has revealed many diverse factors underpinning
social sustainability [32]; however, one might easily assume that in urban revitalisation
these factors, at the general level, refer to two broad concepts of social equity and sustain-
ability of community [29]. Social equity reflects equity of resources and opportunity to
access goods, services, jobs and housing, while community sustainability entails social
interaction within a community and community stability, which promotes pride, safety,
security, and a sense of place [33]. In the urban context, social equity links with social
and environmental exclusion. An equitable community is one that does not exclude or
discriminate against any of its members or in any way prevent them from engaging in
social life at economic, social, and political levels. Interpreted in this way, social equity
embraces traditionally understood mechanisms of the distribution of goods, services, and
opportunities (including development opportunities) across a city (distributive justice), as
well as equitable social structures and equitable participation mechanisms in public life
and in decision-making processes for individuals and social groups [34,35]. On the other
hand, sustainability of community refers to collective aspects of social life and covers the
following dimensions: social interactions/social networks in the community; participation
in social groups and networks in the community; community resilience; pride/sense of
place; and safety [29]. Researchers of social sustainability in the urban context [36,37] have
listed factors underpinning the major dimensions of social sustainability.
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In particular, social equity covers aspects such as: access to local services and social
infrastructure; accessibility of shops, schools, and health care centres; provision of leisure
opportunities; accessible public space; public transport; and employment opportunities.
Sustainability of community includes the following sub-dimensions: social capital (i.e.,
social interaction and mutual reciprocity), the sense of community (i.e., psychological
attachment) and residential satisfaction (i.e., stability and evaluation of the quality of
housing). They include a series of detailed aspects, such as: pride and attachment to the
neighbourhood; social interaction within the neighbourhood; safety; perceived quality
of the local environment; residential satisfaction; and engagement in the activities of
social/citizen groups [37].

Other researchers of spatial planning and management [38] distinguish six key axes
of social sustainability at the local level—equity, social inclusion, social cohesion, social
capital, safety, and public participation—making clear references to the framework pro-
posed 9 years earlier by British scholars who investigated social sustainability in urban
revitalisation and highlighted the importance of the following themes: education and skills;
employment; health and safety; housing and environmental health; identity, sense of place
and culture; participation, empowerment and access; social capital; social mixing and
cohesion; and wellbeing, happiness and the quality of life [39,40]. At the same time, it was
noticed that these areas are critical for the sustainable social development of local commu-
nities and neighbourhoods, which is why the evaluation of potential direct and indirect
impacts of proposed urban revitalisation projects on sustainable social development is
fundamental.

Social sustainability is thus supported by activities undertaken in diverse areas from
building up the potential and skills development in residents up to counteracting en-
vironmental and spatial inequalities. The concept brings together traditional areas and
principles of social policy, such as justice and health with aspects of participation, satisfying
the needs, social capital, economy, natural environment, and recently with the notion of
happiness, wellbeing, and the quality of life [41,42]. Independently of the approach, social
sustainability is a way to develop strong and resilient communities capable of coping with:
inequality, social injustice, poverty, poor access to health care, segregation, and poor access
to resources.

2.2. Revitalisation Policy in Poland

In Poland, like in other post-communist countries, territorial development policy
founded on social inclusion and local democracy began as late as at the onset of the sys-
temic transformation in the 1990s. The typical features of the previous political system,
such as detachment from market economy principles, non-existent land rent, degraded and
derelict houses (the so-called ”modernisation gap”) and residential structures developed at
the outskirts of the city led to a subsequent (after the damage inflicted by the WWII) crisis
in Polish cities and villages [43,44]. From the early 1990s, together with the progressing
globalisation of the economy, cities have experienced growing problems related to social
and economic consequences of the collapse of traditional industry. Under such circum-
stances, solidified urban structures have become obstacles to the development of many
functions, including metropolitan ones [44]. At the same time, sub-urbanisation was pro-
gressing, driven by economic transformations carried out in the liberal and capitalist spirit.
Planning decisions taken in accordance with the newly reanimated private property rights
have changed spatial management patterns and created a new pool of plots earmarked
for residential functions in suburban zones. As a result, urban sprawl observed in cities
of Western Europe for decades has started to affect post-communist cities freed from the
straitjacket of central management and control systems [45].

Revitalisation, whose evolution can be seen in the context of three key periods,
emerged as a response to the crisis experienced by Polish cities and villages. The first period
began with the above-mentioned systemic transformation in the 1990s [46]. The second one
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started when Poland joined the EU in May 2004. The next one, which is currently ongoing,
began with the adoption of the breakthrough Act on Revitalisation in 2015 [47].

At the outset, revitalisation in Poland was carried out in a chaotic and haphazard
way due to the absence of appropriate legislation, strategies and political guidelines. The
organisational and legal support framework for revitalisation was practically non-existent.
Moreover, due to the lack of funds, revitalisation efforts at that time were rather scarce [48].
The accession of Poland to the EU significantly improved financial capabilities in the
field of revitalisation and promoted its implementation across the country. Unfortunately,
local authorities in Polish municipalities saw that mainly as an opportunity to carry out
major repairs of buildings, roads and technical infrastructure while social and economic
effects of revitalisation remained rather minor. An integrated and sustainable approach to
revitalisation in principle did not exist. The deficit of social participation and inter-sectoral
collaboration was also visible.

The perception of revitalisation by its principal coordinators, i.e., local authorities, was
due to change with the adoption of the Act on Revitalisation in 2015, the first comprehensive
legal framework that has put revitalisation efforts in Poland in order. Pursuant to its
provisions, revitalisation is understood as a process designed to overcome crises affecting
degraded areas conducted in a comprehensive way through integrated efforts undertaken
for the benefit of the local community, space, and economy, territorially concentrated and
carried out by the stakeholders of revitalisation in line with the municipal revitalisation
programme. Dialogue and participation are to be two fundamental values in revitalisation
management. According to this piece of legislation, revitalisation may take place in all
types of municipalities in Poland, including rural areas. In addition, revitalisation was
described as a direction of public intervention in strategic government documents: for
rural areas in the Strategy for Rural, Agriculture and Fisheries Development until 2030 [49]
and for cities in the National Urban Policy until 2023 [50]. Revitalisation has been given
very high priority in the EU financial perspective (2014–2020); it has been mentioned in
the Partnership Agreement agreed with the European Commission as one of five of the
so-called strategic intervention areas (cities and urban districts in need of revitalisation).
Revitalisation projects are co-financed under regional and national operational programmes.
Despite such a wide scope of aid, comprehensive, integrated, and balanced revitalisation
continues to be something new in Poland, especially that the Act on Revitalisation provides
for a transitional period running until 2023, meaning that until 2023 municipalities are
not bound with its provisions. Thus, the course of revitalisation in Polish municipalities
depends on how revitalisation changes are perceived by local authorities who are its formal
leaders.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Research Assumptions

Based on the literature review discussed in the previous sections, a collection of 26
revitalisation objectives is proposed for social, economic, spatial, environmental, infrastruc-
tural, and institutional aspects of the process. The set of objectives reflects the principal
assumption of the paper according to which sustainable urban regeneration is perceived
as a community-based process directed towards achieving the economic, environmental
and social well-being of the people through the rejuvenation and revitalisation of the
urban fabric. Five dimensions are involved in any sustainable urban regeneration process:
inclusive participation by different stakeholders, building communities with character
that respect their historical heritages, equitable distribution of benefits and costs to all
concerned parties, improving environment and enhancing economic growth [51].

The second assumption relevant for this paper is the conviction that in order to carry
out sustainable revitalisation aimed to create a socially sustainable and resilient community,
we need local leaders. They can play a major role in promoting basic values, such as
altruism, solidarity, generosity, and the civil spirit [52], without which it is hard to put in
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place a good revitalisation change in areas suffering from degradation and decay for many
years.

In particular, under the Polish circumstances, the role of local authorities in revital-
isation is crucial as, according to the Act on Revitalisation (Art. 3. 1.), the preparation,
coordination and creation of conditions for revitalisation, as well as its implementation,
are on the task agenda of municipalities. Municipal authorities are therefore responsible
for: initiating, planning, organising, coordinating, supporting, controlling and evaluating
revitalisation processes [53,54]. Political support, including direct engagement of a mayor,
is vital for the success of revitalisation due to, inter alia, the need to resolve complex issues
and ensuring the collaboration of diverse units. Without such support, the implementation
of complex, multifaceted revitalisation programmes is less effective and its outcomes are
not so sustainable. The literature review shows that in order to properly fulfil this role,
local authorities should see revitalisation in an integrated and holistic way [55]. Therefore,
the study examined opinions of village leaders and city mayors on the importance of
revitalisation objectives. The research part of the study attempts to answer the following
research questions:

RQ1:What is the perception of revitalisation objectives among local executive authorities?
RQ2:What factors differentiate the perception of revitalisation objectives by respondents?
RQ3:Does the perception of revitalisation objectives suggest that local policy makers have

a holistic approach to the process?

3.2. Data Collection

Data were collected from a quantitative study conducted in Polish municipalities
in 2018. The type of municipality used in this study reflects the current typology of
municipalities in Poland, i.e., (a) cities with district status, (b) urban municipalities, (c)
urban-rural municipalities and (d) rural municipalities. In 2019, in Poland there were 2478
municipalities, including 66 cities with district status (2.7% of all municipalities), 236 urban
municipalities (9.5% of all municipalities), 638 urban-rural municipalities, which include
within their administrative boundaries both city/town areas, as well as areas outside
city limits (25.8% of all municipalities), and 1537 rural municipalities, which do not have
any city/town areas within their administrative boundaries (62.0% of all municipalities).
The invitations and requests to take part in the survey were sent out to all municipalities.
Altogether, 1236 municipalities participated (37.2% of the population of municipalities)
in the research. The questionnaire was addressed to the executive bodies (i.e., mayors,
heads of villages) and their deputies since they have the greatest influence on the shaping
and implementation of revitalisation. The structure of the examined sample is as follows:
urban municipalities make up 15% of the sample, urban-rural municipalities 22.2%, and
rural municipalities account for 61.3% of the sample. Municipalities represent all 16
Polish regions (voivodeships). Among the investigated municipalities, 573 (46% of the
survey sample, 23% of the entire population of Polish municipalities) were engaged in
revitalisation projects, and they are considered in analyses discussed in this paper (Table 1).
Responses were given by representatives of executive bodies.

Questionnaire data were analysed using basic descriptive statistics, the Kruskal–Wallis
test or the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (rho). The significance of correlation
coefficients was assessed using the t-test. These methods were used to identify the relation-
ship between the prioritisation of revitalisation goals and the municipality characteristics
(type, affluence).

The study also deployed exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and estimated Cronbach’s
alpha to group the different objectives into clusters reflecting a similar level of importance,
as perceived by respondents. Common variance was found by using the principal compo-
nent method. The set of variables used in the study was adequate for carrying out factor
analysis (KMO = 0.940, in Bartlett’s test of sphericity p < 0.001 *). The number of factors
was identified using the Kaiser criterion. Factor rotation was carried out using the Promax
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method (kappa = 4) because factors were not orthogonal. The calculations were performed
in PS IMAGO SPSS 4.0.

Table 1. Study municipalities by municipality type. (n = 573).

Municipality Number %

Urban municipality (UM) 113 19.7

City with a county status (CCS) 39 6.8

Urban-rural municipality (URM) 184 32.1

Rural municipality (RM) 230 40.2

No data 7 1.2

Total 573 100.0
Source: author’s own research.

4. Results
4.1. Evaluation of the Importance of Revitalisation Objectives—Respondent Perspective

Participants of the study representing municipalities that were implementing revital-
isation programmes were asked to evaluate the importance of individual revitalisation
objectives (on a scale from 1 to 5, the higher the value of this variable, the bigger the
importance of a specific objective). No objective received really high scores that would
be close to 5, while relatively high scores (mean exceeding 4) were given to a group of
objectives focused, above all, on remedy measures applied in social and technical fields.
Improvements in technical infrastructure in the revitalised area scored, relatively, the
highest (mean 4.2, three fourth of respondents assessed them as at least 4). However,
objectives relating to the social aspects of revitalisation viewed as a method to resolve social
issues scored equally high (M = 4.17, Q1 = Me = 4), together with aid granted to residents
threatened with social exclusion and the improvement of social infrastructure (M = 4.16,
Q1 = Me = 4). At this point, it is worth stressing that objectives ranking at the top of the
evaluation list are obviously compensatory by nature. They can be referred to as reactive
objectives designed to offset the deficits of a degraded area, the opposite to the proactive
ones oriented at achieving sustainable local development and shaping a community of
active and entrepreneurial citizens.

Respondents’ opinions equally highly assess measures adopted to improve the aes-
thetics of the municipality landscape and create common spaces for residents (such as
woonerfs, playgrounds, parks). Both objectives are closely interlinked with ‘hard’ invest-
ment projects and relate to the physical aspect of revitalisation. Revitalisation is much less
perceived as a way to attract more affluent tenants to newly refurbished apartments. Re-
spondents’ assessments suggest that revitalisation is not seen as an opportunity to promote
the engagement of local residents in voluntary service (Table 2).

When examining how other objectives were ranked, we can see that local decision
makers consistently focus on remedy and offsetting activities (in infrastructure and social
sphere), while pro-development measures designed to integrate and mobilise the local
community received much lower scores. The minor importance of objectives related to the
economic recovery of the area is also rather obvious. This conclusion should raise concerns,
as an organised, entrepreneurial, and active community is viewed as a pre-condition for
the sustainability of revitalisation transformation.

Importantly, one may observe a consistent approach to different dimensions of revi-
talisation evidenced in strong correlation between the assessment of individual elements.
Respondents who associate revitalisation with improvements in technical infrastructure
do not care very much for social objectives (with the exception of the improvement of
social infrastructure), while they highly assess other physical aspects of revitalisation:
improved quality of the environment, upgrading the technical shape of buildings, and
better aesthetics of the municipal landscape (rho correlation indicator ca. 0.34–0.4, p < 0.05).
On the other hand, respondents who gave higher scores to supporting residents threatened
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with exclusion or resolving social problems as revitalisation objectives (rho between them
= 0.525) appreciated other objectives linked with the social dimension of revitalisation: the
development of voluntary services and the improvement of knowledge, skills and abilities
of residents.

Table 2. Importance of revitalisation objectives: in the entire population and by type of municipality (on a scale from 1 to 5).

Revitalisation Objective Total Population Mean (M) by Type of
Municipality p

n M STD Q1 Me Q3 UM CCS URM RM
Improve technical infrastructure within the revitalised area 512 4.20 0.814 4 4 5 4.31 3.96 4.20 4.18 0.213

Resolve social problems in the municipality 516 4.17 0.893 4 4 5 4.40 4.57 4.10 4.06 0.001 *
Assist residents threatened with social exclusion 530 4.16 0.951 4 4 5 4.30 4.57 4.15 4.05 0.014 *

Improve social infrastructure within the revitalised area 509 4.16 0.810 4 4 5 4.34 4.21 4.18 4.06 0.040 *
Improve the aesthetics of municipality landscape 504 4.15 0.737 4 4 5 4.20 4.17 4.18 4.11 0.716

Develop public spaces for residents, such as woonerfs,
playgrounds, or parks 510 4.13 0.853 4 4 5 4.12 4.31 4.17 4.06 0.370

Repair roads, pavements, and lighting 533 4.00 1.096 3 4 5 3.72 3.37 3.97 4.21 <0.001 *
Improve safety within the revitalised area 501 3.97 0.854 4 4 5 4.10 4.07 4.05 3.82 0.014 *

Improve technical shape of buildings 506 3.96 0.844 4 4 5 4.00 3.97 3.98 3.92 0.871
Improve infrastructure for leisure-time activities 507 3.94 0.848 3 4 5 3.97 3.97 4.06 3.83 0.075

Encourage residents to take care of themselves and their
neighbourhood 496 3.90 0.916 3 4 5 3.99 4.34 3.89 3.80 0.002 *

Improve environmental quality at the revitalised area 491 3.86 0.830 3 4 4 3.95 3.89 3.91 3.79 0.386
Foster community bonds between residents 498 3.81 0.928 3 4 4 3.97 4.30 3.71 3.75 0.003 *

Increase the population of businesses within the revitalised area 485 3.81 0.948 3 4 4 3.86 4.00 3.85 3.74 0.355
Ensure equal access to municipal resources to different

groups of residents and users 492 3.71 0.912 3 4 4 3.89 3.97 3.69 3.58 0.017 *

Improve the quality of education within the revitalised area 495 3.70 0.958 3 4 4 3.67 3.57 3.77 3.68 0.687
Improve knowledge, skills, and abilities of local residents 492 3.64 0.936 3 4 4 3.61 3.97 3.65 3.58 0.158

Attract new, large companies to the municipality 488 3.62 1.071 3 4 4 3.57 3.60 3.78 3.53 0.172
Increase the residents’ sense of happiness 483 3.60 0.942 3 4 4 3.61 3.76 3.67 3.52 0.390

Integrate the activities of different local institutions 487 3.57 0.890 3 4 4 3.63 4.07 3.58 3.45 <0.001 *
Improve health status of residents 481 3.56 0.938 3 4 4 3.46 3.50 3.70 3.50 0.100

Develop more higher quality green areas in the
municipality 487 3.54 0.885 3 4 4 3.67 3.72 3.69 3.33 <0.001 *

Build local partnerships 491 3.52 0.924 3 4 4 3.67 4.03 3.52 3.37 0.001 *
Support and promote local craftsmen and products 483 3.48 0.960 3 4 4 3.44 3.64 3.58 3.38 0.199

Increase residents’ engagement in municipal governance 480 3.46 0.929 3 4 4 3.62 3.63 3.49 3.33 0.056
Improve the performance of public transport 481 3.30 1.030 3 3 4 3.33 3.43 3.37 3.21 0.410
Promote voluntary service among residents 481 3.21 0.930 3 3 4 3.27 3.48 3.32 3.07 0.023 *

Inflow of new, affluent tenants to refurbished apartments 478 2.83 1.098 2 3 4 2.95 2.89 3.00 2.64 0.015 *
p—probability in the F-test of variances or in Welch’s test (after having eliminated the missing answers); *—statistically significant
differences (α = 0,05). Type of municipality: UM—urban, CCS—cities with a county status, URM—urban-rural, RM—rural; Q1—quartile 1,
Q3—quartile 3, Me—median, STD—standard deviation, n—no. of municipalities that took part in the assessment exercise; groups with the
highest average score for individual objectives are marked in grey. Source: author’s own research.

4.2. Factors Differentiating the Perception of Revitalisation Objectives

One needs to bear in mind that, in Poland, the perception of revitalisation objectives
depends on the type of municipality that a respondent represents. More urbanised areas
are more oriented towards a social approach to revitalisation. This can be explained by a
bigger experience of cities in the implementation of revitalisation activities and in using
consulting services under government programmes, such as the “Social Revitalisation”
programme implemented over the period 2008–2015, financed from the European Social
Fund and designed to work out a Model Standard of Active Integration, a method applied
to work with the local community from the revitalised area.

The importance of the first objective (improve technical infrastructure) is slightly less
appreciated in bigger cities (cities with a county status), which have a much stronger focus
on reactive social objectives: resolving social problems and giving support to residents
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threatened with social exclusion. At the same time, cities with a county status gave higher
scores to proactive social objectives, connected with the development of an inclusive,
collaborative, and active community than other types of municipalities (especially rural
ones). Respondents from cities with a county status gave higher scores to the following
objectives: encourage residents to take care of themselves and their neighbourhood; foster
community bonds between residents; integrate the activities of different local institutions;
build local partnerships; increase residents’ engagement in municipal governance; and
promote voluntary service among the residents. Focusing decision makers’ attention on
the above objectives is more than desirable in the social sustainability concept, as they
empower residents and trigger local collaboration. Compared to other municipalities,
cities with a county status ranked the importance of revitalisation for ensuring equal
opportunities of access to municipal resources to different groups of residents and users
and for providing more green areas of improved quality in the municipality the highest.
In turn, respondents from rural municipalities scored typical interim activities, such as
repairs of roads, pavements, and lighting, much higher.

The above observations are confirmed by the examination of the impact of employ-
ment in the office on the perception of the importance of revitalisation objectives. The
higher the employment (a derivative of municipality size and type), the bigger (on aver-
age) the importance of social objectives. On the other hand, infrastructural objectives are
ranked the highest by respondents representing municipalities where the employment in
municipal office is the lowest (the smallest rural municipalities).

Interestingly, a statistically significant relationship emerges between the years spent
by the respondents in NGOs and the perception of social objectives. The more years served
in NGOs, the higher the average assessment of revitalisation as an effort serving to resolve
social issues in the municipality (rho = 164, p = 0.038 *) and develop the voluntary service
(rho = 0.187, p = 0.021 *). In turn, respondents with more experience in running their own
businesses ranked the importance of revitalisation as a way to attract new, large companies
to invest in the municipality (rho = 0.110, p = 0.049 *) and improve the quality of the
environment within the revitalised area (rho = 0.130, p = 0.019 *), on average, higher. This
leads to the conclusion that the activity of the mayor outside the local government sector
influences his perception of revitalisation priorities.

4.3. Exploratory Factor Analysis: Importance of Revitalisation Objectives

As a next step, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and estimate Cronbach’s alpha were
deployed to group the different objectives (described in the previous section: Table 2) into
clusters reflecting a similar level of importance to that perceived by respondents. Common
variance was found by using the principal component method. The set of variables used
in the study was adequate for carrying out factor analysis (KMO = 0.940, in Bartlett’s test
of sphericity p < 0.001 *). Exploratory factor analysis allowed one to identify five factors—
bundles of revitalisation objectives (in brackets, factor loadings are given for individual
factors):

1. Factor 1 (F1)—Social inclusion, human and social capital (alfa-Cronbach coefficient
0.889):

• Support to residents threatened with social exclusion (0.906);
• Improve residents’ knowledge, skills, and abilities (0.732);
• Foster community bonds between residents (0.719);
• Resolve social issues in the municipality (0.669);
• Build local partnerships (0.525);
• Integrate activities of different local institutions (0.511).

2. Factor 2 (F2)—Local economic development (alfa-Cronbach coefficient 0.804):

• Inflow of new, large companies to the municipality (0.806);
• Improve the performance of public transport (0.654);
• Improve the health status of residents (0.653);
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• Inflow of new affluent tenants to refurbished apartments (0.635);
• Support and promotion for local craftsmen and products (0.601);
• Repair roads, pavements, and lighting (0.566; 0.412 for Factor 4);
• Increase the number of businesses within the revitalised area (0.559).

3. Factor 3 (F3)—Self-determination and residential satisfaction (alfa-Cronbach coeffi-
cient 0.875):

• Increase residents’ engagement in municipal governance (0.801);
• Ensure equal access opportunities to municipal resources for different groups of

residents and users (0.748);
• Promote voluntary service among residents (0.664);
• Encourage residents to take care of themselves (0.648);
• Increase residents’ sense of happiness (0.512);
• Improve safety within the revitalised area (0.512);
• Improve the quality of education within the revitalised area (0.454).

4. Factor 4 (F4)—Infrastructure (alfa-Cronbach coefficient 0.793):

• Improve technical infrastructure within revitalised area (0.776);
• Improve the aesthetics of the municipal landscape (0.722);
• Improve the technical shape of buildings (0.652);
• Improve social infrastructure within the revitalised area (0.560);
• Improve environmental quality within the revitalised area (0.454).

5. Factor 5 (F5)—Shaping public space for residents (alfa-Cronbach coefficient 0.770):

• Develop more higher quality green areas in municipality (0.718);
• Develop public spaces for residents (woonerfs, playgrounds, parks) (0.673);
• Improve infrastructure for leisure-time activities (0.644).

Each indicator (except the last one) consists of a similar number of components.
Importantly, the sequence of factors tells us how relevant they are for the assessment
of the importance of revitalisation objectives. The first and the most important factor
explains 40% of the variance of the latent variable, which in this case could be described
as the importance of revitalisation objectives. Thus, one may conclude that the factor
F1 “Social inclusion, social and human capital” is the most important for the general
assessment of revitalisation (which, in accordance with the applied methodology, does not
mean, however, that respondents score the objectives that underpin it the highest). Within
this group of objectives, the assessment of revitalisation as a reactive method offering
support to residents threatened with social exclusion is the most important (factor loading,
indicating the degree of correlation with the factor F1, for this variable is the highest,
significantly higher than for other components in this group). Next in the importance
ranking come activities designed to build up the human capital of residents and foster
community bonds between them. Another group of revitalisation objectives relevant for
their overall assessment covers economic objectives (F2—“Local economic development”)
including the inflow of new, large companies to the municipality. In this group, attention
should be paid to the ‘repair of roads, pavements, and lighting’ as a component closely
linked with Factor 4—infrastructure. Nevertheless, the construction of road infrastructure
is also important for economic development, which may act as a powerful incentive to
move one’s business to the municipality. This explains why the indicator has been included
in this very group. The presence of ‘improvement of residents’ health status’ in this group
is also intriguing. Other scholars clearly suggest there is a relationship between the health
status and professional activity or the absence thereof [56]. Health is also part of human
capital, which determines the economic standing of an individual. The impact of urban
revitalisation on residents’ health is also examined [57,58].

Next comes the (F3) “Self-determination and residential satisfaction” factor connected
with the mobilisation of residents and ensuring good living conditions. In the light of results
obtained in this area, the most important (but does not necessarily receiving the highest
scores) is the increase in residents’ engagement in municipal governance and ensuring
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equal opportunities in access to municipal resources to different groups of residents and
users.

The fourth position (in the general assessment framework of revitalisation objectives)
is occupied by infrastructural objectives (F4), including the improvement of technical in-
frastructure within the revitalised area and improved aesthetics of the municipal landscape.
The last group brings together objectives relating to the development of public space for
residents (F5).

Each indicator is highly reliable (alfa-Cronbach coefficient above 0.7), which means
five synthetic indicators can be identified to further provide a summary assessment of the
importance of revitalisation objectives in these five groups. They were calculated as an
arithmetic mean from partial variables; therefore, each of the indicators can take values
from the range [0, 1], and the higher the value, the higher the ranking of the importance of
a given group of revitalisation objectives. The distribution of these indicators within the
sample is shown in Figure 1.
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The analysis of importance of individual revitalisation objectives as assessed by
representatives of municipalities (Figure 1, Table 3) allows us to conclude that the highest
and very similar score was given to three objectives: social one connected with inclusion,
social and human capital (F1); infrastructural (F4); and relating to the development of
public space for municipal residents (F5). The median is slightly lower for objectives
connected with self-determination and residential satisfaction (F3) and even lower for
economic objectives (F2) (the value for quartiles Q1 and Q 3 is also lower). It is worth
stressing a significant homogeneity in the assessment of the importance of infrastructural
objectives (F4).

Some differences have been detected across different types of municipalities. In cities
with a county status, the importance of social objectives from Group 1 is rated significantly
higher—mean score 4.24 compared to even 3.69 in rural municipalities. On the other
hand, from the viewpoint of objectives included in Group 5, rural municipalities where the
assessment of revitalisation as a way to develop public space is the lowest (3.7) stand out
negatively against other types of municipalities having the score levels close to 4. For other
revitalisation objectives, differences are not statistically significant (Table 3).
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Table 3. Synthetic assessment of the importance of revitalisation objectives, for the total population and by types of
municipalities (on a scale from 1 to 5).

Indicator n Mean STD Q1 Me Q3 Urban
Municipality

City with
County Status

Urban-Rural
Municipality

Rural
Municipality p

Social inclusion, human and social capital 462 3.80 0.736 3.33 4.00 4.33 3.95 4.24 3.76 3.69 <0.001 *

Local economic development 455 3.49 0.724 3.14 3.57 4.00 3.48 3.51 3.58 3.42 0.220

Self-determination and residential
satisfaction 459 3.64 0.687 3.29 3.71 4.00 3.73 3.80 3.68 3.54 0.065

Infrastructure 466 4.05 0.587 3.80 4.00 4.40 4.13 4.02 4.07 3.99 0.286

Shaping public space for residents 477 3.85 0.712 3.33 4.00 4.33 3.92 4.00 3.95 3.70 0.002 *

p—probability in the F-test of analysis of variances (after having eliminated the missing answers); *—statistically significant differences
(α = 0,05). Q1—quartile 1, Q3—quartile 3, Me—median, STD—standard deviation, n—no. of municipalities which took part in the
assessment exercise. Source: author’s own research.

Individual dimensions of revitalisation objectives correlate positively with one another
and therefore a higher rating of particular factors (importance of revitalisation objectives)
is accompanied by a higher rating of other factors (Table 4). The strongest relationship
can be observed between the assessment of both social objectives: the higher the rating
of the role of revitalisation as a method to accomplish objectives concerning the social
inclusion and human and social capital development, the higher the average assessment
of the importance of revitalisation for self-determination and residential satisfaction (and
the reverse). Notably, the last issue is strongly linked with seeing revitalisation as a way to
achieve economic objectives; here, there is also a strong positive correlation (rho = 0.557).

Table 4. Relationships between synthetic assessment of the importance of individual revitalisation objectives.

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
rho 1 0.402 0.667 0.283 0.435

Factor 1 p <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 *

Factor 2
rho 0.402 1 0.557 0.418 0.386
p <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 *

rho 0.667 0.557 1 0.425 0.471
Factor 3 p <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 *

Factor 4
rho 0.283 0.418 0.425 1 0.369
p <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 *

Factor 5
rho 0.435 0.386 0.471 0.369 1
p <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 * <0.001 *

rho—Spearman correlation rank coefficient, p—probability in t-test of correlation coefficient significance, *—statistically significant
correlation (α = 0.05). Source: author’s own research.

The results of the factor analysis correlate with the assumptions of sustainable revi-
talisation and social sustainability concepts and coincide with views presented by other
authors referred to in this paper. On the other hand, the evaluation of the importance of
revitalisation objectives by decision makers does not manifest a sustainable approach to
revitalisation. Physical (infrastructural and spatial) perspective prevails. Moreover, the role
of social objectives is highly appreciated, although in the part limited to reactive actions,
focused on providing solutions to social problems and offering support to residents threat-
ened with social exclusion. It means that the social dimension of revitalisation promotes
objectives subordinated to social justice categories while at the same time the sustainability
of community remains underappreciated.

5. Discussion

The postulate of sustainable revitalisation oriented at improved quality of life and
social sustainability clearly resonates within the academic discourse [59–62]. Some scholars
investigating into urban policy issues stress that the debate developing around sustain-
ability has advanced from ecology and environmental issues to social and economic ones
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and has clearly acquired an urban dimension [63]. However, the practical implementation
of the suggested approaches and solutions adopted within revitalisation processes turns
out to be rather problematic. That is because revitalisation stakeholders have so far un-
derestimated the importance of certain aspects of sustainable development which emerge
from interactions between social and economic issues [64]. Little attention paid to wider
economic effects of urban revitalisation in the past may be, perhaps, symptomatic of the
overall lack of political sensitivity to local social problems. In post-communist countries,
the social dimension emerged rather slowly [23]. Findings of studies discussed in the
previous section seem to partly substantiate these observations.

Factor analysis helped in distinguishing five bundles of objectives (factors), amongst
which the factor (F1) ‘Social inclusion, human and social capital’ is the most important
for revitalisation. It covers diverse social objectives designed to ensure social integration,
counteracting social exclusion, and promoting collaboration between local actors. By
referring to the earlier discussed social sustainability concept, one may observe that the
factor integrates categories, such as the social justice and sustainability of community.
At the same time, this factor is the most important for revitalisation. This observation
confirms views of other scholars who highlight the importance of social sustainability in
revitalisation (discussed in Section 2.1).

The second factor (F2) is ‘Local economic development’, bringing together objectives
connected with the expansion of the local economic base and infrastructure necessary for
business operations, increasing local demand and improving the health status of residents.
This factor is also relevant for revitalisation. In the economic dimension, revitalisation
is a rather complex phenomenon that covers objectives focused on the regeneration of
material resources, restoring the health of human resources, increasing local demand by
attracting new, more affluent residents, as well as pursuing operations on the supply side
consisting in the increasing of the number of businesses and offering support to local
craftsmen. Economic revitalisation has also been perceived in a similar way by other
scholars [65]. One may be surprised with the presence of the ‘Improve residents’ health
status’ objective in this group; however, studies have confirmed both the relationship
between the deprivation of urban areas and the health status of residents of degraded
areas [66], as well as between the health status and active participation in the labour
market [56].

Such a structure of economic objectives agrees with the contemporary understanding
of local economic development whose priority is to build up the economic potential of the
local community to secure a better economic future for it and to improve the quality of
life of all residents [67]. A similar collection of economic development objectives is also
suggested by researchers who examine inclusive growth, emphasise the need to develop
inclusive economic structures, and expand the economic base taking care of the quality of
local social services and providing physical conditions for business development through
the expansion of technical infrastructure and the development of transport [68].

The factor F3—‘Self-determination and residential satisfaction’—covering objectives
linked with improving the quality of local services, social engagement, and the sense of
happiness, ranked third in importance for revitalisation. Even though its importance for
revitalisation is smaller, it embraces objectives linked with the concept of empowerment
and the social engagement of local communities [69] that complement the first and most
important factor (F1).

Infrastructural objectives and objectives related to the development of public spaces
clearly seem to be the least important in revitalisation. This observation is especially
relevant as it subscribes to the approach described in the Act on Revitalisation binding in
Poland. Pursuant to the Act, a degraded area to be covered by revitalisation effort must,
above all, focus negative social occurrences accompanied by at least one negative economic,
environmental, spatial-functional, or technical phenomenon. It is an attempt to direct
revitalisation towards improving the quality of life of residents. In this case, solutions in
the field of infrastructure, transport or construction are supposed to play an ancillary role.
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The results of the factor analysis confirm that sustainable revitalisation that leads to
the development of a strong, economically competitive, socially cohesive and sustainable
community is welcome. Nevertheless, the evaluation of the importance of revitalisation
objectives by decision makers in Polish municipalities largely deviates from these assump-
tions. Respondents ranked the importance of the improvement of technical infrastructure
within the revitalised area the highest. High scores were also given to objectives pertaining
to the reconstruction of physical structures: improve social infrastructure within the revi-
talised area; improve the aesthetics of the municipal landscape; develop public space for
residents, such as woonerfs, playgrounds, parks; repair roads, pavements, and lighting.
Studies carried out by other Polish researchers also suggest a prevalence of objectives
proposing major repairs that could improve the image of a municipality and its spatial
order [70–73].

The following equalisation-oriented social objectives were evaluated equally highly:
resolving social issues in municipality and offering support to residents threatened with
social exclusion. This may be seen as a minor step towards perceiving revitalisation as a
socially sustainable category. Similar findings result from studies conducted by the Statistics
Poland [GUS] [74]. The structure of measures planned in revitalisation programmes binding
in 2017 was dominated by undertakings from the social area (ca. 36%), i.e., those carried
out, in particular, in the field of unemployment, poverty, crime, low quality of education
or social capital, as well as insufficient engagement in public and cultural life. Other
numerous interventions targeted the following areas: (a) spatial and functional (26–28%),
where proposed activities addressed the following challenges: shortcomings in technical
and social infrastructure, lack of access to basic services or their low quality, solutions
proposed in urban planning mismatching the evolving functions of the areas, low quality of
local public transport services, and insufficient or low quality of public space; (b) technical
(22%) focused mainly on activities within a degraded neighbourhood targeting technical
shape of building structures, including residential ones, and the absence of technical
solutions that would facilitate effective use of buildings, especially when it comes to energy
savings and environmental protection. Unfortunately, GUS does not provide data on the
share of economic undertakings in the revitalisation of Polish municipalities. This can be
considered symptomatic, as in my studies economic objectives of revitalisation can also
be found among the lowest-ranked objectives by respondents. This research finding is
confirmed in works of other scholars. There is a general belief that economic measures are
included in revitalisation programmes just to comply with the requirement of ensuring
an integrated approach to revitalisation and increase chances to win EU funds while their
practical application is very limited [73]. Studies conducted by the Institute of Urban
and Regional Development revealed that among the 5521 revitalisation projects that they
examined, the majority proposed measures that impact the social sphere (69.5%), while
actions that impact environmental aspects were scarce (21%), with economic measures
featuring only slightly more frequently (25%) [75]. Obtained results also inform that local
decision makers fail to realise how important it is to support local craftsmen and promote
local products in the course of revitalisation. Similar observations have also been made
by other scholars [64]. From the perspective of economic growth, current approaches to
revitalisation focus on attracting new businesses and creating new job opportunities, which
often replace local renowned firms that they have squeezed out from the market.

A subsequent evaluation report for the system of revitalisation in Poland suggests
that until 2018 Polish municipalities planned over 2000 undertakings in the economic
sphere, out of which only 16% were put in place [76]. Urban municipalities stand out
with their activities in the economic dimension, especially cities with the county status
where activities that stimulate local economy take place. In rural municipalities, in turn,
practically no economic activities are exercised. The results of my studies also indicate that
respondents from small rural municipalities focus, above all, on repair and modernisation
efforts and do not appreciate the importance of steps aimed at achieving economic recovery.
In this case, the reason may be infrastructure deficits in some rural municipalities in Poland.
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Compared to cities, Polish villages have relatively little developed technical, cultural,
tourist, sports, and leisure infrastructure [77–79].

The above-presented conclusions from studies conducted in Poland at national level
are largely reflected in regional studies carried out a little earlier across the country. The
essential difference lies in the fact that regional studies focused on effects of revitalisation
accomplished before 2015, i.e., before the Act on Revitalisation entered into force. In studies
conducted in the Opolskie region [72], representatives of local government were asked to
identify effects of revitalisation efforts undertaken in their municipalities. Spatial effects
(understood by scholars as technical restoration measures: modernisation, renovation,
adapting buildings to perform new functions) clearly prevailed in their answers (36.5%),
followed by lower-ranked social effects (22.5%). Further, in the ranking of effects there
were infrastructural (16.3%), environmental (14.0%) and economic (10.7%) outcomes. The
dominant importance of spatial effects of revitalisation, with moderate importance of
social effects and a minor role played by economic effects, is also indicated by researchers
of revitalisation in the region of Wielkopolska [47]; however, their studies cover a time
perspective that is so long (1999–2015) that one cannot consider them reliable under current
circumstances in Poland. Nevertheless, they undoubtedly confirm the findings of all the
above-quoted analyses.

Respondents’ feedback also reveals little attention being paid to promote engagement,
collaboration, and partnership under revitalisation projects. Objectives such as building lo-
cal partnerships and enhancing residents’ engagement in municipal governance were rated
low. No pressure exerted to change the local governance paradigm to co-governance may
significantly impede the transition to a sustainable community. Other studies conducted
in Poland in recent years also inform about the poor effectiveness of social participation
processes within the framework of urban regeneration programmes [80–82]. Social partici-
pation, so strongly accentuated and currently required by binding strategic documents on
revitalisation, in practice means a real challenge to cities, which until now usually deployed
it within a very limited scope [83].

The presented research results are consistent with the general conclusions of other
researchers in Poland [71,73,84–88]. The major weaknesses of the current approach to
revitalisation processes include: concentration on the renovation of physical infrastructure,
fragmentation of activities and their superficial connection to the economic and social
objectives of revitalisation, lack of social participation and the closing of the circle of a fixed,
limited set of tasks for local authorities. A consequence of the above-mentioned failures may
be the disintegration of revitalisation projects and the impossibility of achieving the most
important objective of revitalisation—a holistic, integrated improvement in the condition
of the area and its community on the basis of a newly devised concept of sustainable
development that makes use of the heritage and potentials of the revitalised area.

6. Conclusions

Conducted studies have confirmed the significant importance of social sustainability
in revitalisation, providing, at the same time, guidelines for planners, coordinators, and ex-
ecutors of revitalisation projects. The results of the factor analysis provide further evidence.
The social factor (F1), combining objectives related to the social justice and sustainability
of a community, is crucial for revitalisation. The next factor important for revitalisation is
(F2) “Local economic development”, which clearly confirms the need, postulated by other
authors, to appreciate the role of the social and economic dimension of revitalisation, the
links between them and their relevance for sustainable urban development. The results
of the factor analysis also clearly suggest a lower importance of the infrastructural factor,
which coincides with the sustainable revitalisation approach, in which material aspects
serve to improve the quality of life within the revitalised area. The refurbishment of build-
ings and the expansion of infrastructure become a method of achieving a much broader
goal: to create strong, entrepreneurial, sustainable, and resilient local communities.
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Unfortunately, feedback given by Polish decision makers does not reflect this ap-
proach. Technical objectives related to the expansion of, and major repairs to, infrastructure
were ranked the highest. On a positive note, social objectives are highly ranked; however,
this is only true only when they are limited to reactive objectives of local social policy,
which are usually executed within the context of the local welfare system. Proactive objec-
tives, such as collaboration, mobilisation, integration, participation, and entrepreneurship,
ranked much lower. In addition, economic revitalisation and local collaboration receive
little interest. When analysing respondents’ answers, we may assume that local decision
makers continue viewing revitalisation as a method to accomplish their typical obligatory
tasks using external funds. Obviously, supplementing local deficits in infrastructure and
improving the aesthetics of the municipal landscape are valid objectives of revitalisation
change. Similarly important are objectives aimed to resolve social problems and offer
support to residents threatened with social exclusion. Nevertheless, such orientation of
revitalisation does not suffice to effectively respond to a comprehensive and multifaceted
local crisis, especially when the objective is to create a resilient and sustainable community.
Material objectives, the most important in respondent opinions, may of course improve
the attractiveness of space and indirectly contribute to, e.g., stimulating the local economy
or increasing the sense of safety. However, they need to be accompanied by conditions,
not only technical, that promote the engagement, activism, care, and responsibility for
the neighbourhood amongst revitalisation stakeholders. The implementation of socially
sustainable revitalisation should also be seen as a living laboratory for solutions that can
be applied on a wider scale, across the municipality. It helps to recognise and test new
methods of promoting resident engagement, stimulating the economy, or building up links
between urban policy stakeholders within the revitalised area. In this way, revitalisation
becomes a space for experimenting and developing new solutions to the already existing
social or economic problems.
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izacji w Polsce—Ministerstwo Funduszy i Polityki Regionalnej. 2020. Available online: https://www.ewaluacja.gov.pl/
strony/badania-i-analizy/wyniki-badan-ewaluacyjnych/badania-ewaluacyjne/badanie-systemu-zarzadzania-i-wdrazania-
procesow-rewitalizacji-w-polsce/ (accessed on 13 November 2020).
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