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Foreword

As laid down in the EU Treaty since 2009, EU policies should promote Territorial
Cohesion which, in turn, require a polycentric and balanced territorial development
approach. As such, it goes without saying that this book covers a fundamental
aspect of implementing Territorial Cohesion goal: the urban dimension and all its
related policy elements.

Moreover, the book content instils a needed scientific debate on the Territorial
Cohesion concept, which is still largely unexplored in available literature, and
especially the importance of several urban-related components (polycentrism,
integrated territorial policy approaches and functional regions) to achieving the
ultimate EU policy goal of Territorial Cohesion. In this regard, this book contains
valuable insights, both from a theoretical and empirical standpoint, on the impor-
tance of implementing sound and balanced urban policies to achieving Territorial
Cohesion goals.

ESPON Programme has, since 2002, supported the work of an extended network
of European researchers and experts to obtain new and substantial evidence on
Europe’s territorial trends, structures, perspectives and policy impacts. Since the
start of ESPON programme, it has supported the elaboration of several studies
aiming at identifying the main dimensions, components and indicators of Territorial
Cohesion (INTERCO, KITKASP, SeGI, etc.). I am glad that the results of ESPON
research continue to be relevant and useful for supporting the policy debate and
development of publications on territorial cohesion, such as this book.

In sum, the book content can be of great value for the academia and policy-
makers, as it further nurtures the debate around different interpretations of the
Territorial Cohesion concept. I deeply recommend reading this book, which offers a
novel and refreshed overview of the Territorial Cohesion concept, by identifying
and debating urban-related elements, which are crucial to implementing Territorial
Cohesion Policies.

Luxembourg llona Raugze
Director at ESPON EGTC
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Introduction

What is Territorial Cohesion? This question has been around both in academic and
political arenas and meanders, since this European concept was introduced into the
EU Policy Agenda, around the turn of the millennium, as a French policy rationale
(Aménagement du territoire). The answer to this question varies from author to
author. But one key aspect is consensual: Territorial Cohesion implies the need to
achieve a more balanced and harmonious territory, as implied in the EU Treaties,
since the Treaty of Rome (1957). However, it was only by 2009, with the entry into
force of the Lisbon Treaty, that the former article 158º, now article 174º, clearly
expresses that, ‘in order to promote its overall harmonious development, the Union
shall develop and pursue its actions leading to the strengthening of its economic,
social and territorial cohesion’.

Indeed, whilst the EU policies main aims of promoting the twin community
objective of economic and social cohesion have been around since the mid-1980s
(Single European Act), the recognition of perennial and widening (due to succes-
sive accession of new Member States) territorial disparities has led to the inevitable
inclusion of the Territorial Cohesion as an EU mainstream policy goal, alongside
with the goals of promoting socio-economic cohesion. One can question, however,
if this is not redundant policy rationale. In our view, it is, since the achievement of
Territorial Cohesion, generically understood as a goal to achieving a more balanced
and harmonious territory, requires both positive economic and social cohesion
trends within a given territory. We also agree with the idea expressed in the
Second EU Cohesion Report, which claimed that Territorial Cohesion goes beyond
the notions of Social and Economic cohesion. For the most part, however, there is a
widespread tendency to only add ‘environmental policy concerns’ to the former two
analytic dimensions (social and economic) when debating the concept of Territorial
Cohesion, to complement its conceptual rationale.

Territorial Cohesion remains an elusive concept, reflecting emerging axioms that
have begun to permeate academic discourse in the past years. There is an increasing
recognition that this concept should include other fundamental analytic dimensions,
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such as the Territorial Governance/Cooperation and the Polycentrism. The latter
was invoked by the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP—1999), as
a vital goal of an EU spatial development policy: ‘development of a balanced and
polycentric urban system and a new urban-rural relationship’. Since then, however,
there has been a lack of a rich vein of theoretical reasoning devoted to debate the
importance of this (urban polycentric system) and other aspects associated with the
‘urban dimension’ of Territorial Cohesion policies. In this context, this book
intends to fill this literature void, by shedding light on some fundamental urban
policy components, which can contribute to achieving such policies.

In more detail, this book has nine chapters and is organised into three separate
parts, each composed of three chapters. In the first part—‘Territorial Cohesion and
the Urban Dimension’—Eduardo Medeiros (the Book Editor)—which has dedi-
cated a significant part of his academic research (since 2003) to the analysis of the
Territorial Cohesion concept—identifies and debates some crucial policy aspects
associated with the urban dimension of Territorial Cohesion. In the following
chapter, Oto Potluka and Martin Špaček highlight the importance of engaging the
urban civil society as a means of promoting territorial integrated approaches to
regional and urban development, to achieve Territorial Cohesion Policies.
Subsequently, in the third chapter, Jacek Zaucha and Tomasz Komornicki examine
how cities contribute to the urban dimension of territorial cohesion (polycentricity,
territorial governance and the socio-economic growth), whilst debating the role of
cities and Functional Urban Areas, as producers of well-being and prosperity in
space.

The second part of the book—‘Territorial Cohesion and Urban Balanced
Systems?’—starts with a chapter in which Jiří Malý sheds deeper light on the
importance of the implementation of polycentric urban development, as a normative
and ideological vision for a more balanced spatial development. In a complemen-
tary way, Bjørnar Sæther is responsible for Chap. 5 where, together with
Erik Hagen and Bjørn Terje Andersen, he debates the importance of cross-border
functional regions to archiving Territorial Cohesion Processes, in cross-border and
transnational regions. Finally, this part of the book ends with a chapter written by
Arno van der Zwet and Martin Ferry, dedicated to better understand the added value
of Integrated Sustainable Urban Development Strategies to achieving Territorial
Cohesion policy goals.

Finally, the third and last part of the book—‘Territorial Cohesion and Urban
Development Policies’—starts with a chapter written by Giancarlo Cotella, which is
mostly focused on the relation between the implementation of EU Cohesion
Policies and Urban Agendas at the national scale, and their importance to follow a
more cohesive spatial and urban planning path. Conversely, in the following
chapter, Paulo Neto, Maria Manuel Serrano and Anabela Santos, set their attention
on analysing how policies directed to cities and urban matters, and more specifically
the Urban Agenda for the EU, have become more relevant over the past decades, in

xii Introduction



the European Union’s public policy set. This book part ends with a final chapter,
written by Kai Böhme, Christian Lüer and Maria Toptsidou, which alert to current
urban growth trends in the European territory, which do not necessarily favour
Territorial Cohesion policy goals.

Eduardo Medeiros
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Chapter 1
Debating the Urban Dimension
of Territorial Cohesion

Eduardo Medeiros

Abstract The Territorial Cohesion goal was only included in the EU Treaty by
2009, with a view to promote a more balanced and harmonious European territory.
One year earlier (2008), the European Commission (EC) published the ‘Green Paper
on Territorial Cohesion—Turning territorial diversity into strength’. Neither one,
nor the other, clearly defines the meaning of the Territorial Cohesion concept. The
later, however, proposes three main policy responses towards more balanced and
harmonious development: (i) Concentration: overcoming differences in density; (ii)
Connecting territories: overcoming distance; and (iii) Cooperation: overcoming divi-
sion. Although not explicitly, this document identifies several ‘urban questions’ to
be dealt when promoting territorial cohesive policies: avoiding diseconomies of very
large agglomerations and urban sprawl processes, combating urban decay and social
exclusion, avoiding excessive concentrations of growth, promoting access to inte-
grated transport systems and creating metropolitan bodies. In this light, this chapter
proposes to debate the importance of the urban dimension to achieve the goal of
territorial cohesion at several territorial levels.

Keywords Territorial cohesion · Urban dimension · Polycentrism
Functional regions · EU cohesion policy

1.1 The Urban Dimension: A Key Pillar to Achieve
Territorial Cohesion

With the entering into force of the Lisbon Treaty (2009), Territorial Cohesion became
a reinforced political objective of the European Union (EU). In sum, this Territorial
Cohesion rationale supports the longstanding EU political goal of achieving an over-
all harmonious and balanced development of the EU territory, by reducing disparities
between its various regions and the backwardness of the least favoured ones, from a

E. Medeiros (B)
DINÂMIA-CET IUL - Instituto Universitário de Lisboa (ISCTE-IUL), Lisbon, Portugal
e-mail: eduardo.medeiros@iscte-iul.pt
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4 E. Medeiros

socio-economic standpoint (article 174 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU)
(Dao et al. 2017).

As a concept, Territorial Cohesion is relatively new, and is still mostly an EU
concept (Medeiros 2016a), echoing its French roots (Faludi 2004) and its formal
introduction in the Amsterdam Treaty (1999) and, more recently, in the Lisbon
Treaty (2009) (Servillo 2010). Also noteworthy, Territorial Cohesion is generally
understood as a contested, illusive and vague concept (Colomb and Santinha 2014;
Davoudi 2005; Faludi 2005; Zillmer et al. 2012). Indeed, being an umbrella concept
(Faludi 2007) makes its meaning and fundamental analytic dimensions vary from
author to author (Holder and Layard 2011; Medeiros 2014; Schön 2005; Van Well
2012). Fundamentally, this has been the case since the first published dissertations
on Territorial Cohesion were presented, one being a study from the Committee of
the Regions (COR 2003), and another a full dedicated section on the Second EU
Cohesion Report (EC 2001). Here, while the former focused on the economic and
social elements of cohesion, the later associated, for the first time, the notion of Ter-
ritorial Cohesion with the EU goal of achieving a more balanced and harmonious
development, following the rationale presented in the formulation of the European
Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) (EC 1999).

Crucially, the Second Cohesion Report introduced the ‘urban element’ in the
Territorial Cohesion debate, namely, by invoking the advantages of achieving a more
polycentric development (Faludi 2006), as a basis for a more balanced distribution
of economic activities across the EU, as expressed in the ESDP. Since then, the EU
Territorial Cohesion Policy rationale has emerged as a policy paradigm of the ‘EU
territorial development’ (Clifton et al. 2016). At the same time, one started to see the
emergence of distinct complementary elements to the common socio-economic ones
when invoking the notion of Territorial Cohesion, such as environmental aspects
(EEA 2010), soft spaces of spatial development (Luukkonen and Moilanen 2012),
the valorisation of territorial capital (Vanolo 2010) and, ultimately, the need for a
more spatially balanced and sustainable development process (González et al. 2015).

In a nutshell, many of the proposed definitions for the Territorial Cohesion concept
encompass elements associated with economic, social and environmental aspects of
development policies (seeMedeiros 2016a). For instance, the components for under-
standing Territorial Cohesion in the Tequila Model are mostly associated with the
‘economy-society-environment dimensional triad’ (ESPON 3.2, 2006; Bradley and
Zaucha 2017). Even so, a few (integrated and balanced territorial systems, compact
city form—reduction of urban sprawl, efficient and polycentric urban systems, etc.)
are clearly associated with an urban dimension of Territorial Cohesion. In a relatively
oldermodel, known as the ‘star of territorial cohesion’, the author proposed the ‘poly-
centrism’ and ‘territorial cooperation’ elements (later on associated with the notion
of territorial governance) as key dimensions for the understanding of the Territorial
Cohesion concept, alongside the socio-economic and environmental sustainability
dimensions (Medeiros 2005) (Fig. 1.1).

Based on this star model, we understand the concept of territorial cohesion as
‘the process of promoting a more cohesive and balanced territory, by: (i) supporting
the reduction of socioeconomic territorial imbalances; (ii) promoting environmental
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Fig. 1.1 The star of Territorial Cohesion. Source Medeiros (2016a)

sustainability; (iii) reinforcing and improving the territorial cooperation/governance
processes; and (iv) reinforcing and establishing a more polycentric urban system’
(Medeiros 2016a: 10). More acutely, for the morphologic polycentricity dimension,
we proposed four main components, mostly associated with the urban systems char-
acteristics in a given territory: (i) hierarchy/ranking, (ii) density, (iii) connectivity
and (iv) distribution/shape.

Likewise, elements associated with this urban element of territorial cohesion are
also debated in the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion, namely, associated with
the need to avoid excessive concentration (overcoming differences in density), and
the need to correct urban sprawl and urban decay trends (EC 2008). Rather expect-
edly, the ESPON (European Spatial Planning Observatory Network) programme,
established in 2002, supported the elaboration of several reports which discussed
the main dimensions, components and respective indicators of the Territorial Cohe-
sion concept (Abrahams 2014). The first, gave way to the elaboration of the already
mentioned TEQUILA model (ESPON 3.2, 2006). Soon after, the INTERCO (2011)
and the KITCASP (2012) reports proposed concrete indicators to assessing Terri-
torial Cohesion trends. The former, identified one of its main Territorial Cohesion
dimensions as the ‘integrated polycentric territorial development’, whilst associating
it with territorial cooperation, migration, density and polycentricity-related indica-
tors. Instead, the KITCASP project proposed the ‘Integrated Spatial Development’
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Table 1.1 The urban dimension of territorial cohesion in available literature

Model/Report Dimension Components

The Territorial
Cohesion Star

Polycentrism – Hierarchy/Ranking
– Density
– Connectivity
– Distribution/Shape

ESPON Tequila
Model

– Compact city form; Reduction of
sprawl

– Efficient and polycentric urban
system

– Cooperation between city and
countryside

– Integrated and balanced territorial
system

ESPON
KITCASP

– Promote polycentric and balanced
territorial development

– Encouraging integrated
development in cities, rural and
specific regions

– Improve settlements’ performance
in European and global competition
and promote economic prosperity
towards sustainable development

– Contribute to reducing the strong
territorial polarisation of economic
performance, avoiding large
regional disparities by addressing
bottlenecks to growth

– Smart development of city regions
at varying scales

– Development of the wide variety of
rural areas to take account of their
unique characteristics; and

– Recognise and promote
urban–rural interdependence
through integrated governance and
planning based on broad
partnership

ESPON
INTERCO

Integrated polycentric territorial
development

– Population potential within 50 km
– Net migration rate
– Cooperation intensity
– Cooperation degree
– Polycentricity index

Source Several—own elaboration

main dimension of Territorial Cohesion to complement the economic (Economic
Competitiveness and Resilience), social (Social Cohesion and Quality of Life) and
environmental (Environmental Resource Management) related dimensions. When
it comes to indicators, however, it proposes the use of population density/change,
modal split, land-use change, house completions and access to services, which, in
our opinion, are far less appropriate to asses this dimension than the ones advanced
by the INTERCO project (Table 1.1)
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Clearly, the Territorial Cohesion concept builds upon the notions of economic
and social cohesion (Janin Rivolin 2005) whilst its urban dimension is still not suf-
ficiently understood and clarified. As it turns out, however, the rising concerns on
the implementation of urban development and regeneration policies in EU Member
States (Colomb and Santinha 2014) could lead to an increasing need to highlight
the importance of the urban dimension to achieve the goals of Territorial Cohesion
Policies. For the most part, the urban dimension of Territorial Cohesion can be asso-
ciated with the benefits related with a more balanced and harmonious distribution
of the urban settlement across a given territory. This idea has strong connotations
with the notion of ‘Polycentricity’ ‘that encourages regions and cities, working with
neighbouring territories, to explore common strengths and reveal potential comple-
mentarities, which brings added value that cannot be achieved by the individual
regions and cities in isolation’ (ESPON 2016: 1).

In general terms, the role of urban areas in promoting Territorial Cohesion pro-
cesses is strong and diverse, mainly in highly urbanised territories, as is the case of
the EU territory. Strong because cites are innovation hubs and places where global
challenges can be best tackled. For instance, they have the potential to produce
renewable and clean energy and to reduce energy consumption and CO2 emissions,
‘as the density of urban areas allows for more energy efficient forms of housing and
transport’ (EC 2014b: 4). As a recent ESPON report asserts ‘cities play an important
role in regional development and as part of strategies to promote territorial cohesion.
Cities are functional areas where population and economic activities are concen-
trated and around which flows of goods and persons are organised. They are nodes
in urban networks at different scales from the regional to the global. In both these
respects, cities and towns of all sizes play important roles as drivers of territorial
development’ (ESPON 2014a: 7). As the term implies, however, the urban future
requires developing innovative, social inclusive, eco-friendly and intelligent intra-
urban and inter-urban transport and energy systems, and wider civic participation
(Nijkamp and Kourtit 2013). On the whole, the urban dimension of Territorial Cohe-
sion encompasses at least eight main components, with evident inter-relationship
(Table 1.2).

Unlike other parts of the world (read USA and China), Europe is characterised
by less concentrated and more polycentric urban structures (Fig. 1.2), and by dense
networks of small and medium towns (EC 2014b). There is, nevertheless, a more
densely populated axis known as the ‘Pentagon area’, consisting of the urban areas of
London, Paris, Milan, Berlin and Hamburg, characterised by higher levels of socio-
economic development. Hence, at the EU scale, urban development policies should
foster the territorial competitiveness of the EU territory also outside this area, as
the ‘polycentric and balanced territorial development of the EU is a key element of
achieving territorial cohesion’ (Territorial Agenda 2011: 7).

To some degree, making Europe more polycentric has the potential to ‘unleashing
regional diversity and endogenous development as well as territorial cooperation as
means to optimise the location of investments and reduce regional disparities, to
support balanced and polycentric urban structures, favouring compact settlements
and smart renewal of cities, as well as a sustainable management of natural and
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Table 1.2 Main Components of the Urban Dimension of Territorial Cohesion

Component Main goal Importance for Territorial
Cohesion

1—Polycentric and balanced
urban development

– Favour a more balance
distribution of the
population across the
territories

– Increase the ability to
explore the territorial
potentials across the
territories.

– Mitigate the negative effects
of excessive concentration
of inhabitants (pollution,
criminality, traffic jams,
stress, etc.)

2—Functional Urban Areas – Favour territorial
complementarities

– Increase territorial
efficiency

3—Integrated Urban
Development

– Favour territorial efficiency
and sustainability

– Increase environmental
sustainability

– Increase territorial
efficiency

– Improve territorial
governance processes

4—Social Cohesive Urban
Development

– Favour socio-economic
cohesion

– Reduce poverty
– Reduce social imbalances

5—Urban connectivity – Favour territorial
accessibility

– Increase urban mobility
– Increase environmental
sustainability

6—Urban morphology –
compact vs urban sprawl

– Favour urban compactness
vs urban sprawl

– Increase territorial
efficiency

– Increase territorial
connectivity

– Increase territorial
sustainability

7—Urban resilience – Favour urban capacity to
face adversities

– Increase territorial resilience
– Increase territorial
sustainability

8—Urban Planning – Favour the anticipation of
future scenarios

– Increase territorial
modernisation

– Increase territorial
organisation

Source Own elaboration
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Fig. 1.2 The European Urban System—own elaboration based on ESPON data

cultural resources’ (ESPON 2014b: 12). This policy goal is achieved, at the EU level
by reinforcing second-tier cities, and a more developed network between cities at all
territorial levels, together with a growing interdependency of urban and rural areas.

The potential for a more resource efficient habitat has long been recognised.
Nevertheless, the policy response at the national and European levels to integrate
sectoral initiatives has been slow, at best (EC 2014b). As Nijkamp and Kourtit pos-
tulate (2013) ‘cities increasingly act in a system of connected networks that serve
as strategic alliances for the development of our world. In this perspective, urban
agglomerations are not necessarily a source of problems, but offer the integrative
geographic action platform for creative solutions and new opportunities’. Indeed,
the realisation among national governments and international agencies of the impor-
tance of urban centres to sustainable development has rapidly gained currency in
recent years (Satterthwaite 2016).

Similarly, the notion of functional cities relates to the concept of Territorial Cohe-
sion as it facilitates the identification of adequate urban influential areas with poten-
tial functional complementarities, which is required to better define sound Territorial
Cohesion policies. This concept resonates with the term of Functional Urban Areas
(FUA), which ‘can be described by its labour market basin and by the mobility pat-
tern of commuters, and includes the wider urban system of nearby towns and villages
that are economically and socially dependent on an urban centre’ (URBACT 2014:
13). These FUAs can also extrapolate national borders, thus making a case to func-
tion as cross-border FUAs, whilst contributing to reinforcing territorial governance
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processes across administrative boundaries. As the ESDP points out ‘promoting
complementarity between cities and regions means simultaneously building on the
advantages and overcoming the disadvantages of economic competition between
them’ (EC 1999: 21). As seen in both Figs. 1.2 and 1.3, the identification of FUAs
varies from source to source, but they entail common criteria of being associated
with large urban agglomerations.

At the urban level, there are also concrete measures which can lead to an increase
in levels of Territorial Cohesion. These include, for instance, the correction of urban
sprawl processes, as it contributes to high andunsustainable energy consumption rates
(Territorial Agenda 2011). This goal is closely related with the need to implement
sound and strategic urban planning, linked with wider regional planning strategies,
as proposed by the UE Urban Agenda (2016). Additionally, urban development poli-
cies should favour the implementation of socio-economic cohesion, environmental
sustainability, sound governance and urban resiliencemeasures, in an interconnected
way.

In combination with the urban elements already debated, the contribution of
Integrated Sustainable Urban Strategies for promoting Territorial Cohesion is
also paramount. For one, this policy rationale represents the potential to improve
environmental sustainability development paths. On the other hand, and according
to the EU Integrated Territorial Investment rationale, it promotes sounder territorial
governance processes, as it allows for local authorities to initiate wider partnerships
with other local authorities (Glinka 2017). For instance, the Polish experience so

Fig. 1.3 Functional Urban Areas in Europe—own elaboration based on OECD data
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far on the implementation of Integrated Territorial Investments has been reserved
only for regional capitals and their functional areas. As such, a new mechanism
(Integrated Territorial Agreement) was designed to be implemented in medium-
sized towns and their functional areas, in order to better exploit their development
potential and to mitigate their development bottlenecks (Kamrowska-Zaluska and
Obracht-Prondzynska 2017).

1.2 EU Policies and the Urban Question

By today, approximately 72%of the EUpopulation dwell in urban areas (cities, towns
and suburbs). In spite of this, the EU does not have any formal Council formation
dedicated to urban policies. Even so, ‘there is an explicit agreement at European level
on the character of the European city of the future and the principles onwhich an ideal
European city should be based’ (EC 2014b: 6). In practice, the urban question has
been addressed by EU Cohesion Policy, directly or indirectly, namely, through the
launching of the URBAN Community Initiative (CI) in 1994 (Chorianopoulos and
Iossifides 2006), the national Operational Programmes and, more recently, the Inte-
grated Sustainable Urban Development Strategies. In almost every way, the URBAN
CI ‘presented an innovative way of addressing area-based urban challenges, effec-
tively leading the way for a sea-change in thinking on urban regeneration in many
member-states, both in terms of content and process’ (Carpenter 2006).

Also noteworthy is the growing recognition from the EC of the importance of the
role that cites should play to promote the process of territorial development within
the EU, which was crystallised in 2012, when the ‘Directorate General for Regional
Policy’ was renamed ‘Directorate General for Regional and Urban Policy’, and when
at least 50% of EU Cohesion Policy (2014–20) funding was directly allocated to EU
urban areas. Furthermore, a growing number of voices argue that the conception
and implementation of EU policies need to be adapted to urban realities, and that
cities need to be adequately involved in these processes. Alongside, ‘an increasing
number of sectoral EU policies explicitly target urban areas: Energy, Information
Society, Environment, Climate Action, Education and Culture, Transport, etc. sup-
port initiatives such as European Capital of Culture, Smart Cities and Communities
European Innovation Partnership, Green Capital Award, Covenant of Mayors and
Mayors Adapt’ (EC 2014b: 7).

At an initial phase, the main concerns of the EU towards urban-related policy
measures were centred in reducing the excessive concentration of activities and
inhabitants in themost urbanised areas of theEU, and in contributing to urban renewal
and physical regeneration of decaying industrial sites. At the same time, in 1994,
‘the Commission launched the URBAN Initiative, aimed at social and economic
regeneration of cities and at improving the environment. URBAN has sought to
maximise the involvement of the grassroots, empowering local communities and
encouraging local people to determine priorities and to take responsibility for their
own areas’ (EC 1996: 110).



12 E. Medeiros

As time went by, social-related concerns were added to the EU Urban Policy
measures, with the goal of mitigating existing high levels of poverty and exclusion
within EU urban areas. Again, the EC recognised the importance of cities as key
locations for the pursuit of a strategy for cohesion and sustainable development, and
as economic centres for the development of the surrounding suburban and rural areas.
Finally, it postulated that ‘networks of large cities can stimulate a more balanced and
polycentric form of development in which medium-sized towns and cities can play a
key role’ (EC 2001: 3), following the ESDP rationale to promote a more polycentric
territory.

By themid-2000s, theURBANCIwas on its secondphase, and covered 44%of the
EU population who lived in urban areas, with over 50,000 inhabitants. In general,
this CI ‘has focused, in particular, on creating and improving local social capital,
in part by including active learning measures as an integral part of programmes’.
Moreover, it ‘acted as a catalyst for regeneration and, in some cases, has had a major
leverage effect on investment’ (EC 2004: 159).

For the 2007–2013 EU Cohesion policy programming period, the EC developed,
in cooperation with the European Investment Bank (EIB) and the Council of Europe
Development Bank (CEB), the Joint European Support for Sustainable Investment in
City Areas, an innovative financial instrument better known as JESSICA, to promote
urban development in the following thematic areas1:

• Urban infrastructure: including transport, water/wastewater, energy;
• Heritage or cultural sites: for tourism or other sustainable uses;
• Redevelopment of brownfield sites: including site clearance and decontamination;
• Creation of new commercial floor space for SMEs, IT and/or R&D sectors;
• University buildings: medical, biotech and other specialised facilities;
• Energy efficiency improvements.

In addition, concerns were placed on the environmental problems derived by the
growth of suburbanisation processes, and the consequent decline of city centres,
‘with shops and other businesses closing down. This calls for effective management
of land-use and public transport as well inner-city renewal to slow down or even
reverse the trend’ (EC 2007: 53). Also, the JESSICA instrument has contributed to
the revitalisation,modernisation and adaptation of urban areaswith a view for them to
becomemore sustainable over time (Tarnawska and Rosiek 2015). It has been found,
however, that despite all EC efforts to elevate the urban dimension of EU policies,
‘most cities have so far had a limited role in policy design and implementation and
there are few signs of active participation of local residents’ (EC 2010: 234). This EC
financial assistance for projects is offered in the formof loans, guarantees or equity for
urban investment projects, which are to be implemented by public or private investors
or in public–private partnerships, thus allowing for leveraging additional financial
support (Dąbrowski 2014). On a positive note, JESSICAprovides a sustainability and
recyclability logic, by ensuring ‘that resources will be reinvested in a constant way,

1http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/special-support-instruments/jessica/#2

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/special-support-instruments/jessica/#2
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to facilitate the implementation of projects aiming to sustainable urban development’
(Patlitzianas 2011: 371).

For the 2014–2020 policy phase, the EC will direct financial support for sustain-
able urban mobility, regeneration of deprived communities and improved research
and innovation capacity in urban areas, whilst a minimum of 5% of the European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) is earmarked for Integrated Sustainable Urban
Development. Moreover, an urban development network (UDN) will be created
in order to review on-the-ground deployment of European funds and the boosting
knowledge-sharing performance between cities involved in integrated sustainable
urban development and in Urban Innovative Actions. Finally, the URBACT III
programme, acting as a European exchange and learning programme for promoting
sustainable urban development, was financially strengthened and expanded, thus
further enabling European cities to work together to develop better solutions
to urban challenges. In synthesis, this programme has acted as an amplifier for
participatory approaches with ‘practitioners, city managers, elected representatives
and stakeholders from other public agencies, the private sector and civil society’
(URBACT 2014: 9).

Curiously, a more ‘neoliberalist’ vis-a-vis ‘cohesive’ vision for EU urban devel-
opment is envisaged in the sixth EU Cohesion Report, which claims that the produc-
tivity of cities increases with its size, as larger cities are endowed with higher levels
of human capital, larger share of high productivity sectors, ‘greater supply of local
public goods, as well as “shared”, or common, facilities such as public laboratories
and universities’ (EC 2014a: 19) thus profiting from ‘agglomeration benefits’. In a
sense, the ‘polycentric and balanced urban rationale’ seemed to have given way to a
‘growth and competitiveness rationale’, very much coined with financial crisis eras.

On the most recent (seventh) EU Cohesion Report, however, the focus on the
need to promote sustainable cities regained the EC attention, which highlighted the
cities’ potential solutions to current environmental challenges: ‘while urban areas
in the EU generally face more environmental challenges than other places, they can
often prove to be more resource and energy-efficient than other areas where low
density settlements, energy-intensive buildings (e.g. detached houses) and the level
of dependency on the car for transport are generally more common. Housing in
cities tends not only to occupy less land but also more frequently takes the form of
apartments and townhouses, which generally require less energy to heat and cool’
(EC 2017: 110). Moreover, EU Cohesion Policy started to pay particular attention to
the specific socio-economic characteristics of EU functional areas and the promotion
of the already mentioned Integrated Urban Development Strategies (van der Zwet
et al. 2017).

In parallel, the ESPONprogramme supports a vision for amore open and polycen-
tric European territory towards 2050, as increasing urbanisation levels and regional
disparities are expected to occur in the following decades. Worse still, rising urban-
isation is expected to lead, in many places, to uncontrolled urban sprawl processes.
In this context, ‘to improve its Territorial Cohesion, Europe needs to become more
open and polycentric, fulfilling the original aim of the Treaty of Rome (1956) saying
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that Europe has to become an open Community of equals with common strong insti-
tutions, and as well the aim of later Treaties to opt for a harmonious and balanced
territory’ (ESPON 2014b: 12).

1.3 The Rising of the EU Urban Agenda

The idea to forge the elaboration of a dedicated EU Urban Agenda is not new.
Indeed, by 1997, the EC sponsored a Communication ‘Towards an urban agenda
in the European Union’. Later on, by 2011, the ‘European Parliament adopted a
resolution arguing for a strengthening of the urban dimension of EU policies and the
intergovernmental co-operation on urban development policies, calling for a joint
working programme or European Urban Agenda’ (EC 2014b: 8). Reflecting the
same preoccupations, by 2013 the Committee of the Regions (CoR) launched its
own initiative opinion entitled ‘Towards an integrated urban agenda for the EU’ (EC
2014b).

In sum, the urban question has become a key focus and an increasingly important
issue within EU policies in recent years (Partidário and Correia 2004). It is also
worth underlying that, since the first document adopted by the EC related to urban
and territorial development, known as the Leipzig Charter on Sustainable European
Cities (2007), was published, the initial focus placed on solving issues related with
deprived neighbourhoods, within the context of a city, has shifted towards the need
to promote a smarter, more sustainable and socially inclusive urban development,
during the Informal Ministerial Meeting on Urban Development Declaration, which
took place in Toledo, in 2010.

After several other EU initiatives, which discussed urban issues on a formal level,
the Pact of Amsterdam, also known as the ‘Urban Agenda for the EU’, was adopted
in 2016, during the informal meeting of EU ministers responsible for urban devel-
opment. By providing objectives, thematic priorities, actions and operational frame-
works, this ‘Agenda’ highlights 12 thematic priorities, and ‘creates a new model of
multilevel and multidimensional cooperation for urban policy stakeholders, whose
aim is to strengthen the urban dimension in European Union policies’ (Olejnik 2017:
177–178).

In a brief overview, however, the EC still lacks the legislative powers, financial
resources, organisational capacity and political power to develop a dedicated ‘EU
UrbanPolicy’. As such, the assistance given by theEC to urban issueswill continue to
be based on supporting ‘urban policy experimentation, dissemination of best practice
and a gradual raising of urban issues on the policy agenda’ (Atkinson 2001: 399).
In a different prism, the future of the EU Urban Policy will depend on specific
crisis conditions, the policy integration/disintegration (read Brexit) trends and the
empowerment and resource capacity of urban/regional authorities, amongst other
factors (Delladetsima 2003).

Furthermore, the re-orientation of the EU structural and investment funds for
the 2021–2027 programming period would certainly affect EC initiatives directly
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involved in urban policy affairs, as occurred in previous programming periods (Lang
and Török 2017). In this regard, EU Cohesion Policy is of critical importance to
finance Urban Development Policies as it is viewed as ‘one of, if not, the largest
integrated development policies in the Western world, and one of the largest of such
programmes anywhere in the world’ (Mccann and Vargam 2015: 1255). It is also
crucial to point out that these increasing political concerns over the ‘urban question’
are not exclusive of the EU. In the bigger picture, the United Nations have recently
(2016) defined 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDG), one having an exclusive
urban focus: Goal 11—Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient
and sustainable (Caprotti et al. 2017).

Regarding the EU territory, presently, the EUUrban Agenda seeks to improve the
quality of life of citizens in urban areas, in a new working method to ensure max-
imum utilisation of the growth potential of cities and to successfully tackle social
challenges. More concretely, ‘partnerships are set-up around 12 priority themes (air
quality, circular economy, climate adaptation, digital transition, energy transition,
housing, inclusion of migrants and refugees, innovative and responsible public pro-
curement, jobs and skills in the local economy, sustainable use of land and nature-
based solutions, urban mobility, urban poverty) with European and urban relevance.
Within these Partnerships, problems will be identified and solutions will be recom-
mended through action plans (these are addressed to the EU, the Member States and
the cities). The action plans will contain actions and also examples of good projects
to be scaled-up and transferred across the EU. Actions could be a proposal to amend
an EU Directive, or a proposal for the new European Structural and Investment
Funds (ESIF) reinforcing cooperation on shared issues (…)’.2 In a complementary
way, the URBACT Programme helps cities to develop pragmatic solutions that are
new and sustainable and that integrate economic, social inclusion, integrated urban
development, environmental and governance urban-related topics3 (Table 1.3).

Regarding the EU Urban Agenda strategic rationale, it follows the ESDP vision
to promote a more polycentric and balanced development of the EU, with a view
to achieving economic, social and territorial cohesion. Additionally, it supports the
logic of an integrated urban policy approach. For this, the ESPON programme has
developed a wealth of knowledge and evidence relating to the territorial dimension
of the European urban fabric, since 2002 (ESPON 2014a). On top of this, the EU
Urban Agenda ‘is aimed at promoting cooperation between Member States, cities,
the European Commission and other stakeholders in order to maximise the growth
potential of cities and to tackle social problems and so to improve the quality of life in
urban areas’ EC 2017: 133). Crucially, it defined 12 priority themes and cross-cutting
issues, with a widespread concern to current policy preoccupations, mostly related
with the rise of migrant inflows, environmental, governance and urban mobility
concerns (Urban Agenda 2016):

• Inclusion of migrants and refugees;
• Air quality;

2http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/themes/urban-development/
3http://urbact.eu/

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/themes/urban-development/
http://urbact.eu/
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Table 1.3 URBACT intervention areas

Urban Dimension Component

Environment • Abandoned Spaces
• Energy Efficiency
• Food
• Housing
• Low Carbon
• Risk Prevention
• Urban Mobility
• Waste

Governance • Capacity Building
• City Branding
• City Management
• City Planning
• Cross-border Cooperation
• Financial Engineering
• Knowledge Economy
• Participation
• Social Innovation
• Urban–rural
• Youth

Integrated Urban
Development

• Abandoned Spaces
• Capacity Building
• City Planning
• Culture and Heritage
• Disadvantaged Neighbourhoods
• Energy Efficiency
• Financial Engineering
• Housing
• Low Carbon
• Strategic Planning
• Urban Mobility
• Urban Renewal
• Urban Sprawl
• Urban–rural

Economy • Circular Economies
• City Branding
• Culture and Heritage
• Employment
• Entrepreneurship and SMEs
• Food
• Health
• Knowledge Economy
• Local Economic Development
• Research and Innovation
• Sharing Economy
• Waste

(continued)
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Table 1.3 (continued)

Urban Dimension Component

Inclusion • Ageing
• Culture and Heritage
• Disadvantaged Neighbourhoods
• Education
• Employment
• Health
• Housing
• Migrants
• Minorities
• Participation
• Poverty
• Roma
• Sharing Economy
• Social Innovation
• Youth

Source Own elaboration

• Urban poverty;
• Housing;
• Circular economy;
• Jobs and skills in the local economy;
• Climate adaptation (including green infrastructure solutions);
• Energy transition;
• Sustainable use of land and nature-based solutions;
• Urban mobility;
• Digital transition; and
• Innovative and responsible public procurement.

In essence, theEUUrbanAgenda aims at strengthening the urbandimension ofEU
policies, and supporting a greater coherence between urban and regional development
agendas, whilst fostering the urban dimension in the context of Territorial Cohesion.
From this general perspective, it builds on the Leipzig Charter’s (2007) prerogative
of making greater use of Integrated and Sustainable Urban Development Policy
approaches.

1.4 Recommendations for Cohesive Urban
Policies—Conclusive Remarks

As Storper and Scott (2016: 1114) claim, ‘the current period of human history can
plausibly be identified not only as a global but also as an urban era. This is a period in
which population, productive activity andwealth are highly and increasingly concen-
trated in cities’. As previously explained, the concept of Territorial Cohesion builds
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bridges between several territorial development dimensions which include, in our
understanding, a marked urban dimension, which we designate polycentrism.

Indeed, according to the latest Territorial Agenda (2011: 4), ‘territorial cohe-
sion is a set of principles for harmonious, balanced, efficient, sustainable territorial
development’. Europe being a markedly urbanised territory, this development goal
requires an ‘urban development focus’. Likewise, worldwide, more than 50% of
human beings already dwell in urban areas, and this trend is on the rising. These
potential ‘Territorial Cohesion Urban Development Policies’ should promote a more
polycentric pattern vis-à-vis a concentrated/monocentric one, in order to ‘act as cen-
tres contributing to the development of their wider regions’ (Territorial Agenda 2011:
5). One way of achieving this is to concentrate public investment in medium towns
located in less developed areas, in an urban development strategic rationale coined
as ‘Territorial Cohesion Cities’ (Medeiros and Rauhut 2018).

In a complementary way, territorial cohesion processes will benefit from encour-
agingurban integrated andmultilevel development strategies,which take into account
all territorial levels in territorial planning instruments, and development policies.
Associated with this policy rationale is the concept of functional regions, which aim
to better explore territorial complementarities and to tackle common territorial needs,
beyond a large or medium-city administrative border, whilst contributing to a wider
integration of their peri-urban neighbourhoods, and/or peripheral rural regions. At
the same time, urban integrated development strategies should support cross-border
and transnational functional regions, as a means to reducing border barriers and to
promoting cross-border and transnational planning, geared towards the Territorial
Cohesion policies’ main goals.

Understandably, the world being more and more urbanised, the contribution of
urban development policies tends to gain increasing critical importance to the achiev-
ing of Territorial Cohesion trends worldwide. For that, there is a need to strengthen
potential synergies between sustainable urban development, social integration, inno-
vative economy, territorial connectivity, and multilevel and sound urban governance
and planning processes. The key challenge here is to ensure a more balanced and
polycentric urban pattern across territories, in order to avoid excessive concentration
of people and activities in a few very large urban agglomerations, which favours the
occurrence of negative environmental (pollution) and social (criminality, poverty)
impacts, whilst limiting the potential to better exploring the territorial capital of vast
depopulated territories.

From a governance point of view, the coordination between the local- and city-
regional levels should be strengthened, as well as the partnerships between larger,
medium/small cities and rural areas (Leipzig Charter 2007), as a means to boost
territorial efficiency. This prevailing vision in which ‘there is a need to enhance
the complementarity of policies affecting urban areas and to strengthen their urban
dimension’ (Urban Agenda 2016: 4) needs to be considered by the metropolitan,
regional and national planning instruments, as the main tool to achieving Territorial
Cohesion processes. Moreover, urban authorities should increase their cooperation
with stakeholders, including the ones related with civil society, knowledge institu-
tions and local communities.
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On a critical note, whilst the EUUrban Agenda acknowledges the need to support
urban areas of all sizes, we propose a concentration of public development investment
in the already mentioned ‘Territorial Cohesion Cities’, a concrete policy measure to
achieve Territorial Cohesion processes. Understandably, the complexity of urban
challenges requires a tailor-made approach to the characteristics of each territory.
Moreover, the need to promote sound and strategic urban planning processes in the
EU Urban Agenda is not associated with the prerequisite to reducing urban sprawl
processes vis-à-vis a more compact, planned and efficient urban morphology vision.

In all, we can conclude that urban development policies are gaining a major role
in achieving Territorial Cohesion processes, with increasing worldwide urbanisation
processes. For this goal to become a reality, however, cities located on less developed
areas should experience higher development levels when compared with the ones
located in more developed areas, in a baseline scenario. Thus, since medium towns,
or second-tier cities, have the potential to be more efficient in making the most of
the regional territorial capital than smaller urban areas, we suggest that available
EU and national public funding should be concentrated for their development, thus
contributing to achieving amore polycentric, balanced and harmonious development,
towards the EU Territorial Cohesion policy goal.
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Chapter 2
Civil Society in Urban Areas: A Partner
for Territorial Cohesion?

Oto Potluka and Martin Špaček

Abstract Territorial dimension and integrated approaches to regional and urban
development became an important issue in programmes financed by the EU Cohe-
sion Policy. Local actors and nonprofit organisations (NPOs), as the crucial repre-
sentatives of civil society, belong to partners in creation and implementation of EU
integrated approaches, such as integrated urban development plans. However, the
participative approaches to governance have been developing slowly in Central and
Eastern Europe. The Czech Republic’s case in this chapter shows how the NPOswith
their limited capacities tackle with such circumstances and how NPOs can influence
territorial cohesion processes. For this reason, we investigate the role of Czech civil
society in territorial cohesion, particularly in Integrated Urban Development Plans
implemented in programming period 2007–2013.

Keywords Urban areas · Territorial cohesion · Civil society · NPOs
Integrated urban development

2.1 Introduction

Good living conditions lead to greater satisfaction. In such conditions, people have
a feeling of belonging to a community, which helps form cohesion in the city in
which they live. This contributes to a stable or growing population in cities because
people are less likely to move away. The conditions for such a situation are based
on a combination of the city as both a pool of business activities and a place to
live (Porter 2008, pp. 373–405). It is not an easy process, as city governance must
take into account the fact that global economic pressure affects city development
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(Keil 2011) and people are willing to shape the place where they live; otherwise,
social inequality and economic instability may intensify (Novy et al. 2012). From
this perspective, urban development needs to be territorially balanced and socially
cohesive.

Some parts of cities have strong potential to become poles of growth, while oth-
ers are confronted with social problems. This imbalance might cause problems in
social and territorial cohesion (Trudelle et al. 2015). Districts lagging behind in their
development need both bridging and bonding social capital, while developed areas
are more equipped with bonding social capital and do not need to add bridging social
capital (Putnam 2000). Although European cities represent typical cases of bond-
ing capital (Vidoni et al. 2009), they also cope with certain difficulties. To tackle
these difficulties, city political representatives present development plans supported
by the EU Cohesion Policy as integrated urban development plans (IUDPs). Such
plans are designed to simultaneously contribute to meeting the objectives of good
living conditions and economic development and thus increase both bridging social
capital among different city districts and bonding social capital within the city as
a whole. These plans are usually oriented towards investment in tangible assets, as
the development concerns primarily economic goals (Mascherini et al. 2011), while
social cohesion has both physical and moral dimensions.

The EuropeanUnion fosters the participation of civil society organisations regard-
ing their inclusion in local planning (Andreotti et al. 2012). This top-down approach
raises several questions: Do these plans contribute to social cohesion, and if so,
how? What is the role of local initiatives such as nonprofit organisations and civic
engagement in the design and implementation of such plans? Are these plans and
programmes sustainable? If IUDPs are successful, population size should not change
or should grow in areas with IUDPs. Still, some questions remain. If the outcomes
of such policies have impacts on these areas, are people capable of influencing these
policies? Are inhabitants the objects or the subjects of such plans? Our chapter con-
tributes to the discussion on city cohesion by answering these questions.

To that end, we present research on local actors and nonprofit organisations
(NPOs) as crucial representatives of civil society, belonging to partners in the creation
and implementation of EU integrated approaches, such as the IUDPs implemented in
the period 2007–2013. Integrated territorial investments (ITIs) and Community-led
local development (CLLD) are instruments still being implemented in the period
2014–2020; thus, we concentrate our research on the instruments that have already
been implemented.

The remainder of the chapter is organised as follows. First, we introduce con-
ceptual considerations of the contribution of nonprofit organisations to the produc-
tion of public goods, social and territorial cohesion, and the expected effects of
co-production on them. Moreover, we discuss EU instruments for urban develop-
ment. Second, we discuss the Czech experience with integrated approaches and the
partnership principle at a local level, with the analysis showing low actual social and
political participation in city development. The final section concludes.
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2.2 Contribution of Civil Society to Territorial Cohesion

In discussing the contribution of civil society and civic engagement to territorial
cohesion, we need to take into account three factors. The first factor concerns the
political system in which civil society adds to territorial cohesion. Together with
overall social trust, the political system influences civic engagement and nonprofit
organisations’ activities in policymaking (both formal and informal). This makes
civic engagement in territorial cohesion less possible in countries and places with
low social capital. The second factor relates to the question of what types of goods
and services the nonprofit organisations provide or should provide. The third factor
concerns the co-creation and co-production of public services, partnerships and civic
engagement. While the first two are more macro-level issues, the third is a local-level
issue.

2.2.1 Local Political System, Social Capital and Trust
in Nonprofit Organisations in the Czech Republic

People can articulate their engagement in public affairs not only by casting ballots in
elections but also by gathering in nonprofit organisations or personally engaging in
policymaking. These means also enable them to communicate their needs to politi-
cians between elections. Politicians should hear these voices to make policies that
are better fitted to these needs and that are thus sustainable (EC 2004). Moreover,
such bilateral communication helps increase social territorial cohesion.

Central and Eastern Europeans express scepticism towards and dissatisfaction
with democracy (18%) and its performance (62%) (Karp and Milazzo 2015). Thus,
political parties lose their positions, and bottom-up political movements benefit as
a result. Such a situation is projected not only at the parliamentary level but also
even more strongly at the local level, especially in cities. As Potluka et al. (2018,
forthcoming) point out for the Czech Republic, 43.0% of local election candidates
were from parliamentary political parties in 2010, while only 35.3% were in 2014.
Among the elected candidates in 2010 (2014), 30.4% (23.5%)were standing for a seat
on lists of parliamentary political parties in the Czech Republic. Thus, independent
candidates constitute a major part of local assemblies. The situation also differs in
rural and urban areas. In cities, especially in the capital city, party politics still play
an important role (Potluka and Perez 2018 forthcoming). This development reflects
the fact that people trust local politicians who are closer to them, know their needs
and help create better places to live.

In post-communist countries, general trust in other people is quite low. In the
Czech Republic, only approximately one-fifth of the population express that most
people can be trusted or that they cannot be too careful (ESS Round 7: European
Social Survey Round 7 Data 2014). Moreover, general distrust is echoed in disbelief
in nonprofit organisations and their capability to influence policies and be effective
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political agents (EC 2013). More than half of the Czech population (52%) perceives
thatmembership in a nonprofit organisation is an ineffectiveway to influence political
life (EC 2013).

Low financial capacity, insufficient advocacy, post-communismmistrust in organ-
isations and missing friendship networks cause this situation (Frič 2004; Howard
2011; Rose-Ackerman 2007). Moreover, the role of civil society in political life was
not established because of long-term disputes among political elites (Potůček 1999).

2.2.2 Provision of Public Goods in Cities by the Nonprofit
Sector

Peoplewant to live in an environment with good living conditions. Their expectations
lead to massive migration to cities. In Europe, the share of the urban population
compared to the total population is projected to increase from 73% in 2014, to 82% in
2050 (UN 2015, p. 50). Such amassivemigration and population living in a city exert
pressure on city infrastructure because of high population densities. This pressure
then causes the loss of social and territorial cohesion and necessitates additional
investments in infrastructure on both the city and regional levels. This raises several
questions. Who should be responsible for the production of such conditions? Is it the
responsibility of the public or private sector to build infrastructure? The literature
gives an equivocal answer to these questions of the production of collective goods.

The traditional roles of sectors in the production of collective goods in mixed
markets relate to both market and government failures (Hansmann 1980; Weisbrod
1975). Three types of market failures appear: (i) the under-provision of goods and
services, (ii) the over-exclusion of consumers and (iii) contract failure. The first type
of market failure is caused by the fact that market forces leave some segments of
demand unsatisfied due to demand heterogeneity [for example, because of demo-
graphic heterogeneity (Andreotti et al. 2012)]. In the second case, some people are
excluded from the consumption of private goods and services by others consuming
the same goods and services. The third type of market failure arises in cases of infor-
mation asymmetry where suppliers tend to exploit an information advantage (i.e.
better knowledge of the quality of delivered goods or services) that they have over
their customers.

Local governments react to these market failures by providing collective goods,
buying goods from firms and the nonprofit sector, regulating the market or providing
selective subsidies. The public sector, however, fails to satisfy some components of
demand even at the local level, as it provides goods and services according to the
majority rule and the preferences of a median voter (Ben-Ner and van Hoomissen
1992; Weisbrod 1975) as well as limited budgets. Thus, in the case of heterogeneous
preferences, unsatisfied demand is still present.

The failure of the market and the government gives rise to the existence of the
nonprofit sector (hereafter referred to as NPOs, nonprofit organisations). NPOs could
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solve under-provision and over-exclusion by collecting donations and voluntarywork
to provide services for demand in excess of mainstream preferences, providing col-
lective goods, and cross-subsidising. Market and government failures give NPOs a
chance to deliver a specificquality andquantity of goods to satisfy particular segments
of demand. This also concerns the provision of city services and includes activities
and initiatives provided by voluntary neighbourhood initiatives andmember-oriented
NPOs, and it makes room for civic engagement. Thus, the leading position on local
development policy is shifting from technocrats to individuals with appropriate capa-
bilities (Bowden and Liddle 2018), widening the partners involved, including non-
profit leaders.

2.2.3 Role of Civil Society and Civic Engagement in City
Planning and Development

The provision of local public goods and city planning differ in how the local govern-
ment allows local actors to take part. This can occur either as managed participation,
when people choose only the specified options (Su 2018), or people and civil society
may be active partners of the public sector in the co-production of collective/public
goods and services (Vamstad 2012). Being in the position of consumers, not co-
producers, people are not highly motivated to take part in the shaping of the city.
Cities become more cohesive as a territorial identity is built and people feel like they
belong to a group (Capello 2018). The similarity in interests and the solidarity within
a group make the territory socially cohesive.

Members of socially cohesive local communities take care of the place in which
they live. They are willing to participate in the design and implementation of policies
that shape their living environment. Theyhave an advantage in termsof theknowledge
of local needs,which is reflected in political demand.Thus, the coordination of private
decisions and public policies lead to the production of public goods (co-production).

However, low skills and low technical expertise limit such involvement
(Andreassen et al. 2014; Su 2018; Vamstad 2012), or conflicts of interest appear
(Lavasseur 2018). For a stronger voice, informal civic engagement transforms into
formal structures, usually into organised civil society and NPOs.

Civil societies and civic engagement play an important role in Western European
cities (Cassiers and Kesteloot 2012; Luria et al. 2015). Activating city residents to
participate in political life and the community is an important tool for encouraging
urban development projects (Paarlberg and Yoshioka 2016; Strom 2008). Even in
countries with a long tradition of participation, the process of partnership and civil
society participation in local decision-making is not easy. Although local residents
may participate in renewal projects, it is difficult for them to influence the final
decisions because of customary rigidities [for example, see the case of Norway in
Hanssen (2010)].
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Nevertheless, local leadership has the power to change the existing governance
structure, even if its efforts are hampered by internal tensions caused by the different
capacities of stakeholders (Cornforth et al. 2015; Eizaguirre et al. 2012). NPOs could
exercise an important role by including the public in processes fromwhich theywould
normally be excluded and by disseminating information to them. In this role, NPOs
could act as mediators between individuals and municipalities, as they represent a
wide spectrum of opinions and communicate them to the public sector.

In Central European countries, the participatory experience is quite different. Low
trust among stakeholders (Potluka et al. 2014, 2018, forthcoming) and low capacities
in partnership processes among NPOs (Baun and Marek 2008; Nałęcz, et al. 2015;
Potluka et al. 2017) weaken the application of participatory approaches to public
policy design and implementation.

2.2.4 Co-creation and Co-production of Public Services,
Partnership and Civic Engagement

In recent years, the active participation of people in providing collective goods and
services has received increasing attention from researchers. Among them, Brand-
sen and Pestoff (2006) distinguish three types of active participation. First, in co-
production, people produce collective goods or services. At this micro-level, people
are also consumers of these goods and services. Second, when people produce col-
lective goods and services in cooperation with local governments, the authors speak
of co-management on the meso-level. Third, when people participate in the plan-
ning of public policies and services, they identify it as co-governance. In this type
of co-creation, NPOs as associations play an important role, as this activity is at a
macro-level.

The current state of the art of research on co-creation and co-production shows a
fascinating process, but the outcome of the process is not closely explored (Voorberg
et al. 2015). The levels of participation in decision-making and in the provision of
public policies belong to the drivers of policy performance (Pestoff 2012), but at the
level of city planning, the issue is omitted. Interactions among public policy providers
and people may support the process of quality achievements (Vamstad 2012). Thus,
the already implemented IUDPs provide us with an excellent opportunity to build on
co-creation and co-production process research and explore their effects on territorial
and social cohesion.

For successful co-creation, stakeholder relationships have to be reciprocal, trans-
parent and represent joint values continuously interacted among stakeholders (Val-
laster and von Wallpach 2018). In the IUDPs, the stakeholders expect to receive
subjective value for participating (for example, reconstructed public spaces), but the
issue is whether these relationships will be sustained in the long term or if they will
exist only during the design and implementation of IUDPs.
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2.3 EU Cohesion Policy and Integrated Approaches
to Urban Development

The EU Cohesion Policy covers both the economically and socially underdevel-
oped territories (usually rural) and developed regions (usually metropolitan areas).
In regions with unfavourable conditions, the focus of regional policies is to promote
balanced regional development (social and economic cohesion) among EU regions,
whereas in developed regions, the focus is to increase their global competitiveness.
These seemingly contradictory objectives of the EU Cohesion Policy often meet in
urban areas, which can integrate both goals in their development.

Integrated approaches to urban development were supported in the programming
period 2007–2013 by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the EU
initiative JESSICA. The European Commission started to support ‘the development
of participative, integrated and sustainable strategies to tackle the high concentration
of economic, environmental and social problems affecting urban areas’ (EU 2006,
Art. 8). The idea was to integrate solutions to the diversified problems in urban
areas into one strategy based on multi-source funding and participative approaches.
Thus, the key terms in such policies are integration, participation, sustainability and
urban development. The understanding of these terms and the perception of their
interdependences differ across EU Member States (Colini and Tripodi 2010).

Significant differences among the Member States prevail in the practical imple-
mentation of integrated approaches (Colini and Tripodi 2010). In the old Member
States, these approaches were known and used in urban development before they
were mainstreamed in the EU Cohesion Policy; however, in the newMember States,
these approaches represented new tools in regional development (Škorňa 2011). The
strategies were supposed to be implemented through financial support from different
sources, and in the new Member States, in particular, the support within integrated
approaches remained based on sectoral investments (Szokolai 2012). Whereas the
old Member States focussed on interventions in deprived urban areas to achieve
internal cohesion, in the new Member States, the focus was on reducing structural
imbalances through investments in basic infrastructure (Colini and Tripodi 2010).

Aside from the complexity of integrated territorial development approaches to
address diversified challenges, the common aspect of these instruments is the strong
emphasis on the participation of different actors coming from different governmen-
tal levels and sectors. Their participation should be present during the whole policy
process, from the creation and design of priorities, their management, implemen-
tation and monitoring, to the evaluation process (EC 2014b). However, in the new
EU Member States, there is strong decision-making power located in the national
government, and non-participatory approaches prevail in the implementation of the
EU Cohesion Policy (Dąbrowski et al. 2014; Potluka et al. 2017). Thus, the stake-
holders criticise the low involvement of cities in designing particular operational
programmes in direct relation to integrated approaches when cities become partners
only at implementation phases (Colini and Tripodi 2010; Szokolai 2012).
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The experience gained through the implementation of integrated urban develop-
ment approaches was transformed into more systematic support for integrated ter-
ritorial development in the EU Cohesion Policy in the current programming period
2014–2020. Different integrated tools are promoted: ITIs and CLLD. The ITIs are
specific integrated territorial tools implemented at the local level based on mul-
tidimensional and place-specific approaches, which enable cross-cutting funding
from several priorities across operational programmes. Its expected benefits are seen
in better aggregated outcomes, multi-source funding (which secures stability), the
empowerment of subregional actors, and the release of unused potential at sub-
national levels (EC 2014c). The CLLD is a specific integrated tool based on the
LEADER approach, focussed on multi-sectoral local action units at the subregional
level (EC 2014a). Integrated approaches are typical examples of newly introduced
place-based policies when each Member State can flexibly change the scope and
scale of its implementation. Based on preliminary results, in the majority of cases,
integrated development represents amulti-sectoral, multi-partner andmulti-fund tool
that leads to institutional innovations (van der Zwet et al. 2017).

2.4 The Czech Experience with Integrated Approaches
and the Partnership Principle at the Local Level

Integrated approaches have begun to be implemented to a greater extent in the Czech
Republic since its accession to the EU. In the programming period 2007–2013,
these approaches were implemented in the form of IUDPs, which were financed
from two sources: the Integrated Operational Programme (IOP) and eight Regional
Operational programmes (ROPs). Only cities of over 50 thousand inhabitants for
the ROPs (and the city of Mladá Boleslav) or over 20 thousand for the IOP can
participate in these schemes. Altogether, 41 cities participated in IUDPs in the IOP,
with a financial allocation of over 5.4 billion CZK (207.7 million EUR), and 28
IUDPs were implemented in 23 cities in the ROPs, with a total financial allocation
of 12.7 billion CZK (488.5 million EUR) (Ministry for Regional Development of
the Czech Republic 2014). The interventions in the IUDPs focussed on three main
issues:

• improvement of the environment in problematic housing estates (usually revitali-
sation of concrete block of flats and their surroundings)—the IOP;

• improvement of deprived areas (usually usage of abandoned sites, improvement
of accessibility to public services or traffic accessibility)—ROPs;

• development of territories with high growth potential (usually revitalisation of city
centres and their surroundings)—ROPs.

Six general priorities were set for the IUDPs that should be used for the focus
of integrated strategies: economic development, social integration, the environment,
attractive cities, accessibility and mobility, and governance. All priorities aim to
improve living conditions and economic development and thus have the potential
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to increase the cohesion of cities through the development of bridging and bonding
social capital.

The IUDPs for interventions in ROPs were obligated to focus on at least three of
the six priorities to achieve the synergistic effect of the interventions. However, the
interventions from the IOPwere clearly defined to improve the quality of housing, and
the other priorities for the ‘soft’ investments were voluntary (Ministry for Regional
Development of the Czech Republic 2012). Six cities within the main deprived areas
were an exception. In these cases, socially excluded localities with significant Roma
minorities were selected for pilot testing. They had an obligation to include social
priorities for social inclusion financed from the Human Resources and Employment
Operational Programme in addition to the priorities focussed on tangible investments
for the revitalisation of public spaces and the regeneration of residential buildings.

Although the cities themselves could design the focus of priorities in the IUDPs,
these integrated strategic plans mainly focussed on the priorities that allowed the
realisation of investment projects based on the building of a basic infrastructure.
These large investment projects, such as the insulation and revitalisation of old
concrete block of flats or the construction of transport infrastructure (buying new
mass transport means or terminals and stops), are not attractive for many nonprofit
organisations to participate in. Some of the city representatives mention that setting
the priorities included in the IUDPs was not conducive to involving the public and
nonprofit organisations. Cooperation between municipalities and NPOs was closer
in priorities focussed on the integration of socially excluded Roma communities,
where the role of NPOs was to increase city cohesion more significantly.

The Ministry of Regional Development issued general guidelines for the imple-
mentation of integrated development approaches. Each participating city had to
develop an IUDP strategic document of its own to identify and justify a suitable
location for the implementation of the IUDP. The document should contain a list of
suitable projects for implementation and explain the method of involvement of other
relevant partners in the process of preparing and implementing the IUDP based on
the partnership principle.

Therewere two stages of IUDP creation and implementation. At the first stage, the
IUDPs (strategic documents) had to be prepared with an indicative list of expected
project proposals. Moreover, the cites had to submit them to the specific calls for
proposals in the IOP or ROPs, where their quality was assessed. At the second stage,
individual project proposals were submitted to standard calls for proposals and had
to successfully compete with other submitted projects. However, if they were a part
of any IUDP, they received bonus points in the assessment (10%).

The main advantage of the integrated strategies should be a complex approach to
solving problems in a certain area within the city that also promote cohesion in the
city. In combinationwith sufficient financial sources allocated to the programmes, the
strategies enabled quick implementation of many investments and non-investment
projects concentrated in one area. Thus, the IUDPs represented a great opportunity
for the development of Czech cities.

However, some representatives of Czech cities complained that this initial promis-
ing concept of cross-programme funding had practically disappeared through the
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practical implementation of the IUDP instruments and that easier and more acces-
sible funding for diverse activities from multiple sources was not being disbursed.
Based on the analysis of the IUDP documents, the funds were often used only for one
or two priority axes, and all investments were financed only by the single operational
programme.

We have found only minor differences in the application of the partnership prin-
ciple with NPOs and civil society in particular cities. The cities often used similar
channels to communicate with the general public, such as local municipal journals
or magazines, official city web pages or public discussion meetings. It was com-
mon for the cooperation to mainly focus on informing the public about already
established priorities in the IUDPs, rather than discussing the preparation of strate-
gic documents from the very beginning. The city representatives also often used
communication channels to familiarise the public with investment projects that were
already prepared.At its preparation stages, the processwas characterised as top-down
implementation rather than the bottom-up generation of ideas based on multi-actor
discussions. Thus, the partnership principle was fulfilled only formally as a necessary
condition for obtaining funds.

In many instances, however, not only do cities have to lead an intensive discussion
with the associates of the owners of residential units or housing cooperatives, which
are not only the key beneficiaries, but they also have to prepare particular project
applications for the grants.Oftentimes, they have an informal character or can take the
form of NPOs, but they are not considered representatives of NPOs or civil society as
such. However, these meetings can contribute to the increase of social capital and the
cohesion of property owners within the community because cooperation between
neighbours and communities was necessary to succeed in the implementation of
particular projects.

More space was provided to representatives of civil society and NPOs in the
Steering Committees of the IUDPs or in individual thematic working groups, which
had a greater influence on the final list of projects implemented under the IUDPs.
However, in some cases, representatives of the nonprofit sector were invited to the
working groups with some delay (not before the implementation). City represen-
tatives admit that even they did not know about the activities of some nonprofit
organisations operating in the city territory; they learned about their existence only
when discussing investment plans or individual projects.

Undoubtedly, greater involvement of NPOs (but not citizens) was realised during
the implementation of the particular projects under the IUDPs where NPOs were
one of the eligible applicants. If NPOs brought a new project proposal that fit the
priorities of approved IUDPs, it was possible to add it to the list of project proposals
supported by the IUDPs. However, their projects have to be approved by the Steer-
ing Committee. In many cases, this was ensured by submission of the projects in
partnership with the city.

Notably, in many cases, the IUDPs were one of the first approaches that required
close cooperation and communication with the wider public and other partners at the
local level, which was uncommon in all cities at that time. Just starting the process
of participating with the public and discussing further development of cities or their
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specific parts was seen by some city representatives as one of the main benefits of the
implementation of the IUDPs. Thus, the identification of partners and the initiation
of discussions among them can be considered one of the main contributions of the
IUDPs to the internal cohesion of Czech cities.

Moreover, city representatives add that cooperation between different entities is
more intense with the new integrated tools used in the current programming period
2014–2020, where the principles of integrated development transferred into new
integrated tools for the development of larger metropolitan areas are being imple-
mented. There are two tools being implemented: ITIs for metropolitan areas with
urban agglomerations of over 300 thousand inhabitants (7 territories) and Integrated
Territorial Development Plans used for other key metropolitan areas with urban
agglomerations of less than 300 thousand inhabitants (6 territories). In addition to
these regional policy tools, there are also CLLDs, designed for Local Action Units,
which have a dense network in the Czech Republic, but they only cover rural areas.
It seems that some deficiencies related to multi-source financing have been removed
and a broader focus on new integrated tools provides more room for other partners
such as NPOs and civil society to be involved. Of course, the experience gained
through the implementation of IUDPs in previous years also plays a role.

2.5 Discussion and Conclusions

The role of civic engagement and NPOs has attracted attention in recent research.
Our study attempts to shed light on the role of these factors in territorial and social
cohesion in cities. We concentrate on the implementation of the IUDPs funded by
the EU Structural and Investment Funds in the Czech Republic.

The lessons learned from the implementation of integrated approaches to urban
development in Czech cities show us that NPOs and civic engagement play an impor-
tant though indirect role in promoting better living conditions and, consequently,
social territorial cohesion. The implementation of the IUDPs was basically a techno-
cratic issue. This is evidenced by the fact that representatives of NPOs were invited
to participate in the creation and implementation of these plans but only actually
helped formally approve the investment plans already prepared. However, this does
not diminish the importance of improving public spaces and public infrastructure
provided by this EU funding and its importance for the well-being of urban dwellers.

On the one hand, the IUDPs allowed cities to gain relatively large funds for
investments that would otherwise take a very long time. Usually, the investment
projects had already been prepared (with or without the participation of the public),
and the justification of the IUDPs, including strategy and SWOT analysis, was pre-
pared according to the investment plans. The IUDPs are useful tools that provided an
approach to investment in certain parts of the cities. Maintenance of tangible results
is the responsibility of cities and their budgets; thus, there is no doubt that they are
sustainable. In the case of intangible results, they depend more on trust and social
capital in cities. Maintaining such results falls beyond the direct control of the cities,
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as it is based more or less on the voluntary activities of people at both individual and
organised levels.

On the other hand, the IUDPs were often not integrating complex investments.
The cities usually decided on one or two main investment priorities from the IOP
or the ROPs (especially reparation of concrete blocks of flats, road reconstruction,
reconstruction of parks, etc.). Combination with other programmes was the excep-
tion. The cities rarely implemented soft investment projects, even if they were also
funded. It was usually the role of NPOs to fill this gap and to contribute to social and
territorial cohesion.

Three issues are important for NPOs and civic engagement in Czech cities and
their goal of achieving social and territorial cohesion. First, low trust and social
capital make it difficult for NPOs to take an active part in political decision-making
processes. This concerns the issue of responsibility for political decisions and taking
political responsibility for those decisions, which the current political system does
not allow. A strong collaborative spirit, which is vital for place-based development
approaches, is missing (Horlings et al. 2018). Thus, people and NPOs can express
their needs, but it is up to local politicians to decide what priorities will be funded.
Second, the current rise of local movements in Czech politics indicates conflicting
interests in local governance. These conflicting interests can lead to the creation
of coalitions that exclude social actors from the process (Trudelle et al. 2015) and
diminish social and territorial cohesion processes. The dichotomous approach of
political elites to civil society (Potůček 1999) and the low acceptance of NPOs as
partners (Potluka et al. 2017) cause visible tensions.When the political representation
does not help foster territorial and social cohesion, people start politically organising
and set up their own movements, which provide them the social cohesion they need
for political action. Third, bottom-up movements increase the relevance of local
policies and slowly change the relationships in local policymaking (Bowden and
Liddle 2018), increasing the feeling of belonging to the local population.

In summary, none of the political and investment tools can build social and terri-
torial cohesion directly. It can only be done indirectly, step by step, by the long-term
building of trust and the feeling of belonging to the community and the city.Whennei-
ther private companies nor the public sector provides certain services, local NPOs can
help and start to co-create themwhile serving as a bridge between people’s needs and
the provision of local public services. In fact, social and territorial cohesion belong
among these issues, as NPOs are set up from the bottom-up. To achieve social and
territorial cohesion, partnership among all three sectors is needed.

Still, an unanswered question remains—will local bottom-up movements be
caught in the same trap as political parties and become disconnected from local
needs? The intensified political work of movements can lead to their professionali-
sation and disconnection from local communities. Although it is a very interesting
question, we leave it unanswered, as it falls beyond the scope of our current research.
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Chapter 3
Territorial Cohesion: The Economy
and Welfare of Cities

Jacek Zaucha and Tomasz Komornicki

Abstract The paper examines how cities contribute to three dimensions of territorial
cohesion: polycentricity, territorial governance and the socio-economic growth. The
focus is on the role of cities and Functional Urban Areas (FUAs) as producers of
well-being and prosperity in space. This issue is examined on the basis of the recent
economic models. However, the economic approach is filtered through the lenses
of the territorial cohesion, i.e. impact of growth on polycentricity, and territorial
governance (place-based policy design). The theoretical considerations are illustrated
by empirical findings mainly from Poland and Central Europe illustrating interplay
between growth, polycentricity and territorial governance. On that basis the authors
propose how to better integrate cities and FUAs in pursuing territorial cohesion at
regional, national, transborder and EU level. The paper provides some plausible
answers how to make use of urban economic growth for reinforcing key aspects
of territorial cohesion such as vertical and horizontal co-operation, connectivity,
urban–rural interactions and securing access to services of general economic interest.

Keywords Welfare of cities · Territorial cohesion · Polycentrism
Territorial governance · Territorial cooperation

3.1 Introduction

The chapter examines the ways in which cities and their surrounding urban regions
contribute to the goal of territorial cohesion. Its focus is the role of cities and
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for Development, Gdańsk and Sopot, Poland
e-mail: jacek.zaucha@gmail.com

T. Komornicki
Department of Spatial Organization, Institute of Geography
and Spatial Organization Polish Academy of Sciences, Warsaw, Poland
e-mail: t.komorn@twarda.pan.pl

© Springer Nature Switzerland AG 2019
E. Medeiros (ed.), Territorial Cohesion, The Urban Book Series,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-03386-6_3

39

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-030-03386-6_3&domain=pdf
mailto:jacek.zaucha@gmail.com
mailto:t.komorn@twarda.pan.pl
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-03386-6_3


40 J. Zaucha and T. Komornicki

Fig. 3.1 Key dimensions of territorial cohesion. Source Zaucha and Szlachta (2017, p. 47)

Functional Urban Areas (FUAs) as producers of well-being and prosperity in terms
of space. In this chapter, the definition of territorial cohesion is based on two
models developed by the Polish Institute of Development and Eduardo Medeiros
(Star model), respectively. Polish researchers (Zaucha and Szlachta 2017, 46–47)
identified three dimensions of territorial cohesion: policy territorialisation, territorial
utility and territorial capital (Fig. 3.1).

As a result of the breadth of the aforementioned three dimensions, this chapter
will focus only on the examination of their specific aspects in the urban con-
text. These aspects have been selected in accordance with the Medeiros (2014,
20) Star model which considers polycentrism, economic and social cohesion, co-
operation/governance and environmental sustainability as key dimensions of terri-
torial cohesion. Therefore, in this chapter, territorial utility (i.e. trade-offs between
spatial and economic goals) will be analysed through the lens of the concept of poly-
centrism, policy territorialisation (i.e. adapting policies to the specificity of territorial
units—see Doucet et al. 2014) will be interpreted as a part of the multilevel gover-
nance paradigm and the discussion on territorial capital will be limited to economic
cohesion and growth as well as the role of cities in this process.

The scope and length of this chapter do not allow for a more in-depth analysis of
the origin, essence and conceptualization of the notion of territorial cohesion. Two
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comprehensive overviews on that issue have been published recently (Medeiros 2016;
Zaucha and Szlachta 2017). Moreover, Faludi (2016) has put forward an inspiring
proposal on the future of territorial cohesion interpreted as the conceptualising and re-
conceptualising of territorial relations which constitute territories in their functional
dimension. While these considerations will stand at the background of this chapter,
the key aim here will be the close analysis of the contribution of the cities to the
territorial cohesion rather than a debate concerning its nature.

European countries provide different definitions for both urban and rural areas.
As a result, many statistical data is incomparable. Suburbanisation processes add
to the difficulty in interpreting statistical data. Many cities are losing their popula-
tion and also, at times, the economic potential located within their administrative
boundaries. Simultaneously, the Functional Urban Area (FUA) of the same urban
centres is growing. Therefore, the correct recognition of these processes is of key
importance in assessing the development potential of cities. This is the reason why
the ‘functional regions’ themselves represent one of the territorial keys defined in
the Polish Presidency Report (cf. Zaucha et al. 2014). The tools of spatial economet-
rics are also helpful in overcoming the interpretation bias (Ciołek 2017; Ciolek and
Brodzicki 2015, 2016, 2017b).

3.2 Cities as Engines of Growth
and Prosperity—Territorial Capital

It is a statistical fact that the lion’s share of the world GDP is produced in urban areas.
According to the World Bank, 80% of the global GDP is generated in cities, lead-
ing to the conclusion that urbanisation can contribute to growth (see also Yusuf and
Leipziger 2014). This issue has been studied empirically in many research projects
and the general conclusion is that growth and prosperity go hand in hand with spatial
concentration of production (World Bank 2009). Developed economies have experi-
enced this correlation during the period of their industrialization, while nowadays it
is obvious in emerging markets like China. For instance, Duranton (2014) estimated
that 1% point of urbanisation is associated with an approximately 5%-point increase
of the GDP per capita, and that 60% of the variance of the prosperity level across
countries could be explained by this single variable. Du (2017) has confirmed the
causal relationship between land urbanisation quality and economic growth in China.
According to Mukhopadhyay (2018), the per capita net value added in India’s urban
areas in 2011–2012 was 2.5 times higher than in the rural ones.

Certainly, detailed analysis reveals more complex and non-uniform trends. The
Glaeser’s (2013, 7) estimates of the slope of coefficient for the log of GDP per capita
regressed on urbanisation aremuch lower for developing countries than for the rest of
the world. Arouri et al. (2014) revealed an inverted U-shape relationship between the
urban population share and the per capita GDP in Africa with the threshold value of
urbanisation at approximately 73%. After exceeding this point, higher urbanisation
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goes hand in handwith the decrease of the GDP per capita. This observation confirms
Henderson’s (2003) well-known findings. Similarly, Brülhart and Sbergami (2009)
estimated that agglomeration enhances GDP growth only up to a certain level of
prosperity roughly equalling USD 10,000 of GDP per capita.

Arouri et al. (2014, 14) have also pinpointed an important role of human capital as
a mediating variable between growth and urbanisation. They concluded that ‘a good
level of human development benefits the growth effect of urbanization, while a weak
human capital development amplifies negative effects of urbanization’: Mukhopad-
hyay (2018) underlines that during the rapid GDP growth (above 8% per annum)
period in India (May 2004 to December 2011), the rate of urbanisation increased
marginally by 1.2% point. Urbanisation also results in some undesirable phenom-
ena negatively affecting growth (this explains the aforementioned U-shape relation-
ship between GDP growth and urbanisation). For instance, Colenbrander (2016) has
pointed out that one in seven people in the world lives in poverty in urban areas and
that such a situation substantially reduces the ability of cities to deliver growth. The
author calls for poverty reduction, necessary in allowing cities to achieve their full
growth potential in the long run.

Moreover, the relationship between urbanisation and growth plays differently for
various types of cities. According to the World Bank (2015), competitive cities drive
a disproportionate job growth and increased income and productivity. According to
World Bank’s estimates, only 72% of cities outperformed their countries in terms of
GDP growth and can be classified as competitive ones. Mills and McDonald (2017,
xiii) have noticed a large variation in terms of economic performance among US
metropolitan areas. Mukhopadhyay (2018) highlights the in situ pattern of urbanisa-
tion in India and draws attention to the fact that smaller cities attract roughly 40% of
migrants and are important growth engines in this country. In Poland, the situation
is different. According to the World Bank (2017), growth is concentrated in large
urban regions, whereas regions without such growth engines suffer from a relative
economic slowdown.

Regardless of these differences, it is obvious that cities with their surroundings
(urban areas) and networking between socio-economic agents located there play a
pivotal role for growth and prosperity. The city-induced processes either enhance or
slow down the performance of economic agents. Therefore, cities themselves belong
to the so-called territorial capital, i.e. an unmovable or territorially bound spatial asset
that cannot be easily replicated elsewhere. As pointed out by Markowski (2017, 70)
‘territorial capital is inseparably related with the urban system’. Cities and urban
regions were considered dimensions of territorial capital in Poland (Komornicki and
Ciołek 2017) although, bearing in mind the original operationalisation of this notion
by Camagni (2008), one should rather see urban areas as a spatial frame for the
interplay between various elements of the territorial capital such as numerous types
of externalities, relational capital, human capital, collective goods, public goods and
many others.

According to mainstream economics, cities offer agglomeration economies, i.e.
specific externalities stemming from the clustering of economic activities in the same
place. This observation is usually attributed to Alfred Marshall (1879, 1890) who
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first described the mechanism of enhanced productivity as a result of clustering pro-
cesses. This phenomenon is broadly described in the relevant literature (e.g. Ellison
et al. 2010; Zaucha 2007) and does not require further discussion in this chapter.
New economic geography (NEG) has extended this understanding of the cities’ eco-
nomic role by describing them as an outcome of the interplay between centripetal
and centrifugal economic forces. The first one can be attributed to economies of
agglomeration in the situation of monopolistic competition and the clear preference
for variety among consumers. The second one is mainly caused by distance, i.e. the
costs of serving markets outside the given urban region.

With diminished costs of trade and exchange (in terms of transport but also cultural
barriers), economies of agglomeration prevail and the spatial pattern of production
tends to be more concentrated. Usually, larger cities gain and smaller cities located
outside the shadow of large cities and rural areas lose in terms of economic activities
and, consequently, also population. This trend can be hypothetically reversed when
the trade costs will become close to null and when territorial capital located outside
the urban areas (e.g. living in a surrounding area close to nature) can outweigh the
agglomeration benefits and can induce a reallocation of economic activities or people
outside the urban areas since some employees can work from the distance (Zaucha
et al. 2014, 249). The contemporary NEG models (new–new economic geography)
assume some heterogeneity, not only of tastes but also of companies according to
the Melitz-type model of monopolistic competition. Such heterogeneity acts as an
additional centrifugal force (Ottaviano 2010).

According to Baldwin and Okubo (2009), only the most productive companies
cluster in large urban regions whereas the less productive ones move to the periphery.
Adjusting for differences in the capitals, Forslid and Okubo (2010) have provided
evidence that clustering in urban regions concerns companies with high capital inten-
sity and high productivity as well as enterprises with low capital intensity and capital
productivity. More in-depth analyses of the spatial effects of economic activities in
line with the NEG models are available in the relevant literature (see, for instance,
Brodzicki 2018) and can be interpreted as evidence for the important economic role
of cities and urban areas at a macro, mezzo and even micro-economic level.

Cities/urban regions gather a high concentration of human and physical capital,
whilst providing the home market effect, and facilitating knowledge production.
According to recent analysis, the spillovers from the ‘urban economic hills’ are
spatially limited and extend to 175–200 km in the case of total factor productivity
(Ciołek Brodzicki 2017a), 300 km in terms of knowledge (Bottazzi and Peri 2003),
and 250–500 km for technology diffusion (Moreno et al. 2005). As a result of the
above, cities/urban regions shape patterns of spatial development.

NEG attaches great importance to distance as a pivotal force in shaping spatial
development. The development opportunities of cities are conditioned, among other
factors, by their location in the pattern of other urban units, in particular other large
urban centres. The measure that reveals this position is the potential accessibility
index which also takes into account the city’s size (either population or GDP), dis-
tance from other centres (time or cost) and the assumed distance-decay function.
Such accessibility can enrich an analysis that is based on the traditional indicators
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of socio-economic development (cf. Spiekermann et al. 2013; Rosik et al. 2015). In
short-term analyses, however, it is difficult to indicate the existence of dependence
between accessibility and growth.

The role of accessibility as a factor in economic growth is often questioned. At the
same time, studies corroborating this particular proposition are frequently conducted
in countries characterised by a dense road and/or rail network. Numerous other stud-
ies point out that, while the development of infrastructure is not a sufficient condition
for economic development, it is undoubtedly a necessary precondition for activating
the growth processes. When perceived from a macroeconomic global perspective,
the impact of infrastructure development on the economy of bigger cities is of an
undisputed importance (Komornicki 2013). The few investigations concerning the
problem that were carried out in the context of Central-Eastern Europe include the
report byCieślik andRokicki (2013)which refers to the layout of the Polish provinces
and metropolitan areas. These authors demonstrate that there exists a statistical inter-
dependence between the development of the metropolises (their economic potential)
and the state of road development and accessibility. Such correlation is also confirmed
by the research done within the GRINCOH project (Komornicki et al. 2014).

However, such a conceptualization of the role of cities and urban regions in the
territorial capital context as proposed by NEG (focusing on distance and economies
of agglomeration) seems insufficient. It is equally important to consider a number
of ideas pertaining to heterodox economics in particular institutions (Zaucha 2014).
Cities host important economic institutions and themselves represent specific territo-
rial institutions—as such, they sustain an idea covered by the concept of local milieu.
Despite the frequently quoted proposal by North (1990, 3) who defined institutions
as ‘the rules of the game in a society or, more formally’, as ‘the humanly devised
constraints that shape human interaction’, institutions lack a uniformly accepted def-
inition in literature. However, a broad consensus exists that they comprise both hard
and soft types of institutions. The first type can be characterised by phenomena like
‘constitutions, laws, charters, bylaws and regulations, as well as elements such as
the rule of law and property rights and contract and competition’ (Rodríguez-Pose
2013, 10). Soft or informal institutions cover ‘norms, traditions and social conven-
tions, interpersonal contacts, relationships, and informal networks’ (Rodríguez-Pose
2013, 10) and create a core of social capital as well as contribute to trust building.

Some scholars (e.g. Staniek 2007) also consider organisations as components of
an institutional tissue which includes local or regional governments. Institutions cre-
ate a frame of economic governance described by Dixit (2009, 5) as ‘the structure
and functioning of the legal and social institutions which supports economic activity
and economic transactions by protecting property rights, enforcing contracts, and
taking collective action to provide a physical and organizational infrastructure’. The
recent research by Rodríguez-Pose and Ketterer (2016) has evidenced that the lack of
improvement in the quality of institutions limits growth, particularly in low-growth
regions. Resultantly, the 7th Cohesion report (EC 2017, 136) puts forward the opin-
ion that the ‘quality of government matters for social and economic development
across the EU and that it is an important determinant of regional growth’. The same
report also includes the following strong conviction: ‘improvements in the quality
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of institutions appear to have been among the most consistent factors underlying
economic growth and resilience across the EU’ (EC 2017, 141).

The institutional performance of cities and urban regions, understood as a nexus
of various social and administrative interactions, is therefore of key importance for
regional and national growth and prosperity. Cities and urban regions are distin-
guished from other types of territories by the intensity of such networks, relations
and negotiation patterns. They can both boost development as factories of social
innovations, local and regional leadership, trust and policy transparency or they can
lower stimuli in the case of the malfunctioning of cities and urban regions. However,
when compared to pure economic interactions, the institutional aspects present in
cities and urban regions add an important governance dimension, i.e. ability to learn
from previous failures, predict the future and even influence the future course of
actions and be prepared to cope with future problems. Cities and/or urban regions
might create, therefore, a so-called adaptive capacity which is a key mechanism
in securing evolutionary resilience understood as the ‘ability of complex socioeco-
logical systems to change, adapt, or transform in response to stresses and strains’
(Davoudi et al. 2016, 713).

3.3 The Case of Polish Cities as Growth Engines

In Poland’s case, the distinction between urban and rural areas has deep historical
roots and is formally made on the basis of administrative criteria. Definite adminis-
trative units (municipalities) are granted ‘urban rights’ by a motion from the Council
of Ministers. There are, formally, 1571 rural and 602 urban–rural municipalities in
Poland. Altogether, the formally rural areas encompass 93%of the country’s area and
are inhabited by approximately 39% of the total population (as of 2015; Komornicki
2016). According to data from the GUS, the urbanisation index has ceased to go up
since 1998 (Bański 2008), a fact which is sometimes interpreted as a halting of the
rural–urban migrations. This interpretation is incorrect. Since the beginning of the
1990s, the population of the biggest cities has been decreasing while the population
of the surrounding rural areas has been growing (Komornicki 2016). As pointed out
by Markowski (2017, 70), based on official data, the share of inhabitants residing in
cities amounts to 61%, whereas the actual share of residents of the urbanised areas
reaches 80% in Poland.

Therefore, in order to correctly assess the potential of larger centres, it is very
important to properly delimit functional areas, especially metropolitan areas. In
Poland, delimitations were initially carried out based on a set of supralocal fea-
tures (e.g. delimitation by Smętkowski et al. 2008). However, this was not an optimal
approach. A delimitation of areas based on practical functions, in particular commut-
ing to work (Śleszyński 2013) and to services of general economic interest, should
be considered a more adequate and promising solution.

Śleszyński (2013) defines the FUA as a spatially cohesive zone of the city’s
impact. The result of the delimitation in FUA of Polish regional capitals (18 largest
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Fig. 3.2 Structure of the residents of the Functional Urban Areas of Polish regional capitals by
share of inhabitants in the core and the external areas. Source Komornicki and Czapiewski (2016)

cities) is a list of 299 communes covered by those FUAs, including 33 core ones and
266 located in external zones. They occupy a total area of 32.6 thousand km2 (of
which core municipalities are 4.7 thousand km2) and provide homes for 14.1 million
inhabitants (9.6 million). The share of core and external areas in the FUA of regional
capitals is very different (Fig. 3.2, Komornicki and Czapiewski 2016) as it depends
on the progress of suburbanisation but also on several features of the local settlement
structure (e.g. it also covers densely populated rural areaswith strongmultidirectional
commuting as in the Polish Podkarpackie region).

The role of the metropolis has been growing throughout Poland’s transformation
period. This growth is connected to deindustrialization and the parallel development
of the service sector concentrated in the largest polyfunctional cities. The polycentric
character of the settlement networkmanifests itself primarily in the distribution of the
population. With regard to the share of the largest cities in the production of GDP,
the level of concentration is significantly higher. The European studies (ESPON
2004) indicate the existence of eight metropolises in Poland (MEGAs), including
one MEGA of category 3 (Warsaw) and seven MEGAs of category 4, i.e. emerg-
ing (Gdańsk/Tri-city, Poznań, Wrocław, Szczecin, Katowice, Łódź, Kraków). While
these cities and their FUAs offer shelter for about 36% of the population of Poland,
they produce nearly 50% of GDP. In both cases, the concentration tends to increase,
but in the case of the GDP, the increase is clearly faster. In the years 2000–2015, the
share of eightMEGAs in generatingGDP increased by 2.5% points. This value, how-
ever, is the result of the very different situations of individualmetropolises (Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1 The population and GDP of the Polish MEGAs* in 2000 and 2015 in absolute and
relative terms

MEGAs Population GDP

2000 2015 2000 2015

Number % Number % mln PLN % mln PLN %

Łódź 1,171,934 3.1 1,086,993 2.8 23,482 3.1 56,526 3.1

Warszawa 3,095,420 8.1 2,987,482 7.8 119,743 16.0 305,815 17.0

Kraków 1,402,529 3.7 1,476,837 3.8 30,496 4.1 83,102 4.6

Katowice 3,572,484 9.3 3,384,669 8.8 75,723 10.1 169,167 9.4

Poznań 1,095,000 2.9 1,176,355 3.1 34,022 4.6 86,283 4.8

Szczecin 944,809 2.5 918,159 2.4 20,523 2.7 41,697 2.3

Wrocław 1,162,154 3.0 1,217,562 3.2 26,170 3.5 76,456 4.2

Gdańsk 1,215,873 3.2 1,313,918 3.4 27,599 3.7 69,120 3.8

Total 13,660,203 35.7 13,561,975 35.3 357,758 47.9 888,166 49.4

POLAND 38,253,955 100.0 38,437,239 100.0 747,032 100.0 1,799,392 100.0

‘Big Five’ 7,970,976 20.8 8,172,154 21.3 238,030 31.9 620,776 34.5

* The eight PolishMEGAs as defined in the ESPON 1.1.1 project were adopted. The NUTS3 units corresponding
to their cores and the adjacent areas (suburban area) were included

The five Polish metropolises (‘Big Fives’ the ‘Big Five’) account for a huge
part of the dynamics of the Polish GDP: Warsaw, Poznań, Wrocław, Kraków and
Gdańsk/Tri-city. In this group’s case, the increase in the economic role reaches 2.5%
points, withWarsaw demonstrating the highest dynamics (increase by 1% point) and
Wrocław following close behind (0.7% points). The other MEGAs (Katowice, Łódź
and Szczecin) are losing their leading positions in the Polish economy as a result
of the collapse of a number of industries and migration outflow (Komornicki and
Czapiewski 2016).

The analyses presented prove that achieving the critical mass of development
depends on a number of factors. The number of people within an individual city is
an imperfect and often misleading indicator. Therefore, for the sake of correct policy
programming, it is necessary to include entire functional areas and a parallel assess-
ment of the economic potential of a given FUA is fundamentally important. The
position of the centre in the city network, determining the actual polycentrism of the
system (see below) is also of great importance. Shortening the time distance to other
centres and to the immediate hinterland may temporarily reduce the effects of certain
cities’ depopulation. In the accessibility research carried out for the exigencies of the
Polish Ministry of Development (Komornicki et al. 2014), a conclusion was reached
regarding the existence of a periodic compensation of the actual population loss by
an improved access to regional labour markets. Such compensation is possible in
the period of rapid infrastructure development, which, for example, took place in
the Lodz region. The number of people living within the 60-min isochrone from
the city centre has not decreased, despite the outflow of inhabitants. After complet-
ing the basic network of transport links, the dynamics of accessibility improvement
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decelerates and can no longer balance the natural and migration losses. This occur-
rence confirms that while transport is important at specific stages of urban develop-
ment, it cannot be the only basis for the enhancement of the urban areas’ performance.

3.4 The Urban Governance Dimension—Policy
Territorialisation as a Result of the Existence of Cities
and Urban Areas

In the previous section, cities and urban regions were presented as growth engines.
They contribute to national, regional and local prosperity. The institutional aspects
underline the importance of urban government in the fulfilment of this role. In gen-
eral, cities can be treated as vehicles of policy territorialisation. Due to different
allotments of development assets (including territorial capital) and due to the differ-
ent institutional setups of the urban centres and their FUAs, the existence of cities
undermines the efficiency of uniform policy solutions. This is true even for tradi-
tionally spatially uniform macroeconomic policies. For instance, Nijkamp puts forth
arguments for the territorialisation of monetary policy (Nijkamp 2010, 17–18).

According to the OECD (1997, 143), policy territorialisation can be linked to
the coordination of local actions by the administrative and functional levels. Zaucha
et al. (2014, 249) describe the territorialisation of policy as introducing the territorial
dimension into this kind of governance. ‘In practice, this may mean that the policy is
conducted in such a way as to take into account the territorial context (i.e. different
objectives and different tools to achieve them for various territorial units or areas)
and/or including territorial capital. Policy based on the principle of an integrated
territorial approach (i.e. territorially sensitive policy) emphasises the endogenous
potential, both as existing potential and as potential that could be achieved by the
territory, and adapts the intervention to the spatial (or territorial) context of local or
regional specifics’ (Szlachta et al. 2017, 51).

A multilevel territorial governance seems to be one of the key vehicles of policy
territorialisation from an urban perspective. According to the Tango ESPON (2013,
11) project, territorial governance refers to the formulation and implementation of
public policies programmes and projects for the development of a place/territory
by (i) coordinating actions of actors and institutions, (ii) integrating policy sectors,
(iii) mobilising stakeholder participation, (iv) being adaptive to changing contexts
and (v) realising place-based/territorial specificities and impacts. In short, such a
governance focuses on territorial assets, integrative solutions and the creation of
adaptive capacity for a given place.

In terms of governance, a key challenge lies in the limits of the welfare function
of cities and urban regions. The local or regional government and local and regional
networks usually put forward and prioritise the welfare or quality of life of local
and regional population, whereas they attach much less attention to the fact that the
performance of cities and urban regions is decisive for the welfare and quality of
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life at a national and even a supranational level. A problem exists in coping with the
positive and negative externalities of city functioning in relation to their surrounding
areas. Basically, there are two mechanisms of multilevel governance:

(a) Horizontal multilevel territorial governance between cities and other settlement
centres in the adjacent areas;

(b) Vertical multilevel territorial governance encompassing districts, cities, regions
and national level of policymaking.

Another complication comes from the fact that cities can be interpreted as fixed
territorial units but also as territorial functional nexus constituted by various relations
and interdependencies created or run or empowered by socio-economic entities that
are somehow attached (in symbolic, cultural, economic or other terms) to a given
city (or to cities as such). Faludi (2015) argues that there are plenty of no-man’s
lands with no clearly assigned formal governmental responsibilities. For a no-man’s
land—and this is typical case for FUAs—co-operation and voluntary coordination
are among the most reasonable and effective governance mechanisms.

In terms of multilevel vertical governance, one of the biggest dilemmas regards
the ways in which to utilise cities and urban regions as growth engines while avoiding
an egoistic, rent-seeking behaviour and development at the expense of national or
EU goals and values. As pointed out by Zaucha (2011) who reviewed the literature
concerning this specific topic, ‘municipal authorities are interestedmainly in assuring
high living standards for the citizens—their voters. Therefore, they often disregard the
role of their cities in the development of larger territorial units’. Barca’s (2009) place-
based approach has provided one of the plausible answers regarding its mitigation
in practice (see also Zaucha et al. 2013, 2017) since it requires a territorial dialogue.
However, territorially blind approach has attracted the attention of the decision-
makers in recent years at the most.

One can observe in Europe an inflexible inclination of policy concentration in
terms of deciding on EU structural and investment funds. Poland remains among the
few EU countries with a relatively high level of a decentralisation of command over
these funds (up to regional level). In addition, the EU Urban Agenda has failed to
strengthen place-based policy paradigms in the urban context. It concentratesmore on
solving structural city problems rather than try to encourage a more active participa-
tion of cities and urban regions in the creation and execution of national development
policies. The same is true for its predecessor, the Leipzig Charter (Zaucha 2011).

Rent-seeking is also a key challenge for multilevel horizontal governance as this
behaviour creates negative externalities. Thus, as a counterbalance, the enhancement
of synergies (positive externalities) is equally important. Markowski (2017) asso-
ciates such positive externalities with the production of club goods and the dimin-
ishing of transaction costs. He provides an extensive discussion on the nature of
externalities associated with urban centres. The Integrated Territorial Investment
concept can be considered an attempt to address the dilemma of conscious territorial
governance over externalities (with regard to cities and their surroundings). However,
in practice, in many countries, it was used mainly as a vehicle for improving access
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to the EU funds rather than as a platform for enhancing a coordinated development
within the urban regions.

Since, inmany cases, a horizontal territorial governance has a voluntary character,
a key prerequisite is the proper identification of interdependencies between cities and
surrounding regions. This identification aids in determining who should be involved
and for which type of policies. Here, the concept of FUA plays an important role. The
majority of FUAs are constituted by functional relations, whereas the more formal
governance is not adjusted to their territorial size and scope. Voluntary governance
has some advantages and disadvantages. Its largest problem is that it is effective only
with issues offering positive payoffs to all parties.

In general, multilevel governance and policy territorialisation play important roles
in the ability of cities and urban regions to provide well-being and prosperity. The
reason for their positive results is an efficient implementation of place-based policies
that address local development assets and the creation of adaptive capacity at a local
level (which is a key precondition for the proper functioning of a place-based policy
paradigm). This kind of governance improves long-term development as well as
economic and social resilience.

A multilevel governance (cooperation of cities) also creates a network-type of
economies of agglomeration which are important for the development of medium-
sized cities (Barca 2009, 18). It also enhances positive externalities and mitigates
negative ones. All these factors increase the territorial competiveness, facilitate the
functioning of the business sector and improve the quality of the citizens’ lives. As
pointed out by Markowski (2017: 71–72), ‘In conditions of contemporary economy
(i.e. a rapid decrease in internal competitive advantages of companies—achieved as
a result of technical and organisational progress/…/) maintaining lasting competitive
advantage of companies and territories is to an increasing extent determined by the
quality of surroundings and regional (local) externalities cumulated in them’.

Multilevel governance requires proper territorial knowledge and territorial dia-
logue. The biggest risk lies in the lack of such knowledge, the inability to share the
existing knowledge, limited know-how on the assessment of the territorial impacts
of various policies, shallow and artificial territorial dialogue (Zaucha et al. 2017)
as well as an aggressive influence of vested interests and politics on the dialogue
(Markowski 2018). The possible solution can be an ‘identification and incorpora-
tion of negative externalities into the social (electoral) system of values’ but this is
considered a long process requiring great mental shifts and conscious educational
efforts (Markowski 2013, 62).

3.5 The Case of Polish Cities and Policy Territorialisation

Despite obvious centralisation attempts, Poland remains one of the pioneers in policy
territorialisation. The territorialisation elements of development policy are included
in the National Spatial Development Concept 2030. The existence of various forms
of functional areas, including metropolitan areas and other urban functional areas,
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is foreseen there. In addition, urban areas constitute a significant part of functional
areas identified by their structural problems (e.g. loss of industrial functions due to
systemic transformation). In principle, a different policy and different intervention
tools were to be addressed for particular types of territories.

In practice, functional areas have proven difficult to be delimited, so equipping
them with territorially conscious policies is even more difficult. The aforementioned
political changes towards centralization are not conducive to the empowerment of
local units (including urban functional areas) as implementers of development policy.
In spite of all these problems, the local dimension of social and economic problems is
still noticed. The works carried out for the purposes of the newResponsible Develop-
ment Strategy included the proposition (by Śleszyński et al. 2017a, b) of separately
identifying areas of strategic state intervention (requiring support) and separately per-
forming the function of growth poles (details of the separation—Bańskiet al. 2018;
Komornicki et al. 2017). In the Strategy, 46 sub-areas threatened by marginalisation
were identified in detail. The basis for the classification of territorial units in this cate-
gory was their social and economic situation. In particular, the functional boundaries
and location with respect to local and subregional cities—development centres—de-
termined the boundaries of individual sub-areas. The adopted proposals assign a
special role to a number of smaller cities that gather jobs and services of public ben-
efit. Their share in the gross domestic product is usually small yet, at the same time,
they are crucial for maintaining the standard of living in peripheral areas. According
to the Strategy’s principles, the horizontal cooperation of spatial functional units is
a condition for obtaining external financial assistance (development aid).

There are also several practical examples related to policy territorialisation in the
intraregional development policy in Poland both at a horizontal and a vertical level.
The research conducted by the Institute for Development revealed more than twenty-
five innovations related tomultilevel governance and policy territorialisation (Zaucha
et al. 2017, 219). For instance, in the Pomorskie Region, regional policy is partially
implemented through integrated territorial agreements which are applied towards
FUAs in this region. Those agreements are signed by the regional administration and a
representation of various entities fromagivenFUA (local administration, educational
sector, NGOs business sector) in order to secure finances and the implementation of
an integrated development package encompassing various actions, including public
investments. Those actions are then executed by various bodies participating in the
agreement following the agreed upon commitments (Mikolajczyk 2015).

In the Zachodniopomorskie region, similar contracts are conducted with consortia
of municipalities. Local representatives must form a partnership (with a minimum
of three local governments plus the broad participation of non-public and public
partners). The partnership should aim at solving a specific problem or stimulating
development. The partnership should produce a diagnosis of the area covered by the
agreement and prepare a strategy resulting in necessary investments. The advantage
is that those investments will receive a privileged treatment (they can be financed
outside call for proposals) under EU funds managed at a regional level. An additional
incentive comes from the fact that the potential partnership consortia are aware that
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while only a limited number of contracts will be signed, they have unlimited freedom
to form partnerships (Zaucha et al. 2017, 219).

In the Warminsko-Mazurskie region, the regional government has developed a
way of encouraging the participation of local governments and other bodies from the
region in international initiatives beneficial for the regional development. The main
vehicle is information sharing. An example can be TheCittaslow initiative1 aiming at
improving the quality of life in towns by slowing down its overall development pace,
especially in a city’s use of spaces and the flow of traffic through them. This decel-
eration will make cities more attractive for citizens and in-migrants. The regional
government urged the urban administration to learn about the concept and analyse
its potential effects for a given city or town. The financial support was offered to
the towns and cities that voluntarily joined the movement (considering it beneficial
for their development) only when international cooperation started producing visible
effects. This condition was necessary in order to avoid the absorption bias as a reason
for cities to join the initiative (Zaucha et al. 2017, 219).

In theMałopolskie region, themunicipalities and counties were asked to voluntar-
ily form planning and programming subregions. For such subregions, advisory and
consultative bodies were established (subregional fora) to programme development
policies and monitor territorial development, including the allocation of EU funds
managed at a regional level. Subregional fora are composed of representatives of local
governments (50%of participants) and social partners such as scientific communities,
representatives of economy and civil society (non-governmental organisations), as
well as public services such as Police, Fire Brigades and national parks headquarters.

Another useful example is the concept of the Regional Territorial Investment
(RTI) employed in Poland. RTI is based on the ITI mechanism. Its uniqueness lies in
its voluntary and bottom-up nature. Several Polish regions have decided to use such
an instrument which allows for a supportive cooperation between local government
units, not only in the largestmetropolises but also in the FUAof subregional cities and
towns. The RTI is a new territorial approach instrument in the regional development.
It aims to inspire local governments to jointly implement a series of investments,
creating a functionally coherent project.

The planned operations are implemented by either local governments or part-
nerships formed to tackle common challenges with the main requirement being the
enactment of a collaborative vision of development. RTI projects are intended to be
integrated into bundles so as jointly solve a development problem of a subregion.
The ‘Integrated Multifunction Passenger Exchange Node in Siedlce’ can be consid-
ered a successful example of an RTI in the Mazowieckie Voivodeship. The project
includes the expansion of the telecommunications infrastructure in the vicinity of
the existing railway station in Siedlce, the construction of a bus interchange centre,
the modernization of the telecommunications system in the adjacent districts and the
establishment of the transfer centre. The highly positive evaluation of the project was
based, among others factors, on the good level of cooperation between the partner
cities and on the strong relationship between the project design and the strategic
planning documents.
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3.6 Territorial Utility with Focus on the Polycentricity
Concept

It seems that the function of territorial utilitywas initially proposed byMogiła (2015).
However, similar ideas have also been recently discussed by other scholars (e.g.
Nijkamp 2018) regarding a form of production function for city love. According to
Mogiła (2017, 81), people derive utility from various sources including both con-
sumption (access to jobs and other forms of income) and public goods provided in
their area of residence and its spatial assets (i.e. spatial order, or the beauty of the
landscape). Some of those assets are attached to the place of residence (e.g. spatial
order) whereas some others can be reached by means of travelling (e.g. high-quality
natural areas). Therefore, proximity of other ‘attractive places’ might also influence
the territorial utility of neighbouring areas. Evident spillovers can be found in this
case. Territorial utility, i.e. utility related to being a resident of a given place, can be
revealed only indirectly (e.g. by examining individual location decisions of various
social groups in various stages of their life cycle). However, territorial utility as such
is a combination of market outcomes, which can be measured through consump-
tion volume, and non-market decisions taken by public choice as it relates to the
provision of public goods including maintenance of territorial assets such as spatial
order, social capital or natural beauty. Consequently, a desirable level of territorial
utility can be determined in the course of achieving social consensus, reflected then
(or operationalised) in the policy of the public authorities. According to Mogiła’s
(2017, 81), public authorities should conventionally strive towards the maximisation
of regional product (regional GDP) but at a given level of socially agreed territorial
utility.

Mogiła’s concept integrates three dimensions of the territorial cohesion outlined
in Fig. 3.1. It takes into consideration territorial capital as a part of the regional pro-
duction function, through which it supports the need for policy territorialisation, but
it simultaneously refers to the importance of policy decisions in neighbouring areas
(multilevel governance), and it finally integrates economic and territorial objectives
within one utility function.

Although Mogiła does not directly associate this concept with cities, in his illus-
trative examples, cities do play a pivotal role. Using rigorous econometric models,
Mogiła compares economic outcomes (in terms of GDP growth) of various types
of public decisions related to the polycentricity level of the Dolnośląskie region in
Poland.

Polycentricity, as a normative concept, is highlighted in key spatial-related doc-
uments produced within the European Union (ESDP, Territorial Agenda 2007 and
2011). The idea was initially created to counterbalance the dominance of the eco-
nomic core of the European Union (the so-called Pentagon) and the largest cities
located there (Kunzmann and Wegener 1991). This is also how it was understood
in the first analysis of ESPON (ESPON 1.1.1 Final Report). Over time, the concept
was also applied to smaller spatial units, including the ESPON 1.4.3 project, where
its size was calculated for NUTS2 units. Polycentricity at lower geographical levels
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may sometimes raise doubts due to the lack of the possibility of creating new centres,
as well as the threat of excessive fragmentation of development policy.

As underlined by Medeiros (2016, drawing on ESPON 2004), polycentricity has
both morphological aspects, such as number of cities, connectivity, distribution and
hierarchy and functional ones, such as flows, networks, cooperation, and functional
complementarity. According to the definitions adopted by the ESPON 1.1.1 project
(ESPON 1.1.1 Final Report 2003), there are three criteria for size (lack of dominance
of one or several centres in terms of population orGDP), location (even distribution of
the largest cities in the geographical space) and connectivity (existence of functional
connections between most cities rather than only between one city and others). The
fulfilment of these criteria must, however, be assessed by taking into account the size
of the units under examination.

In the European scale (original ESPON study), countries such as Hungary are
obviously less polycentric thanGermany or Poland. The situation looks a bit different
at the regional level. In the latter case, subnational indicators of polycentricity cannot
be compared to those calculated for individual countries. Most often, the smaller the
size of the region, the more monocentric it is. In general, polycentricity implies the
strengthening of various types of cities/towns and their urban regions, the functioning
of urban networks and the functional relations within functional areas (Zaucha and
Szlachta 2017, 25). Mogiła’s model covers both aspects.

The outcome of Mogiła’s modelling that is relevant to policy is the estimation of
the losses inGDP level (in comparison to non-polycentric patterns) that are necessary
inmaintaining various levels of polycentricity as an important territorial objective and
the source of territorial utility. For instance, according to the Mogiła’s Scenario No.
2, strengthening the attractiveness and agglomeration effects of the city of Wroclaw
(regional capital and the largest city in the region) at the expense of other subregions
around medium-sized cities would result in the increase of regional GDP by 8.1% in
relation to the actualGDPof the year duringwhich the calculationwas performed (i.e.
the GDP achieved under the actual polycentric pattern of the region). A substantial
increase of resources (by 160%) in medium-size cities of the region and only by
5% in Wroclaw would increase this value to 9.9%, whereas modest concentration
in the secondary cities and in Wroclaw (by 10 and 5%, respectively) would lower
it to 4.2%. These figures illustrate the economic outcomes of various public choice
decisions related to the regional polycentricity level. The actual choice belongs to
the regional society represented by elected members of the regional assembly and
their preferences for non-economic outcomes.

This dimension of territorial cohesion shows the new role of cities and urban
regions. Its essence is in the creation of territorial utility for their citizens. This
process encompasses the internal decisions of the cities with regard to their spatial
objectives and the provision of public goods (such as spatial order, public transport,
beauty of urban landscapes, local identity, social capital) and their role in supralocal
networks that make decisions on necessary trade-offs between economic and spatial
objectives. At first glance, this dimensionmay seem to be in conflict with the function
of cities and urban areas as engines of growth. Yet, this is a superficial impression.
Rather, one should see both as complementing one another, since economic growth
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and development should no longer be considered as the ultimate, overarching goal
of all human actions regardless of its social, territorial and environmental outcome.
The sources of human satisfaction and happiness are much broader.

3.7 The Case of Poland’s Polycentricity

Poland belongs to the category of polycentric countries. The urban system is dom-
inated by Warsaw but several other large cities, such as the Tri-city metropolis
(Gdańsk-Gdynia-Sopot), Wroclaw, Poznań and Cracow, have demonstrated an out-
standing performance in recent years. The spatial development of Poland is based on
the desire to maintain this performance. Its policy is based on the notion of the Net-
work metropolis (Korcelli et al. 2010), a key idea in the organisation of the national
spatial policy. This notion has been officially introduced in the Polish National Spa-
tial Development Concept, i.e. the national spatial development strategy adopted by
the Polish Government in 2011 (Ministry of Regional Development (2011)), and has
been implemented in a persistent way ever since.

To this day, almost all of the large Polish cities are connected via motorways and
modernised railways shortening travelling time to the closest neighbours to below
3 h in one direction. However, at the same time, in Poland one can witness the
diminishing role of the small towns that are any longer able to provide the necessary
functions to their rural hinterlands. Churski and Hauke (2012) have diagnosed the
significant relationship between the character of the urban settlement network and the
polycentric development in Poland. ‘The bigger the differentiation scale of national,
regional, intraregional settlement patterns, and hegemony of the local centre, the
smaller tendency towards polycentric development’ (Churski and Hauke 2012, 93).
However, they have also noticed that development and spatial policies mitigated
polarisation and facilitated development of medium-sized cities in Poland.

Policies have a long-term nature. The condition for the final strengthening of the
polycentric city system is the consistent continuation of policies that are territorially
sensitive (not territorially indifferent). Despite the existence of a proper policy frame-
work, in Poland this has resulted very challenging in practice. A perfect example is
the investment policy in both road and rail transportation, along with the investment
acceleration that took place after Poland’s accession to the European Union. As
a result of this investment, the territorial differentiation of the spatial accessibility
indicators increased. In the field of transportation infrastructure, Poland has become
more polarised. This is a natural phenomenon. The striking lack of spatial differ-
ences in accessibility prior to Poland’s accession to the EU was the result of poor
infrastructure in the entire country.

In general, the modernization of some routes leads to polarisation. However,
this is not an irreversible process. Along with the development of the transportation
network (motorways and expressways ormodernised railway lines), a point is reached
beyond which the disparities are once again reduced. Research conducted at the
Institute of Geography and Spatial Organization of the Polish Academy of Sciences
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(Komornicki et al. 2018) proves that, at the moment, Poland has already reached this
break-even point in road transportation, while in the rail transportation such a point
has not yet been attained.

If the investment process in Poland were to stop (e.g. due to lack of access to
EuropeanUnion funds in the next financial perspective after 2020), the countrywould
have still benefitted from a transportation infrastructure that generally provides better
access than in the previous 20 years. However, at the same time, this would further
encourage spatial polarisation processes, in terms of accessibility, significantly more
than before. This means the maintaining of a polycentric system at the level of the
most important cities (the aforementioned network metropolis), while weakening it
at the level of medium-sized cities of subregional importance.

The abovementioned considerations confirm that among the three polycentricity
criteria, the most helpful actions are those supporting connectivity, broadly under-
stood as both support for functional connections and infrastructure. At the same
time, the size and location criteria change slowly. In fast-developing countries (like
Poland), concentration processes are more likely to occur, which is a consequence
of systemic transformation and the spatial polarisation of well-being, including the
level of living and related conditions. Often, medium-sized cities (Śleszyński et al.
2017a, b) become the victims of this process, and thus polycentricity at the regional
level. Cohesion policy and other activities with a territorial dimension (including
support for the criterion of connectivity) are intended to counteract these negative
tendencies.

In Poland, one can see themarginalisation of medium-sized cities, as well as some
other regions, in the system of social (migration) as well as economic connections.
Research (Komornicki et al. 2013) shows that the majority of migrants from rural
areas and small towns move to either the capital or the largest provincial centres. In
addition, many others migrate directly abroad. Only a few are fed into subregional
centres (Fig. 3.3). The scale of migration between individual regional centres is also
small, with the exception of those relating toWarsaw). This confirms the thesis that, in
Poland, one can observe the disturbance of the polycentric settlement system, which
becomes evident through its significant role in breaking the hierarchical system of
internal migration.

Research on the populations of cities of different sizes (Śleszyński et al.
2017a, b) confirms these assumptions. They prove that both long-term socio-
economic processes and new investment activities strengthen the polycen-
tric system at the national level. In practice, the concentration of popula-
tion (Fig. 3.4) and business activity takes place in several major cities (the
aforementioned ‘big five’ and regional centres in eastern Poland), a phe-
nomenon that weakens the position of most other cities, especially medium-sized
ones.

Taking into account the research outcomes on interrelations between Polish
metropolises, one can conclude that in Poland there is a supremacy of economic ties
in comparison to an organisation of socio-economic systems and the dependency
of other connections, especially demographic ones, on economic development. It
is also assumed that one should be sceptical about limiting spatial polarisation by
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Fig. 3.3 Registered migration flows by current statistical reports 1989–2017. Sources Śleszyński
P. based on the IGSO PAS material; Komornicki et al. (2013)

increasing the polycentricity level in all spatial scales. It has been suggested that
processes in this field generally follow three potential scenarios (Komornicki et al.
2013 with modifications):

• Scenario I. Domination of the nation’s capital. Transportation investments slow
down. There is no development of multidirectional internal connections.Warsaw’s
domination grows in the metropolitan system. External relations are implemented
mainly through the capital. Polycentricity is weakened in terms of the connectivity
criterion, andmost probably in other criteria, as well. Polycentricity at the regional
level rapidly decreases, weakening the position of medium-sized cities.

• Scenario II. Network metropolis. Large infrastructure investments continue pro-
gressing. Multidirectional connections are strengthened. Gradual reduction of
Warsaw hypertrophy towards other national metropolises is reduced. Polycentric-
ity in terms of the connectivity criterion improves. In terms of size and location
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Fig. 3.4 Relative changes of the population size in % between 1998 and 2014 Source Śleszyński
et al. (2017a, b), drawing on data of Statistics Poland Main Office—elaborated by M. Stępniak

criteria, negative trends are reversed at the national level, or at least slowed down
at the regional level.

• Scenario III. Domination of foreign centres. Transportation investments slow
down,while simultaneously the power of some centres from the ‘adjacentmetropo-
lis’ (foreign territories surrounding Poland) increases significantly. There is no
development of multidirectional internal connections. The dominant position of
Warsaw ceases to strengthen, but it is in favour of foreign metropolises. The level
of polycentrism at a national scale does not change, but clearly decreases at the
subregional level.
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3.8 Conclusions

The analyses outlined above show that public authorities in various tiers, whose aim
is to maintain the role of cities and urban areas as genuine engines of growth and
welfare, should pay attention to all three dimensions of territorial cohesion. These
three dimensions are tightly intertwined (Fig. 3.5). Their proper implementation, for
the sake of an increase in the well-being and quality of life of its citizens, will require
mutual understanding, coordination and co-operation from all stakeholders.

3.8.1 Territorial Capital: Economic Growth and Cohesion

The territorial capital of cities and urban areas is an important input in the local pro-
duction function, a factor that conditions local resilience to external economic shocks
and the main element of the lock-in effect (i.e. discouraging outflow of capital and
labour force). Such capital should be built in a cohesive way for an entire functional
urban region. Part of it is composed of non-economic assets, such as spatial order,

Fig. 3.5 Territorial cohesion in support of cities and urban regions delivering welfare and well-
being. Source Own elaboration
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landscape beauty and social capital. Such assets enhance total factor productivity
and therefore contribute to economic growth. Territorial capital is directly linked to
territorial governance (i.e. public choice) and territorial utility (i.e. balance between
economic and non-economic outcomes, encouragement of polycentricity as a pre-
requisite for networking economies of agglomeration). Economies of agglomeration
can be created by clustering as well as networking. Both benefit from multilevel ter-
ritorial governance. Moreover, conscious accumulation of territorial capital requires
the cooperation of various authorities as well as economic and social agents across
formal territorial boundaries. This provides another link between territorial capital
and territorial governance.

3.8.2 Territorialization of Policies: Multilevel Territorial
Governance

The adjustment of size, scope and content of policies to the needs of various cities and
urban areas is a sine-qua-non for the efficient use of local economic and institutional
potential. Therefore, welfare is a co-product of place-based policies implemented
in a dialogue between various territorial stakeholders. Each policy requires different
territorial adjustments since each one should pay special attention to functional rather
than formal regions and to functional interactions among such regions. Multilevel
territorial governance is linked to territorial capital. It requires specific, local, non-
movable assets such as leadership, trust and a well-developed civic society. It is also
dependent on inputs from territorial utility. People’s taste or opinion about the level
of polycentricity influences public decisions regarding the most desirable territorial
governance patterns. If those patterns do not match the stakeholder’s preferences,
they are less efficient, as a rule.

3.8.3 Territorial Utility: Polycentricity

Well-being and welfare should be considered as relative rather than absolute terms.
Their scope and content depend on the values of the local societies, achieved level of
development and agreed upon societal goals. They change with time and the depen-
dent variables of citizens’ utility function change accordingly. A city that functions,
for a longer period of time, in line with the samemechanism that in the past has deliv-
ered welfare and well-being, may face malperformance in the next several years (e.g.
Detroit). This calls for a constant process of rediscovery and/or reassessment of the
welfare functions of inhabitants in a given city or urban region. This function guides
the location decisions of the general public and the future of urban areas. Territorial
utility is interlinked with territorial capital because elements of this capital represent
a significant contribution to the welfare function. The beauty of the landscape or
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level of polycentricity directly affects the utility level of citizens. It is also connected
to multilevel governance since, under the governance mechanism, a public choice
decision must be made regarding how and to what extent economic growth should be
combinedwith other non-economic elements of the localwelfare function.Moreover,
territorial utility heavily depends on the decisions of the adjacent territorial units.
Thus, it requires inputs from external policies and their territorialisation. Territorial
utility is influenced not only by the existing inputs but also by the expected ones.
Therefore, policies, if properly adjusted to those needs, can influence the utility of
consumers by encouraging the appropriate expectations.

3.8.4 Spatial and Economic Processes are Intertwined

Territorial cohesion cannot be implemented in a vacuum. One should not pursue
economic policies without being aware of their territorial impact and vice versa.
In addition, sometimes one should accept negative spatial outcomes while pursuing
economic growth. However, these trade-offs should at least be clearly spelled out and
consciously addressed. For instance, rapid economic development can take place at
the expense of polycentricity, at least in the initial stage of growth (take-off stage). As
has been shown in the Polish case, the concentration of GDP production in the largest
urban centres is usually faster than the concentration of the population. Additionally,
not all cities (including those existing up to now in the polycentric system) participate
evenly in emerging network systems.Monocentricity can be strengthened in terms of
the connectivity criterion, even if the other polycentricity criteria are equally good.

The response to economic concentration, shifted in time, is the migration from
peripheral areas, usually directed almost exclusively at the strongest centres. It may
lower the general level of polycentricity (especially at the regional level). In these
situations, the task of the territorially sensitive development policy is mainly to mit-
igate the described trends. The efforts to achieve the maximum in terms of polycen-
tric development should be undertaken. In particular, policy should pay attention to
strengthen the criterion of connectivity (continuing the territorially sensitive invest-
ment policy while maintaining its appropriate coordination with other policies). In
the course of time and with an increase in the level of well-being, perhaps the eco-
nomic concentration trends will be reversed by people’s spatial decisions, companies
induced to decrease communication and transportation costs, as well as an increased
importance of territorial capital as predicted by the New Economic Geography.
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for Development, pp 147–168

Colenbrander S (2016) Cities as engines of economic growth: the case for providing basic infras-
tructure and services in Urban areas. IIED Working Paper

Davoudi S, Zaucha J, Brooks E (2016) Evolutionary resilience and complex lagoon systems. Integr
Environ Assess Manag 12(4):711–718

Dixit A (2009) Governance, institutions and economic activity. Am Econ Rev 99(1):5–24
Doucet P, Böhme K, Zaucha J, (2014) EU territory and policy-making: from words to deeds to
promote policy integration. Debate article. European Journal of Spatial Development

http://www.hsph.harvard.edu/pgda/working.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/archive/policy/future/barca_en.htm


3 Territorial Cohesion: The Economy and Welfare of Cities 63

Du D (2017) The causal relationship between land urbanization quality and economic growth. Qual
Quant 51(6):2707–2723

Duranton G (2014) The urbanization and development puzzle. In Shahid Y (ed) The Buzz in cities:
new economic thinking. Washington D.C., The Growth Dialogue, pp 1–19

EC (2017) My Region, My Europe, Our Future – Seventh report on economic, social and territorial
cohesion. Luxembourg: office for official publications of the european communities

Ellison G, Glaeser EL, Ker WR (2010) What causes industry agglomeration? Evidence from coag-
glomeration patterns. Am Econ Rev 100:1195–1213

ESPON (2004) Potentials for polycentric development in Europe. Luxembourg: ESPON Project
1.1.1. Luxembourg: ESPON

ESPON (2013) ESPON TANGO—Territorial Approaches for New Governance. Scientific Report
Version 20/12/2013. Luxembourg: ESPON and Nordregio

Faludi A (2015) Place is no man’s land. Geographia Pol 88(1):5–20
Faludi A (2016) EU territorial cohesion, a contradiction in terms. Plann Theor Pract 17(2):302–313
Forslid R, Okubo T (2010) Spatial relocation with heterogeneous firms and heterogeneous sectors.
CEPR Discussion Paper No. DP8117

Glaeser EL (2013) A World of Cities: the Causes and Consequences of Urbanization in Poorer
Countries, NBER Working Paper 19745

Henderson V (2003) The urbanization process and economic growth. The so-what question. J Econ
Growth 8:47–71

Komornicki T (2013) Assesment of Infrastructure construction, its role in regional development,
report. GRINCOH Working Paper 604. Retrieved from http://www.grincoh.eu/media/serie_6_
spaces__territories_and_regions/grincoh_wp6.04_komornicki.pdf. Access 10 Aug 2018

Komornicki T (2016) Migration outflow from rural areas in Poland after the year 2004, Landflucht?
Gesellschaft in Bewegung. Informationen zur Raumentwicklung, Heft 2.2016, Bundesinstitut fur
Bau-, Stadt- und Raumforschung, pp 151–160

Komornicki T, Ciołek D (2017) Territorial capital in Poland. In: Bradley J, Zaucha J (eds) Territorial
cohesion: a missing link between economic growth and welfare. Lessons from the Baltic Tiger.
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Abstract This chapter outlines the idea of polycentric development, one of the
core principles of territorial cohesion discourse. As a normative and ideological
vision of balanced spatial development, polycentric urban systems are seen as effec-
tive spatial arrangements overcoming regional disparities. Commonly shared policy
imaginaries of polycentricity, however, have yet to fully reflect the complex nature
of urban system dynamics. The chapter offers deeper insight into the three crucial
facets of polycentricity: scale-dependency, normativity versus factual practices, and
co-operative relationships, which together contribute to the ambiguous and multi-
interpretative character of polycentric development. As a scale-dependent concept,
polycentricity has various forms and implications for urban systems at different geo-
graphical scales. Consequently, universal applicability of this normative concept is
hampered by colourful urban spaces and overwhelming territorial diversity. Even
if fundamental spatial principles of polycentricity are fulfilled, existing territorial
settings and urban relations may diverge from cohesive spatial patterns and lead to
increased urban competition. Finally, co-operative relationships among urban cen-
tres within polycentric spatial structures are not fully developed because of excessive
institutional fragmentation and a missing framework for tackling collectively shared
problems. These issues are discussed within a broader theoretical debate on urban
systems and territorial cohesion while referring to the essential studies which serve
as evidence of the intricate all-encompassing analytical grasp of polycentricity.
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4.1 Introduction

One of the main objectives of the European Union (EU) territorial cohesion pol-
icy agenda is to promote polycentric and balanced spatial development across the
European territory (EC 1999; Territorial Agenda 2007, 2011; ESPON 2014). Since
the adoption of the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP), polycen-
tric territorial settings as well as fair access to infrastructure, public amenities, and
knowledge have become the cornerstones of the long-term EU cohesion strategy.1

As an umbrella concept, territorial cohesion has an undoubtedly multi-interpretative
character which results in a number of mutually competing narratives and storylines
(Waterhout 2007; Evers et al. 2009). A dual interpretation of territorial cohesion,
which consists of a narrative emphasizing harmonic and balanced development and
a narrative stressing support for competitiveness and economic growth, has become
the prevailing one (Ache et al. 2008; Vanolo 2010). The objective of territorial cohe-
sion in covering aspects of social solidarity and the welfare state may seem like a
contradiction to neoliberal principles that operate on the basis of the free market
and the full utilization of competition mechanisms in today’s globalized environ-
ment. However, within the framework of European policies, territorial cohesion and
competitiveness are relatively strongly connected, despite the fact that the conceptu-
alization of this relationship is not clear (Vanolo 2010). In this context, polycentric
development is seen as a tool bridging the cohesion/competitiveness discourses as
well as ensuring the balanced development and economic growth of the territories
concerned.

This chapter gives an overviewof the issues related to the concept of polycentricity
and its importance in achieving territorial cohesion policy goals (seeMedeiros 2016).
Two main perspectives of the multi-dimensional concept of polycentricity—struc-
tural and institutional—provide a basic conceptual framework for the following dis-
cussion of the three fundamental facets of polycentricity, which deserve special
attention from urban planners and relevant policymaking authorities. First, as a gen-
uine spatial concept, polycentricity requires different approaches and interpretations
dependent on the scale being considered. Reflecting the scale-related interdependen-
cies, the analytical treatment of polycentricity ranges from the evaluation of inter-
national territorial disparities to analyses of cross-border relations, inter-municipal
co-operation processes, and the identification of urban sub-centres. Second, norma-
tive assumptions about polycentricity are tested by examining factual spatial prac-
tices; however, empirical evidence of the expected benefits generated in polycentric
spatial structures is mostly missing. Third, attention is paid to the establishment of
co-operative relationships in polycentric urban systems, which are often neglected in
polycentricity-oriented studies but are certainly amongst key elements in the effec-
tive performance of polycentric urban regions. The ambition of this chapter is not to
cover all aspects of the multi-dimensional concept of polycentricity but to discuss

1Supporting balanced polycentric urban systems and a new relationship between cities and rural
areas became the key principles of the ESDP at a meeting of ministers responsible for spatial
planning in Leipzig in 1994 (ESPON SPON 2005).
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current shortcomings of the polycentricity discourse in order to provide a spring-
board for future research and point out research streams and topics which deserve
further attention.

4.2 Polycentricity as a Normative Concept: Structure
and Governance

Rooted in the French tradition of ‘l’aménagement du territoire’, the interpretation of
territorial cohesion, as a vehicle to promote a balanced Europe, is characterized by
strong support for policy cohesion objectives and redistribution of financial resources
so as to reduce regional disparities (Faludi 2004). This view stems from the perception
that globalization and European liberal economies are seen as a threat to regional and
spatial development, meaning that only the strongest regions and localities will be
favoured while other peripheral locations further decline socially and economically
(Robert 2007). Territorial cohesion is here perceived from the traditional perspective
of economic and social cohesion, which aims at moderating interregional inequali-
ties, and is associated with the development of mostly peripheral and more disadvan-
taged regions characterized by poor accessibility and low population densities. Bal-
anced territorial development is the prerequisite for the subsequent competitiveness
of Europe as a whole. On the other hand, the narrative of economic competitiveness
understands globalization as a phenomenon that should be used to profit Europe and
its economic performance in order to keep up with global competition. Specifically,
under this economic competitiveness rationale, investments should give preference
to the most developed urban cores. From this stance, the European territorial struc-
ture would be better optimized; the aim is not only to attain global competitiveness of
Europe as a whole but also the competitiveness of individual regions. Ensuring com-
petitiveness sustains the achievement of territorial cohesion goals, as demonstrated
by the commonly agreed EU cohesion strategy which expressed that investment in
regional competitiveness improves people’s lives and is the basis for growth in less
developed regions (ESPON 2014).

Political normative narratives underlying the territorial cohesion discourse have
been transformed into specific spatial planning visions, images and concepts, includ-
ing the rationale for promoting polycentric development. As a result of political
debates, polycentricity is understood as a normative spatial planning concept with
the potential to better manage the growing complexity of urban systems. Further-
more, polycentric development should be able to bridge the fundamental cohesion
and competitiveness dichotomy which is emblematic of the territorial cohesion dis-
course. In line with the EU cohesion narrative, polycentricity is associated with equal
access to services of general interest and jobs, i.e. the basic precondition for territorial
cohesion established by the Treaty of Amsterdam (EC 1997). Polycentric develop-
ment represents here the ‘fairness’ principle of the territorial cohesion discourse
expressed by the socially motivated attitude towards mitigating regional disparities
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and ensuring social solidarity and spatial justice within capitalist economies subject
to market forces (Davoudi 2005; Malý 2018). In terms of a competitive Europe,
Waterhout (2008: 108) claims that ‘the clearest example, though, of competitiveness
being taken into account is the concept of global economic integration zones’. From
the perspective of polycentric development, these zones should form a counterweight
to the European economic core in order to ensure more balanced regional develop-
ment. In this context, a competitive Europe is perceived as a precondition which
builds on territorial potentials, smart growth, and integrated economic centres that
take the form of polycentric spatial structures. Balanced spatial development would
then be achieved as a result of diffusion processes (Böhme and Gløersen 2011).

The concept of polycentricity has been discussed both from the perspective of
structural preconditions, stemming from the spatial configurations of human activ-
ities, and that of institutional frameworks. While the former perspective is focused
especially on the morphological and functional structures of national/regional/urban
spatial arrangements which have to fulfil some predefined criteria in order to be con-
sidered polycentric (Kloosterman andMusterd 2001; Parr 2004), the latter emphasize
new forms of territorial governance, multilevel decision-making, public-policy inter-
ventions, and co-operation between various stakeholders (Albrechts 2001; Finka and
Kluvánková 2015). The structure of urban spatial configurations is at the forefront
of the strategic and urban planning apparatus, and it is approached analytically and
evaluated by using specific spatial and statistic algorithms. Polycentricity, as an insti-
tutional process, refers to institutional integration and political co-operation within
polycentric spatial arrangements, which belong to topics discussed within political
theories and policy analyses.

The structure of polycentric urban systems is mostly related to the balanced dis-
tribution of human activities across urban space that is organized non-hierarchically
(Kloosterman and Musterd 2001). Polycentric urban systems are characterized by
the absence of one dominant urban node and the presence of rather similar-sized
centres which form urban networks with urban centres that mutually interact and
establish collaborating spatial units. In the context of urban system theories, we can
observe a shift from traditional central placemodels (Christaller 1933) and hierarchi-
cal models (Berry 1964), which were unable to describe the new spatial-functional
organization of urban systems that appeared together with the rise of globalization
and the post-industrial economy, towards network and polycentric models (Camagni
1993; Parr 2004). These are attempts to analytically grasp the emerging spaces of
flows and increasing complexity of human interactions. Polycentric development
has become a widely discussed issue with regard to its expected ability to gain bene-
fits: positive externalities and economies of scale exhibited in large agglomerations
while avoiding undesirable agglomeration diseconomies and urban sprawl typical of
monocentric spatial structures (Bailey and Turok 2001).

Two basic approaches to defining (and measuring) polycentricity have been
established: morphological and functional. The morphological approach empha-
sizes size (e.g. population, number of jobs, etc.) and distribution of cities across
space. Morphological polycentricity thus points to non-hierarchical urban systems,
where larger numbers of urban centres are situated in close proximity, and where
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human activities are evenly spread across the territory. The functional approach
stresses the importance of the relational dimension of urban systems. As such,
functional polycentricity represents balanced and reciprocal functional linkages
which prevail in a particular urban system. Instead of flows directed at one strong
centre, functionally polycentric urban systems comprise flows creating mutual
and criss-crossing interactions (de Goei et al. 2010). Urban centres complement
each other in terms of higher ranked urban functions and services. Morphological
and functional approaches should be implemented together as the size and dis-
tributional polycentric configurations do not necessarily guarantee the functional
interconnectedness of a particular urban system (Albrechts 2001).

While a plethora of studies focusing on conceptual and analytical issues have been
published, polycentricity, as a structural process, has reached a commonly shared
and accepted theoretical framework and has been conceptually anchored (Burger
and Meijers 2012; Malý 2016a). Conversely, the issue of public-policy interventions
that promote polycentric urban systems has not yet been fully examined, at least in
relation to the territorial cohesion discourse. The anticipated benefits of polycentric
spatial structures are fulfilled only when joint coordination of institutions, public
policies, and other actors involved have been established. Polycentric governance
refers tomultiple governing authorities at differing spatial scaleswhich are joined into
‘contractual and co-operative undertakings or have recourse to central mechanisms
to resolve conflicts’ (Ostrom et al. 1961: 831). A polycentric governance system is
broadly understood as a platformwhere each institution has substantial independence
to enforce rules within a circumscribed scope of authority for a specified spatial area
(Ostrom 1999). A polycentric institutional framework may include general-purpose
governments as well as highly specialized units (McGinnis 1999).

In understanding the structural configurations of polycentricity as a precondition
for the application of polycentric governance, we cannot avoid one fundamental
interdependency: the inclusion of polycentric governance within the same spatial
area in which the polycentric urban system structurally operates. Nevertheless, the
institutional framework of public policies is mostly tied to territorial units based
on administrative settings and does not usually correspond to the spatial-functional
arrangements of urban systems. Increased mobility, migration, the dynamics of eco-
nomic processes, and the growing unpredictability of human behaviour affect the
territorial grounding of human activities and the overall sense of space and place.

Administrative borders are no longer an appropriate form for the delimitation of
territorial units used for spatial planning purposes, let alone governance processes
for implementing polycentric spatial structures. Indeed, the borders of urban systems
are becoming increasingly blurred and fuzzy (Finka and Kluvánková 2015). Hence,
the territorial cohesion discourse requires rethinking traditional territorial settings,
including administrative and institutional hierarchies, so that the vision for a polycen-
tric urban system is not a mere abstract illusion. While the structural preconditions
of urban systems show some degree of stability and the main socio-economic link-
ages often occur in similar functionally coherent spatial arenas (e.g. financial bonds
between global cities, flows of goods and capital between urban agglomerations,
daily routine work and leisure commuting), institutional frameworks should be able
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to respond to unusual situations stemming from the dynamic of contemporary social
and environmental processes in order to avoid rigid public administration processes
and to incorporate the principles of multilevel governance. Further interpretation of
polycentric urban systems (both in terms of structure and governance), however, calls
for the discussion of various spatial scales and hierarchical levels where the concept
of polycentricity could be applied.

4.3 Scale-Dependency of Polycentricity

Conceptual and analytical treatment of polycentricity faces the heterogeneity of spa-
tiality, especially with regard to the applied territorial scale. The territorial Agenda
of the EU (2020) suggests that polycentric development must be pursued at the
macro-regional, cross-border, as well as national and regional levels in relevant cases
(Territorial Agenda 2011). Although the ideological imaginary of polycentric devel-
opment reflects the multi-scalar nature of the territorial cohesion discourse, the oper-
ationalization of polycentricity differs at various spatial scales and in geographical
contexts (Hall 2002), which contributes to multiple interpretations of polycentric
development. Polycentricity is thus undoubtedly a scale-dependent concept (see
Fig. 4.1). Thinking about scale is an absolutely crucial starting point for politi-
cally driven debates about polycentricity (see e.g. Taylor et al. 2008; Vasanen 2013).
In terms of urban systems, the role of cities and towns is determined by the geo-
graphical level at which they act as centres (Malý and Mulíček 2016). Geographical
scale may then completely change the intended effect of spatial planning tools. With
increasing levels of mobility (human and non-human) and complexity of spatial and
social networks, the issue of scale becomes even more important for urban planners.
Besides, overlapping spatial scales are closely related to dynamic temporalities and
the rhythms of specific linkages, processes, flows, events, and social actions (Marston
and Smith 2001).

At the European level,2 co-operation of the most developed cities and regions
should create added value by contributing to the development of their wider regions
(Territorial Agenda 2011). The support of polycentricity is focused on cities and
regions that, through networking and linkages with other cities, can foster economic
growth. The aim is to spread economic and socio-economically relevant functions
among a larger number of urban centres in order to avoid further excessive economic
and demographic concentration in the core area of the EU and ensure balanced devel-
opment across the European territory (EC 1999). The existence of urban networks is
expected, not only within EU borders (or Europe), but also beyond them, especially
where linkages in cross-border territories and access to markets are an essential part
of EU territorial development.

2Polycentricity could also, by operationalizing at the global level, point to the development of
alternative global centres in terms of power and importance within the global economic network
(London and partly Paris may be considered so-called ‘global cities’ within the European territory).
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Fig. 4.1 Illustration of specific analytical treatment of polycentricity on different territorial scales
(here specifically: European scale—index of polycentricity; national scale—cities rank-size dis-
tribution and significant commuting flows; regional scale—work-commuting patterns; urban scale
—economic activities). Source of data ESPON (2005), CSO (2011), author’s calculation

According to the ESDP, polycentricity at the European level means primarily
promoting the economic prosperity of urban centres outside the so-called ‘Pentagon’
(the most economically advanced region in Europe, delimitated by London, Paris,
Milan, Munich and Hamburg), i.e. mostly the capitals of other European countries
or second-tier metropolitan areas lagging behind the largest metropolises (EC 1999).
Although the EU is among the most economically advanced regions in the world,
its internal structure is characterized by relatively large interregional disparities.
The aim is to create more globally competitive and economically stronger areas
that would ensure the future of the European economy (Davoudi 2003). Globally,
an economically oriented approach is applied in territorial development strategies
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despite the presence of considerable environmental and social problems the economic
core area of the EU is facing (Jensen and Richardson 2001).

Instead, the approach to territorial development, consisting of the utilization of
the inner potential of individual regions, was represented earlier by a model called a
‘Bunch of Grapes’ (Kunzmann and Wegener 1991). Unlike the monocentric percep-
tion of Europe, it provides a polycentric vision, where the development of regions
involves the exploitation of opportunities and advantages of each region (the placed-
based rationale). In line with the notions of territorial and social cohesion, regions
that are lagging behind should be given priority in terms of public funding. In a prac-
tical manner, on the one hand, polycentricity is, at the European level, understood
as a principle ensuring competitiveness on the world market and, on the other hand,
as a vehicle for remodelling existing regional disparities into a more territorially and
socially cohesive form (Davoudi 2003).

At the nation-wide territorial scale, polycentric development is associated with
balancing the dominant (usually the capital) city through the support of smaller
regional urban centres. In this context, polycentric development should aim at bal-
ancing the spatial organization of human activities, which is expressed in the relation-
ship between the core city and its hinterland within the urban region. So conceived,
the interrelations between city regions of varying sizes and importance, and the inter-
actions between urban regions with areas situated beyond their borders, should be
taken into consideration when designing polycentric development strategies (Sýkora
et al. 2009).

In viewof this, the urban networks of regional centres have the potential to counter-
balance the dominance of major cities by avoiding excessive territorial polarization
between metropolitan areas and smaller regional centres and rural regions. These
trends should help to reduce interregional disparities in the economic performance
of individual regions. In the process, national strategic and spatial planning poli-
cies perceive polycentric development as a tool stimulating sustainability, integrated
urban systems, and cohesion. As a general rule, partnerships among urban centres
and countryside are highlighted, and special attention should be devoted to creating
job opportunities and mitigating depopulation and socio-demographic deterioration
trends in disadvantaged regions.

Territorial cohesion at the regional level should be reached by specific spatial
patterns of daily social and economic interactions that boost regional economic per-
formance whilst respecting environmental goals (Lambregts 2009). The concept of
the polycentric urban region (PUR) was especially invented to define the structural
characteristics of regional polycentricity and to provide an organizing framework for
public-policy intervention (Kloosterman and Lambregts 2001). According to Parr
(2004), the PUR is a distinctive form of region with potential for superior economic
performance. Although the PUR represents a concept applied to subnational territo-
ries, it lacks a standard definition because of the spatial diversity of regions in terms
of population density, the physical structure of urban systems, sociocultural tradi-
tions, the economic structure, and even the geographical scale (metropolitan poly-
centric systems and polycentric arrangements of small- and medium-sized towns can
be distinguished; for example, the archetypal polycentric urban region Randstad in
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the Netherlands, characterized by a dense urban network with substantial economic
performance, has different parameters when compared to the polycentric region of
smaller towns situated in the countryside, yet they serve as centres for the region’s
rural hinterland).

Despite the somewhat ambiguous character of the PUR, the concept is mainly
employed on the scale of daily urban systems, where the majority of the everyday
commuting flows take place. The PUR is without a dominant centre and is com-
posed of an integrated network of separate centres with a high intensity of mutual
functional interactions. Specialization of centres, complementary assets, and a plu-
rality of choices regarding jobs and public amenities are intrinsic aspects of the
PUR. In contrast with monocentric urban systems, the PUR should avoid agglomer-
ation diseconomies, high land prices, extensive territorial competition, infrastructure
degradation, land fragmentation leading to urban sprawl and traffic congestion with
all the negative side effects like pollution, noise, etc. (Bailey and Turok 2001). On
the contrary, planning theory assumes that the PUR benefits from economic cluster-
ing, produces knowledge spillovers and generates a large supply of labour (Meijers
2008). From the viewpoint of governance, shared public policies and a multilevel
institutional framework form the basis for efficient interventions and infrastructural
projects, management of public spaces or commonly shared public amenities, and
services of general interest.

The PUR is considered the most advanced conceptualization of a polycentric
arrangement as several attempts to set down criteria defining the PUR have been
recognized. As Parr (2004) suggests, a number of preconditions should be met in
order to consider a region polycentric. From a morphological perspective, the PUR
is constituted by a clustered distribution of centres where urban forms are clearly
separated physically. The upper and lower limits of separation between centres are
not precisely defined. However, the level of separation should reflect mobility habits,
travel time, and average commuting distances. Furthermore, the PUR is defined by
closer spacing of centres and a more even-size distribution of centres. As Mulíček
andMalý (2018) claim,morphological spatial configuration is not a pre-given quality
of a particular urban system. Rather it is an inherent part of the relational topologies
of daily human lives and interactions, including work-commuting flows and other
mobility-dependent activities with specific rhythms and routines (school, shopping
trips, leisure activities, etc.).

From a functional perspective, a higher intensity of non-hierarchical eco-
nomic interactions among the urban centres occurs in the PUR. Accordingly, the
centres have different specializations and economic structures, and the market-
oriented export base can be limited to the PURs inter-centre trade or distributed
to (inter)national markets as well (Parr 2004).

When shifting the territorial scale to single urban forms, the municipal plan-
ning apparatus sometimes promotes the establishment of a polycentric city. Here,
intra-urban sub-centres are usually determined by analysing urban spatial struc-
tures in terms of jobs, population distribution, and employment density. As reported
by McMillen (2001), a polycentric city has one or more interacting employment
sub-centre beyond the traditional central business district (CBD). Morphological
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urban structures have two dimensions that are commonly referred to in terms of
mono/polycentricity patterns: centrality and clustering. Whilst the centrality dimen-
sion describes (de)centralized patterns of employment (or other variables) in relation
to the CBD, the clustering dimension reflects the degree to which high-density sub-
areas are clustered or randomly distributed (Tsai 2005; Pereira et al. 2013).

Sub-centres provide advantages for (not only suburban) workers and firms. The
network of sub-centres is supposed to shorten commuting distances and costs and,
consequently, have indirect impacts on the reduction of the traffic load, alleviation of
excessive mobility, and in preventing city centre overcrowding. Furthermore, firms
enjoy lower land costs and multiple choices for economic clustering. Urban plan-
ners and city decision-makers attempt to sustain the economic performance of local
centres which serve as traditional places to offer jobs, services, and public amenities
for surrounding neighbourhoods and are seen as a counterweight to the CBD.

Such local centres are often older towns which have been incorporated into
expanding urban areas. On the other side, newly established nodes have begun to
formaround transportation crossroads situated further from the city centre (Anas et al.
1998). The city scale is thus confronted with hierarchical levels of the metropoli-
tan region where widespread dispersion of economic activities is witnessed. In this
context, polycentric city planning should bear in mind overlapping scales of the city
and the higher order scale of surrounding urban forms which are closely tied to the
urban core.

Promoting polycentricity at several territorial scales seems to be a contradictory
step (Hall and Pain 2006). At the European level, polycentricity means strengthen-
ing the role of urban centres outside the most economically developed and densely
populated area stretching from southeast England towards the south, across France
and Benelux, to northern Italy. Thus, it primarily aims to support the capitals in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe whose economic growth potential emphasizes even more
the monocentric structure of respective national urban systems (as in the case of
Hungary, Czech Republic, Slovakia, and other countries with a major metropolis
in a dominant position). In simple terms, the promotion of polycentric urban sys-
tems at the European level can lead to increasing monocentricity of urban systems
at the national level. Analogically, a similar inconsistency can be observed on other
territorial scales. It is, therefore, a fundamental question at which scales polycen-
tric development should be planned to achieve its goal. Important too is to grasp
what the implications are for other hierarchical levels of affected urban systems.
When discussing polycentricity, urban planners, decision-makers, politicians, and
other stakeholders need to realize the scale-dependency of polycentricity first. Oth-
erwise, reaching polycentricity at the European level by concentrating economic
activities into a few leading cities may cause regional inequalities between the core
and periphery within each country (Hall and Pain 2006).
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4.4 Normative Agenda Versus Factual Spatial Practices

Normatively defined, the spatial planning concept of polycentricity should contribute
to lowering territorial disparities of the European territory and its regions. In spite of
its conceptual ambiguity, polycentricity has quicklymorphed into a policy buzzword,
widely used within spatial planning practice and political debates. The concept of
polycentric development is amagic wand that is supposed to cure all the socio-spatial
troubles contemporary cities and regions are facing. But the crucial question posed
is whether the support of polycentricity is based on empirical evidence, and if it
is possible to prove that polycentricity has a positive impact on overcoming intra-
regional disparities. Although the assessment of polycentricity and its association
to spatial inequalities should be a fundamental part of the EU territorial cohesion-
policy research agenda, only a few studies attempting to tackle this issue have been
made so far. The main reasons for omitting this research stream are the ambiguity,
multi-dimensionality, and multi-scalability of the polycentricity concept.

Despite these challenges, Meijers and Sandberg (2006) measured the extent of
polycentricity in the national urban systems of 25 European countries and tested
the hypothesis about the positive impact of polycentricity on regional disparities
(GDP, unemployment rates). Their results point to the reverse logic: More monocen-
tric urban systems are characterized by less regional disparities. Using morpholog-
ical measures of polycentricity and socio-economic characteristics (GDP, regional
employment, income distribution), Häzners and Jirgena (2013) similarly conclude
that regional disparities in countries with polycentric urban system are not less pro-
nounced than in countries with monocentric urban systems, and income distribution
is not more equal in polycentric countries. Seen from another perspective, Veneri and
Burgalassi (2012) assessed to what extent the degree of polycentric development is
associated with various key indicators of economic, social, and environmental per-
formance in the case of the Italian NUTS-2 regions. The findings are not in line with
the normatively predefined assumptions about the positive impacts of polycentricity
on regional growth, particularly in terms of social cohesion. In a different prism,
Malý (2016a) investigated the relationship between the level of polycentricity (both
in a morphological and functional sense) and the degree of intra-regional disparities
(socio-demographic and economic indicators) by using functional coherent regions in
Czech Republic as basic spatial units. The advantages of a polycentric urban arrange-
ment were not confirmed in this case either. These rather sceptical conclusions of
pioneering studies on the impact of polycentricity in overcoming territorial dispari-
ties, together with the still inadequately explored field of research, make the concept
of polycentricity a topic that must be subjected to further and closer inspection.

Polycentric development, however, is not a static situation. Instead, it is a continu-
ally evolving and dynamic process. Hence, it is necessary to evaluate recent changes
in spatial routines and the practices of contemporary society shaping the hierarchy
of relational space in order to better understand the shifts of urban systems function-
ing in the context of the territorial cohesion discourse. In this framework, a recent
study by Mulíček and Malý (2018) shows that there are discrepancies between spe-
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cific representations of space stemming from the normative cohesion-policy agenda
(polycentricity) and the spatial practices imprinted into the development and func-
tioning of real urban systems. By raising a question to what extent spontaneously
produced settings fit the imagination of polycentric and balanced normative space,
they have been able to evaluate if the ongoing changes have been attaining a more
polycentric organization of space, or not. By analysing changes in work-commuting
flows (size and directions), the results show, however, that spatial patterns of urban
systems constitute a path towards greater polarization, at least in the case of theCzech
Republic, where the analyses were conducted. Hence, the shifts in the urban system
hierarchy are far from the normatively defined balanced principles interweaving the
territorial cohesion discourse.

Urban system evolution, conversely, is far more complex when urban systems
continue to formmultifaceted networks influenced by globalization, time-space com-
pression, and metropolization processes, and cities are places experiencing growing
consumption, mobility diversification, and social and household stratification. With
reference to the new economic geography, polycentricity discourse has been enriched
by concepts emphasizing the functional dynamics of urban systems and the spatial-
economic position of particular towns and cities within an urban network (Partridge
et al. 2009). In this context, the position of particular places and their ability to reap
the benefits of economic networks become crucial aspects of these cities’ develop-
ment processes and strategies. Crucially, agglomeration theories are put into question
by contradictory urban dynamics which have been seen in Western European cities,
where the urban pattern of small- and medium-sized cities is a cornerstone of highly
urbanized territories and where agglomeration externalities may be shared within
city networks (Meijers et al. 2016).

Given this background, the concept of ‘borrowed size’ assumes that even smaller
towns or cities are able to compensate for their lack of size by taking advantage
of the proximity of a larger urbanized area and their embeddedness within a city
network (Alonso 1973). In a broad assessment, small cities may borrow size from
larger neighbours and exhibit the higher ranked characteristics of larger cities. Here,
Meijers and Burger (2017) redefine the concept of ‘borrowed size’ by stretching
it along several dimensions which address the scope (the difference between bor-
rowing function and performance), the scale (different agglomeration externalities
can be borrowed at various scales), and the need for further research revisiting the
geographical foundations of agglomeration theory.

Some cities, however, may suffer from the proximity of a nearby metropolis in
terms of less functions and performance produced (than expected given its size).
By, experiencing this ‘agglomeration shadow’ effect, the growth of these cities is
negatively influenced by higher tier urban centres in terms of exploiting their human
capital and service functions (Meijers et al. 2016). A key question is:Which cities are
prone to being covered by this ‘agglomeration shadow’? And which tend to borrow
the size of larger surrounding urban areas?

From a regional point of view, preliminary conclusions could be made regarding
the provision of services and basic amenities of suburban localities. Municipalities
strategically located on the axis of commercial zones and transport infrastructure as
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well as municipalities with the ability to gain benefits from a unique historical or
cultural position are predominantly less affected by the shadow of agglomeration
and borrow functions instead. Also, parts of municipalities in close proximity to a
metropolis, and thus exposed to competition from larger urban centres, borrow per-
formance in terms of population but demand higher ranked functions (Malý 2016b;
Meijers et al. 2016).

A different methodical treatment is used for analysing polycentricity trends at
(inter)national scales, where the association between the provision of high-end cul-
tural amenities and integration into (inter)national urban networks has been evalu-
ated. Here, the findings point to the occurrence of an ‘agglomeration shadow’ process
which casts over smaller cities, and to the Christallerian logic that still dominates
the urban system in North-West Europe (Burger et al. 2015). While research on
the ‘agglomeration shadow’ and on the ‘borrowed size’ concepts continue, there
is a strong need to reflect on such debates within the territorial cohesion discourse
in order to redefine the interpretation of polycentric development. Altogether, par-
ticular attention should be paid to the underlying mechanisms standing behind the
willingness of cities to co-operate and their ability to resist increased competition.

Although interpretation of the results of existing studies is limited due to method-
ological issues and data availability, the utmost attention should be given to general
conclusions contesting the presumed effects of polycentric development. The key
message here is that the concept of polycentricity needs a critical reflection as the
alleged benefits of polycentric urban systems, in terms of diminishing spatial dis-
parities, have not been fully proved. As Veneri and Burgalassi (2012) rightly point
out, the evaluation of the normative principles of polycentricity, in relation to factual
spatial practices, promise to be a stimulating field of research for the near future.
Moreover, efforts to shed light on the still blurred concept of polycentricity should
be made not only by incorporating the structural perspective of spatial and economic
predispositions in urban systems but also by focusing on the institutional framework
and soft spaces of co-operative relationships and their mechanisms, which are being
established within structurally predefined polycentric urban systems.

4.5 Co-operative Relationships in Polycentric Urban
Systems?

Pursuant to the EU territorial cohesion-policy agenda, spatial-functional configura-
tions of polycentric urban systems represent structural preconditions for the improved
socio-economic performance of the territories concerned. However, the empirical
justification for the positive effects of polycentricity as it concerns balanced ter-
ritorial development is missing, and the normative assumptions often linked to
polycentric urban systems lack a solid analytical and conceptual treatment. In fact, the
unfulfilled expectations of spatial planners and policymakers related to polycentric
development are based especially on quantitative measurements of economic spatial
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structures and neglect for institutional frameworks of co-operation and coordination
of regional development. In spite of several theoretical contributions on polycentric
governance (McGinnis 1999; Ostrom 1999; Finka and Kluvánková 2015), efforts
to interconnect structural and institutional perspectives of polycentricity, in order
to analyse and assess the alleged benefits of polycentric urban systems, are almost
absent.

Whilst the implementation of polycentric development strategies at the European
and national territorial levels require coordination between spatial planners, sectoral
policies, actors responsible for cross-border projects, and a reflection on the impacts
of subsidy schemes in territories competing under market conditions, the achieve-
ment of the territorial cohesion objective, at the regional level, should be achieved
through a bottom-up approach and co-operative relationships between local stake-
holders. Surely co-operation among urban centres, which act as building blocks for
‘a polycentric urban region’, is a necessary element for effective public-policy inter-
ventionswithin the region concerned. Self-governing territorial units (municipalities)
have to realize first, however, whether shared policies are a more efficient way to
solve particular problems than the independent, but often limited policy agendas of
individual cities and towns. However, even if a common policy is a solution, truly
polycentric governance cannot be achieved without a proper institutional framework.

The issue of organizing the institutional framework of a polycentric urban sys-
tem has been critically addressed by Meijers and Romein (2003), who suggest that
governing a polycentric region requires new forms of regional coordination and the
creation of the so-called ‘regional organizing capacity’. In linewithAlbrechts (2001),
they emphasize the need for co-operative regional arenas or forums which should
be designed to support the process of building institutional or organizing capacity.
Such a platform serves as a framework for discussing collectively shared problems,
solutions, and planning policies among various kinds of actors (public actors, private
companies, NGOs) as well as for initiating and implementing joint and coordinated
actions. The potentialities of polycentric urban systems can be exploited only if new,
even informal, networks of actors are established to bring up new ideas and projects
of shared interest.

The expected benefits of inter-municipal co-operation, which only a polycentric
urban region can provide, are reachable when a complex set of conditions is fulfilled.
When perceiving inter-municipal co-operation as a bottom-up process, the building
organizing capacity is based on social relations among actors with different needs
andwants. Although social processes of negotiation and interaction take place within
structurally non-hierarchical spatial arrangements, the form of collective action may
be shaped unevenly with different expectations among particular actors about who
is in charge and what is the balance of power. Informal coalitions may be a first step
towards commonly managed projects. However, these should be followed by rather
formal settings of collective action and rules framing mutual co-operation.

According to Meijers and Romein (2003), one of the reasons for the problem-
atic implementation of organizing polycentric capacity is the persisting institutional
fragmentation. In this sense, negotiating processes in a territory without rules of
polycentric governance could be negatively affected simply due to the unintentional
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omission of some relevant actors or mutual misunderstandings stemming from dif-
ferent expectations. In the case of the Stockholm metropolitan region, Olsson and
Cars (2011) point to the negligible impact of the regional polycentric strategy on
local land-use strategies and national investments as a consequence of a missing
binding authority responsible for polycentric governance.

In fact, individual municipalities often compete with each other by using rather
extreme strategies, including rejection and opposition to a proposed development
(NIMBY—‘Not InMyBackYard’) on the one side and the promising of unprofitable
and unfeasible public projects on the other. At the municipal level, elected represen-
tatives and policymakers defend their own interests in order to fulfil promises they
have given to voters during pre-election campaigns, which rarely include the ‘greater
good’ of the higher ranked collective performance of the whole region. Such internal
orientation of policymakers is one of the stumbling blocks in building a common
regional identity (Meijers and Romein 2003) which is crucial for achieving shared
objectives in a polycentric urban region (Franz and Hornych 2010; Olsson and Cars
2011).

Changing the traditional political mindsets of self-centred spatial development
into the more contextual approach, by incorporating trans-scalar perspectives, seems
to be one of the greatest challenges for urban planners and scientists with regard
to realising polycentric spatial visions. Shaping new regional identities is a gradual
process. Even if the decision-makers accept the polycentric urban region as a frame
for territorial governance, the citizens may not share their vision. In line with Finka
and Kluvánková (2015), academics and researchers should place the people’s sense
of territorial belonging and territorial responsibility at the forefront of polycentricity
research.

From the spatial planning perspective, the regional scale of co-operation requires
alternative planning approaches, including strategic spatial planning or structural
plans (Albrechts 2001). While traditional land-use plans are more suited to munici-
pal development, strategic spatial planning highlights the limited number of crucial
strategic issues with particular emphasis on structural aspects (e.g. interconnect-
ing centres in a PUR via a cycle route/path network) and the omission of details,
non-significant at this stage and scale of planning (e.g. precise routing, construction
materials). The next level of strategic planning approach includes action-oriented
strategies and specific projects with a more detailed structure. Although this proce-
dure is well known for urban strategies, applying it on a regional polycentric level
involves new forms of co-operation, especially in terms of the type of actors who
should participate. General agreement on crucial strategic issues may be accompa-
nied by fierce negotiation and the occurrence of win–lose situations stemming from
the conflicting interests of particular actors (Franz and Hornych 2010).

In spite of several obstacles being recognized for efficient inter-municipal co-
operation in polycentric urban regions, there is growing evidence concerning the
willingness of municipalities to co-operate on projects with a linear character. These
projects promise major advances in the interconnection of municipalities and better
accessibility of places that have, until now, been inadequately functionally linked to
urban centres. Hence, the selection of crucial issues for polycentric urban systems
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include, predominantly, transport and traffic projects. For instance, from a long-term
perspective, traffic and transport issues are the most threatening challenges for the
Flemish Diamond (Albrechts 2001). Similarly, a co-operative arena for developing
new transport infrastructure in the Stockholm region is supposed to strengthen its
polycentric spatial structure. However, transport investments should be in line with
land-use development strategies (Olsson and Cars 2011). In the same way, investi-
gation of spatial structures in central Scotland brings evidence that only transport
infrastructure policies partially exhibit features of a polycentric spatial planning
strategy (Bailey and Turok 2001).

Transportation projects ensure the connection of places, link municipalities, and
serve as a (physical) base for further co-operation. These are mostly projects that
could not be financed and managed by a single municipal authority but require inter-
municipal coordination. The development of transportation infrastructure may foster
polycentric spatial patterns as well as monocentric arrangements of urban agglom-
erations where suburbs are better linked to the core. Co-operation on transportation
projects is thus an effective tool to interconnect places, but it does not represent
a specific approach used by polycentric urban regions with outcomes that would
lead purely towards the establishment of polycentric structures. Consequently, the
challenge is not to interconnect places by roads and paths, but to benefit from the
physical interconnection of urban centres in the field of cultural and social coherence,
environmental protection, and economic efficiency.

4.6 Conclusion

Polycentric development has gained a prominent position within urban and regional
spatial planning policies since the concept holds great promise for bridging the cohe-
sion/competitiveness dichotomy as a means to achieve territorial cohesion policy
goals. While the structural perspective of polycentricity describes the internal spatial
dynamics of a particular urban system, through a predefined pattern of physical spa-
tial structure (morphological approach) and a relational space of inter-urban linkages
(functional approach), the institutional perspective stresses the need for mobilizing
inherent capacities, building organizing frameworks, networking different stakehold-
ers, and incorporating action-oriented projects to gain benefits that a polycentric
spatial structure may provide (Albrechts 2001). Regarding the EU cohesion-policy
agenda, the ‘polycentric obsession’ continues despite the lack of empirical evidence
about the positive impacts of polycentricity on harmonized balanced development.
On the contrary, studies focusing on polycentric urban systems mostly end up with
a sceptical conclusion about viewing polycentricity as a path to overcome regional
imbalances.

Multiple geographical scales and territorial diversity stand behind the ambiguity
of polycentricity when compared to the normative imagination of polycentric and
balanced spaces (Mulíček and Malý 2018). In light of empirical studies gathered so
far, the neoliberal political-economic model for promoting competitiveness, vis-a-
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vis the policy rationale for supporting more inclusive and cohesive policies, does
not simply represent the natural paradigm contradiction which is a frequent topic in
scholarly discussions. It also represents a tension transferred to the conceptualization
of polycentricity, leading to conflicting interpretations of the alleged benefits of
polycentric urban systems.

Enriching the territorial cohesion discourse, and the polycentricity debate in par-
ticular, with concepts and analytical treatments going beyond conventional agglom-
eration theories (i.e. confronting theories with discussion of urban dynamics, bor-
rowed size, and agglomeration shadow) increases the chance of innovative concep-
tualization and operationalization of the polycentricity concept. The redefinition of
polycentricity needs to question the expected ability of polycentric development to
simultaneously generate growth and equilibrium.

The lack of functional, cultural, or political-institutional coherence and low iden-
tification with the region as a single spatial entity make smooth implementation
of the polycentric governance processes difficult (Bailey and Turok 2001; Meijers
and Romein 2003). While there is a willingness of municipalities to co-operate on
transportation and traffic projects (and probably linear projects in general), most
of the developmental issues that should be tackled efficiently at the regional level
are approached from the level of self-oriented local governments because of the
competitive mechanisms related to municipal rivalry and policy-driven motivations.
Although empirical studies of co-operative relationships have been conducted for
rather highly urbanized territories of first-ranked national urban centres, the research
on the establishment of inter-municipal co-operation in polycentric urban regions
should be amended to have a greater focus on polycentric spatial structures of smaller
and medium-sized cities. This is where collective actions are of key importance as
they substitute the benefits of agglomeration economies.

The ability to understand the interlinks between the ‘grand narrative’ of territorial
cohesion, the planning imaginations of the European normative planning agenda,
grounded territorial policies as well as factual urban systems structure and urban co-
operation, belong to a pool of some of the greatest challenges confronting both urban
planners and decision-makers in order to gain deeper insight into the bonds between
polycentric spatial arrangements and solutions to specific problems particular terri-
tories are facing. The exaggerated belief in the polycentric spatial development as a
panacea must be replaced by contextual thinking and the application of trans-scalar
perspectives. Achieving territorial cohesion in terms of ensuring equal opportuni-
ties to all people, regardless of their place of residence or job location, requires
strategic-oriented spatial planning. This includes site-specific solutions and draw-
ing benefits from existing spatial-functional arrangements (even monocentric) as
well as adaptation strategies of spatial development. In this regard, unrealistic plan-
ning visions of ‘polycentric transformations’ in traditionally monocentric structures
with high economic performance should be modified into less normative strategies,
including adaptive mobility mechanisms, alternative public policies (providing spe-
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cific socio-economic programmes and projects), or support for acceptance of new
territorial identities. Polycentric spatial development is thus one of the planning
concepts which may or may not be used in reinforcing territorial cohesion of geo-
graphically and socio-economically diverse places.
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Chapter 5
Cross-Border Functional Regions
and Innovation: Cases from Inner
Scandinavian Regions

Bjørnar Sæther, Bjørn Terje Andersen and Erik Hagen

Abstract This chapter describes and analyses the evolution of three cases of
cross-border innovation systems in Inner Scandinavia. Functional interdependence
between partners on either side of the Sweden–Norway border has emerged. Interreg
Inner Scandinavia has long been instrumental in these developments, coordinating
planning and providing support for innovations in the region. Politicians, munic-
ipal officers, business representatives and experts have all acted as entrepreneurs.
Over time a new path within music management has been created, as Inner Scandi-
navia has become an important node in the global production of commercial music.
Firms and knowledge providers within clean technology have attained key positions
from their bases in Inner Scandinavia. The SITE border region is central to Scan-
dinavia’s winter tourism industry. This demonstrates the possibility of establishing
new knowledge-based economic activities in the rural borderlands between Sweden
and Norway.

Keywords Cross-Border innovation · Functionality · Inner Scandinavia
Rural development · Tourism ·Music management

5.1 Introduction

This chapter investigates learning and innovation as part of cross-border functionality
in rural areas in Inner Scandinavia. Functionality will be discussed with reference to
definitions of working and living regions according to Statistics Norway. Definitions
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are largely based on commuting distance and hence their utility is limited when
investigating the role of learning and innovation in strengthening functional regions.

The concept of functional distance refers to differences between regions in
innovation performance (Lundquist and Trippl 2013; Maggioni and Uberti 2007).
Functional distance serves as an analytic point of departure for the discussion
of cross-border regional innovation systems. Three ideal types of cross-border
innovation systems have been proposed: weakly, semi- and strongly integrated
systems (Lundquist and Trippl 2013). The relevance of the strongly integrated ideal
type in a rural context will be discussed. Public policy and in particular the role of
Interreg programs will be discussed as well.

Subsequently, three cases of cross-border integration of learning and innova-
tion will be presented. The first case discusses cross-border cooperation in tourism
and destination development in four border municipalities in the Dalarna-Hedmark
(in Sweden and Norway, respectively) region. The second case discusses a music
ecosystem in which the cities of Arvika and Karlstad in Sweden and Rena in Norway
represent key nodes. Cross-border cooperation in clean technology is the third case.
The cases will be compared and the degree to which they are aspects of cross-border
innovation systems will be examined. Any theoretical lessons that can be learnt
concerning cross-border innovations systems in rural regions will also be discussed.
Furthermore, some adjustments of the ideal types of cross-border innovation systems
proposed by Lundquist and Trippl (2013) will be proposed.

Our primary research question is thus the following:

• How can cooperation in innovation help strengthen cross-border functionality in
a rural region?

Two more specific research questions will also be discussed:

• What is the role of Interreg in supporting cross-border learning and innovation?
• What role is played by system-level entrepreneurs?

5.2 Methodology

This is a theoretically informed case study based on a qualitative intensive inves-
tigation of three cases. As such, it is part of an important methodological tradi-
tion in human geography and related disciplines (Danermark et al. 2002; Ragin
and Amoroso 2011). Sources such as interviews with stakeholders, written sources
regarding cross-border cooperation from the past 20 years and published academic
work on cross-border cooperation in Scandinavia and elsewhere were triangulated
for this purpose.

Twoof the authors have long served as public servants inHedmarkCountyCouncil
(Norway), and have played a central role in the policy formulation and implementa-
tion of the Interreg programmes. This experience has provided them with profound
insights into the development of cross-border cooperation on the ground as well
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as the role of Interreg programmes in supporting such cooperation over the past
20 years. The insider role of the two authors can be connected with the theoretical
and methodological competencies of the third author, who is an outsider.

The writing of this chapter thus resembles the final step in a process of co-
generation of knowledge as formulated by Karlsen and Larrea (2014). A process
of participatory change and cogenerated learning in territorial development consists
of four steps: problem definition, communication and learning, problem solving and
learning from practice. This indicates that insiders and outsiders work together in all
phases to solve practical problems of regional development. However, in the writing
of this chapter, this dynamic was not apparent. The insiders worked with the outsider
only in the final (ex post) phase of learning from practice. The study is, therefore,
traditional in its reporting ex post, but it also contains an element of cogenerated
learning between insiders and an outsider.

5.3 Functionality and Innovation

The categorisation of functional regions represents an important form of nomencla-
ture in dividing territories into geographical units. The dominant way of defining
functional regions is in terms of a town or city and its surroundings. In Norway,
there are 160 such functional working and living regions (Gundersen and Jukvam
2013). Travel distance, normally no more than 75 min by car, and share of people
commuting are among the criteria presented by Gundersen and Jukvam (2013). This
understanding of functionality is central to urban and regional planning, policy mak-
ing and statistics. In a context of cross-border cooperation, the question of whether
municipalities along the Swedish–Norwegian border are part of functional regions
has received attention. Based on data from 2009, the share of cross-border com-
muting was too low to identify the existence of any cross-border functional region
(Ørbeck and Braunerhielm 2013). The Swedish municipality with the highest level
of commuting to Norway was Årjäng, where 18% of the workforce commuted in
such a way. However, fewer than 10% commuted to a particular functional region
on the Norwegian side of the border. The number of Swedish commuters to Norway
is too small and not sufficiently concentrated for the municipalities on either side
of the border to be deemed functionally integrated working and living regions. The
number of commuters fromNorway to Sweden is even smaller. According to the def-
inition of functionally integrated working and living regions proposed by Gundersen
and Jukvam (2013) and accepted by Statistics Norway, there are no cross-border
functionally integrated regions here.

This prompts us to ask whether a definition of functional integration be lim-
ited to commuting and travel times. It has been argued that ‘[t]he idea of the func-
tional region captures the idea of a territory characterised by spatially related human
activities’ (Tomaney 2009, 140). Spatially related activities include much more
than commuting. In a proposed EU regulation, the importance of supporting func-
tional cross-border regions has been emphasised. Based on evaluations of Interreg
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programmes, it was noted that ‘[l]imited attention seems to have been paid to the
notion of a functional region or area when identifying the regions to support. How-
ever, this is essential to considering the potential benefits of cross-border transnational
cooperation’ (European Commission 2018, 5).

This would suggest that the European Commission has a broad understanding of
functional regions based on cooperation, something that is underlined by its proposal
for the next Interreg period, 2021–2027. This states that cooperation will be further
strengthened by ‘[a]dapting the architecture of Interreg programmes to take better
account of functional areas. Cross-border programs will be better streamlined in
order to concentrate resources on land borders where there is a high degree of cross-
border interaction’ (European Commission 2018, 5). This implies that discussions
of territorial functionality are rising to the top of the policy agenda within the EU.

The concept of functional distancewas introduced byMaggioni andUberti (2007)
to refer to differences between regions in innovation performance. Based on these
authors’ work, Lundquist and Trippl (2013, 453) argue that ‘knowledge does not
flow easily between areas if they differ strongly in their innovation capacity’. This
notion of functional distance and what it means for knowledge flows can be placed
within a larger debate within economic geography concerning proximity (Boschma
2005). A fine balance exists between partners being sufficiently close for knowledge
exchange and yet far enough away to learn something they did not already know.
Maggioni and Uberti conceptualise functional distance as the difference in absolute
registered values of two regions on the European Commission’s Regional Innova-
tion Scoreboard. Key findings from the scoreboard for North Middle Sweden and
Hedmark-Oppland in Norway are listed in Table 5.1.

It should be noted that the data were calculated at the Nomenclature of Territorial
Units for Statistics (NUTS) 2 level, which includes two counties that are not within
Inner Scandinavia: Gävleborg County in Sweden and Oppland County in Norway.
According to the scoreboard, the regions are strong innovators and interestingly share
many of the same strengths and weaknesses regardless of whether they are situated in
Sweden or Norway. Innovative small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in both

Table 5.1 Regional Innovation Scoreboard

Overall performance Strengths Weaknesses

North Middle
Sweden, consisting of
the counties of
Värmland, Dalarna
and Gävleborg

Strong innovator;
performance increased
over time

Innovative SMEs
collaborating; lifelong
learning

Public–private
co-publication in
research

The counties of
Hedmark and Oppland
in eastern Norway

Strong innovator with
performance
increasing over time

Innovative SMEs
collaborating; lifelong
learning

Public–private
co-publication; R&D
spending on
businesses

Source http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/innovation/facts-figures/regional_en. Downloaded 20
June 2018

http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/innovation/facts-figures/regional_en
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regions are considered strong in terms of collaboration. The fact that innovative SMEs
collaborate in rural areas was previously reported by Jakobsen and Lorentzen (2015);
indeed, SMEs in rural areas tend to cooperate more than their urban counterparts.
Collaboration in rural areas can be deemed a strategy to compensate for long distances
and less institutional support for innovation.Both regions also score highly in terms of
lifelong learning; in fact, North Middle Sweden is rated among the European leaders
in this respect. The regions additionally share a number of structural characteristics.
For instance, gross domestic product (GDP) per capita is almost identical between the
two regions, and considerably lower than the national average, especially in Norway.
Both regions have a higher share of employment within manufacturing, measuring
15.5% on the Swedish side and 9.9% on the Norwegian side. It can, therefore, be
concluded that the functional distance between the two regions is low, facilitating
cross-border knowledge flows. However, a low functional distance does not by itself
guarantee cross-border learning and innovation. Empirical studies are necessary to
investigate whether and how learning and innovation take place.

Knowledge flows between firms and knowledge producers are central to the
regional innovation system (RIS) analytic approach, which has emerged during the
past 25 years (Asheim and Gertler 2005). The RIS approach is a systemic approach
to innovation that consists of two subsystems: knowledge producers and knowledge
users. Its systemic approach intimates less interest in individual actors within the
RIS. In order to more effectively analyse the three cases in this study, some of the
key actors will be addressed.

Inner Scandinavia is a predominantly rural region, but it is located on the Oslo—
Stockholm axis, the latter of which being (the) most innovative region in Europe
according to the European scoreboard. However, owing to shorter distances and con-
siderable growth in the Oslo region, Inner Scandinavia is in some respects more
strongly related to Oslo than to Stockholm. This is supported by Region Värmland’s
slogan ‘Värmlandmakes the Oslo region larger’. RegionVärmland has formulated its
ownNorway strategy in order that it might benefit from its relative proximity to Oslo.
Värmland is thus following a strategy of linking up with stronger regions, as recom-
mended as a general strategy (Tödtling and Trippl 2005). Being connected with a
more innovative region represents one means by which rural regions compensate for
a lack of innovative capacity. Rural regions are often dominated by SMEs operating
in traditional or resource-based industries and lack what has been termed ‘related
variety’. In less variegated and less industrially dense regions, fewer possibilities
exist to combine different types of knowledge (Isaksen and Karlsen 2016).

In discussing regional industrial development in regions within RIS, Rypestøl
(2018) argues that path extension represents the most plausible way of advanc-
ing. In such regions, external ideas are important and can be combined with pre-
existing local knowledge (Rypestøl 2018, 55). Given that most firms are small
and/or lack the capacity towork systematicallywith research and innovation, system-
level entrepreneurs play a potentially important role. System-level entrepreneurs can
work to bridge gaps between firms, between firms and knowledge providers and
between firms and (local) government officials. Such efforts often require consid-
erable time, but they can eventually create extensive networks. In order to achieve
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these goals, system-level entrepreneurs depend upon long-term financing. This can
be provided by programmes supporting regional development and innovation. As
will be described below, Interreg programmes in Inner Scandinavia have supported
system-level entrepreneurs. Figure 5.1 presents a typology of cross-border regional
innovation systems as proposed by Lundquist and Trippl (2013).

This typology summarises the important characteristics and challenges connected
to cross-border cooperation in innovation. As a typology, it is general in character
and the discussion here will focus on the ways in which it can enable analysis of
cross-border development in rural areas. The Stage III, most developed form of
cross-border RIS is of limited importance in rural areas. Stage III is a symmetrical,
innovation-driven system with related variety and functional proximity in a wide
range of business areas, according to Lundquist and Trippl (2013). However, rural
areas tend to be deficient in these regards. Indeed, if a cross-border innovation system
were to fulfil all of the criteria of a fully integrated cross-border innovation system,
it would probably not be located in a rural area.

However, the other two typologies are useful for analysing cross-border learning
and innovation in rural areas. In Stage II, the economic structure is characterised
by emerging synergies and functional proximity in a few business areas, while in
Stage I this is almost entirely lacking.Mechanisms for the coordination of innovation
policies emerge in Stage II (Lundquist and Trippl 2013). The typology also includes
as its dimensions knowledge infrastructure, accessibility and institutional setup. This
rendersStages I and II of the typologyuseful for an analysis of learning and innovation
in Inner Scandinavia.

Public policy and policy leadership can potentially play an important role in
supporting innovation and SMEs in rural areas. The role of public policy in such

Fig. 5.1 Ideal types of different levels of cross-border integration Source Lundquist and Trippl
(2013, 455)
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locations is qualitatively different from urban areas and economically and techno-
logically dynamic regions (Tödtling and Trippl 2005). In the overview of different
stages of cross-border RIS, policy structures are characterised by the three stages.
In Stage I, when systems are poorly integrated, an absence of policy leadership
with any vision or legitimacy can be noted. Scant or asymmetrical support from the
nation-states is prevalent. In Stage II, mechanisms for the coordination of innovation
policies begin to emerge. In strongly integrated systems in Stage III, transparent and
democratic governance structures are in place, with inclusive forms of governance
and civic participation (Lundquist and Trippl 2013).

So far, we have presented some of the existing literature on functionality and
innovation concerning cross-border regions. This literature will guide the analysis
of cases from Inner Scandinavia.

5.4 Cross-Border Cooperation in Inner Scandinavia

InnerScandinavia (Fig. 5.2) is a large geographical areawith a lowpopulationdensity.
It is a heterogeneous region and comprises large areas mainly located to the north
of the Oslo–Stockholm axis, consisting of the counties of Hedmark and Akershus
in Norway and Värmland and Dalarna in Sweden. Some of the municipalities to
the north in Hedmark, Värmland and Dalarna are experiencing absolute population
decline, loss of working places and processes of marginalisation.

Cross-border cooperation between Norway and Sweden has a long history. Start-
ing in the 1960s, the Nordic Council encouraged Nordic cooperation and helped
formalise this by establishing border committees. At the regional level, Hedmark
County Council and Länstinget in Värmland adopted a political initiative to support
cross-border cooperation in the fields of culture, infrastructure, innovation and com-
petence. At that time, neither Sweden nor Norway was a member of the European
Economic Community (EEC).

Sweden became an EU member in 1994, whereas Norway opted against joining
and instead became affiliated with the EU through the European Free Trade Asso-
ciation (EFTA) and the European Economic Area (EEA) Agreement. Sweden’s EU
membership marked the introduction of new mechanisms in Swedish–Norwegian
cooperation. Sweden became part of the EU Cohesion Policy, including European
territorial cooperation. The Norwegian government and Norwegian border regions
have since 1996 been invited to participate in cross-border cooperation (CBC) pro-
grammes by the Swedish government. Such a contribution from the Norwegian gov-
ernment is provided via the national budget as well as co-financing from partnerships
at the regional level.

The EU Interreg programmes have supported cross-border cooperation in Inner
Scandinavia since the 1990s, from the Interreg II-A programme 1996–1999 until
the present Interreg V-A 2014–2020 (Medeiros 2014a). From the outset, cross-
border cooperation aimed to support cooperation between neighbouring adminis-
trative authorities located close to internal or external EU borders (Medeiros 2014b).
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Fig. 5.2 Inner Scandinavia Source Own elaboration

Over the years, the content of the programmes has changed. The importance of
developing economic sectors or ‘clusters’ of firms has increased, alongside sup-
port in competence, research and development. At the start of the latest programme
period, 2014–16, SMEs represented the main beneficiaries, together with research
and development receiving 80% of the available funding. This indicates that a sys-
temic approach towards SME development and innovation has achieved significance
within Interreg.

Four axes of intervention in the programming phases of Sweden–Norway coop-
eration within Interreg 1996–2016 can be identified (Medeiros 2017). In the first
period, 1996–1999, the four axes were: (1) cultural identity; (2) information, services
and transport; (3) business and sector development; and (4) skills and competence.
Between 20 and 30% of the total funds were allocated to each of the four axes. Con-
jointly, 60% of total funds were allocated to business and sector development and
skills and competence. Regarding Interreg V and the first two years 2014–2016, as
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Table 5.2 Indicators of research and innovation

Indicators of priority research and innovation 2023 result for
Inner
Scandinavia

Anticipated numbers as
of 31 December 2016a in
Inner Scandinavia

Number of SMEs participating in cross-border
research, development and innovation activities

50 233

Number of research institutes participating in
cross-border research projects

5 27

Demonstration and test projects 2 17

Number of long-term formalised cooperation
agreements between research institutes

2 9

Source Alnes and Sæther (2017)
aSource: Interreg Projects Progress Reports 2017
The indicators demonstrate that a much greater number of SMEs than anticipated are participating
and that the programme-level targets have already been met

previouslymentioned, a large share of total fundswas allocated to research and devel-
opment and SMEs. Thus, funding for research and SME development has always
been of considerable importance to the Sweden–Norway Interreg programmes.

The systemic dimension of support for SMEshas increasingly been at the forefront
of the Interreg programmes’ agendas, and economic support is not provided to single
firms. One of the projects currently being supported is theMusic Ecosystem (MECO)
in Inner Scandinavia. It has been argued that ‘[i]nnovation systems are not primarily
characterised by competitive strength created in single firms, but within business and
industrial environments’ (authors’ translation).

Apriority in the current programmeperiod is to advance the research, development
and innovation capacity of organisations and businesses. This priority attracts SMEs,
with examples of relevant initiatives being projects that increase cooperation and
contribute to knowledge transfers between research institutions, businesses/SMEs,
the public sector and civil society, aswell as projects that utilise a smart specialisation
approach to develop the strengths of the cross-border region. The indicators below
(Table 5.2) demonstrate the programme-level targets and the progress that has been
made to achieve them as of 31 December 2016.

5.5 Cases of Emerging Cross-Border Innovation

5.5.1 Cross-Border Tourist Destination Development

At the heart of Inner Scandinavia, the four municipalities of Malung-Sälen and Älv-
dalen in Dalarna County on the Swedish side and Trysil and Engerdal in Hedmark
County in Norway cooperate in the Sälen Idre Trysil Engerdal (SITE) region. The



100 B. Sæther et al.

region is mountainous and experienced many years of population decline owing to
the loss of employment in agriculture and forestry. However, from the 1960s, local
politicians and entrepreneurs began to develop winter tourism activities, establish-
ing the region’s first ski lift. The long-time mayor of Trysil was instrumental in this
development. From the 1970s, Trysil emerged as one of the most popular winter des-
tinations in Norway, and people from the Oslo/Akershus region started to construct
their own cabins here. On the Swedish side, Sälen experienced a parallel develop-
ment. These municipalities were early in establishing themselves as their nations’
leading winter tourism destinations (Table 5.3).

In contrast to the situation in the southernpart of InnerScandinavia, a long tradition
of cross-border cooperation between Dalarna and Hedmark did not exist (Nauwe-
laers et al. 2013). However, from the mid-2000s, Interreg Inner Scandinavia financed
projects GREEN 1, 2 and Green 2020 in the SITE region, whereby municipalities
and local firms joined forces to develop more environmentally friendly energy pro-
duction and consumption. These projects were organised as private–public partner-
ships. Based on a series of practical and often cost-saving results in reducing energy
consumption and strengthening local bio-based energy production, firms and munic-
ipalities learnt to appreciate cooperation.

All actors found common ground in striving for a shared environmentally friendly
destination label as ameans of boosting themarket competitiveness of the destination
or SITE region as a whole. They agreed to work to develop the SITE region into
a world-class and cross-border tourist destination. The Interreg Inner Scandinavia
programme has been a key partner in supporting the four border municipalities in
working towards this goal through the SITE 1 and 2 projects, which has spanned
for nine years from 2010 to 2018. The project has facilitated the influx of external
resources that have helped make the ambition more specific and knowledge based.

The municipalities, including their politicians and managers, work together. A
specific concern is that the future development of the region should be knowledge
based. Experts and researchers are utilised as advisors for the region’s branding
and planning issues. Local firms in the construction industry or those that offer
experience-based tourism activities are included in the project work. Local farmers
have started to offer high-quality food to tourists. Managers in the municipalities are
highly appreciative of this historic cooperation. As an effect of the SITE cooperation,
local officials have come to perceive theirmunicipalities asmore closely related to the
neighbouring SITE municipalities than to other municipalities in their own county.
This is due to functional similarities, namely the dominant position of a highly
specialised and globally oriented tourism sector. Through the SITE cooperation,

Table 5.3 Annual turnover in tourism in the SITE region, 2016

Sälen Idre/Älvdalen Trysil/Engerdal SITE-region

250 mill EUR 70 mill EUR 120 mill EUR 440 mill EUR

Source SITE project plan and Trysil municipality
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municipalities and firms also work together to solve typical border issues concerning
customs, transport and welfare provision.

Key actors in the region have long lobbied for the construction of an airport to
transport tourists to the region. In 2017, a decision was made to construct the Scan-
dinavian Mountains Airport, also known as Sälen-Trysil Airport, which is scheduled
to open in 2019.

SkiStar is the major private firm in the region and operates ski resorts on both
sides of the border. SkiStar runs lifts, hills, lodging, restaurants and other services in
Trysil and Sälen. In the financial year 2016–2017, SkiStar reported a turnover ofe33
million in Sälen and e25 million in Trysil. Indeed, the firm’s profitability is good.
According to the CEO, the firm expects to see a considerable growth in tourism in the
region. SkiStar’s vision is to ‘create memorable mountain experiences as the leading
operator of European alpine destinations’. SkiStar is listed on the Stockholm stock
exchange and amajority of the stocks are owned by brothersMats and Erik Paulsson,
who are among Sweden’s financial elite and live in the southern part of the country.
This means that important decisions concerning the future development of tourism
in the SITE region are made by this family and the SkiStar board.

Winter tourism as a newpath to economic development has, inmanyways, created
in the SITE region. Cooperation between the municipalities and between private and
public actors, together with a history of political, social and political entrepreneur-
ship, has explained much of its progress. In collaboration, local actors have become
sufficiently strong to push for the construction of an airport in the region.

5.5.2 Knowledge Production in the Music Industry

In the past 15 years, the town of Rena in rural Hedmark County has emerged as a
national leader in knowledge production within music management and production.
Moreover, Rena has become a local node in the global knowledge support system
for commercial music. This fascinating development would not have been possible
without the support of Interreg in Inner Scandinavia and cooperation with Swedish
partners.

In the period 2003–2008, when Internet-based innovations destroyed the tradi-
tional music industry, entrepreneurs at Rena started to educate the next generation of
music managers. Whereas managers in the traditional music industry were sceptical
of its future, young students had a vision. Their thinking was based on the simple fact
that although people were increasingly unwilling to pay for music, they continued
to listen to it and there was no sign that this would stop. The question was hence
how to encourage people to pay to listen to music when it could be downloaded
for free. Spotify proved to be the answer. The company was developed by venture
capitalists and technologists based in Stockholm. Through their close connections in
the Swedish music industry, the small group of entrepreneurs at Rena were among
the very first to adopt new technology for the future of the music industry. Their
understanding and foresight became the basis for teaching students in a bachelor’s
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programme in music management first offered at Rena in 2005. This programme
was unique in Norway and attracted students from across the country. Students who
completed their degrees at Rena quickly became attractive to employers due to their
knowledge of relevant business models in a renewed music industry.

Swedish partners have also been consistently essential to the developments at
Rena. At Falun University College in Dalarna, a high-quality studio was indeed set
up at «Lugnet» to producemusic. For several years, students fromRena could use this
studio as part of their bachelor’s program. When this opportunity disappeared, the
management at Rena struggled to find other studios because the necessary funding
was unavailable at Rena University College. Eventually, agreements were made to
send students to Arvika in Värmland as well as to the United Kingdom (UK). The
cooperation with Arvika has since deepened, as this locality also seeks to offer
a bachelor’s programme in music production. Universities in the globally leading
music industry nations—the UK and the United States of America—have recently
succeeded in persuadingRena to offer streaming anddigitalisation courses inEnglish.
A course on the role of big data in the music business has also just commenced in
the city of Kongsvinger.

Aside from the bachelor’s programme, engagement with a wider audience of
(especially younger) people interested in music management and production has
been critical. Sweden’s high level of competence in lifelong learning (including in
North Central Sweden more specifically) has been particularly important in this
respect (see Table 5.1). Through Interreg’s support, actors from Arvika are hired to
offer courses in several localities across Hedmark County on the Norwegian side of
the border.

More recently, research in music management has been placed on the agenda.
Cooperation between Karlstad University and the Inland Norway University of
Applied Sciences as well as the campus at Rena has occurred and 10 researchers
are now involved on both sides of the border. A centre for music business research
operated by Karlstad University and Rena is currently being planned.

The success of music management at Rena would not have been possible with-
out the profound support of Interreg. Management at Interreg in Inner Scandinavia,
together with county-level politicians, have looked to the long term when evaluating
applications for continued support from Rena every fourth year. Programmes oper-
ated by the Norwegian government tend to only look 3–5 years ahead. Management
has been clear that commercial music is typically a big city phenomenon, and some
of the earlier projects were launched to replicate the advantages of urban agglomera-
tion in a small town such as Rena. A strong belief in the long-term support of creative
ideas and entrepreneurs at Rena has existed within Interreg Inner Scandinavia. With
the growing importance of Rena and its integration in a global knowledge production
system for music, such longevity has added considerable value.

The support of Interreg in building a cross-border innovation system for the music
industry, and largely from scratch, constitutes a rare example of path creation in
a rural economic fabric. Interreg’s support has been knowledge based, including
cluster theory and transitioning from a cluster to innovation system. Triple helix
cooperation and more recently quadruple helix and ecosystem perspectives have
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been included. Equal financial risk-sharing between university, college and region
has been important.

However, such support is not enough by itself. Rena emerged as a local hub in a
global production system for commercial music during a period of creative destruc-
tion in the music industry. It can be argued that it is in such periods of rupture and
crisis that new windows of locational opportunity appear. Entrepreneurs working as
lecturers at RenaCollegewere able to seize opportunities during a period of crisis and
combine their resources, first leading to a bachelor’s programme in music manage-
ment. These actors can be termed system-level entrepreneurs who work from Rena
and across Sweden and Norway. They quickly established national and global net-
works with leading actors in Stockholm and Nashville, not only as listeners, but also
as partners in dialogue regarding the latest technological and business developments
in the industry.

5.5.3 Cleantech Network

The cross-border cleantech network has been developed through Interreg cooper-
ation in Inner Scandinavia since the opening of the fourth generation of Interreg
programmes in Europe in 2007. The latest projects, ecoINSIDE1 and 2, are compo-
nents of the Interreg Norway-Sweden 2014–2020 programme. These projects were
developed to contribute to make Inner Scandinavia as a leading cluster within envi-
ronmentally driven development, and as a cross-border initiative, to strengthen the
border region’s competitive performance by initiating climate-driven development,
reduce border barriers and develop the area’s territorial capital.

The application states that this is an ambitious but feasible goal. The key to
reaching the goal is the development of the following:

• A world-class border crossing innovation system;
• Inner Scandinavia as an exemplar in sustainable development;
• Binding cooperation between institutions across the border through ownership and
greater numbers of shared institutions. (Authors’ translation.)

By concentrating on such activities, ecoINSIDE is intended to increase cross-
border added value for SMEs, universities and other knowledge providers.

The resources in the project are allocated to three areas: solar energy and energy
systems, waste and resources, and sustainable building. The methods used in the
project are living laboratories, service innovation, research and development, and
innovative public procurement.

Of the 138 SMEs involved in the project, we have interviewed 10. This constitutes
a small selection, but it nevertheless provides an overview of the working methods
and demonstrates how SMEs benefit from the project and the partnership. Based on
the interviews, we have been able to identify the factors that facilitate successful
cross-border innovation in the ecoINSIDE project:
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• Trust and long-term networks among key partners;
• Experienced project managers as system-level entrepreneurs.

The project managers of ecoINSIDE are professionals with expertise in the
three key areas represented in the project: solar energy and energy systems, sus-
tainable building, and waste resources. These project managers operate as system-
level entrepreneurs who aim to develop relationships and networks with, among and
between producers and users of knowledge by providing connections, knowledge
sources and in some cases knowledge itself (e.g. technical know-how and market
insights) to organisations in the network.

A group of eight–ten system-level entrepreneurs dedicate between one quarter
and one half of their working time to the project. They work with the key partners
in ecoINSIDE: Dalarna Science Park (SE), Tretorget (NO), Glava Energy Center
(SE) and Kunnskapsbyen Innovation Centre (NO). The latter also acts as the overall
project leader. The partners are leading knowledge providers within their areas of
competence. Some larger firms, especially utilities, are also partners in the networks.

These organisations and their key employees have learnt to trust each other over
a long period of time, having worked together in Interreg and other projects for
five to ten years or even longer. In particular, they have learnt to share knowledge
and information about two topics: which SME needs what sort of knowledge, and
which knowledge providers can offer that particular knowledge? The key partners
have several competencies themselves, but their networks include other knowledge
providers such as universities and clusters outside of the partnership. Being able to
visit SMEs and knowledge providers over a sustained period of time has enabled key
personnel to become competent brokers of knowledge between SMEs and knowledge
providers in Inner Scandinavia. At times, knowledge is sourced in places such as
Stockholm or Trondheim.

These developments would not have been possible without long-term policy sup-
port. Interreg officials in Hedmark have worked strategically since the early 2000s
to secure funding for a series of projects on clean technology in Inner Scandinavia.
Reports from the United Nations (UN) on climate research (International Panel on
Climate Change 2007, 2004) have inspired policy-makers. At the same time, they
had a strong belief that projects should devise practical solutions. Thus, alongside
technical solutions, questions concerning finance, business models and knowledge
sourcing have been included in the funded projects. This has helped establish a criti-
cal mass of firms and knowledge providers that can generate business and knowledge
dynamics within Inner Scandinavia.

5.6 Analysis and Conclusion

The three analysed case studies (Table 5.4) havebenefited considerably from the long-
term support of Interreg Inner Scandinavia.While the content of the projects has been
developed over the years, the samegroup of key actors has received themajority of the
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support. This has offered the actors the ability to continue their work to meet rather
ambitious goals with content. In all three cases, the ambition has been to operate
among the international leaders. The SITE region has the objective of becoming
a world-class tourist destination, and in terms of cleantech, Inner Scandinavia is
supposed to be an international leader.

The key actors in the three cases also display some interesting differences and
similarities. All of the actors share a common interest in starting new activities with
the clear goal of seeing results. In other words, they are entrepreneurs. At Rena,
actors in the music ecosystem have been affiliated with the college, working either
as lecturers or being hired on short-term contracts. In the SITE region, the key
actors have been located both within the municipalities and in the private sector.
The brokers financed by ecoINSIDE have been able to compensate for some of the
disadvantages of working in the Inner Scandinavian region, in terms of establishing
an innovation system that works for SMEs and knowledge providers alike (Ørbeck
and Braunerhielm 2013).

All three cases are dependent on cross-border cooperation, and such cooperation
has come to define the existence and content of the cases. This form of dependence
is functional, and the activities on either side of the border are functionally interde-
pendent. They simply could not have existed without each other. The content of the
cooperation in the three cases is, however, rather different and the functionality is
created by the different types of actors:

Table 5.4 Summarized findings from the three analysed case studies

Main actors Role of Interreg Cross-border
functionality

External linkages

SITE tourism
development

SITE
municipalities
and SkiStar

Strategic support
since 2005.
Finance and
knowledge

Learning within
winter tourism
destination
development

Austria

Music ecosystem HiINN at Rena,
Karlstad
University,
including Arvika
College

Strategic support
since 2003.
Finance and
knowledge

Cooperation
within music
production and
management
education.
Innovations
within education

Stockholm,
Nashville, UK

Cleantech Arvika Solar
park, Lillestrøm
Innovation
Centre, Tretorget,
Dalarna Science
park

Strategic support
since 2007.
Finance and
knowledge

Innovations
within solar
energy, green
constructions and
waste handling
Includes both
knowledge
producers and
users

Several national
and global
linkages



106 B. Sæther et al.

• ecoINSIDE: knowledge brokers;
• Music ecosystem: university employees;
• SITE tourism development: managers and politicians within municipalities, and
private sector managers.

The existence of SMEs seeking knowledge and universities providing knowledge
in a region is in itself insufficient to guaranteeing that a contact to solve a prob-
lem will be established. Some sort of arena where two parties can meet and discuss
must be made available. Otherwise, the arena has to be constructed, and Interreg
demonstrates the potential of constructing such spaces. Flexibility in project design
and organisational structure, together with a broad public–private partnership, con-
stitute other important factors that can make positive contributions to the operation
of projects. Some of the system entrepreneurs have been based on publicly financed
organisations such asmunicipalities and colleges and can be termed social or political
entrepreneurs.

5.6.1 Theoretical Reflections

The proposed ideal types of cross-border integration of regional innovation systems
presented in Fig. 5.1 offers a useful point of departure for analysis. The three cases
presented above have progressed from being mere weakly integrated systems. In
the case of the tourism-based development in the SITE region, it would appear
that the major effect is within learning, cooperation and exchange of experiences
across the border. Within the music ecosystem and cleantech networks, learning and
cooperation are to a greater degree complemented by innovation. The college at Rena
is becoming a node in a global knowledge support systemwithinmusicmanagement.
Within cleantech (and especially solar power), Inner Scandinavia has attained a
leading position in Scandinavia and also enjoys extensive international channels of
knowledge exchange and business development. Based on the ideal types, the three
cases are at present semi-integrated systems. The music ecosystem and cleantech
are semi-integrated regional innovation systems, while the SITE region constitutes a
semi-integrated system of learning and cooperation. Concerning the ideal types, the
role of learning and knowledge exchange could have been highlighted to a greater
extent as a precondition for cross-border innovation. Contrary to what is often argued
in the literature, the three cases demonstrate that new path creation is under certain
conditions possible in rural regions. The SITE region was among the pioneers in
winter tourism in Scandinavia in the 1960s and 1970s. Both the music ecosystem and
cleantech are cases of new path creation, which are not new to just Inner Scandinavia,
but in certain aspects also at the national and global scale. The ‘secret’ behind this
new path creation pertains to time and consistent public support.

Indeed, this represents a key finding from the three cases. A history of 15 years
of more or less continuous public support through Interreg programmes has been of
paramount importance. Interreg has been a mechanism for coordinating innovation
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policies in the three reported cases. The presence of Interreg projects has been
instrumental in helping Inner Scandinavia to evolve into a region with a Stage II,
semi-integrated cross-border innovation system. Interreg programmes are based
upon the partnership principle and at their best serve as political ‘explorer arenas’
where new policies can be tested.

Cross-border innovation activities are funded at significantly lower cost for each
border region involveddue to the co-fundingmechanism, hence reducing thefinancial
risk for all parties, including the counties that are involved. Interreg programmes have
a 7-year cycle, which is a longer planning horizon than tends to be true of regional
or national policy measures. This provides incentives for regional representatives as
well as for programme managers to work with complex issues such as path creation,
as demonstrated by the case of the cross-border music ecosystem. Aiming for the
development of a cross-border, sustainable and world-leading tourism destination
(the SITE case) or providing solutions to the existential threat of climate change
while promoting technical innovation and seizing new business opportunities are
also complex and long-term processes.

A number of the systems entrepreneurs working with consultancies or innovation
centres have based their contributions on funding from Interreg projects. Interreg has
rendered possible the establishment of numerous arenas for cross-border discussions
and cooperation, facilitating learning, innovation and business development.

Functional integration has represented a significant concern in this chapter. We
have argued that functionally integrated regions should include much more than the
number of commuters. Based on our observations, we note that all three cases have
stimulated cross-border functional integration in learning, cooperation and, to some
extent, innovation. This was illustrated by a senior officer in one of the SITE munic-
ipalities, who claimed to find cooperation within the SITE region more important
than with other municipalities in the same county. For knowledge providers and
system entrepreneurs within the music ecosystem and cleantech, cross-border func-
tional interdependence has emerged based on numerous years of working together.
The projects presented here thus contribute to cross-border functional integration
in Inner Scandinavia. More research is, however, required to further specify cross-
border innovation and functional integration in rural areas.

Finally, our conclusions add an extra layer of complexity to analysis of regional
functional integration processes, and their ultimate contribution to promoting more
balanced and cohesive territories, notably in cross-border regions. Indeed, increas-
ing cross-border functional connectivity is a prerequisite for promoting territorial
cohesion processes within cross-border regions. This requires, as seen, more that
increasing cross-border communing flows. It needs the reinforcement of all sorts
of cross-border networking between all involved actors. For this, the EU Interreg
programmes, such as Inner Scandinavia, have been playing a fundamental role.
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Abstract This chapter will consider the implementation of integrated sustain-
able urban development strategies as part of this chapter requirements under the
2014–2020 European Regional and Development Fund regulation. This chapter will
reflect on the place-based rationale of the approach and consider the major inno-
vations in the 2014–2020 regulations. It will subsequently consider how Member
States have designed and implemented the regulation, particularly focusing on varia-
tion between and within member states. The second section of the chapter considers
the added value of the provisions at the European level. Added value can be captured
in three dimensions: the extent to which new or strengthened strategic frameworks
have emerged, the extent to which integrated governance and strengthened imple-
mentation capacities have been achieved and the extent to which experimentation
and innovation in relation to interventions have taken place. The third part of the
chapter will analyse some of the key challenges in relation to implementation of
these strategies through European funding streams. These relate to issues around
capacity, regulations and governance. The final section will reflect on the lessons
that can be learned in relation to the role of integrated place-based strategies to
achieve territorial cohesion.
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6.1 Introduction

The following chapter considers the implementation of integrated sustainable urban
development strategies at the European level. These strategies have been introduced
in the 2014–20 Cohesion Policy as part of a shift to place-based policy thinking and
practice (van der Zwet and Bachtler 2018). In particular, the urban dimension of
Cohesion Policy was strengthened in the 2013 reforms of the European Structural
and Investment Funds (ESIF) for the 2014–20 period (Tosics 2015). Developments
in thinking about place-based approaches (van der Zwet and Mendez 2015) were
particularly influential in the debate on reforming Cohesion Policy in the mid/late
2000s and were given credence by a number of reports (Barca 2009; Farole et al.
2009; OECD 2009a, b). The 2009 Barca Report argued that such policy interventions
are superior to spatially blind interventions, which too often assume a top-down
approach (Barca 2009). In essence, integrated place-based approaches rely on local
knowledge, capital and control over resources as well as a locally developed strategic
framework in order to facilitate endogenous growth.

Territorial provisions have played a relatively small but significant role in previous
programme periods of EU Cohesion Policy. For example, the Urban Community
Initiative, first launched in the 1994–99 period, continued in the 2000–06 period and
integrated in the Investment for Growth and Jobs programmes in the 2007–13 period,
encouraged urban areas and neighbourhoods to design innovative, integrated urban
development measures. Under the European Territorial Cooperation programme,
URBACT was set up in 2003 and has sought to foster sustainable integrated urban
development in cities across Europe. URBACT is mainly a knowledge exchange
platform, enabling networking between cities and identifying good practice. The
LEADER approach was established in 1991 and has become an important element
of rural development, and since 2007 it has also been used within the European
Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) to support sustainable development in fishing
communities. Community-Led Local Development (CLLD) was introduced for the
2014–20 period, based on the LEADER instrument.

The new emphasis on integrated place-based approaches under Cohesion Policy
in the 2014–20 period follows the formalisation of territorial cohesion as an objective
for the EU in the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU (TFEU) and the subsequent
regulations for European Structural and Investment Funds approved in 2013. Accord-
ing to the Territorial Agenda of the European Union (European Commission 2011),
territorial development policies should address the following issues:

• Increased exposure to globalisation and structural changes caused by the global
economic crisis;

• New challenges for European integration and growing interdependence of regions,
territorially diverse demographic and social challenges and spatial segregation of
vulnerable groups;

• Climate change and environmental risks that have geographically diverse impacts;
• Growing energy challenges threatening regional competitiveness; and
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Fig. 6.1 Location of in-depth ISUD case studies. Source own elaboration

• Loss of biodiversity and growing vulnerability of natural, landscape and cultural
heritage.

The nature of these challenges is thought to require an integrated mix of interven-
tions in order to increase their impact and to exploit fully the development potential
of different types of territories. There is a particular focus on fostering Integrated
Sustainable Urban Development (ISUD) through integrated strategies in order to
strengthen the resilience of cities.

This chapter draws on research that was undertaken as part of a European Com-
mission (EC) study of the integrated territorial and urban strategies supported by
European Structural and Investment Funds (van der Zwet et al. 2017). The research
is the most extensive data gathering exercise in relation to ISUD strategies that have
been carried out to date. The project identified 853 ISUD strategies and a further
153 territorial strategies that are implemented by integrated territorial investment
tool but that are not considered part of each Member State’s ISUD allocation. A
second stage involved the creation of a database of 426 strategies and the devel-
opment of 42 in-depth ISUD case studies (Fig. 6.1). These case studies involved
in-depth semi-structured interviews with Stakeholders in 26 Member States.1 This

1Malta and Luxembourg were not included.
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chapter will only discuss ISUD strategies and mainly draw on the evidence collected
as part of the case study fiches. Table 6.1 provides an overview of the in-depth case
studies. The table reports the urban area, Member State whether the strategy covers
a metropolitan area, town or neighbourhood. The total population coverage of the
strategy area, the implementation mechanism (see next section)—either Integrated
Territorial Investment (ITI), Priority Axis (PrAxis) or Operational Programme (OP)
and whether the urban area is located in a More Developed region (MD), Transition
Region (TR) or Less Developed region (LD).

The remainder of this chapter is structured as follows. The next section will
provide an overview of the key aspects of integrated sustainable urban development
in the 2014 ESIF period. In the next section, we will consider the potential added
value of ISUD and other territorial approaches. In the penultimate section, we shall
consider some of the challenges of implementing ISUD and other strategies. These
include capacity, regulatory and governance issues.

6.2 Overview of Integrated Sustainable Urban
Development Strategies in the 2014–2020 ESIF Period

In the 2014–20 programme period there are a number of important differences com-
pared to previous periods. First, the overall funding allocation for integrated place-
based approaches has increased. According to the indicated territorial deliverymech-
anisms in the OPs, around 9% of the Cohesion Policy budget (EUR 31 billion) will be
spent through the various territorial provisions. Second, there is a regulatory require-
ment to implement integrated place-based approaches in cities. Third, the integrated
approach, in general, is emphasised. Fourth, more information regarding the imple-
mentation of integrated place-based approaches is required at the programme level.
Fifth, there is more attention for knowledge diffusion (e.g. providing guidance, sce-
narios, participation in urban networks, peer-to-peer review, etc.).

The use of this chapter for the implementation of European Regional and Devel-
opment Fund (ERDF) makes integrated urban development a compulsory feature of
the ESIF regulation. One of the main goals of the approach is to empower cities. As
such, a novel feature of the regulation is the requirement to delegate implementation
tasks to cities for interventions that are programmed as part of the minimum 5%
ERDF share to implement ISUD. However, it is left to the Member States to identify
those territories that are considered urban areas. Furthermore, the regulation encour-
ages the introduction of innovation and experimentation (Urban Innovative Actions,
Chap. 7 of Regulation 1301/2013) and the introduction of an Urban Development
Network to deepen the discussion on the implementation of the urban dimension
(Chap. 8 of Regulation 1301/2013).

This chapter can be implemented using a number of different approaches and
instruments. ISUD can be implemented through so-called mainstream approaches
(i.e. in a similar way to how other ESI Funds are implemented) as either a separate
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Table 6.1 In-depth ISUD case studies

Case study Member
state

Type of
city/region

Population Implementation
methoda

Type of
regionb

Vienna AT Metropolitan 1,840,000 PrAxis MD

Brussels BE Town 1,139,000 OP MD

Plovdiv BG Town 504,338 PrAxis LD

Pazardjik BG Town 69,384 PrAxis LD

Nicosia CY Neighbourhood 8244 PrAxis TR

Prague CZ Metropolitan 609,000 ITI MD

Brno CZ Town 2,000,000 ITI LD

Ústí nad
Labem

CZ Town 52,000 ITI LD

Berlin DE Metropolitan 3,500,000 PrAxis MD

Nordhausen DE Town 41,839 PrAxis TR

Vejle DK Town 53,230 PrAxis MD

Tartu EE Metropolitan 120,929 PrAxis LD

Patras EL Neighbourhood 150,000 ITI LD

Malaga ES Town 59,695 PrAxis TR

Barcelona ES Town 114,014 PrAxis MD

Six cities FI Town 1,600,000 ITI MD

Aurillac FR Other 54,036 PrAxis TR

Centre
Franche-
Comté

FR Region 319,868 PrAxis TR

Lille FR Metropolitan 357,220 ITI MD

Zagreb HR Town 1,086,528 ITI LD

Pecs HU Town 145,000 PrAxis LD

Debrecen HU Town 145,000 PrAxis LD

Tatabanya HU Town 68,000 PrAxis LD

Cork IE Metropolitan 119,230 PrAxis MD

Torino IT Town 905,000 OP and PrAxis MD

Palermo IT Town 1,069,754 OP and PrAxis LD

Reggio
Emilia

IT Region 171,655 PrAxis LD

(continued)
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Table 6.1 (continued)

Case study Member
state

Type of
city/region

Population Implementation
methoda

Type of
regionb

Kaunas LT Neighbourhood 297,846 ITI LD

Liepaja LV Town 71,926 ITI LD

The Hague NL Town 510,000 ITI MD

Katowice PL Metropolitan 2,759,961 ITI LD

Walbrzych PL Metropolitan 415,800 ITI LD

Lublin PL Metropolitan 547,784 ITI LD

Porto PT Metropolitan 237,534 ITI LD

Cascais PT Town 206,479 PrAxis MD

Timisoara RO Town 387,000 PrAxis LD

Ploiesti RO Town 327,000 PrAxis LD

Stockholm SE Metropolitan 2,100,000 OP MD

Maribor SI Town 81,165 ITI LD

Nitra SK Town 92,935 ITI LD

London UK Metropolitan 8,539,000 ITI MD

Source van der Zwet et al. 2017
aIntegrated Territorial Investment (ITI), Priority Axis (PrAxis), Operational Programme (OP)
bMore Developed region (MD), Transition Region (TR), Less Developed region (LD)

OP or a separate mixed priority axis. ISUD can also be implemented through an
Integrated Territorial Investment (ITI) strategy. This new tool provides a framework
for thematic/sectoral integration and can be used to combine resources from different
funds (usually ERDF and European Social Fund (ESF)) into single strategies. ITI can
also be used for territorial strategies that do not contribute to this chapter regulatory
requirements. These type of strategies are referred to as regional ITI and although
they are inmanyways similar to ITI ISUD strategies (i.e. they are integrated, drawing
funding from multiple priority axis and/or funds and have a dedicated ring-fenced
budget), they are particularly different in terms of the afforded responsibilities in
relation to project selection to the local level which is in all cases more limited.

Community-Led Local Development (CLLD) can also contribute to ISUD strate-
gies. CLLD provides a bottom-up participatory approach to ESIF implementation
generally and can also be used in the urban context. However, ITI and CLLD have a
broader application. ITI can also target functional areas, such as rural, rural–urban
and cross-border areas and territories with specific geographic features (van der Zwet
et al. 2014). CLLD can also contribute to the implementation of these non-ISUD ITI
strategies.

These measures all aim to support place-based development in an integrated man-
ner across the EU28. However, overall, the regulatory framework, particularly in
relation to this chapter, is not prescriptive and provides extensive scope for variation
in implementation across the EU28. This flexibility is considered a strength as it
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allows for more place-specific interventions. However, the Commission guidance
lists some of the following key principles for territorial provisions (EC 2014):

• Include a comprehensive and evolving strategy that is of real use to the urban
authority;

• Include a robust territorial and demographic analysis;
• Include a mid-term/long-term vision, i.e. until at least 2020;
• Include a systemof interlinked actionswhich seek to bring about a lasting improve-
ment in the economic, environmental, climate, social and demographic conditions
of an urban area;

• Build upon other major investments in the urban area;
• Be coherent with the overall development targets of the region and Member State;
• Be realistic in terms of the capacity to implement;
• Be linked to the objectives of the programme from which the funds derive; and
• Demonstrate how local citizens, civil society and other governance levels will be
involved in the implementation of the strategy.

These core principles already highlight where the added value of the approach
can be expected and also where we can anticipate some of the challenges in terms of
design, implementation and governance of the strategy. These issues will be further
discussed in the next two sections.

6.3 The Added Value of Territorial Approaches

Analyses of the influence of Cohesion Policy in changing the policy and practices
of regional and urban development in Member States are often discussed under the
broad heading of ‘added value’ (Bachtler et al. 2009). These analyses have high-
lighted changes in the way that practitioners and stakeholders conceptualise and
relate to regional policy through involvement in Cohesion Policy programmes: in
the content of the policy (strategic goals, underpinning rationales and measures),
and in the way policy is designed and delivered. Generally, Cohesion Policy is cred-
ited with adding value in a number of ways. First, it can support and strengthen
the profile and strategic framework of regional policy in Member States (Mairate
2006). This can involve a raised awareness among key actors of the role of strat-
egy building. It can also build capacities that are durable beyond the project level
and facilitate future project implementation at different scales. Cohesion Policy can
encourage information and knowledge exchange on key strategic priorities, creat-
ing alignments and synergies between different levels of government and across
administrative boundaries. Taken together, Cohesion Policy concerns the creation of
new strategic frameworks and/or the strengthening of pre-existing approaches across
different territorial levels in Member States.

Second, Cohesion Policy can encourage integrated governance and strengthen
capacities within member states (EC 2016). This process consists of a number of
aspects as given below:
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• The establishment of new structures, arenas and partnerships for strategic thinking
in the territory;

• Building up social capital ‘soft’ skills, consensus building and trust building;
• Developing technical skills and capacity at local level; and
• Providing input into policy development and policy instruments.

Third, Cohesion Policy can promote experimentation and innovation, with inter-
ventions facilitating greater cooperation and collaboration among policymakers and
stakeholders at different levels (Bache 2010 ).As such, the policy increases awareness
of opportunities that aid development in the territory. It can create investment-steering
and investment-accelerating effects. It can leverage financial and ‘other’ incentives
to mobilise actions and resources. This can produce multiplier effects, by encourag-
ing the ‘pooling’ of regional policy budgets and administrative resources, accessing
additional funding for regional development from public and private sources and
increasing the effectiveness and impact of regional policy by strengthening coordi-
nation and synergies between EU and domestic instruments.

In this way, ESI Funds act as motivators or ‘agents of change’ (Polverari et al.
2017). Although at an early stage of implementation, the introduction of ISUD strate-
gies creates substantial potential2 for the creation of these dimensions of EU ‘added
value’. The next subsections will identify examples of each of these added value
dimensions at the urban level, providing examples where appropriate.

6.3.1 New or Strengthened Strategic Frameworks

The process of developing ISUD strategies have already created added value by
demonstrating to stakeholders in the territory the role and significance of integrated
strategic approaches. Potential added value is recognised in addressing inefficiencies
caused by fragmentation. The involvement of local authorities in the design and
implementation of strategies is credited by implementing authorities with creating
potential for minimising rivalry, competition and duplication of projects. In Lublin,
for instance, the development of the ISUD strategy has increased the knowledge and
awareness of the role and importance of strategic and integrated programming. The
standard of strategic planning for development has increased and local authorities
have become much more involved in Cohesion Policy implementation (as opposed
to acting only as beneficiaries).

Thus, there is a clear process of local-level capacity building underway. In the
Patras ISUD strategy, a key component of perceived added value among policymak-
ers is that, contrary to previous programme periods, which relied on project-based
and fragmented interventions, the strategy now sets out an integrated plan with a
particular geographical focus. Similarly, in the Prague ISUD strategy, there is a

2It is important to stress that, at this stage, the added value is often only potential; new frameworks
and mechanisms have been introduced, but their operation in practice is not tested or assessed.
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presumption that the adoption and implementation of the strategy will ensure bet-
ter functional links between constituent areas, by developing strategic solutions to
common problems. In the Kaunas ISUD strategy, local authorities see the strategy
planning and implementation process as a good exercise to prove the use of integrated
planning in the real life. Success of the strategy will be an important determinant
of whether and to what extent an integrated approach will be introduced into city
planning in the future.

Some areas have long-established traditions of working with integrated place-
based strategies and limited ESI funding allocations. In these cases, added value can
be identified in the extension or strengthening of existing practice. For example, the
Cork ISUD strategy strengthens the integration of the country’s overall approach to
regional development with local development plans. It offers the opportunity to fund
a range of projects and embed them into an integrated plan for the city. From the
city-level perspective, the link between the city plan and ESI funding provides the
opportunity to ‘think bigger’ and more strategically about which projects they want
to fund.

6.3.2 Integrated Governance, Strengthened Implementation
Capacities

The implementation of ISUD strategies is creating added value in some contexts in
the form of new, cooperative governance mechanisms and structures. The establish-
ment of intermediary bodies as part of this chapter requirements is, in some cases,
having an observable influence on how interventions/projects are implemented. This
chapter stipulates that the input of urban authorities in resource allocation decisions
must be demonstrated, particularly in the selection and delivery of projects. This
secures active participation in resource allocation decisions, and in many cases is
accompanied by new systems, structures and tools that maximise the input from
partners and stakeholders. In some cases, implementation by urban authorities has
required organisational arrangements that increase resources for implementation,
potentially boosting capacity in the longer term.

These new approaches to governance can include the development of different
governance structures, processes and capacities that cover different types of func-
tional areas. The Brno ISUD ITI strategy, for instance, has become a catalyst for
institutional changes in metropolitan cooperation and has enabled wide agreement
on, and funding for, strategic projects principally for themetropolitan territory. There
are now efforts to ensure the continuation of the structures created (e.g. steering com-
mittees, working groups) and metropolitan partnerships.

In the Lublin ISUD strategy, the added value of ITI is seen as substantial by the
MA, the ITI Office and the ITI partners in changing approaches to territorial gov-
ernance in the region. The ITI strategy has created a governance framework that
incentivises an integrated approach to territorial governance. City and local authori-
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ties are working together on the ITI strategy and are trying to use this cooperation for
the development of the whole area. It is worth noting that before signing the agree-
ment in 2014, neither the mayors nor the operational civil servants of the Lublin
municipalities were in regular contact with each other to discuss strategic develop-
ment. Thanks to a special model of ITI cooperation which includes an operational
ITI strategy coordinator in every partnering municipality, officials are in contact on
a daily basis, while the mayors meet at least once a month to discuss more strate-
gic issues. Such close interaction would not have happened without the ITI strategy
framework and the associated incentives.

Strengthened cooperation can also concern partners from different sectors. Inte-
grated place-based strategies involve a much broader range of actors compared to
simple projects, and this can strengthen social networks based on reciprocity, trust
and cooperation. For example, in theMaribor ISUD strategy, added value is identified
in the intensive cooperation with the university and NGOs. Furthermore, a feature
of added value noted in the case of the Brussels ISUD strategy is the development of
partnerships, including those involved in the social economy and voluntary sectors.

6.3.3 Experimentation, Innovation with Interventions

Specific features of ISUD strategies also increase the potential for experimentation
with new and innovative approaches to designing and delivering initiatives, in turn
creating added value. For instance, in some strategies the scope to combine differ-
ent ESI funds is seen as a source of added value, providing efficiency gains from
exploiting synergies between different funding streams in one integrated place-based
strategy.

Implementing authorities for the ‘TheHague’ ISUD strategy highlight the value of
integrating ESF and ERDF funding in the territory. It is too early to fully understand
how effective this approach is, but it does encourage policymakers and project stake-
holders to at least think in a more integrated way. The integration at the level of the
ITI strategy is considered a first step towards further integration at the project level. It
is noted that there are important differences in terms of culture, implementation prac-
tices and types of stakeholders between the funds, which form a significant barrier
to full integration. However, by combining ERDF and ESF within an ITI strategy,
these barriers are bridged by both public administration bodies and stakeholders.

In other cases, policymakers are taking advantage of ESIF ISUD strategies to pilot
new configurations of territories and stakeholders, including private sector partners.

The Finnish Six Cities ISUD strategy represents an innovative type of operational
cooperation between the six cities, which has emerged from their needs (i.e. joint
interests and measures). The starting point was that the strategy would not just entail
one or two cities, but multiple cities across Finland. The instrument is perceived to be
valuable and innovative as it also promotes cooperation with businesses and strives
to achieve other objectives such as competitiveness and growth. Added value is also
achieved by increasing awareness of investment opportunities and the formation of
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links with the private sector that can facilitate private funding for specific, innovative
types of actions.

In the Vejle ISUD strategy, the expected added value is that it will help to build a
common basis for public–private partnership and in so doing strengthen cooperation
on sustainable urban development. For example, from a small project on the utilisa-
tion of construction waste, it is expected that awareness will be strengthened among
SMEs of the business potential in the more sustainable utilisation of waste.

6.4 Design and Implementation Challenges

Most research, studies and evaluations of Cohesion Policy implementation and man-
agement identify a number of challenges (e.g. Dotti 2016; Bachtler et al. 2014;
McCann and Ortega-Argilés 2016). Although the challenges are generally very
diverse in nature, they can be captured in a number of interlinked dimensions as
follows:

• Resource, institutional and administrative capacity;
• Regulatory challenges; and
• Governance challenges.

Each of these dimensions is captured in Fig. 6.1 under which we can subsequently
identify sub-dimensions and specific challenges.

6.4.1 Resource, Institutional and Administrative Capacity

Earlier studies have raised concerns about resource, institutional and administrative
capacity to manage and implement strategies, particularly where responsibilities for
implementation are delegated to local bodieswithmore limited expertise or resources
to implement ESIF funds (Bachtler et al. 2014). These concerns about capacity are
also linked to the perceived increase in the complexity of the ESIF regulations,
sometimes due to ‘gold-plating’ byMember States rather than the original regulations
(van der Zwet et al. 2014; Böhme et al. 2017).

In first instance, city authorities from, for example, Berlin, Chomutov and Lille,
have noted that the design phase of strategies can be very lengthy which can drain
resources and is often perceived as a cumbersome and bureaucratic process and in
some cases hindered by lack of or complicated guidance. Institutional capacity is also
negatively affected either by tight deadlines (e.g. Cascais, Porto) or by processes that
are considered too lengthy (e.g. Barcelona—See Fig. 6.2), and by strategies that have
suffered from delays and overlapping processes (e.g. Debrecen, Ploiesti, Tatabanya
and Timisoara) that influence the quality of design and the speed of implementation.

These capacity challenges can include those at the institutional level, which reflect
issues around the administrative burden for local authorities. Challenges may relate
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to unfamiliarity with the implementation of ESIF funds, but also limited capacity
in implementing place-based integrated strategies. This refers in particular local
administrations that are small and have limited experience in implementing these
types of initiatives. From a local perspective, issues of capacity are often linked to
what is considered excessive complexity, particularly in relation to the governance of
the strategies but also the regulatory or other formal demands (i.e. country-specific
guidance) placed on local actors. Capacity challenges also occur at the Managing
Authority (MA) level, where the introduction of integrated place-based approaches
has added to an already heavy administrative burden.

Second, beneficiaries and stakeholders may lack capacity in terms of experi-
ence with ESIF projects. The design and implementation of integrated place-based
approaches are in many cases significantly different from previous approaches and
includes different beneficiaries and stakeholders. This lack of capacity and under-
standing can lead to disinterest. The inclusion of certain stakeholders in the design
process proved challenging in some strategies. Despite extensive efforts, public
engagement in the design process was considered to have limited success in Debre-
cen and Pecs. In Kaunas, the short timescales afforded limited opportunities for
engagement with stakeholders. Beneficiary recruitment can also be challenging,
either because new groups are targeted (e.g. Brussels, Six Cities) or because of a
scarcity of suitable beneficiaries that can absorb funding (e.g. Debrecen).

Third, capacity challenges are also linked to the ability to implement the strategy
due to limited funding. There are also concerns in relation to the scale of funding allo-
cations, dispersion of responsibilities and funding. In most Member States, the level
of funding allocated to ITI (and integrated place-based approaches more broadly) is
relatively limited, raising questions about their potential impact (van der Zwet et al.
2014). On the one hand, budgetary restrictions can limit the scope of a strategy or
conversely make the implementation of a comprehensive strategy unrealistic. Dis-
crepancies between the aims of strategies and the funding that is required to achieve
are not necessarily problematic, as it can lead to effective prioritisation and better
understanding of the strategic choices that need to be made by a wider group of
stakeholders. However, it can lead to tensions between stakeholders within the terri-
tory as well as between different levels of government. Furthermore, in cases where
financial allocations are small, either because the overall Member State allocation is
small or because funding has been dispersed over many territories, the effectiveness
and efficiency of the approach can be questioned.

An overreliance on ESIF funding is in some cases also considered problematic.
Additionally, the distribution of reduced funds over a broader array of priorities can
cause fragmentation. Domestic budgetary restrictions can cause challenges in terms
of securing co-financing, which in some cases can impact on design. Limited funding
may also influence the design of indicators, as the funded operations are unlikely to
have a major impact that can be measured using common indicators.
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6.4.2 Regulatory Challenges

A second overarching category can be described as regulatory challenges. These
relate in the first instance to a perceived complexity. Some of the evidence suggests
that there is an inherent tension between, on the one hand, the flexibility afforded
to Member States in terms of the different ways in which integrated place-based
approaches canbe implemented under the 2014–20 frameworkparticularly in relation
to the different mechanisms that can be used, the diverse range of territories that
can be targeted and the integration with domestic implementation structures. This
flexibility is considered valuable and positive and allowsMember States, regions and
urban authorities to adopt approaches that are sensitive to the context. On the other
hand, this flexibility means there is a certain amount of ambiguity in relation to the
rules and regulations (van der Zwet et al. 2014).

However, it can also be associatedwith a lackof capacity and lackof understanding
of integrated place-based approaches, which can lead to calls for more guidance. In
these cases, the lack of—or late provision of—guidelines is closely linked to the
perception of complexity (see previous section). In this context, it is important to
distinguish between EU and domestic guidelines in this case and recognise the knock
on effects that may occur. In most cases, it is the domestic guidance that is considered
more problematic, but the delays in domestic guidance were often a consequence of
the late approval of guidance at the EU level.

Late provision of guidance can be particularly challenging in those cases where
strategy design had already started and had subsequently be adapted (e.g. Brno,
Chomutov, Patras, CFC pole) or could not inform the full design process (e.g. Tata-
banya, Maribor). In some cases, a continued absence of guidance at the domestic
level is considered to have had a negative impact on the quality of the strategy. Guid-
ance can also be considered too restrictive and leading to an approach that is too
uniform (e.g. Kaunas) or too complex (e.g. Vejle).

Another element that is in some cases linked to the complexity issues relates to the
measurement and development of meaningful indicators. Several urban authorities
and MA report a lack of data sources on which a comprehensive area analysis could
be based, particularly at neighbourhood level, but also in some cases at city level (e.g.
Kaunas, Lublin, Ploiesti and Zagreb). More fundamentally, a high number of urban
authorities and MA consider the existing Cohesion Policy indicator framework to be
inappropriate in relation to ISUD. The vast majority of indicators are sectoral and
fail to capture the integrated territorial impact of strategies (e.g. CFC pole, Kaunas,
Maribor, Nitra, Pazardzhik, Pecs, Plovdiv and Prague).3

A further specific issue in relation to complexity is that the 2014–2020 regulatory
framework provides scope for the integration of ESIF funds at the strategic level
but opportunities for meaningful integration of funding streams at the project level
remain very limited (e.g. Katowice, Brno, Six Cities, Kaunas, Stockholm and The
Hague). This point is particularly made in the Katowice case, where it is noted
that there is a need for more clarity and flexibility in the rules and guidelines for

3For more information see Ferry et al. 2017.
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implementation produced by the Commission, including on how to plan integrated
projects.

According to several urban and managing authorities, the mandatory requirement
for urban authorities to be designated as intermediate bodies has created unnecessary
complexity. For example, in Brno the diverse implementation structure for the ERDF
flows (due to a mandatory requirement for an Intermediary Body (IB)) on the one
hand, and for the ESF and Cohesion Fund (CF) on the other hand, complicates the
implementation mechanisms of ITI. In some cases, it has been urban authorities who
have been concerned with being designated formal IB status as it increased their
workload but also some managing authorities have been concerned with specific
capacity challenges at the local level. Conversely, some managing authorities and
urban authorities have recognised that despite initial difficulties the introduction of
the intermediary body requirement has led to capacity building at the urban level
(Ferry et al. 2018).

The lack of a domestic urban policy framework or sufficient linkages to domestic
policy frameworks can also hamper effective design and implementation. For exam-
ple, a key problem for Turin is represented by the lack of a national urban strategy
and by the fragmentation of responsibilities for urban development at the national
level, which means that cities must interact with different ministries/agencies.

There are also inconsistencies and ambiguities within the ESIF framework with
regard to supporting integrated place-based approaches, particularly the requirement
for thematic concentration is on occasions at odds with an integrated approach. In
some cases, urban actors note that the decisions on the themes that are covered by the
ESIF programmes and which are informed by the thematic concentration principle
mean that not all themes that relate to the local needs of strategies are covered in
the programmes, and therefore cannot be covered in the strategy. This requirement
either meant that urban authorities responsible for the development of the strategies
were forced to adopt themes that were not considered a priority or they could not
include themes that were a priority.

For example, in Brno, the gradual narrowing of eligible themes and activities from
national level for the ITI strategies has undermined the confidence of local partners in
the capabilities of the ITI instrument. Also, in Chomutov, it is noted that only part of
the strategy’s scope can be implemented due to thematic narrowing. Tatabanya also
deemed that a greater diversity of interventions was necessary. Conversely, in the
Lille strategy, the urban authority wanted a narrower focus, whereas the MA wanted
to cover all four axes of the programme. In Pecs, the strategy formulation started on
the assumption that it would encompass territorial and sectoral measures. However,
the menu system and the predefined breakdown of funds as well as eligibility provi-
sions altogether inhibited the use of a truly integrated approach at both project and
programme levels. General issues of aligning strategies to programme priorities have
also been noted in the Six Cities strategy in Finland where there have been some
challenges to ensure that the cities ‘understand’ how to align the implementation of
the strategy so that it contributes to the overall objectives of the OP.

Afinal set of regulatory challenges relate to ambiguities in relation to thewider EU
regulatory framework, in particular, concerning state aid requirements, which limit
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the implementation of strategies. For example, inAurillac urban regeneration projects
focusing on housing, the revival of retail activities or sustainable mobility, usually
require a public–private joint venture because of their size and complexity, especially
in a context of limited public finances. However, they face state aid restrictions. In this
context, many urban and managing authorities note the inconsistencies with regards
to state aid rules at the commission level as creating legal uncertainty.

6.4.3 Governance Challenges

A third category of challenges falls under the broad heading of governance. Integrated
place-based approaches require intensive coordination between different levels and
different policy areas, which presents its own challenges in terms of planning. Barca
also warns of potential failure of coordination, leading to an underprovision of some
public goods and services and overprovision of others (Barca 2009). The experiences
from several ISUD strategies demonstrate that these challenges can relate to issues
of communication, particularly at the early stages of negotiation when the national
approach is agreed or communication between the MA and urban authorities has
often been limited which can lead to a lack of buy-in from urban stakeholders.

A second related issue is the challenge of coordinating a diverse and large group
of actors. Coordination of design and approval of ISUD strategies is problematic,
particularly in those cases where a large number of partners are involved in the
approval process of the strategies. For example, in Nitra, the lack of coordination
and communication between different ministries was considered an obstacle to the
design process. In the context of the Maribor strategy, a lack of coordination at the
central level can also lead to challenges for urban authorities in terms of multiple
contacts that are responsible for different parts of the process. Similarly, the cross-
sectoral nature of the strategy in Vienna is considered to have resulted in a complex
coordination process.

Lastly, the governance category includes several issues in relation to the decision-
making process. First, politics and negotiation can have an important impact on
the development of strategies. Political will and commitment at local and central
levels, as well as positive and early negotiations, were identified as shaping strategy
design. In a number of instances, strong political commitment was noted. However,
in others the involvement of independent experts that stood ‘above’ politics was also
considered influential. For example, theMaribor strategy emphasises the importance
of independent academics, not only in terms of providing analytical support but also
a technical rationale for the strategy.

In some strategies, political challenges can emerge that create uncertainty and
delays. In the strategies for London, the Brexit referendum caused uncertainty during
the design phase. Asmentioned, strategies can form the basis for political differences
(Aurillac, Porto) or political changes can impact on the design process (Zagreb,
Torino). The decision to implement ITI can lead to political demands from other
areas to have similar arrangements (Walbrzych).
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These include the following:

• Political influence can have a negative impact on the decision-making process
(Maribor);

• Central-level procedures are not appropriate for the local context or are out of synch
with local timelines (Debrecen, Porto, Ploiesti, Timisoara, Kaunas and Patras).
For example, Aurillac pointed at the disconnection between the delegation of
project identification and selection and retaining financial management, including
technical assistance, which raises issues in terms of appropriate administrative
resources and visibility regarding strategic management; and

• More clarity with regard to the role and responsibilities of different authorities is
required (CFC pole, Six Cities, Kaunas).

6.5 Conclusion and Lessons Learned

The implementation of territorial instruments can help generate added value in var-
ious ways (Ferry et al. 2018). There is evidence of innovative policy governance
approaches and administrative capacity developing at different levels and among
various actors. Innovation can take three main forms: delegation of policy tasks to
local levels, creation of new governance structures and strengthening of coopera-
tive approaches. Yet, the governance of territorial instruments is creating challenges
for ESIF programme managers. The effectiveness and efficiency of strategies can
be undermined where existing capacities are limited. This can relate to variation
in human resources available among implementing bodies and stakeholders, partic-
ularly where participation in implementing ESIF is relatively new. Designation of
monitoring and control systems has been a cause of delay and drafting strategies and
developing project proposals based on negotiation and consensus between partners
is challenging. A difficulty for some programme authorities is the complexity asso-
ciated with selecting operations, which is considered more onerous than with other
ESIF operations.

Added value can also be generated through strengthened integration. Integration
can be pursued at the strategic level by generating synergies between different strate-
gic frameworks and bringing together numerous investment priorities and themes.
Funding sources can also be integrated: combining different funding streams, to
encourage coordinated investment in territories. Territorial integration can be pur-
sued through a strengthened focus on functional areas or bottom-up inputs. There
is also potential to develop more integrated activities at project level by combining
different investments in territorial instruments and implementing a more complex
and tailored set of integrated operations. Thus far, evidence indicates that integra-
tion is most notable in terms of the combination of strategic objectives in territorial
instruments. Integration of funding sources and at territorial level depends strongly
on governance arrangements and implementation mechanisms chosen. Most chal-
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lenging is operational integration, i.e. the development of integrated activities ‘on
the ground’.

Thus, there are positive impacts on the involvement of local authorities in the pol-
icy process. The approaches empowered municipalities by giving them a stronger
role in planning, decision-making and implementation of policies that impact on
them directly. Some programme authorities have identified positive experiences and
are in favour of a continuation of territorial instruments after the end of the current
ESIF programme period. However, given the specific requirements for implement-
ing these instruments and the related administrative demands, proportionality and
differentiation are key concerns. This is particularly the case where the available
ESIF funding is relatively low or in cases where established traditions of integrated
territorial approaches to development policy limited the scope for added value.

As laid down in the TFEU territorial cohesion is a key treaty objective for the
EU. The introduction of an integrated policy approach in the form of ISUD strate-
gies, and in particular integrated territorial investment tool, have the potential to
promote territorial cohesion policy goals since they contribute to increased levels
of territorial efficiency and sustainability. If implemented in an appropriate manner
they can reduce territorial disparities within and between urban areas in the EU. The
initial evidence seems to suggest that at least in some cases the introduction of these
approaches has had a significant impact on the territorial management and planning
of urban policy in Member States. However, the overall impact is likely to be varied
and will only become apparent over time.
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Chapter 7
The Urban Dimension of EU Cohesion
Policy

Giancarlo Cotella

Abstract More than two thirds of EU citizens live in urban areas and cities are
easily identifiable as Europe’s core hubs for the promotion of territorial cohesion
and overall economic growth. Whereas urban planning issues strictly remain in the
hands of the Member states, since at least 30 years the EU has developed guide-
lines and initiatives with a more or less explicit territorial focus, among which the
urban dimension had grown momentum through time. Since the publication of the
Green paper on the Urban environment, a number of instruments directly target-
ing Member States’ cities have been introduced and the urban dimension has finally
entered EUmainstream cohesion policy. The chapter discusses how the lack of urban
planning competences notwithstanding, the EU cohesion policy progressively devel-
oped an urban dimension. Moreover, it explores the domestic impact of the latter,
also in relation to the institutional innovations that its implementation brought along
with it.

Keyword EU cohesion policy · Territorial cohesion · EU urban agenda
Europeanization · Spatial planning

7.1 Introduction

Cities host more than two thirds of the European Union (EU) population and consti-
tute Europe’s main development engine, playing a crucial role for both the promotion
of the overall economic growth of the Union as well as in the pursuance of the objec-
tive of economic, social and territorial cohesion (CEC 2011). As a consequence, over
the last 30 years, the EU has progressively developed a broad range of initiatives with
regard to urban policy and urban matters more generally. Overall, it is possible to
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analytically identify four chronological periods that characterise the development
and consolidation of an EU interest in urban development matters:

(i) A first phase where the EU, after having seen its claims for urban develop-
ment competences denied, develops a rather experimental approach to urban
interventions (1989–1993);

(ii) A second stage, featuringmore concrete conceptualizations and initiatives, that
however still maintain an episodic flavour (1994–2006);

(iii) A third period, where the EU operates a first attempt to turn urban development
into a mainstream element of its Cohesion Policy (2007–2013);

(iv) A fourth phase where, building on the lessons learnt from the previous pro-
gramming periods, the EUmainstream approach to urban development matters
is fine-tuned and provided with innovative, supporting tools (2014–2020).

In each of the four phases, the European Commission and theMember States have
interacted in a cooperative-competitive game. On the one hand, the European Com-
mission started to tackle urban issues both conceptually as well as through experi-
mental actions. On the other hand, themember states undertook an intergovernmental
cooperation process within the field of urban development, aiming at influencing the
action of the Commission while reaffirming their sovereignty on the matter at the
same time. This interaction has resulted in the incremental conceptualizations of
the EU integrated sustainable urban development approach and of related funding
instruments and actions.

Aiming at shedding light on this process, the chapter describes the development
of the urban dimension of EU Cohesion Policy and of the rationale behind the latter,
reflecting on the impact it had on domestic territorial governance and spatial plan-
ning. It does so drawing on the wide body of literature and official documents that
have been produced on the matter since the beginning of the 1990s, as well as on
part of the results of the recently concluded research project ESPON COMPASS
(ESPON and TU Delft 2018; ESPON and Politecnico di Torino 2018)1. After this
short introduction, the second section shortly presents the evolving paradigms of
development that had characterised European cities starting from the 1970s, and that
constitute the main scope of the EU urban policy. Section three presents the progres-
sive development and consolidation of the mentioned EU urban policy, following
the four phases introduced above and focusing on the evolution of instruments and
concepts. Section four then provides some evidence of the actual impact that thirty
years of EU interventions, concepts and ideas the field of urban development exerted
on Member States’ territorial governance and spatial planning systems. A conclu-
sive section rounds off the contribution, reflecting upon the described issues and
speculating on future development perspectives.

1The research project COMPASS—Comparative analysis of territorial governance and spatial plan-
ning systems in Europe has been commissioned by the ESPON EGTC to a research consortium
led by TU Delft and composed by Nordregio, Politecnico di Torino, Polish Academy of Science,
University College Dublin, Hungarian Academy of Science, Spatial Foresight,Akademie für Raum-
forschung und Landesplanung. The project lasted for the period 2016–2018. Additional information
are available at: https://www.espon.eu/planning-systems.

https://www.espon.eu/planning-systems
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7.2 New Paradigms of Development for European Cities

The rise of a supranational urban policy is not a direct outcome of the EU political
will, rather the result of the progressive emergence of a number of more or less
coherent response to the development challenges that the advent of globalization had
brought with it throughout the second half of the XX century (Le Galès 2002, 2011;
Matznetter and Musil 2012). As a matter of fact, since the 1970s, policy-makers and
academics across Europe have become increasingly concerned with the processes of
urban change and restructuring taking place in European cities. These processes had
their origins with the rise of globalization trends and in the consequent decline of
traditional manufacturing industries and the parallel rise of the service sector (Van
Den Berg et al. 2007).

In many western and northern European countries unemployment rose dramati-
cally. Most cities developed new forms of service-based employment, resulting in a
rathermodest number ofwell-paid positions aswell as larger numbers of low-paid and
insecure jobs.Many young people, entering the labourmarket for the first time, found
themselves unable to secure permanent, reasonably well-paid jobs. These challenges
took a somewhat different form inmany southern European cities, partly as a result of
their delayed and less intensive industrialisation,2 but also of the different economic,
social and cultural structures that through time had allowed for the development of
economic networks composed by small and medium-sized enterprises, often family-
owned and located outside of major cities. On their hand, many cities in the new
Member States, while experiencing similar problems, also faced distinct challenges
related to their communist legacy (e.g. infrastructural deficiencies, environmental
problems and the legacy of mass-housing estates) (Van Kempen et al. 2005).

In many European cities, these developments found concrete expression in the
growing levels of unemployment, social polarisation and segregation. In many ways,
urban areas became more segmented and less cohesive. While these processes have
affected the society as a whole, their impact is most clearly apparent in urban areas
wherewhole districts experiencedmajor large scale job loses, social tensions,minori-
ties segregation, etc. Many run-down inner-city districts and peripheral housing
estates developed large concentrations of unemployed, ethnic minorities and other
vulnerable groups dependent on social assistance. Overall, these episodes of social
exclusion started to be seen as a major threat to the viability of the European model
of society (Faludi 2007).

These changes reflected, at the same time, a growing emphasis on economic
activities based on innovation and skills that started to be considered of higher sig-
nificance than cost related factors. Growth and innovation started to be based on new
sectors such as the high-technology industry, neo-artisanal manufacturing, business
and financial services as well as cultural and creative industries (Trip 2007). Quality
of labour, quality of life, quality of environment and other ‘soft factors’ progressively
became crucial for local development policies, leading to the conceptualization of

2Although cities such as Milan, Turin and Barcelona underwent significant industrial restructuring
similar to northern cities.
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new paradigms of development—‘knowledge-based economy’, ‘creative cities’,
‘smart cities’—that increasingly rely on innovation and creativity as the factors
stimulating development (Neef 1998; Landry 1999 ; Florida 2002; Cocchia 2014).

Another widely identified trend concerns the fundamental alteration of the spatial
perspective in which cities compete with each other, as a consequence of the redefini-
tion of spatial relations, both in the political and economic dimension. The rescaling
of economies and social relations has opened an important window of opportunities
for cities and regions, which have ceased to function only within their domestic sys-
tems and have increasingly become integrated into wider international flows (Bren-
ner 2004; Swyngedouw 2004). At the same time, it also implied that development
phenomena started to go beyond formal, administrative boundaries, requiring to be
tackled in softer, functional levels (Haughton et al. 2011). This is especially important
in the case of main development poles which gained importance in the globalized
economy, and consolidated as main world players to some extent independent from
their countries. Additionally, such phenomenon also become significant for the poly-
centric structure of many city regions where a number of towns and cities working
together may consolidate into wider global flows of capital, goods and knowledge.

Finally, also the processes of policy formulation and implementation had progres-
sively changed through time, reflecting the debate on the change from government to
governance (Rhodes 1997; John 2001). The politics of urban development changed
from hierarchically structured public relations to fuzzier, more inclusive public-
private actions, including the private sector, social organizations, and community
groups. Participatory mechanisms emerged, aiming at allowing the consultation and
involvement of a broad range of stakeholders in the development of policy goals as
well as in the implementation of the agreed policies.

7.3 The Progressive Consolidation of an EU Urban Agenda

It is mostly as a response to the changes introduced above, that the EU and the
Member States had started to pay increasing attention to urban development issues.
On the one hand, urban areas had progressively proved to be the place where the
main economic and social challenges concentrate; on the other hand, they have gained
recognition as the engines of economic growth for Europe, hence deserving political
attention.

This occurred in parallel to, and as a consequence of, the raise of EU claims on
territorial development matters, that culminated in the second half of the 1980s. In
more detail, the progression of the European Economic Integration was paralleled
by a growing urgency for the development of some institutional preconditions that
would have allowed the EU to limit the unbalancing trends that could have resulted
from it. Despite the reluctance of some Member States, the economic and social
cohesion objective was included in the Single European Act in 1986, affirming the
need for a supranational action on territorial development as the political condition
for integration (Williams 1996; Dühr et al. 2010).
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It is within this framework that the European Commission, and in particular DG
REGIO, also building on the momentum generated by the subsequent reform of
the structural funds in 1988, for the first time focused its radar on urban develop-
ment matters. A chronological overview of how this process led to the progressive
consolidation of an explicit urban dimension for EU Cohesion Policy is provided
below.

7.3.1 Denied Competence and First Experimentations

The process started under rather ambitious auspices, as already during the drafting
of the Maastricht Treaty there were attempts to provide the European Commission
with a formal competence in the field of urban policy. The rationale for such action
was clearly stated in the Green paper on the urban environment (CEC 1990), the
first EU guidance document focusing on urban matters. The document, argued that
“the strict zoning policies of the past decades which have led to the separation of
land use and the subsequent development of residential suburbs” were not anymore
adequate to deal with the evolving urban development dynamics, in so doing calling
for “a fundamental review of the principles on which town-planning practice has
been based”, and implicitly proposing the European Commission as an active player
in the process (ibidem: 40).

However, the initial optimismwas wiped away by theMember States that rejected
this proposal, drawing on the principle of subsidiarity. For this reason, European
urban policy began to develop within the existing EU regional policy. More par-
ticularly, despite the lack of formal competences, to tackle the urban issues, the
European Commission made use of Chap. 9 of the European Regional Development
Fund (ERDF) Regulation, which allowed for the development of ‘studies or pilot
schemes concerning regional development at Community level’. As a consequence
of this process, the Urban Pilot Programme was launched in 1989.

The subsidiarity principle behind which the Member States had defended their
sovereignty on urban matters implied that urban related issues were to be carried
out by cities themselves. Due to this reason, the Programme foresaw the use of EU
ERDF funds for financing projects that were directly implemented by cities at the
local level, aimed at supporting innovation in urban regeneration and planning within
the framework of the broader Community policy for promoting economic and social
cohesion.3

In the first phase (1989–1993) of the Programme, 33 Urban Pilot Projects in
11 Member States were implemented. As it was considered a success, by both the
Commission and the Member states, it was then relaunched for a second round
(1997–1999), leading to the implementation of 26 projects in 14 Member States.
The implemented strategies combined hard infrastructure projects with social and

3Whereas their implementation was fully handled locally, the Commission could exert an influence
on both the aims to be pursued, as well as on the governance of implementation.
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economic development support, aiming at developing an ‘integrated approach’ to
urban development and regeneration.

In parallel to the Urban Pilot Programme, another important initiative was
launched in 1989 under the auspices of ERDF Chap. 9. The birth of the RECITE
Programme (Regions and Cities of Europe) constituted the first step of the Euro-
pean Commission to promote the exchange of experiences through bottom-up net-
works of European cities and regions. Some of the networks developed under the
RECITE initiative (e.g. Eurocities and Quartiers en crise), and those that will follow
up (URBACT) had since then played a crucial role in fostering knowledge exchange
and policy transfer between cities and territories, at the same time contributing to the
incremental diffusion of the EU urban development concepts and ideas.4

7.3.2 The Consolidation of the URBAN Approach
and the Birth of the Intergovernmental Cooperation

The positive reception of the Urban Pilot Programme inspired the European Com-
mission to continue on the undertaken path, also thanks to the confidence granted
by the numerous requests to become more involved in urban issues, coming from
both individual cities and urban networks such as Eurocities. In 1994, a new action
to support urban issues was launched, under the framework of the newly instituted
Community Initiatives, specific financial instruments of the EU structural policy
which were designed to find common solutions to specific widespread problems.

The URBAN Community Initiative is considered to be one of the most success-
ful policy tools ever developed by the EU to promote integrated urban development
(Carpenter 2006). The initiative aimed at developing and implementing innovative
strategies for the regeneration of disadvantaged urban districts, and to spread inno-
vative socio-economic urban development models. Each of the 118 URBAN project
city, selected on the basis of calls for proposal that collectively accounted for around
e953 million of EU funding, was responsible for implementing its own revitalisa-
tion programme, following an integrated urban development approach, that took into
account different aspects of city life (e.g. infrastructure modernisation, revitalization
of the housing stock, unemployment reduction through the creation of locally-based
jobs, inclusion of disadvantagedgroups, assistance for small andmedium-sized enter-
prises, support for culture, sports and recreation in cities etc.).

At the end of the programming period, once again encouraged by the positive
results, the Commission decided to relaunch this EU Community Initiative for the
2000–2006 programming period, now designated as URBAN II, which was granted
around e750 million, divided across 70 different cities. The aim of both program-
ming rounds was to contribute to the positive improvement of neighbourhoods in
crisis and to develop a legacy of longer term change. Both rounds were characterised

4For a comprehensive review of policy transfer initiatives and mechanisms in Europe see Cotella
et al. (2015) and Cotella (2015).
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by inter-sectoral coordination of activities, concentration of funds in selected inter-
vention areas, strong horizontal coordination of urban regeneration measures and
involvement of local communities and stakeholders.5

In parallel to the introduction of the URBAN Initiative, and also building on the
lessons learnt from the latter, the Commission continued to develop and argument
its approach on urban development matters through a series of communications and
position papers. Particularly relevant in this process are two documents published
one after the other in 1997 and 1998: Towards an Urban Agenda in the European
Union (CEC 1997) and Sustainable Urban Development in the European Union: A
Framework for Action (CEC 1998). Both documents acknowledge the importance
of the urban dimension in Community policies, but, in the light of previous failed
attempts to gain competence on the matter, explicitly declare that this wouldn’t
require the attribution of additional powers.

More precisely, in the report Towards and Urban Agenda in the European Union,
theCommission argues for an engagement of “all levels—which start from the district
level to the conurbation level, up to the European urban system—within a framework
of interlinking relationships and shared responsibility and achieve better policy inte-
gration” (CEC 1997: 14). On a similar line, in Sustaining the Urban development
of the European Union report, it adds that “Urban governance can be improved by
better vertical integration of activities of different levels of government and better
horizontal integration within and between various organizations at the local level and
involvement of stakeholders and citizens in urban policies” (CEC 1998: 19).

The debate continued in the 2000s, with the Third Report on Economic and
Social Cohesion (CEC 2004) that reflected on the importance of the developing EU
urban policy for the future development of cities. Cities’ role as engines of regional
development and attractiveness had become increasingly explicit, together with the
role they could play in the promotion of economic, social and territorial cohesion
(c.f. CEC 2004 and 2005). In this concern, the Communication Cohesion policy
and cities: the urban contribution to growth and jobs in the regions (CEC 2006)
constitutes a significant statement of intent, affirming that cities should remain at the
top of the EU policy agenda, and paving theway for the development of amainstream
urban dimension of EU Cohesion Policy.

On their hand, the Member States did not abandon the playfield to the hegemony
of the European Commission. Aiming at both preventing future competence claims
as well as at proactively contributing to shape the debate according to their own
domestic priorities, the Ministries responsible for spatial planning, urban affairs and
regional policy launched a cooperation process in the area of urban development,
as a consequence of one of the points of the ESDP Action Programme that had
been approved in Tampere in 1999 (CEC 1999; FI Presidency 1999). Short after, the
resulting informal intergovernmental Urban Development Group (UDG) developed
a proposal for aMulti-annual programme of cooperation in urban affairs within the
European Union, which was endorsed by the Ministries in Lille in November 2000,

5These principles constitute the success factors of the URBAN Initiative, as underlined the Pro-
gramme Ex-post evaluation (ECOTEC 2010).
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de facto giving birth to the EU Urban Agenda, a common permanent framework
of reference within which, whilst recognising differences between countries and
differing priorities within them, Member States could work together to develop a
common approach.

Building on these developments, a series of interim resolutions and documents
were then approved (NL Presidency 2004; UK Presidency 2005), eventually leading
to what is considered the main milestone in the intergovernmental debate on EU
Urban policy, i.e. the LeipzigCharter on Sustainable EuropeanCities (DEPresidency
2007). Aiming at creating “a foundation for a new urban policy in Europe” (ibidem:
1), the document delivers two key policy messages: on the one hand, it argues that
integrated urban development should be pursued throughout Europe, through an
appropriate framework to be established on a national and EU level; secondly, it
highlights that deprived urban neighbourhoods must increasingly receive political
attention within the scope of an integrated urban development policy. With both
the Commission and the Member States that were consolidating converging view on
urban development matters, and under the auspices of the success of two round of the
URBAN Community Initiative, time were ripe for the introduction of a mainstream
urban dimension to EU Cohesion Policy.

7.3.3 First Attempts of Mainstreaming

The mainstreaming of the EU urban approach into the regulatory framework for
the programming period 2007–2013, constituted an answer to the critic that, despite
the very positive results, only a handful of selected cities had benefited from the
URBAN initiative (Fig. 7.1). In this light, it aimed at enabling all European cities to
promote integrated urban development with the help of EU financial support. This
chapter of the EU Regulation 1080/2006 introduced the possibility of supporting
the development of participative, integrated and sustainable strategies in urban areas
through the use of the ERDF, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund.
Moreover, a number of joint financial initiatives were introduced to support urban
development, such as JASPERS, JEREMIE, JASMINE and JESSICA (see CEC
2009: 36–37).

Among them, the most relevant is JESSICA (Joint European Support for Sustain-
able Investment inCityAreas); developed as a cooperation tool between theEuropean
Commission, the European Investment Bank and the Council of Europe Develop-
ment Bank, it aimed at supporting sustainable urban development and regeneration
through financial engineering mechanisms. The idea was to enableMember States to
use part of their EU funds to make repayable investments in urban projects support-
ing long-term sustainable urban renewal in the form of equity, loans or guarantees.
This required the creation of a strategic framework and a public-private partnership
for the delivery of a range of projects through an Urban Development Fund (for more
detail see URBACT 2012).
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Fig. 7.1 Cities that participated in the Urban Community Initiative (Source CEC 2003: 9)

Whereas JESSICA was intended to “provide new opportunities for the Man-
aging Authorities responsible for the current generation of Cohesion Policy pro-
grammes” (ibidem: 28), it however did not produce the expected results. Guidance
from the European Commission and associated regulations lacked clarity and were
often incompatible with national legislations. Moreover, JESSICA required a change
in mentality in Managing Authorities and cities that were more familiar with using
traditional grants, rather than repayable loans; similarly, it required knowledge and
skills not often available within many organisations. As a result (and partly also as
a consequence of the financial crisis), JESSICA suffered from underuse, despite a
number of attempts of the Commission and the European Investment Bank to support
regions and cities in the process (Atkinson 2014).6

Despite the good intentions underpinning the new approach, the Regulation did
not include any incentive and/or obligation related to the creation of integrated urban
development strategies to be supported under Cohesion Policy. As a consequence,
in most cases, activities under EU Cohesion Policy oriented at cities were imple-
mented in a sectoral manner, as a direct consequence of the domestic Operational
Programmes’ systems and associated priorities. Moreover, the possibility of dele-
gating the responsibility for project selection and implementation to the local level
was not taken into consideration and projects were normally selected at the central

6Only towards the end of the programming period countries and regions were beginning to use the
instrument, with around 20 JESSICA holding funds that had been established in Poland, Spain,
Portugal, Bulgaria, the UK, the Netherlands and Greece.
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or regional level without sufficient analysis. Cities were often forced to apply for
funds in the same way as all beneficiaries, with no guarantee that they will receive
funds for all planned projects.7

Despite the fact that the mainstreaming of the urban dimension was not as suc-
cessful as foreseen, it has however to be underlined that this was not the case in
every EU country. A document produced by the Polish Presidency of the European
Council (2011: 21–24) show how, in those countries featuring a solid tradition of
national urban policies, but also in some of the new Member States that could not
take part to the URBAN season, the specific urban component of Cohesion Policy
was developed more thoroughly (e.g. France, Germany, The Netherlands, but also
Poland, Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria).

The focus on the functioning of the mainstream urban approach coincided with
a reduced conceptualization activity of the European Commission on urban matters.
This field was progressively included within the conceptual boundaries of the territo-
rial cohesiondebate thatwas launchedwith the publicationof the homonymousGreen
Paper in 2008 (CEC 2008). Building on the latter, there was a move towards a place
based approach referring to a restricted range of ‘special urban and spatial initiatives’
and the development of a more generic approach bringing together the territorial, the
social and the economic dimensions in an integrated way (Barca 2009: 93).

On its hand, the Urban Development Group continued to further develop the
approach brought forward by the Leipzig Charter (FR Presidency 2008a, b). In the
conclusions of theEuropeanSummit of theRegions andCities held in Prague in 2009,
the Czech Presidency called for “a strong regional policy […] which incorporates
as a crucial challenge an urban policy for the sustainable development of European
cities” (CZ Presidency 2009: 16). Similar themes were also emphasised in the Toledo
Declaration (ES Presidency 2010).

In the conclusions of the Multilevel Urban Governance Conference in Liege,
the three Presidencies of Spain, Belgium and Hungary called upon the Member
States, among others, to develop new instruments for urban multilevel coordination
including all levels of government, in order to achieve the objectives of the Europe
2020 strategy (CEC 2010), the Leipzig Charter and the Toledo Declaration. Such
invitation was followed up by the Polish Presidency that explicitly addressed the
urban dimension of Cohesion Policy through a series of recommendations that would
have then strongly influenced the 2014–2020 programming period (PL Presidency
2011).

7this negated the intention to achieve greater added value by implementing ‘strategic and integrated
policy bundles’, so that individual policies would complement and reinforce one another (Atkinson
2014).
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7.3.4 Fine-Tuning the Mainstream Approach. New Tools
for Action

The increasing emphasis on territorial development and cohesion that was emerging
within the EU discourse, also as a consequence of the inclusion of territorial cohesion
in the European treaties (see also Zaucha and Świątek 2013), contributed to frame
urban interventions within a wider policy context where the primary aim concerns
achieving ‘territorial balanced and harmonious development’ across the European
space (CEC 2004, 2008), while at the same time improving Europe’s competitive-
ness. Such lied at the foundations of the Europe 2020 strategy where the emphasis
on achieving smart, sustainable and inclusive growth is framed by the need to regain
competitiveness (CEC 2010: 8–9). Whereas this clearly has significant implications
for cities and the role they can play in achieving the above, it is worth noting that
Europe 2020 has very little to say about the role of urban areas, although it does
place considerable emphasis on achieving economic, social and territorial cohesion,
particularly under the inclusive growth objective. As a consequence, the 2014–2020
Cohesion Policy phase proposes the ‘territorial dimension’ as an overarching frame-
work within which the ‘urban dimension’ had to find room.

The Commission has developed a Common Strategic Framework (CSF) in order
to achieve enhanced coordination between the different funds (CEC 2012: 3). At the
same time, it also provided a number of general guidelines on how to use Cohesion
Policy to address urban development matters. The new framework implies that a
minimum of 5% of a Member State’s ERDF funds should be allocated to support
integrated actions for sustainable urban development. In this light, each Partnership
Contract was required to include a list of cities where integrated actions for sus-
tainable urban development are to be implemented, along with an indicative annual
allocation for these actions. At the same time, Operational Programmeswere allowed
to include the list of cities where integrated actions for sustainable urban develop-
ment were to be implemented.8 The allocated funds could be used to tackle a broad
range of economic, environmental, demographic and social issues, considered to be
relevant for a particular city. Urban development has to be pursued through the char-
acteristic EU integrated approach, addressing the specific needs of areas affected by
poverty and of target groups at the highest risk of discrimination and exclusion.

Interventions allows for a good degree of flexibility, as they can be used in relation
to a whole city, peri-urban areas or deprived neighbourhoods, depending on the par-
ticular challenges each city faces. Moreover, they can focus on urban-rural linkages
suggesting a focus on wider functional urban regions. The intention is that whatever
actions are undertaken should be strategic in nature, related to a clear logic of inter-
vention that identifies needs, challenges and potentials. Above all the intention is

8However, this raised questions concerning cities selection, not only in terms of the criteria used
but also whether or not cities were involved in the selection process. Most often the cities selected
overlaps with key development nodes in national policy, on the one hand reinforcing national
development logics, on the other hand further disadvantaging those cities that were excluded from
the latter (Atkinson 2014).
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that whatever is done is carried out in an integrated manner rather than in an ad hoc
and disaggregated fashion as it was too often the case in the past (Atkinson 2014).

Moreover, the 2014–2020 Cohesion Policy saw also the introduction of a new
set of instruments aiming at encouraging Member States and Managing Authorities
to adopt a more integrated and territorially focused urban approach: the Integrated
Territorial Investments (ITI) and the Community-Led Local Development (CLLD).
In more detail, ITIs allows for bringing together funding from several priority axes
of one or more Operational Programmes funded by the ESF and EDRF, in order to
develop and implement multi-dimensional and cross-sectoral actions. Operational
Programmes should identify the planned ITIs and set out an indicative financial
allocation for each of them. Each ITI should then designate its target territory and
integrated territorial development strategy, specify the set of actions to be imple-
mented and set up an appropriate governance arrangement. They can focus on urban
areas or other functional territories, and are implemented by a Managing Authority,
a city or another public body (Tosics 2017).

On their hand. CLLDs are flexible tools for the promotion of regional and/or
local development. Member States can decide to implement CLLD in selected
areas/territories (e.g. urban, rural, cross-border) whose population can range from
10,000 to 150,000. The role of CLLD has to be clarified in the Partnership Contract
as part of a broader integrated approach to territorial development at regional and
sub-regional level in different types of territories. Overall, CLLDs can serve a range
of different situations: smaller areas within cities (e.g. deprived neighbourhoods, his-
toric centres), small andmedium town and their hinterlands, or areas characterised by
the presence of particularly vulnerable social groups. The approach broadly resem-
bles that of the very successful LEADER Community Initiative, requiring setting up
a local action group to develop and deliver a local development strategy that can run
for up to seven years (Pollermann et al. 2014). This group is supposed to take the
form of a partnership between the public and private sectors and the civil society
sectors. The underlying idea is that local communities are empowered to identify
the challenges their area faces and develop innovative solutions from bottom-up.
Moreover, local people and businesses in the designated area should be the primary
beneficiaries of the actions, so that benefits remain locally and support endogenous
development.

Overall, one could argue that the opportunities for promoting integrated territo-
rial development interventions within the framework of EU Cohesion Policy have
increased in the 2014–2020 programming period. Nevertheless, the high degree of
freedom provided to the Member States, in seizing these opportunities, had partially
prevented this from happening. Despite acknowledging the difficulties encountered
in the previous programming period in persuading Managing Authorities and cities
to use new instruments for sustainable urban development, it appears that such indi-
cations were not taken into relevant account by the Commission.

The role of each singleMember State in interpreting theCSF still remains very rel-
evant, this leading to a highly differentiated application landscape. Such heterogene-
ity is reflected in the Partnership Contracts responsible, among others, for defining
the key thematic objectives, the list of Operative programmes, their financial allo-
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cation and the implementation arrangements (Pucher et al. 2012). Arguably, there
is a greater influence in those Member States where the importance of EU funds is
greater (e.g. transition and less-developed regions). However, even here, the actual
impact depended on how national governments drew up the Partnership Contracts
and decided to address the objectives of Europe 2020 in their particular context.

7.4 The Impact of EU Urban Policy on Domestic
Territorial Governance

The described development and consolidation of an EU Urban Agenda, and the
instruments that progressively were implemented in the framework of the latter, con-
tributed to promote sustainable urban development in numerous European cities.
However, as it happens for the implementations of other EU policies, their concrete
impact on the ground is often coupled to a more subtle institutional impact that man-
ifests in terms of a progressive ‘Europeanization’ of domestic contexts (Olsen 2002;
Featherstone and Radaelli 2003; Radaelli 2004; Böhme and Waterhout 2008; Stead
and Cotella 2011; Cotella and Janin Rivolin 2015). According to the Europeaniza-
tion literature, such impact is usually delivered through three different catalysts of
change, namely (i) rules and regulations, (ii) financial resources and (iii) concepts
and ideas.9 Whereas the lack of competences on the matter does not allow the EU to
produce any urban development regulation, the recently concluded ESPON COM-
PASS project had shown how the progressive development of concepts, ideas and
instruments presented above indeed had a (differential) impact on theMember States’
territorial governance and spatial planning systems (ESPON and TU Delft 2018).

First of all, through the introduction of recursive incentives addressed overall to
the widespread application of EU standards of sustainable urban development, the
EU progressively modified the cost-benefit logics of domestic actors and stimulated
the variations of established domestic territorial governance practices. In particu-
lar, according to ESPON COMPASS experts, the EU Urban Policy had a strong or
moderate impact in as many as 16 over 28 EU Member States, with Italy, Portu-
gal, Hungary and Romania reporting the highest influence. When it comes to the
geographical variation of such influence, most experts from ‘old’ Member States,
and especially from the Mediterranean countries, highlight the importance of the
Urban Pilot Projects, as well as of the URBAN Community Initiatives, and the loss
of momentum registered after the cancellation of the latter and the mainstreaming of
the urban dimension of Cohesion Policy in 2007.

Innovations related that spatial planning that were influenced by EU Urban pol-
icy include revitalisation plans and programmes that either take advantage of EU
resources or mirrored EU programmes through domestic funds, as it happened in

9For a comprehensive conceptualization of the various channels of influences that are responsible
for the Europeanization of territorial governance and spatial planning, see: Cotella and Janin Rivolin
(2011, 2015).
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Greece, Italy and Portugal. On the contrary, various Eastern EuropeanMember States
that could not benefit fromURBAN, amongwhich Poland andBulgaria, highlight the
relevant influence delivered through JESSICA financial incentives and, during the
present programming period, through ITIs on the domestic framework for promoting
integrated sustainable urban development under the programming period 2007–2013.
Similar evidences are identified in Germany, France and the Netherlands.

Beside the influence exerted through direct interventions, the EU may influence
Member States’ actors through circular processes of ‘discursive integration’ that lead
EU concepts and ideas to alter beliefs and expectations of domestic actors (Böhme
2002, p. III; Adams et al. 2011; Cotella 2012). However, according to the ESPON
COMPASScountry experts,whereas all the document focussing on sustainable urban
development played a crucial role in progressively refining the EU Cohesion Policy,
they had a rather limited direct impact on domestic discourses, if compared to the
impact of the described funding tools.

Morepointedly, the progressive consolidationof anEUUrbanAgenda is described
as highly or moderately relevant only in few cases, although its relevance has been
growing since 2000, mirroring its progressive development and consolidation. When
compared to the other EU discursive arenas, the EUUrban Agenda explicitly records
direct impacts locally, through the inspiration of integrated plans for urban regenera-
tion, of inter-municipal partnerships, or sustainable urban strategies.10 Moreover, in
some countries, it influenced explicitly national, regional and local spatial plans such
as sustainable urban mobility, urban renovation and social inclusion, and adaptation
to climate change.

Most experts agree that the most influential document to the EU Urban Policies
has been the Leipzig Charter on Sustainable European Cities. The publication of
the latter has directly inspired the evolution of the EU Urban approach and the
introduction of a number of innovative issues in local development strategies and
plans, amongwhich are: energy efficiency, sustainablemobility and sustainable urban
development in general, city compactness and reduction of soil consumption, and
heritage preservation (especially inMediterranean andCentral and Eastern European
countries).

Overall, the evidence shows that EU Urban policy contributed to promoting a
renewed interest in domestic urban policies and projects, and to introducing a pro-
gramming approach to urban development issues, increasing the number and range
of actors involved, promoting co-financing and the integration of resources. In gen-
eral, it has contributed to a better governance of the urban dimension with increasing
integration. By doing so, it has also fundamentally contributed to the promotion of
Territorial Cohesion.

Other aspects of influence include knowledge transfer processes between cities,
function area thinking, revitalisation for urban attractiveness, and citizens’ partici-
pation. Interestingly, one could say that the urban initiatives and policy documents
on the EU level are clearly rooted in the earlier European and parallel experiences

10Even though it is hard to say if the influence depends more on the persuasion capacity of the
discourse itself or on the funding instruments for urban intervention put in place by the EU.
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of the national urban policies. On the one hand, national programmes have helped
create a basis for EU level documents, but at the same time EU interventions have
often influenced the way national and local governments in the Member States have
thought about the methods deployed to deal with the urban issues.

7.5 Conclusive Remarks and Future Perspectives

As we are approaching the end of the fifth EU programming period, characterised
by a more or less explicit urban dimension, it is a good time to reflect on the past
experiences, to both take stock of the progressive evolution of concepts and instru-
ments developed through time at the EU level, as well as to reflect on the potentials
for future development. This has been the aim of the present chapter that described
the development and consolidation of an EU Urban Agenda, as an answer to the
emergence and progressive acknowledgment of the new development paradigms
that characterised EU cities, and reflected upon the implications that such agenda
have had for the Member States and their territorial governance and spatial planning
systems.

Overall, EU actions in urban matters grew incrementally throughout the 1990s up
to the present day: the apparently positive experiences with urban initiatives and the
growing acknowledgement that cities play a vital role in a balanced and competitive
Europe, led the European Commission to suggest that sustainable urban development
policies should be integrated into the mainstream of EU Cohesion Policy. In fact,
during the 2007–13 period European cities benefited in many ways from Cohesion
Policy instruments, initiatives and tools; and urban development issues have been
integrated in all regional and national programmes supported by the Structural and
CohesionFunds (CEC2009).Moreover, there has been a growing recognition that the
EUs sectoral policies have important impacts on urban areas and their development
and that these policies should take into account their ‘spatial impact’ and ‘urban
dimension’ (CEC 2007).

Nevertheless, when put into perspective within the wider EU development con-
text the actual outcomes of the urban development activities promoted through time
by the European Commission have been relatively limited, mainly restricted to the
development of relatively small scale ‘innovative projects’ or to the support of knowl-
edge exchange networks. This is clearly illustrated in relation to the mainstreaming
of the ‘URBAN approach’ in the two last programming periods. The intention was
that all European cities would benefit from the lessons derived from URBAN and
apply them to develop an integrated approach to urban areas.

However, the reality did not follow suite: whereas in some Member States (e.g.
France, Germany the Netherlands, but also some new Member countries) the main-
streamingof the urbandimensionproduced encouraging results (PLPresidency2011:
21–24), due to the high level of discretionality in the application of relevant regu-
lations, numerous Member States had chosen not, or were not able to utilise those
opportunities. As a result, in the majority of the Member States the new approach
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did not achieve relevant momentum, in some cases even leading to a weakening of
the institutional innovation resulted from the implementation of the more episodic
initiatives that had characterised the previous cycles.

The 2014–2020 programming period had the potential for a greater emphasis on
the ‘urban dimension’. However, the fact that the realisation of this potential mostly
depended on the negotiations between the European Commission and the Member
States, andon theMemberStates’ interpretation of theCommonStrategic Framework
and use of the new instruments, again led to a highly differential landscape. Whereas
in relation to the Partnership Contracts it is crucial that a range of national, regional
and local stakeholders cooperated in the identification of the relevant priorities the
promotion of a clear integrated territorial focus, the extent to which this has taken
place remains somewhat uncertain. Across Member States, while local authorities
have had some involvement in developing the Partnership Contracts, the level of
involvement had varied considerably. The ITI and CLLD instruments are rather used
in an experimental manner, with many Member States adapting existing delivery
instruments to meet requirements for greater (territorial) integration. This is partly
due to the somehow unclear relation between the overarching territorial objective of
EU Cohesion Policy and the role that the urban dimension should play within the
latter.

Be that as it may, the developments presented in the chapter led to a stable upload
of urban matters on the EU Agenda and, eventually, to the consolidation of a rec-
ognizable and more or less autonomous EU Urban Agenda. However, despite this
positive result, urban issues still remain relativelymarginal to the ‘mainstream’ activ-
ities of the EU and the European Commission. Even today, conditions do not seem
yet favourable for the development of a coherent, mainstream urban policy that pro-
duces relevant, widespread impacts in all the Member States, and that consequently
contributes to achieving the EUTerritorial Cohesion goal. Nevertheless, step by step,
the European Commission is working in the direction of creating the conditions that
may one day lead to it.
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Abstract This chapter aims to analyse how, in the European Union’s public policy
set, policies directed to cities and urban matters have become more relevant. The
importance of these policies in the European agenda is seen in Cohesion Policy,
but also in the Union’s other policies, with other thematic and sector focuses. The
intention is also to analyse to what extent the transversal, trans-sector, multi-scale
and transpolicy character—which urban questions have acquired in European poli-
cies—are contributing to the development of a new generation of public, national
and regional policies, and to achieving higher levels of territorial cohesion. The per-
tinence of this research is reinforced by the creation of the Urban Agenda for EU,
created in 2016 by the European Union, which aims to systematise and reorganise
the different Union policies directed to cities and revalue their role in the process of
European integration.
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8.1 Introduction

The European Commission defended that “although cities’ role for economic, social
and cultural development, and their potential for a more resource-efficient habitat,
have long been recognised, the policy response at European and national level has
been slow and piecemeal, with many but poorly integrated sectoral initiatives. A
growing number of voices argue that cities need to be adequately involved in the
conception and implementation of EU policies, and that EU policies need to be
better adapted to the urban realities where they will be implemented” (European
Commission 2014: 3).

In this sense, “despite cities’ potential for driving growth, the highest unemploy-
ment rates are found in cities. With globalisation, the recent crisis and a drop in
manufacturing, many cities have experienced a de-skilling of the workforce, and
an increase of low-skilled service sector jobs and working poor. The share of the
population at risk of poverty has increased. Many cities face a significant increase in
social exclusion, segregation and polarization” (European Commission 2014: 4).

The European Commission’s Seventh report on economic, social and territorial
cohesion recognises that “despite the growing concentration of jobs in cities, the
share of low work intensity households is the highest in EU-151 cities. The risk of
poverty or social exclusion in the EU has fallen back to its pre-crisis level. In the
EU-13,2 it is even lower than before the crisis, but in the EU-15 it remains higher than
before in cities, towns and suburbs. This highlights the fact that pockets of poverty
exist even in relatively well-off cities” (European Commission 2017: xv).

The report The State of European Cities 2016; Cities leading the way to a better
future from the European Commission and the United Nations Human Settlements
Programme (UN-Habitat) 2016 presents European cities and the European urban
system as follows: “the share of population in European cities has barely changed
in the last fifty years and it is relatively low by global standards. European cities
tend to be mid-sized with few cities over one million and only two over 10 million
inhabitants. European cities have lower population densities than Asian cities, but
are still more than twice as dense as North American cities. European cities are
on average located closer to each other than cities in other parts of the world, but
the closest large city is much further away. This is the outcome of Europe’s dense
network of mid-sized cities in general and because they tend to be less clustered
around large cities” (European Commission 2016a: 32).

In the European Union, “capital regions, cities and sometimes even smaller towns
(e.g. in traditional holiday zones) have stronger GDP growth, more employment
opportunities than other regions and hence, attract people. Consequently, about 75%
of the EU population today is concentrated in urban areas. However, important dif-
ferences in the breakdown of urban population (capitals/cities/towns) are observed in

1EU-15: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Spain, Ireland, Italy,
Luxemburg, The Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden and The United Kingdom.
2EU-13: Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia.
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the EU. Despite the projected modest increase of the total EU population, peripheral
regions are expected to experience a decline in their city population, while capital
regions in central Europe are likely to grow” (Lavalle et al. 2017: 3).

This chapter aims to analyse how, in the European Union’s public policy set, poli-
cies directed to cities and urban matters have become more relevant. The importance
of these policies in the European agenda is seen in EU Cohesion Policy, and also
in the Union’s other policies, with other thematic and sector focuses. The intention
is also to analyse to what extent the transversal, trans-sector, multi-scale and trans-
policy character—which urban questions have acquired in European policies—are
contributing to the development of a new generation of public, national and regional
policies, and to achieving higher levels of territorial cohesion. The pertinence of this
research is reinforced by the elaboration of the Urban Agenda for EU, created in
2016 by the European Union, which aims to systematise and reorganise the different
Union policies directed to cities and revalue their role in the process of European
integration.

8.2 The Urban Dimension in the Process of European
Integration and in Defining the Union’s Public
Policy Set

There are many definitions of a city. “City’ can refer to an administrative unit or
a certain population density. A distinction is sometimes made between towns and
cities—the former are smaller (e.g. between 10,000 and 50,000 inhabitants) and the
latter are larger (above 50,000 inhabitants). ‘City’ can also refer more generally to
perceptions of an urban way of life and specific cultural or social features, as well
as functional places of economic activity and exchange. ‘City’ may also refer to
two different realities: the ‘de jure city’—the administrative city—and the ‘de facto
city’—the larger socio-economic agglomeration. The ‘de jure city’ corresponds to
a large extent to the historic city with its clear borders for trade and defence and a
well-defined city centre” (European Commission 2011b: 1).

In Towards an urban agenda in the European Union,3 the European Commis-
sion defended the need to create an urban perspective in European Union policies,
where “EU should play a complementary role in addressing urban issues as it has
responsibility for policies in a number of sectors which have a direct bearing on the
development and quality of life in urban areas. Possibilities for adapting these poli-
cies to improve their contribution to urban development need to bemore exhaustively
explored” (European Commission 1997: 14).

Among the areas for further reflection in this perspective, the European Commis-
sion (1997) proposed the following: (i) the development of clear targets for improve-
ment of the urban environment with specified timescales, and the improvement of EU
sectoral policies from the viewpoint of sustainability; (ii) the development of efficient

3COM (97) 197 final.
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access to the networks from regional and local systems, and to ensure that resources
are used to produce the maximum benefit in terms of environmental, employment
and industrial objectives; (iii) the reinforcement of intermodal freight and passenger
transport, both for facilitating access to the city and mobility within the city; (iv)
the targeting of RTD activities on the main problems facing the cities of tomorrow,
namely, integrated transport, energy, sustainable construction technology, informa-
tion networks, technology for the protection of cultural heritage, urban sustainable
development, environmental technologies and new urban vehicles; (v) telecommu-
nications policies, including Universal Service obligations, to ensure the earliest
provision of links to the information highway involving depressed urban neighbour-
hoods and smaller urban areas; (vi) the strengthening of the commercial function
of cities and neighbourhoods and their role in the development of tourism; (vii) the
issues of migration, police and judicial cooperation; (viii) the fight against social and
economic exclusion, which is an explicit goal of the European employment strat-
egy, as well as the fight against racism in the framework of the 1997 European Year
Against Racism; (ix) public health policy and in particular health concerns related to
urban deprivation and poverty; and (x) the need for creating trust-based relationships
between various actors at the local level, in order to promote local empowerment,
responsibility and initiative, and to reinforce employment policies.

In the Sustainable Urban Development In The European Union4 document: the
European Commission presented the EU Framework for action for sustainable urban
development, organised under four interdependent policy aims: (i) strengthening
economic prosperity and employment in towns and cities; (ii) promoting equality,
social inclusion and regeneration in urban areas; (iii) protecting and improving the
urban environment: towards local and global sustainability; and (iv) contributing to
good urban governance and local empowerment.

In 2005, theEuropeanCommission started a process of urban audit at theEuropean
level with the report Cities and the Lisbon Agenda: Assessing the Performance of
Cities. One year later, it presented the report Cohesion Policy and cities: the urban
contribution to growth and jobs in the regions5 and explained ‘why cities matter’.
There was the conviction that “the European Union will pursue its objectives of
growth and jobs more successfully if all regions are able to play their part [and
cities] are particularly important in this context” (European Commission 2006: 4).

In 2007, through The Urban Dimension in Community Policies for the Period
2007–2013 document, the European Commission detailed the urban dimension in
Community Strategic Guidelines (CSG). The CSG specify that programmes with a
focus on urban areas can take different forms: ‘there are actions to promote cities as
motors of regional development […] other actions aim to promote internal cohesion
inside urban areas by improving the situation of neighbourhoods in crisis, notably
by rehabilitating the physical environment, redeveloping brownfield sites and pre-
serving and developing the historical and cultural heritage, […] other actions aim to
promote a balanced, polycentric development of the European Union by developing

4COM (1998) 605 final.
5COM (2006) 385 final.
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the urban networks at national and Community level. To achieve this objective, it is
a matter of putting in place networks linking cities in both physical (e.g. infrastruc-
ture, information technologies, etc.) and human (e.g. promotion of cooperation, etc.)
terms. Specific attention should also be paid to the urban-rural interface’ (European
Commission 2007: 8).

In the year 2008, the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion: Turning Territorial
Diversity into Strength6 is responsible for amajor new impetus in the European urban
policy due to the effort to intensify the territorial dimension of economic and social
cohesion.

In this sense, there seems to be growing consensus and a shared vision in the
context of the European Union regarding the objective of what cities should be. This
exercise of designing cities ‘as they should be’ contemplates, among other aspects,
the following: (i) a place of advanced social progress with a high degree of social
cohesion and socially balanced housing, as well as social, health and ‘education
for all’ services; (ii) a platform for democracy, cultural dialogue and diversity; (iii) a
place of green, ecological or environmental regeneration; and (iv) a place of attraction
and an engine of economic growth. In this context, the key principles of what should
be the future of European urban and territorial development are sustained on aspects
such as: (i) being based on balanced economic growth and territorial organisation
of activities, with a polycentric urban structure; (ii) building on strong metropolitan
regions andother urban areas that canprovide good accessibility to services of general
economic interest; (iii) being characterised by a compact settlement structure with
limited urban sprawl; and (iv) enjoying a high level of environmental protection and
quality in and around cities (European Commission 2011b).

Atkinson argues that “over the last 20 years, the EU has been involved in a wide
range of initiatives with regard to urban policy and urban matters more generally.
As a result, what might be described as a ‘European Urban Agenda’ has emerged.
Initially the EU, during an early exploratory phase, took on a more observational
and ‘experimental’ role, but in the last decade its recommendations and activities
have become more and more concrete. It has set up programmes (e.g. URBAN I and
II, subsequently ‘mainstreamed’ in the last period), facilitated studies, research and
the dissemination of good practices as well as supporting innovative projects across
Europe” (Atkinson 2014: 2).

The Barca Report (2009) proposed the place-based approach as the new rationale
for action for EU Cohesion Policy 2014–2020. For the author, “place-based policy
is a long-term strategy aimed at tackling persistent underutilisation of potential and
reducing persistent social exclusion in specific places through external interventions
and multilevel governance […]. In a place-based policy, public interventions rely on
local knowledge and are verifiable and submitted to scrutiny, while linkages among
places are taken into account” (Barca 2009: vii).

Closely associatedwith this concept of the place-based approach is the objective of
achieving better results in terms of territorialisation of public policies.Medeiros adds
that “alongside the policy goals and related strategic execution, the territorialisation

6COM (2008) 616 final.
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of a given policy depends on its effects in promoting territorial development and/or
territorial cohesion […]wedefine the territorialisation of a given policy as its capacity
to: (i) encompass the main dimensions of territorial development; (ii) effectively
promote territorial development or cohesion, and; (iii) target a specific territorial
scale in its strategic intervention” (Medeiros 2016: 95).

Another set of authors, in the Scenarios for Integrated Territorial Investments
document, argue that “the main focus of a place-based policy is on the effective use
of each territory’s potential. This guarantees long-term socio-economic benefits both
for the local population and others living within a certain radius of the territory in
question. The approach involves close dialogue and cooperation between institutions
and actors operating at different management levels. It also combines external know-
how and resources with local assets in a way that eliminates or decreases the threat
of domination by any of the partners. Tailoring public policies to the needs on the
ground should bring long-lasting effects to the local population. It should also help to
achieve both European and national goals thanks to the proper use of locally rooted
development factors like infrastructure, governance culture or climate” (De Bruijn
et al. 2015: 15).

As demonstrated, EU Cohesion Policy (2014–2020) has provided new instru-
ments relevant to the urban dimension, namely, the: (i) Integrated Territorial Invest-
ment (ITI); (ii) Integrated Sustainable Urban Development and (iii) Community-Led
Local Development (CCLD). “In addition the general use (or mainstreaming) of the
LEADER approach, which shares much in common with URBAN, offers enhanced
encouragement for Member States and Managing Authorities to adopt a more inte-
grated and territorially focused approach that has a significant ‘bottom-up’ compo-
nent and allows local communities to take a leading role in the design and delivery. It
is these new instruments that offer the potential for an enhanced ‘urban dimension”’
(Atkinson 2014: 12).

According to another reading of the subject, “the introduction of integrated place-
based approaches has led to some important changes in themanner inwhich strategies
are designed, specifically (one of the key characteristics of place-based approaches)
the interaction between bottom-up local knowledge and top-down operational and
analytical expertise. In terms of the bottom-up process, the early engagement of the
public and other key stakeholders in the strategy development process is considered
important good practice for urban and regional authorities, which encourages buy-in,
ownership and collective responsibility” (Zwet et al. 2017: 85).

For the Cohesion Policy programming period 2014–2020, the development of a
place-based policy, under Smart Specialisation Strategies (S3), is becoming a prereq-
uisite for accessing EU funding. Consequently, the EU Urban Policy for this period
was also designed from an integrated approach.
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8.3 Evolution of Urban Policy in the Context of EU
Cohesion Policy’s Policy Cycle: From a Specific Public
Policy to a Multiple, Transversal and Trans-Sector
Public Policy

In the Declaration of Ministers Responsible for Territorial Cohesion and Urban
Matters, regarding the EU Urban Agenda,7 following the Informal Meeting of June
2015, it was decided that the support for development of the EU Urban Agenda,
among other aspects, should (i) be taken forward in close partnership among
Member States, the Commission, the European Investment Bank (EIB), regions,
urban authorities and other concerned stakeholders, according to the principles of
subsidiarity and proportionality; (ii) respect urban diversity and specificities, as well
as contributing to unlocking the potential of all types of urban areas, including small-
and medium-sized ones, and the most vulnerable and deprived neighbourhoods;
(iii) provide an operational framework and effective instruments to horizontally
improve the urban dimension in European policymaking, including better policies,
territorial impact assessment, more tailor-made and place-sensitive EU funds,
including EIB finance, opportunities to exchange knowledge and best practices,
research and cooperation; (iv) promote cooperation among urban areas of all sizes,
as well as cooperation within functional urban areas and regions, including inner
areas and cross-border polycentric metropolitan regions; (v) promote the knowledge
base and data on urban development issues, referring to different types of urban
units; (vi) support policies, at national or regional level, that have an impact on and
promote sustainable and integrated urban development and territorial cohesion, and
contribute to the overall EU strategic objectives, raising awareness and fostering
the coordination of sectors; and (vii) strengthen the intergovernmental cooperation
on urban and territorial development, in order to provide a clear contribution to the
development and implementation of the EU Urban Agenda.

The Urban Agenda is an “integrated and coordinated approach to deal with the
urban dimension of EU and national policies and legislation. By focusing on concrete
priority themes within dedicated Partnerships, the Urban Agenda seeks to improve
the quality of life in urban areas. It is a new working method to ensure maximum
utilisation of the growth potential of cities and to successfully tackle social challenges
and it aims to promote cooperation between Member States, Cities, the European
Commission and other stakeholders”.8

The paradigm of how to design urban planning has changed. In fact “over recent
decades, urban planning has evolved from being a merely technical discipline into
somethingmuchmore complex,where politicians and stakeholderswant urbandevel-
opment to meet the needs of cities and people. Many years of practical experience
have delivered valuable elements of good practice and recommendations for urban

7See https://eu2015.lv/images/news/2015_06_10_EUurbanDeclaration.pdf.
8See https://ec.europa.eu/info/eu-regional-and-urban-development/topics/cities-and-urban-
development_en.

https://eu2015.lv/images/news/2015_06_10_EUurbanDeclaration.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/eu-regional-and-urban-development/topics/cities-and-urban-development_en
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policy that meet the challenges in European cities. There are at least five dimensions
or features that can be identified: (i) a move away from individual sectors towards
wider integration within the local or regional economy; (ii) a shift from govern-
ment to governance, i.e. the tendency of central governments to confer certain duties
to lower levels of government, such as provinces, regions, cities, city districts and
neighbourhoods (referred to as ‘decentralisation’). Together with the privatisation
of governmental tasks, this involves the participation of a larger number of different
policy partners, organisations and individuals (governance); (iii) an increasing focus
on empowering the inhabitants of cities and specific neighbourhoods; (iv) a shift
from universal policies to more focused, area-based policies; (v) growing attention
paid to the effectiveness of policies” (European Commission 2009: 25).

The methodological advances in addressing these themes were also evident “a
common methodology for sustainable urban development has begun to take shape
over the last decade and has been generated following the emergence of a European
‘Acquis Urbain’,9 which builds on the experience gained while supporting inte-
grated and sustainable urban development. This methodology is also in line with the
policy principles and recommendations laid down in the Leipzig Charter on Sus-
tainable European Cities. The ‘Acquis Urbain’ is based on the following corner-
stones10: (i) the integrated and cross-sector approach of the URBAN Community
Initiatives; (ii) the new instruments of urban governance, administration andmanage-
ment, including increased local responsibilities and strong horizontal partnerships,
successfully tested by the URBAN Community Initiatives; (iii) a targeted selection
of towns, cities and eligible areas and the concentration of funding; (iv) networking,
benchmarking and the exchange of knowledge and know-how, building on the posi-
tive experience and results of the URBACT I Programme” (European Commission
2009: 25).

Zwet et al. (2017) argue that there has been a significant uptake of territorial
strategies in the 2014–2020 EU Cohesion Policy programming period, mainly in the
form of promoting sustainable urban development processes, across most Member
States. Furthermore,many of the strategies are new, and the territorial provisions have
encouraged innovation and adaptation in both thinking and practice. This innovation
includes a more integrated approach to intervention, the implementation of strategies
at different spatial scales and more collaborative models of governance.

Urban-oriented initiatives and programmes have contributed to promote “a sort of
‘policy style’ based on networking, cross-dissemination (URBACT),multi-actor par-
ticipation (local development partnerships) and the use of management tools in order
to produce comparable and evaluable urban data (Urban Audit, EUKN or ESPON).
However, the most significant mechanism of influence has been the conditionality
introduced by the Structural Funds, especially the European Regional Development

9See The ‘Acquis URBAN’—Using Cities’ Best Practices for European Cohesion Policy (Com-
mon Declaration of URBAN cities and players at the European Conference ‘URBAN Future’,
Saarbrücken, 8–9 June 2005).
10COM (2006) 385 final.
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Fund (ERDF) through the Community Initiative URBAN and currently the article 7
of ERDF” (Medina and Fedeli 2015: 4).

There is growing consensus that citiesmustwork froma cross-sectoral perspective
and not allow single-sector views to determine the future agenda of urban life. Hori-
zontal and vertical coordination is necessary as cities must work together with other
levels of governance and strengthen cooperation and networking with other cities in
order to share investments and services that are needed on a broader territorial scale
(European Commission 2011b).

Just as there is increasing recognition of the relevance of a multi-scale and trans-
policy approach to urban policy, and “strategies to support urban regeneration should
always be promoted with an overall and systemic vision. Articulating the various
interventions planned for each of the parts of the city in order to ensure an overall
coherence and systemic coordination as well as the full realisation of all multiplier
effects. Aswell as combining, in urban regeneration processes and landscape, reshap-
ing, strategies to safeguard and to potentiate urban identity, urban plasticity, urban
temporality, image, and attractability, and to assure the economic, social and cultural
dimension in the expected results of the territorial strategies implemented” (Neto
2014: 83).

Tables 8.1 and 8.2 present the current set of policy instruments for urban policy in
the European Union. The Union’s urban policy is now based on a range of initiatives,
from funding, knowledge production and support, to cooperation and recognition of
good practice, with a multisectoral and transpolicy perspective.

Assessing the effectiveness of integrated territorial and urban strategies in the
future should focus on the following principles: “(i) to recognise the need for dif-
ferentiation in the size and complexity of indicators sets, in line with variation in
budgets and scope of strategies (…); (ii) to capture the results of territorially inte-
grated approaches in line with the logic of the intervention. The aim is to define
synthetic or integrated indicators that can assess combined actions (…); (iii) added
value. In many cases, these territorial initiatives represent new or innovative ways
of doing things and the reasons for introducing them include institutional and oper-
ational, as well as physical change. This highlights the need for a combination of
‘hard’ and ‘soft’ indicators” (Ferry et al. 2018: 25).

Concerning the Europe 2020 Index and the progress of EU countries, regions and
cities to the 2020 targets, Dijkstra and Athanasoglou consider that: “(i) the analysis
shows that cities score on average higher on the 2020 index than towns, suburbs and
rural areas; (ii) the difference between the score of cities and areas outside cities
can be very high, especially in Cohesion countries; (iii) non-Cohesion countries’
cities do not perform better than their towns, suburbs and rural areas on the Europe
2020 index; (iv) the cities in Cohesion countries almost match the performance of
cities in non-Cohesion countries; (v) in Cohesion country cities, employment rates
are slightly lower and poverty or exclusion rates are slightly higher, but their tertiary
education rates are equally high and the share of early school leavers is only half that
of cities in non-Cohesion countries” (Dijkstra and Athanasoglou 2015: 11).
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Table 8.1 European Union’s city initiatives, knowledge support and funding

Cities initiatives Knowledge for cities Funding for cities

• Sustainable urban
development

• Smart cities
• Working on urban
development globally
– New Urban Agendaa

– Union for Mediterranean
Urban Agendab

• ESPONc

• Urban Data Platformd

• Copernicus Urban Atlase

• Global Human Settlement
Layer (GHSL)f

• Urban Auditg

• Urban Europe—statistics on
cities, towns and suburbsh

• European Fund for Strategic
Investments (EFSI)i

• European structural and
investment funds

• Horizon 2020j

• LIFEk

• Urban Innovative Actionsl

• European Investment Project
Portal (EIPP)m

• European Investment
Advisory Hub
– URBISn

Source Authors’ own elaboration based on European Commission, https://ec.europa.eu/info/eu-
regional-and-urban-development/topics/cities-and-urban-development_en
aThe New Urban Agenda was adopted by the United Nations at the Habitat III conference on
Housing and Sustainable Urban Development in October 2016. See http://habitat3.org/wp-content/
uploads/NUA-English.pdf
bThe Union for Mediterranean Urban Agenda is about regional cooperation in sustainable
urban development between the EU and countries on the Southern and Eastern shores of the
Mediterranean. See http://ufmsecretariat.org/ufm-ministers-agree-on-a-structured-framework-for-
enhanced-regional-cooperation-on-sueurinable-urban-development-in-the-euro-mediterranean-
region/
cESPON EGTC, European Spatial Planning Observation Network, see https://www.espon.eu/. See
also ESPON CityBenchWebtool http://citybench.espon.eu/citybenchwebclient/
dSee: http://urban.jrc.ec.europa.eu/?ind=popden&ru=fua&s=0&c=1&m=0&f=1&p=0&swLat=3
5.88905007936091&swLng=-40.693359375&neLat=59.712097173322924&neLng=62.402343
75
eSee https://land.copernicus.eu/local/urban-atlas
fSee http://ghsl.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
gSee http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/themes/urban-development/audit/
hSee http://ec.europa.eu/euroeurt/eurtistics-explained/index.php/Urban_Europe_%E2%80%94_
eurtistics_on_cities,_towns_and_suburbs
iMore information about the European Fund for Strategic Investments is available at: http://ec.eur
opa.eu/growth/industry/innovation/funding/efsi_en
jHorizon 2020 is the financial instrument implementing the Innovation Union, a Europe 2020
flagship initiative aimed at securing Europe’s global competitiveness. More information at: https://
ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/
kThe LIFE programme is the EU’s funding instrument for the environment and climate action. The
general objective of LIFE is to contribute to the implementation, updating and development of EU
environmental and climate policy and legislation by co-financing projects with European added
value
All information available at: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/about/
lUrban Innovative Actions (UIA) is an Initiative of the European Union that provides urban areas
throughout Europe with resources to test new and unproven solutions to address urban challenges.
Based on article 8 of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the Initiative has a
total ERDF budget of EUR 372 million for 2014–2020. Information available at: http://www.
uia-initiative.eu/en
mSee https://ec.europa.eu/eipp/desktop/en/index.html
nURBIS is a new dedicated urban investment advisory platform within the Hub. URBIS is set up
to provide advisory support to urban authorities to facilitate, accelerate and unlock urban invest-
ment projects, programmes and platforms. More information available at: http://eiah.eib.org/about/
initiative-urbis.htm

https://ec.europa.eu/info/eu-regional-and-urban-development/topics/cities-and-urban-development_en
http://habitat3.org/wp-content/uploads/NUA-English.pdf
http://ufmsecretariat.org/ufm-ministers-agree-on-a-structured-framework-for-enhanced-regional-cooperation-on-sustainable-urban-development-in-the-euro-mediterranean-region/
https://www.espon.eu/
http://citybench.espon.eu/citybenchwebclient/
http://urban.jrc.ec.europa.eu/%3find%3dpopden%26ru%3dfua%26s%3d0%26c%3d1%26m%3d0%26f%3d1%26p%3d0%26swLat%3d35.88905007936091%26swLng%3d-40.693359375%26neLat%3d59.712097173322924%26neLng%3d62.40234375
https://land.copernicus.eu/local/urban-atlas
http://ghsl.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/themes/urban-development/audit/
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Urban_Europe_%25E2%2580%2594_statistics_on_cities%2c_towns_and_suburbs
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/innovation/funding/efsi_en
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/about/
http://www.uia-initiative.eu/en
https://ec.europa.eu/eipp/desktop/en/index.html
http://eiah.eib.org/about/initiative-urbis.htm
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Table 8.2 European Union’s urban initiatives on network, cooperation and awards

Networks and cooperation Awards

• URBACTa

• The Urban Development Networkb

• JPI Urban Europec

• European innovation partnership on smart
cities and communities (EIP-SCC)d

• Covenant of mayors for climate and energye

• International Urban Cooperation (IUC)f

• City Star (RegioStars Awards)g

• European Capital of Innovationh

• European Green Capital Awardi

• European Green Leaf Awardj

• Access City Awardk

• EU Horizon Prizesl

• European Capital of Culturem

• European Mobility Week Awardn

• The Europe 2020 Index: the progress of EU
Countries, Regions and Cities to the 2020
targetso

Source Authors’ own elaboration based on European Commission, https://ec.europa.eu/info/eu-
regional-and-urban-development/topics/cities-and-urban-development_en
aURBACTProgramme’smission is to enable cities towork together anddevelop integrated solutions
to common urban challenges, by networking, learning from one another’s experiences, drawing
lessons and identifying good practices to improve urban policies. See http://urbact.eu/#
bThe Urban Development Network is made up of more than 500 cities/urban areas across the EU
responsible for implementing integrated actions based onSustainableUrbanDevelopment strategies
financed by ERDF in the 2014–2020 period. More information available at: http://ec.europa.eu/
regional_policy/en/policy/themes/urban-development/network/
cSee: https://jpi-urbaneurope.eu/
dThe European innovation partnership on smart cities and communities (EIP-SCC) is an initiative
supported by the European Commission that brings together cities, industry, small business (SMEs),
banks, research units and others. It aims to improve urban life through more sustainable integrated
solutions and addresses city-specific challenges from different policy areas such as energy, mobility
and transport, and ICT. About the Marketplace of the European Innovation Partnership on Smart
Cities and Communities, see https://eu-smartcities.eu/
eThe Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy has brought together, since 2008, local and
regional authoritieswho voluntarily commit to implementing theEU’s climate and energy objectives
in their territory. See https://www.covenantofmayors.eu/en/
fSee http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/cooperation/international/urban/
gEuropean Union RegioStars Awards identify good practices in regional development and highlight
original and innovative projects that are attractive and inspiring to other regions. See http://ec.eur
opa.eu/regional_policy/EN/regio-eurrs-awards/
hSee http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index.cfm
iEuropean Green Capital Award (EGCA), which recognises and rewards local efforts to improve
the environment, the economy and the quality of life in cities. The EGCA is given each year to a city
which is leading the way in environmentally friendly urban living and can thus act as a role model
to inspire other cities. See http://ec.europa.eu/environment/europeangreencapital/index.html
jSee http://ec.europa.eu/environment/europeangreencapital/europeangreenleaf/index.html
kThe Access City Award recognises and celebrates a city’s willingness, capability and efforts to
ensure accessibility, see http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1141
lSee https://ec.europa.eu/research/horizonprize/index.cfm
mThe European Capitals of Culture initiative is designed to: (i) Highlight the richness and diversity
of cultures in Europe; (ii) Celebrate the cultural features Europeans share; (iii) Increase European
citizens’ sense of belonging to a common cultural area; and (iv) Foster the contribution of culture to
the development of cities: See https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative-europe/actions/capitals-
culture_en
nTheEuropeanMobilityWeekAward has sought to improve public health and quality of life through
promoting clean mobility and sustainable urban transport. See http://www.mobilityweek.eu/emw-
awards/
oSee http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/regional-focus/2015/the-eur
ope-2020-index-the-progress-of-eu-countries-regions-and-cities-to-the-2020-targets

https://ec.europa.eu/info/eu-regional-and-urban-development/topics/cities-and-urban-development_en
http://urbact.eu/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/themes/urban-development/network/
https://jpi-urbaneurope.eu/
https://eu-smartcities.eu/
https://www.covenantofmayors.eu/en/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/cooperation/international/urban/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/EN/regio-stars-awards/
http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/europeangreencapital/index.html
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/europeangreencapital/europeangreenleaf/index.html
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1141
https://ec.europa.eu/research/horizonprize/index.cfm
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/creative-europe/actions/capitals-culture_en
http://www.mobilityweek.eu/emw-awards/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/regional-focus/2015/the-europe-2020-index-the-progress-of-eu-countries-regions-and-cities-to-the-2020-targets


164 P. Neto et al.

8.4 The European Union’s Urban Policy: Contributions
to Territorial Cohesion and Their Transfer
to the Everyday Life of European Cities and Regions

Territorial cohesion means closing the gap between different regions, and cities are
both part of the problem and part of the solution to global challenges. On one hand,
cities have a relevant role in regional growth, as the result of available human and
capital resources (Glaeser 2000). Furthermore, they are also important for the devel-
opment of rural areas. Indeed, according toGagliardi and Percoco (2017), the positive
effects of EU Cohesion Policy in rural areas can be boosted if these areas are close
to a main urban agglomeration. However, due to their dimension, high-speed growth
and high concentration of activities, they are faced with many social and environ-
mental issues, which affect their citizens’ quality of life (Table 8.3). The European
Union’s urban policy aims to solve problems and needs in urban areas and promote
their growth potential (METIS 2016a).

During the period 2007–2013, activities undertaken under EU Cohesion Policy
programmes related to urban development led to the achievement of several projects
associated with urban regeneration to improve the business environment and the
quality of life of European citizens in cities and regions. Table 8.4 reports the main
outputs and outcomes attained and listed in the ex-post evaluation report of Urban
Development and Social Infrastructures (METIS 2016b) and in the Seventh report
on economic, social and territorial cohesion (European Commission 2017).

For the current programme period (2014–2020), EU urban investment priorities,
under EU Cohesion Policy, are mainly focused on actions aiming to: (i) support a
low-carbon economy; (ii) promote resource efficiency and climate change adaptation;
and (iii) improve the urban environment and social inclusion (Table 8.5).

The aims of revitalisation of town centres and historic areas, construction or ren-
ovation of urban infrastructures, improve living ability in urban areas and make
them more attractive for residents, tourists and investors—that characterised the EU
2007–2013 programming period—have been complemented for 2014–2020 with a
set of new policy targets that increased significantly the EU’s urban policy inter-
vention rationale and have reinforced its capacity to, based on cities, contribute to a
better achieving of the EU territorial cohesion objective.

Table 8.3 Cities: opportunities and barriers to economic and sustainable development

Opportunities Barriers

• Firm concentration
• Job opportunities
• Higher education institutes

• Social challenges: poverty, social exclusion, lack of safety,
insufficient infrastructure (e.g. transport and health care
services)

• Environmental issues: air quality, noise level and cleanliness

Source Authors’ own elaboration based on Glaeser (2000) and EUKN (2011)
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Table 8.4 Outputs and outcomes of EU urban development policy, 2007–2013

Outputs Outcomes

• The construction, repair or renovation of
infrastructure, such as schools, social and
cultural centres, public spaces, health care
services, streets and cycle paths

• Improved liveability in urban areas and in
their neighbourhood

• Revitalisation of town centres, historic areas
and river banks

• Reuse of brownfield sites

• Making urban areas more attractive for
residents and to attract more visitors and
tourists

• Creation of business space • Improving business environment and new
job creation

• Installation of clean drinking water supply
and wastewater treatment facilities

• Improving access to basic sanitation

• Improving buildings’ energy efficiency • Promoting Eco-efficiency

Source Authors’ own elaboration based on METIS (2016b) and European Commission (2017)

Table 8.5 Objectives and related investment priorities of EU urban development policy 2014–2020

Thematic objective Investment priorities

Low-carbon economy • Promoting sustainable transport
• Removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures

Promotion of environmental
protection, resource efficiency and
climate change

• Promoting innovative technologies to improve
environmental protection and resource efficiency (e.g.
decrease the energy consumption of public buildings and
additional capacity of renewable energy production)

• Supporting industrial transition towards a
resource-efficient economy, promoting green growth,
eco-innovation and environmental performance
management in the public and private sectors

• Development of smart energy distribution

Better urban environment • New and improved urban transport
• Reduction of air pollution and promotion of
noise-reduction measures

• Revitalization of cities
• Decontamination of brownfield sites, including
conversion areas

• Supporting business development and creation

Improvement of social inclusion
and combating poverty

• Financing infrastructure for employment services
• Investing in health and social infrastructure
• Improving access to social, cultural and recreational
services

• Investing in education, training and vocational training
for skills and lifelong learning

SourceAuthors’ own elaboration based onEuropeanCommission (2011a), EuropeanUnion (2013a,
b) and European Parliament (2014)
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The urban dimension of EU Cohesion Policy highlights the role of urban areas
and cities in achieving the Europe 2020 objectives (European Parliament 2014), i.e.
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth for the European Union.11 For example,
towards greener cities, three objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy are to: (i) reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by at least 20%comparedwith 1990 levels; (ii) increase the
share of renewable energy in final energy consumption to 20%; and (iii)move towards
a 20% increase in energy efficiency (Nabielek et al. 2016). Furthermore, by the end
of 2020, it is also expected that 41.2 million people will live in areas with integrated
urban development strategies and 17,000 housing units will be redeveloped in urban
areas (European Commission 2011a: 195), in order to improve city residents’ quality
of life. Indeed, according to a recent survey about the quality of life in European cities
(European Union 2016), the two main dimensions with which European citizens are
less satisfied are the availability of jobs and the affordability of housing.

8.5 The European Union’s Urban Agenda in EU Cohesion
Policy Post-2020

The EU’s Urban Agenda was launched in May 2016 with the Pact of Amsterdam,
with the aim to involve Urban Authorities in achieving ‘Better Regulation’, ‘Better
Funding’ and ‘BetterKnowledge’ (Table 8.6), and to contribute to the implementation
of the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, notably to make
cities inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable (European Commission 2016b). “The
Urban Agenda for the EU will rely on the principle of an integrated approach to
sustainable urban development as the guiding principle to achieve the goals of the
three policy pillars” (European Commission 2016b: 6) described in Table 8.6.

Priorities, themes and cross-cutting issues for the EU’s Urban Agenda (Table 8.7)
were listed taking into account the priorities of the EU 2020 strategy for smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth (European Commission 2016b: 7).

For the next long-term programming period 2021–2027 of EU Cohesion Policy,
sustainable and integrated development of urban areas will remain as one of its prior-
ities, as recently announced.12 Sustainable, since several actions destined to support
climate change and environmental objectives, such as promoting green infrastructure
in the urban environment and reducing pollution, will still be an investment priority
for urban areas, due to the greener, low-carbon Europe and climate adaptation pol-
icy objective. Integrated, because the instruments implemented for the 2014–2020
period, such as the Integrated Territorial Investment (ITI) and the Community-Led
Local Development (CLLD) strategies, will be used to ensure the development of

11Smart means�Develop an economy based on knowledge and innovation; Sustainable in the
sense of promote a more resource-efficient, greener and more competitive economy; Inclusive in
order to foster a high-employment economy delivering social and territorial cohesion (European
Commission 2010).
12COM (2018) 375 final and SWD(2018) 283 final.
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Table 8.6 Achievement of EU’s Urban Agenda

Better regulation • More effective and coherent implementation of existing EU policies,
legislation and instruments

• It will not initiate new regulation, but will be regarded as an informal
contribution to the design of future and revision of existing EU
regulation

Better funding • Identifying, supporting, integrating and improving traditional,
innovative and user-friendly sources of funding for Urban Areas

• It will not create new or increased EU funding, but will draw from and
convey lessons learned on how to improve funding opportunities

Better knowledge • Enhancing the knowledge base on urban issues and exchange of best
practices and knowledge

Source Authors’ own elaboration based on European Commission (2016a, b: 5–6)

Table 8.7 Priorities of EU’s Urban Agenda and their contribution to smart, green and inclusive
growth

Priorities of Urban Agenda Smart Green Inclusive

Innovative and responsible public procurement X

Circular economy X X

Urban mobility X X X

Jobs and skills in the local economy X X

Digital transition X X

Air quality X

Energy transition X

Sustainable use of land and nature-based solutions X

Climate adaptation X

Affordable housing X

Inclusion of migrants and refugees X

Urban poverty X

Source Authors’ own elaboration based on Nabielek et al. (2016: 8)

urban areas, as highlighted in the Urban Agenda. New models of territorial gover-
nance, based on an integrated approach, could be a way to enhance the efficiency
and effectiveness of financial instruments and to achieve the policy pillar of ‘Better
Funding’.

Future trends for the next programming period (2021–2027) also point to the
need to reduce the administrative burden, namely, by simplifying the process of
implementing EU funds (European Commission 2018a), which will lead to attaining
the policy pillar of ‘Better Regulation’. Additionally, ensuring data exchange about
EU funds’ beneficiaries and operations, through an open data platform (European
Commission 2018a), will alsomake it possible to reach the ‘Better Knowledge’ pillar
of Urban Agenda.
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8.6 Final Remarks

The European Parliament considers that the smart specialisation model should
become one of the leading approaches for the post-2020 Cohesion Policy phase,
by encouraging cooperation between different regions, urban and rural areas and
strengthening the EU’s economic development (European Parliament 2017).

The relevance of smart specialisation strategies is “very strong as a public policy
tool to support horizontal and vertical coordination between levels of administration
andbetweenpolicies.Aswell as for the strategic and functional articulationwithin the
regional framework of ITI, CLLD and other territorial development approaches that
may be defined for the new Cohesion Policy programming period, and to implement
other territorial development strategies based on multi-policy approaches” (Neto
et al. 2018: 21).

We propose the development of “a new stage for smart specialisation in the post-
2020 Cohesion Policy, based on the increased social dimension and relevance of
the RIS3. We also propose that this new generation of RIS3 should be designated
RIS4—Research, Innovation and Social Strategies for Smart Specialisation” (Neto
2017: 22).

We consider desirable that in the future this new approach should be present in the
definition of new urban policies, as it is more complete and prepared to fit the com-
plexity of the problems and challenges facing cities.We also expect a new generation
of urban public policies to be more effective in solving socio-economic and demo-
graphic problems, and generate an effect in other areas, namely, the environment,
quality of life, mobility, urban pressure, urban regeneration and land use, among
others, which are typical characteristics of urbanised societies.

The RIS4 approach we propose would also be very important for the opera-
tionalization of the new strategic priorities of the post-2020 Cohesion Policy such
as globalisation, demography, migration, environment, climate change, security and
defence, employment and digitalization of the economy and society, in the context
of cities and urban policy.

The proposed RIS4 approach would provide a further opportunity to better plan
the city as a complex system (which it is) and to ensure greater policy effectiveness,
from a multisectoral and transpolicy perspective, with the policy instruments this
new approach would bring.

Over the last 20 years, the EU has been able to build its ‘Acquis Urbain’ and
develop a European urban policy model based on a set of dimensions and areas of
action with a high level of complementarity and systemic effects.

An European urban policy model based essentially on the following aspects:
(i) creation and availability of financing instruments to support interventions in urban
contexts; (ii) support for experimental, innovative and demonstrative urban projects;
(iii) promotion of cooperation networks between cities; (iv) creation of systems for
recognising and valuing good practices; (v) promotion of scientific research on top-
ics relevant to urban issues; (vi) support for the creation, sharing and availability of
information and knowledge to support decision-making in cities; (vii) progressive



8 Policy Cycle of the Urban Agenda for EU … 169

incorporation of urban issues into the different policies of the Union; and (viii) pro-
gressively incorporation of the EU’s sectoral, technological, economic and societal
strategic issues into urban policy.

The way in which the EU has come to understand and design its urban pol-
icy guidelines is even becoming increasingly broad, multisectoral and transpolicy,
seeking to reconcile interventions in areas as diverse as infrastructure, mobility, cul-
ture, heritage, economy, employment, energy, ageing, technology, poverty and social
inclusion, amongmany others. Therefore, the effort to promote territorial cohesion in
the EU, together with the financial and other instruments that support it, should con-
tinue betting on the implementation of the EU Urban Agenda and, advantageously,
be increasingly concentrated in cities, and in urban systems, in order to build and
process, from them, the regional development of the territories in which they are
located.
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Chapter 9
Towards a European Geography
of Future Perspectives: A Story of Urban
Concentration

Kai Böhme, Christian Lüer and Maria Toptsidou

Abstract Urban areas and the diversity of urban areas across Europe are a corner
stone of territorial cohesion. At the same time, territorial cohesion in Europe is
challenged by the dominant role of urban areas in territorial development and in
territorial development policies. One may conclude that the urban perspective and
territorial cohesion cannot do without each other, but at the same time, they risk to
wreck each other. This contribution will further explore this complicated relation.
Starting with the growing importance of urban areas, the first section will address the
increasing concentration of economic and demographic growth in Europe to urban
areas (Böhme and Lüer 2017; ESPON 2017, 2018). Based on the idea that cities act
as motors for territorial development in a wider region, over the past decades they
have become the centre points for development and future perspectives. The impact
this had on territorial cohesion can be discussed at least at two different levels: (a)
European and (b) functional urban/regional level.

Keywords Urban development · Urban diversity · Functional urban areas
Territorial development · Territorial cohesion · Fragmentation · Europe
Concentration · Future · Foresight · Future perspectives

9.1 Introduction

Urban areas have always played an important role in the societal, economic and
territorial development in Europe. Compared to other continents, Europe is charac-
terised by a rather polycentric and less polarised urban fabric, and the diversity of
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urban areas of different sizes across Europe is a corner stone of territorial cohesion,
as outlined by various ESPON studies (e.g. 2014a).

The importance of urban areas for Europe is also well echoed in European policy
making. Several European policy documents have emphasised the importance of
cities, such as theTerritorialAgenda of theEuropeanUnion 2020 (MSPTD2011), the
Leipzig Charter (European Commission 2007) and the EUUrban Agenda (MUMEU
2016), which aims at improving horizontal coordination between EU sector policies
and vertical coordination among European, national and local governments. Also,
the urban earmarking in EU Cohesion Policy is a clear indication of the importance
given to urban areas in policy making.

At the same time, territorial cohesion—and even integration—in Europe is chal-
lenged by the dominant role of urban areas in territorial development and in territorial
development policies. One may conclude that the urban perspective and territorial
cohesion cannot do without each other, but at the same time, they risk to wreck each
other. This contribution will further explore this complicated relation.

To elaborate on this point, we first provide some more background on the role
urban areas play in Europe and on their diversity in terms of profiles and character-
istics. The point made is that urban areas are centre points of development and a lot
of our activities are concentrated on them.

Looking towards the future, we will explore a number of development trends,
which are likely to influence societal, economic and territorial development in Europe
in the decades to come. Although the discussion of possible future developments is
linked to huge uncertainties, a distinct territorial feature seems almost to be certain:
Europe’s future will be urban and bring about an even stronger concentration to fewer
urban areas as hotspots.

This increasing concentration to urban areas is an expression of a societal, eco-
nomic and territorial fragmentation, and further accelerates this fragmentation and
territorial inequalities. This leads to rather different development outlooks for dif-
ferent parts of European society and territory. We argue in this contribution that it
actually leads to a territorially rather diverse ‘European geography of future perspec-
tives’.

Closing off, we explore different alternative futures for Europe which might be
able to bridge the increasing fragmentation. The reader may find that some of them
are rather wild and unlikely, while others sound like only minor adjustments though
they still might be tough to implement. In any case, if we do not want the increasing
concentration on urban areas to undermine the fundament of economic development
and integration inEurope,wemayneed to paymore attention to societal and territorial
fragmentation trends and implications our policy choices and scenarios may have on
regions, cities and the overall territorial balance in Europe (Böhme and Lüer 2017;
Böhme and Toptsidou 2017).
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9.2 Urban Patterns and Diversities in Europe

Urban areas are a corner stone of economic development and territorial cohesion
in Europe. The urban pattern of Europe and the diversity of urban areas across
Europe play a vital role in this. Furthermore, cities are widely perceived as motors
for development leading to increasing economic and demographic concentration
towards urban areas in Europe. In the following section, we will discuss Europe’s
territorial pattern and diversity of urban areas.

9.2.1 Europe’s Urban Pattern

There are different ways of defining and counting cities and urban areas. Following
the approach used by ESPON, the territory of the EU plus Iceland, Liechtenstein,
Switzerland and Norway is home to almost 700 cities with 50,000–250,000 habi-
tants and about 100 metropoles with more than 250,000 inhabitants. 72% of the
EU28 population live in urban areas, with 41% living in cities of more than 50,000
inhabitants and another 31% in intermediate urbanised towns and suburbs. The urban
areas altogether, however, account for only 17% of the territory (PBL Netherlands
Environmental Assessment Agency 2016: 12). The share of the population living in
these urban areas is expected to further increase and projected to reach just over 80%
by 2050 (Eurostat 2016: 9).

Focusing on the largest areas, metropolitan regionswithmore than 250,000 inhab-
itants (including their commuting zones) are home to 59% of the population of the
EU. The demographic weight of these areas is even toppedwhen looking at economic
figures 62%of the jobs in Europe are located and 68%of theGDP is produced in such
functional urban areas (European Commission and UN-Habitat 2016: 58). Capital
areas play a particular role in this as they often are home to a more highly educated
population, higher innovation scores and higher productivity levels (ibid.).

This idea of urban areas as motors, engines or hotspots of development has been
nourished both in research and policy making in the past decade. Nevertheless, the
narrative of concentration to few hotspots as motors for future development, as pro-
mulgated by urban economics, does not always hold because urban scale effects are
not ubiquitous (Dijkstra et al. 2013). Not all metropolitan regions are frontrunners
and ‘motors of development’ in their respective countries. Growth rates of various
metropolitan areas are only similar to, or even considerably below, those of their
countries (OECD 2006).

The overall urban dominance is shared among a vast number of cities and larger
metropolitan areas. Compared to other continents, Europe is characterised by a rather
polycentric and less polarised urban fabric (ESPON 2014a), where important urban
centres are geographically distributed and spread across Europe. This is among others
illustrated by the large number of major cities, which are located in comparatively
close proximity to each other (compared to other continents), yet the closest large
city is further away than in other parts of the world (European Commission and UN-
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Habitat 2016). This is also the outcomeof a dense network of small andmedium-sized
urban areas with a population of 5,000–50,000 inhabitants, which play an important
role in the urban fabric with regard to balanced development—a much greater role
than on other continents (Barca et al. 2012). About 8,350 of them exist in the EU28
being home to almost 25% of the population (Latvian Presidency of the Council of
the European Union 2015: 6).

9.2.2 Europe’s Urban Diversity

Even more than on the territorial pattern, Europe’s polycentricity depends on the
diversity of cities, their profiles, specialisations and the functions they cover for their
surroundings and wider territories. Each urban area in Europe has a different func-
tional profile, defining their role in the European urban system. ESPON developed
an analysis of this functional diversity composing of six different types of functions
(2005, 2007):

(a) Administrative functions in the public administrative system at international,
national or regional level: The current European pattern mainly reflects the hier-
archies within individual national systems with the national capitals as main
nodes. Non-capital cities hosting institutions that are part of the EU institu-
tional system (e.g. Strasbourg, Frankfurt) or other international organisations
complement the picture.

(b) Decision functions due to headquarters and subsidiaries of important private
companies: Many headquarters in Europe are located within the European core,
the so-called ‘Pentagon’, an area comprising of southeast England (including
London), the Benelux countries, western Germany, northeast France (including
Paris) and northern Italy.

(c) Transport functions to connect urban areas: In many small countries, only
one transport-oriented city (i.e. a focus on international aviation and container
harbours) exist. The most important transport nodes of European and global
relevance are again located within the ‘Pentagon’.

(d) Knowledge functions due to universities and research centres: Research centres
and universities are historically distributed across different parts both at Euro-
pean and national level. Also, smaller urban centres play an important role.
Hence, the European picture is rather balanced.

(e) Tourism functions due to natural and cultural assets: Besides the capitals and
other major European cities increasingly visited by city and weekend tourists,
especially urban areas in the Alps and theMediterranean area have a clear focus
on touristic functions.

(f) Industrial andmanufacturing functions as economicbackbones:Thenational
urban systems are often the result of industrialisation. Urban areas with a
strong focus on this function are within the ‘Pentagon’. However, many old-



9 Towards a European Geography of Future Perspectives … 177

industrialised regions face challenges as traditional industries are affected by
the structural change and are in decline.

The analysis shows that different metropolitan areas have different functional
specialisations, i.e. they strengthen specific functions and sharpen or adjust their
individual profiles (ESPON 2005). This specialisation helps municipalities become
more visible and play a stronger role in the fabric of urban areas, which increases
the diversity of the urban pattern. Differences in specialisation can, therefore, be
considered a driving force of the European polycentric urban system.

Regardless of their role or specialisation in the European urban system, larger
cities benefit from agglomeration advantages. They act as gateways for all kinds of
flows and functions, from business and transport to knowledge and attraction, within
larger networks at global, EU, national and regional scale (ESPON 2013).

In contrast to this, smaller urban areas depend on a clear profile and the exploita-
tion of comparative advantages. One way small urban areas realise these advantages
is cooperation, i.e. they develop and maintain good relations with other urban and
rural areas. They hence depend on their capacity and willingness to engage in col-
laborative and cooperative actions with other areas, e.g. to develop joint projects or
share services (ESPON 2014b).

The functional profile of an urban area is not static. It changes over time and can
be influenced by policy choices. Nowadays, many urban areas are laboratories for
new policy approaches and are increasingly characterised by a focus on experimenta-
tion, testing and ‘learning by doing’ in all kinds of policy fields, from technological
innovation and ‘smart cities’ to social innovation and sustainability. Trends like
decentralisation, increasing autonomy for local authorities and more involvement of
citizens in policy formulation and implementation have supported this development
(European Commission and UN-Habitat 2016). The flexible profile of urban areas
allows for developing new and amending existing functions and profiles, and will
consequently further promote Europe’s urban diversity.

9.3 As for the Future

The above-sketched territorial imbalance, i.e. dominance of urban areas, is likely to
stay for a foreseeable future. The territorial pattern of Europe is unlikely to change
over the next decades, i.e. urban areas stay where they are. However, what we do in
places, the profile and functions of places, the links and interactions between places
may change rather rapidly. These places, links and interactions are influenced by a
wide range of different development trends, which, in turn, will also influence the
future territorial balance in Europe, be it within urban areas, between larger and
smaller urban areas, or between non-urban areas and urban areas.

There are various different attempts to collect and categorise trends (Böhme et al.
2016; Böhme and Lüer 2016, 2017; ESPON 2018; European Strategy and Policy
Analysis System 2015). One distinction identifies exogenous and endogenous trends.
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While the former have to be taken into account as general framework conditions and
are most difficult for policy and decision makers to influence directly, endogenous
trends are subject to, or even direct expression of, policy choices and political prior-
ities.

This distinction can be combined with different thematic fields which help to
further distinguish the trends. Technological and environmental trends are mainly
exogenous trends, which refer to long-term, often global developments with enor-
mous influence on the other fields. The Fourth Industrial Revolution and climate
change are two prominent examples of trends that are expected to have rather disrup-
tive and comprehensive impacts which might, however, differ between territories.
Some other trends in the societal and economic spheres are of more endogenous
character, yet have a certain degree of autonomy, e.g. internal and external migration
flows, polarisation between autonomous and open regions or the circular economy
model. Finally, political trends are mainly endogenous trends and are matter to the
course and outcome of democratic decision-making processes.

Another important characteristic refers to the levelwhere the trends occur.Here, an
additional distinction can bemade between trends that aremore ‘domestic’ European
trends and other trends, which are of global character or at least underline that what
happens elsewhere on the globe has impacts on territorial development in Europe.

The figure below (Fig. 9.1) combines these three distinctions (thematic fields,
exogenous versus endogenous, global versus European) and provides a non-
exhaustive overview of a variety of trends that are relevant for future territorial
development in Europe. More exogenous thematic fields are at the top of the figure,
more endogenous thematic fields at the bottom. Thematic fields can be distinguished
by colours. Global trends are displayed in darker colour and European trends in
lighter colour. Of all these trends, two aspects might be particularly vital for the
further concentration of developments in urban areas. First, the technological and
related economic trends in the sphere of the Fourth Industrial Revolution, includ-
ing also the shift to data economy, platform economy and monopolisation. Second,
demographic trends including ageing and migration.
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Fig. 9.1 Overview of global and European exogenous and endogenous trends. Source Authors
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9.3.1 More Urban Focus Due to Technological Progress

The Fourth Industrial Revolution describes the fusions of technologies blurring of the
lines between physical, digital and biological systems. In the next decade, firms and
industries are expected to become predominantly digitised. The Internet of Things,
supported by big data analytics, artificial intelligence and machine learning will
enable smart machines which are increasingly benefitting from sensor technology,
cheap computing power and the real-time use of algorithms. This will disclose oppor-
tunities for new business models and entrants, together with new challenges concern-
ing the substitution of labour and the role of the European economy in new patterns
of production at world level (ESPON 2018; Schwab 2017).

As in earlier Industrial Revolutions, e.g. the breakthrough of information and
communication technologies, it is expected that major technological innovations
including robotics and fusion technology will reduce the importance of location.
Among others, it is expected that production can be decentralised (e.g. through 3D
printing) and people can work from wherever they like. Still, it seems that location
does matter. Below just are three short examples to illustrate that point (ESPON
2018):

(1) Urban areas hold the primacy when it comes to innovation and technology. The
general European picture is that large metropolitan areas, as well as secondary
cities in the core and North of Europe, are particularly strong in R&D and inno-
vation (Lüer et al. 2015). Lookingmore particularly at key enabling technologies
and SMEs, the geographical pattern across Europe is somewhat more balanced.
Especially in larger European countries like France, Germany, Italy, Spain and
the United Kingdom, several metropolitan regions have an innovative capacity
below the national average, hinting at the complexity of spatial structures in the
field of innovation (European Commission and UN-Habitat 2016). A particular
field refers to green tech innovations, which are even more concentrated than
general innovation and technology locations: Metropolitan regions and capital
regions mainly in Western Europe are hotspots for green tech (ESPON 2018).
As green growth, green economy and circular economy are expected to be an
important pillar of our future economic model, particular innovations in these
fields may hold the key for future developments. This may give areas currently
leading in these fields a clear head start.

(2) More generally, the Fourth Industrial Revolution will accelerate territorial dif-
ferences. The nextwave of technological changeswill exacerbate the differences
between technological/economic players and also between cities and regions.
Following current developments in the technology sectors and platform econ-
omy, also for the next Industrial Revolution the advantages will be on early
adapters as ‘the winner takes it all’. Best performers are expected to capture
a very large share of the rewards, and the remaining competitors are left with
very little (Réchard et al. 2016). These winners certainly have locations and
these may very well matter, as some places are able to adjust faster to the new
technological advancements and their needs. This is the case in particular when
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it comes to different technology environments, legal frameworks, social accep-
tance and economic pressure. According to some experts (e.g. Schwab 2017),
the five cities with themost effective policy environment to foster innovation are
NewYork, London, Helsinki, Barcelona andAmsterdam. So, Europemight host
four of the top five locations for developments to come. Estonia is an example
of a country that follows the vision of a digital republic (‘e-Estonia’), applying a
broad participatory approach involving the public and the private sector as well
as citizens. As a forerunner in the digital sector, it has brought about various
start-ups over the past years and also attracts companies from other places to
relocate to Estonia.

(3) Technologymaydecrease agglomeration advantages and increase sprawl.Urban
sprawl is expected to increase as new forms of mobility paired with decentrali-
sation possibilities reduce agglomeration advantages. (ESPON 2018) Advances
in service robotics, 3D printing and logistics technology are already reducing
costs in manufacturing and service, allowing small-scale production to be prof-
itable. The expected levels of automation of many tasks (e.g. by service robots)
could lead to a sharp reduction in the minimum efficient scale for many busi-
nesses, especially those providing consumer-oriented services. However, urban
sprawl will not be linear. Instead, the growth of households in rural and exurban
areas compared to cities is likely to start to look like a barbell. On one end of the
barbell, some cities will continue to grow successfully, attracting the wealthy,
the young and empty nesters who choose urban cores as their places of living
without financial constraints. On the other end are residential zones at the edge
of metropolitan regions that offer living space at lower costs and attract middle-
class families who will blend the features of rural living with urban amenities
more easily due to declining costs of distance. Traditional suburbs and small
and medium-sized towns might be trapped in the middle as spaces in-between
without real appeal facing population decrease. This might become the basic
territorial structure for a ‘post-urban economy’, in which commuting distances
no longer matter and people rather choose where to live based on lifestyle char-
acteristics and amenities (e.g. good weather, vibrant social and cultural offers,
proximity to recreational activities, family or peers) (Bain and Company 2016).

Summing up, trends in technological change are expected to substantially increase
concentration of the locational advantages and ‘places to be’ to a very few hotspots
following the philosophy of ‘thewinner takes it all’. So, one territorial face of the next
Industrial Revolution concentration will be concentration at a global and European
level to a much higher degree than what we have seen in the past decades. At the
same time, at local level, location may matter less than today and we may see more
decentralisation probablymainly at the edge of thriving urban andmetropolitan areas.
So, urban sprawl will be the other territorial face of the next industrial revolution at
local and regional level.
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9.3.2 More Urban Focus Due to Demographic Change

Europe faces an increasing influence of demographic change. Territorial concentra-
tion of the population in different areas in Europe seems then inevitable, as ageing
population together with migration patterns point at a concentration towards urban
areas, which leave some regions with severe demographic challenges (Böhme and
Lüer 2017; ESPON2017, 2018). Different aspects and dimensions will influence this
concentration and shape demographic change over the next decades, five of which
are shortly introduced in the following:

(1) One dimension of this concentration is the polarisation between metropolitan
and non-metropolitan regions (see text box), expected to increase over the next
years and resulting in a stronger urban–rural divide. Furthermore, there are
trends favouring the population growth in urban centres especially in Western
and Northern Europe (ESPON 2018). This is especially to be seen in large
metropolitan areas in northwestEurope and in theBaltic SeaRegion.At the same
time, this poses challenges in non-urban parts of Eastern European countries and
Germany, which continue to decline resulting in the phenomenon of shrinking
regions (ESPON 2017).

(2) The concentration of population growth in urban centres is accompanied by
the effects of a territorial imbalanced age structure, with urban centres being
characterised by ageing population. Europe is an ageing continent and will
continue to be so in future. The combination of an improved quality of life with
low fertility rates poses Europe at risk of a silver tsunami. Such a trend poses
social and economic challenges for some regions, such as healthcare demands,
decreasing labour force and pension systems (ESPON 2017).

(3) Intra-regional and intra-European migration is another aspect to take into
account that accelerates the demographic concentration in urban areas. Intra-
regional and national migration regards migration of people to urban centres
within the same region or country, while intra-European migration is about
peoplemoving fromone country to anotherwithin Europe. Intra-regionalmigra-
tion reflects the ‘rural exodus’, where people move from remote rural centres
to more attractive urban centres. Hence, dynamic urban centres report high
positive net migration, with capital cities showing the highest rates. Similarly,
intra-European migration is also more visible in urban centres, where the young
and talented move for higher education and better job prospects (ESPON 2017).

(4) Europe is also closely tied to globalmigration flows and these flows are expected
to grow in the years to come. Inequalities in terms of population and wealth, as
well as armed conflicts and climate change but also simply age structures will
accelerate global migration in various directions. Increased migration could
mean up to 400 million people being on the move by 2050, including more
climate change refugees (Glenn et al. 2015). While Europe is ageing and faces
challenges of adjusting to increasingmedian ages, young and ambitious societies
with a low median age and very young populations face different challenges.
More young people need to find a place in society in competitionwith both those
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who are settled in positions of power and with other young people also striving
to advance their careers. Better education and limited resources are additional
ingredients in this mix, which could easily lead to multiple conflicts. While the
share of young people declines in Europe, it grows in Africa and is stable in
Asia. This may very well push more people to search their way to Europe, and
there mainly to the urban areas (National Intelligence Council 2012).

(5) While Europe attracts migrants from its neighbourhood, resulting in continuous
migrant flows across the Mediterranean, an increasing number of young and
talented Europeans will consider vibrant urban centres outside Europe as more
attractive places to work and live than ageing European cities. Europe will face
increasing difficulties to stop a brain drain to fast-growing economic, social
and cultural centres outside Europe—and new centres may emerge given the
growing number of highly skilled young people outside Europe. In the global
competition for experts, these centres will increasingly become competitors to
economic urban agglomerations in Europe (Böhme et al. 2016; Lüer et al. 2015).

Summing up, the overall trends of an ageing population and migration patterns in
favour of urban areas, leave some regions with severe demographic problems, and
are expected to increase rural–urban disparities in Europe.

Text Box—Change of Demographic Potential Over Time
Population potential is the total number of persons living within a certain dis-
tance of a given place. Analysing population data at the level of 7 million
1 km2 grid cells rather than administrative units, Spatial Foresight could estab-
lish information on demographic change showing changes in the number of
people living within 50 km of each cell between 1961 and 2011. For the cal-
culation, 50 km as a proxy for a daily commuting distance was used. Cutting
a long story short, the analysis shows at a very detailed level various phases of
urban–rural polarisation (Fig. 9.2). In particular, in the early 2000s, the popu-
lation potential decreases steadily in some remote and rural areas, e.g. along
the axis running from Lorraine to Auvergne in France or in remote parts of
northern Scandinavia. It seems that efforts to mitigate depopulation in these
areas can, at best, postpone trends that may appear as inevitable and alleviate
their social implications.

9.4 Concentration on Urban Areas: Necessity
or Challenge?

As shown above, the current territorial patterns of Europe are characterised by the
strong dominance of urban areas. This dominance is most likely to become even
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Fig. 9.2 Change in population potential inEurope between2001 and2011.SourceSpatial Foresight

stronger in the years to come, as major development trends suggest an increasing
concentration to (a selected number of) urban areas. This makes perfect sense in
economic terms and economics might even suggest that Europe needs to further
strengthen the concentration on urban areas. Urban areas stick out in terms of inno-
vation, productivity, advancements in the service sector and global competitiveness.
So, for Europe to prosper and have a strong stand in the global economy, the concen-
tration on urban areas might almost be considered as imperative. This is very much
in line with the idea of ‘cities as engines for development’ referred to earlier.

The flipside of the coin portrays the situation of non-metropolitan areas in Europe.
Territorial cohesion and polycentric development might not be far, however, the idea
of territorial cohesion is becoming more distant (ESPON 2018). This impact on
territorial cohesion can be discussed at least at two different levels: (a) European
and (b) functional urban/regional level, as urban policies go beyond administrative
borders.
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At European level one may argue that concentration to urban areas may have
contributed to a sort of territorial balance of urban areas throughout Europe. Even
in more sparsely populated areas, the focus on urban areas implied that there is at
least an urban area which is notable at European scale and thereby contributes to the
territorial balance across Europe.

On the other hand, an increasing concentration to urban areas also implies increas-
ing territorial disparities in Europe. One may argue that concentration goes beyond
territorial disparities and successively translates into societal fragmentation. Concen-
tration processes will further spur Europe’s changing economic geography includ-
ing increasing fragmentation of society and territories. While this fragmentation is a
consequence of economic and social developments in Europe, it also puts Europe’s
potential to respond to globalisation at risk.

At functional urban/regional level one may argue that economic success was
always centred around certain places and not spread evenly and it would, therefore,
be more sensible to focus on thriving areas, expand them and rather support internal
migration to these places. For the British economic powerhouse of London, for
example Leunig suggested to make London a mile bigger and this way create space
for 400,000 new houses (Leunig 2008).

On the other hand, metropolitan regions already today look more like metropoli-
tan regions from other countries than other parts of their own countries. If wealth
is increasingly concentrated to specific groups in society and fewer hotspots, this
will also lead to increasingly stronger intra-regional inequalities. These inequalities
influence opportunities of residents in lagging areas and lead to the underutilisation
of regional potentials (World Bank 2018). Eventually, the societal, economic and
territorial fragmentation and the political consequences thereof, may undermine the
fundament of a functional urban/regional area as a whole.

As afore mentioned, concentration processes are expected to be, i.e. the conse-
quence of the philosophy of ‘the winner takes it all’ implied by different trends. A
European Single Market in which only few countries or regions take all the benefits
of the (economic) integration process, while others suffer from the adverse conse-
quences, would, however, widely ignore the objectives of both social and territorial
cohesion. Such an outcome of European integration would, therefore, not be consis-
tent with the most fundamental philosophical values of the EU (Barca et al. 2012).

Key EU policies—beyond the realm of Cohesion Policy—have supported efforts
to continuously develop political, social and cultural cohesion, and to reduce barri-
ers to achieving this. Examples are the European Single Market and trans-European
transport networks (TEN-T). Still, Europe faces many different types and complexi-
ties of increasing fragmentation, with some as cause and others as consequence of a
range of trends. These complexities include political choices, the social fabric within
and across different regional contexts, geographical landscapes and economic cir-
cumstances in different locations. Inequality between and within countries has been
recognised as a crucial factor driving fragmentation, including political instability
and the rise of populist movements and parties—referred to as the revenge of places
that do not matter (Rodríguez-Pose 2017).
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Consequently, different places face different ‘everyday realities’ and different
future prospects, implying a strongly territorially differentiated ‘geography of future
perspectives’. So far, we got used to that different social groups see different future
potential or challenges and some groups see actually very little hope for a future
which allows them to get out of misery. Today, we see increasingly that the same
holds true for different types of territories or places.Whereas some places—meaning
the majority of its population—are looking positively to the future and what it will
bring, other places envisage lengthy and painful processes of economic and social
decline. Generally, that is described as social and economic disparities and asymmet-
ric economic growth perspectives. However, if wealth is increasingly concentrated
to specific groups in society and specific types of cities and regions, the societal,
economic and territorial fragmentation and the political consequences of this con-
centration process may undermine the fundament on which urban areas prosper.

Trends accelerating further fragmentation, therefore, threaten EU cohesion (in all
its formats), develop into a fundamental threat for overall European integration and
put Europe’s potential to respond to globalisation at risk. Recent discussions about
financial support mechanisms for losers under globalisation and the economic crises,
about joint approaches to the refugee issue and about solidarity in general, point in
the same direction. It seems that European integration will not be the main trend
for the forthcoming years. On the contrary, the European integration process could
come to a halt or might even be reversed (ESPON 2017). Thinking about possible
disintegrations, one needs, however, to be aware that they would lead to reductions
in economic growth in all regions (ESPON 2017, 2018).

Summing up, the increasing concentration to urban areas makes sense from an
economic perspective. However, it risks amplifying societal and increasingly also
territorial fragmentation processes in Europe. These fragmentations divide thriving
urban areas with largely positive outlooks to the future from less well-positioned
places often in rural areas or areas of economic decline with meagre hopes for a
bright future. In the long run, this emerging ‘geography of future perspectives’ risks
to threaten cohesion and European integration, and may even undermine the basis
on which the thriving urban areas build their success.

9.5 In Search for Alternative Narratives

Concentration leading to societal and territorial fragmentation, which, in turn, risks
the collapse of European integration and the European economic model, cannot be a
narrative without alternatives. What could be done to break the line of developments
and avoid increasing fragmentation or at least the negative consequences of it? Let’s
cast some light on three different ideas for alternative futures:

(1) The first alternative starts with the assumption that the problem needs to be
solved at its very roots. That is the economic and political system which spurs
concentration developments and thus leads to fragmentation. What is needed
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is a revolution, at least a revolution of our economic system. There are many
theories and alternative ideas around (see e.g. Burmeister et al. 2018; Lange
2018; Randers 2012; Rosa et al. 2018; Rosling et al. 2018; Welzer 2016). Let’s
just pick one. The FP7 project FLAGSHIP explored grand societal challenges in
Europe and developed alternative visions for Europe. One of them, ‘Metamor-
phosis’, is based on a fundamental socio-ecological paradigm shift including
a move to consequent circular and sharing economy (Böhme and Lüer 2016;
Lüer et al. 2015). The territorial implications of this alternative vision have been
analysed and show that current fragmentation trends can at least be mitigated
under the assumptions of this radical paradigm shift coming close to a revolution
of our economic model (Böhme and Lüer 2017). The main urban structures and
territorial patterns will remain but new governance and economic approaches
will allow for better policy responses. Whether this revolutionary alternative is
likely or even realistic remains, however, an open question.

(2) The second alternative starts with the assumption that we may not be able to
change our economic system. However, it might be possible to change mindsets
to embrace diversity more wholeheartedly. Sure, already today diversity is in
most parts of Europe perceived as positive. However, when it comes to personal
development perspectives there is a pretty narrow corridor of possible alterna-
tives which are generally perceived as ‘positive’ or ‘successful’. Imagine for
a moment, a Europe, where the societal perspective of a ‘successful’ member
of society is not only centred on its continuous increase of personal economic
wealth including the corresponding status symbols. Instead of a streamlined
design of the personal life, changes and disruptions are welcome. Thus focus-
ing on economic prosperity and moving to the places linked to that in some
phases of working life can be mixed with phases focusing on other values and
moving to places where this can be done, e.g. more quite disconnected rural
areas. Today we see some seeds of such developments, e.g. when young artists
or IT people set up co-working (and co-living places) in deeply rural areas.
The rationales for this range frommore affordable locations, via less distraction
and thus more focused work on creative processes, to the search for alternative
lifestyles and lifestyles which are closer to nature. Can we change our mindsets
to the degree that we go back and forward between different types of lifestyles
in different phases of life—depending on the needs one has in a certain phase
of life—without that being perceived as ‘anormal’? Following the argument of
Goodhart (2017), thiswouldmean that themajority of the populationwould need
to transform from ‘Somewheres’ rooted in their communities to ‘Anywheres’
being more footless and flexible.

(3) The third alternative starts with the assumption that we may neither change
our economic system nor our mindsets but that fragmentation can be bridged
by increasing cooperation. The challenges brought about by fragmentation are
also linked to the fact that today’s development challenges and potential can no
longer be mastered by decision makers in charge of individual territories, be it
municipalities, regions or countries. The high levels of territorial interdepen-
dencies and interaction imply that for almost any development issue, territorial
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impacts extend beyond administrative borders and decisions at different admin-
istrative levels and in different territorial units need to play together. (Mehlbye
and Böhme 2017) Such interdependencies ranging from urban to rural, cross-
border or macro-regional and transnational shape the territorial development in
Europe. Overall there is more need for functional and integrated approaches.
Challenges increasingly overlap and need to be addressed on different levels.
Future-oriented governance arrangements and approaches need to adjust to new
contexts, go beyond administrative borders and address, i.e. urban–rural link-
ages from an integrated perspective (Lüer and Holstein 2016).

The functional integration of urban areas can take place at different levels: global,
European, cross-border and transnational, regional and metropolitan, urban as well
as neighbourhood level:

• Functional integration and cooperation at global level refers to cities being
nodes in transport, global financial systems, hotspots of research institutions and
innovation or places attracting global tourism (ESPON 2013). Territorial cooper-
ation in city networks and functional regions can be identified as ‘territorial keys’
illustrating which aspects of European territorial development are especially rel-
evant in order to make policy interventions more efficient (Böhme et al. 2011).

• Urban networking at cross-border and transnational level would encourage
partnerships and cooperation between urban regions and contribute to a more
balanced development in Europe. At regional andmetropolitan level, themismatch
between the real city and political delineations is increasing, while at urban level
the functional integration refers to the integrated urban development. Through
cooperation at that level, cross-border obstacles may be removed and regions may
work on a joint objective, while economies of scale would also be increased. The
Services ofGeneral Interest could overall also be improved across regions, through
functional cooperation of urban areas (ESPON 2017).

In several places in the EU, cities, municipalities and regions are already cooper-
ating with one another across administrative borders to gain more than by staying on
their own. At the same time, decision makers express a growing interest in looking
for opportunities beyond their territorial borders and address the function of larger
areas.

As the geography of different issues vary, such networks of cooperation need to
be established on different scales. Even the largest metropolises and most global
cities are not globalised entirely. Only certain parts are embedded in global or inter-
national networks while other parts are integrated on neighbourhood, local, regional
or national scales (Vöckler 2015). This intra- and inter-urban heterogeneity and com-
plexity needs to be reflected by future cooperation networks. Top-down support needs
to be provided to establish andmaintain such bottom-up networks, e.g. by developing
suitable framework conditions (funding, legislation, expertise, infrastructure, etc.).
This includes the empowerment of urban areas and the creation of test beds for
experimentation (Lüer and Holstein 2016).

A revolution of our economic system or a radical change of our mindsets remains
rather unlikely alternatives to break the fragmentation trend. Increased territorial
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cooperation is the solution to avoid the most negative impacts of fragmentation.
Still, functional urban cooperation is a challenge for cities as they would need to
look beyond their borders. However, this way, cities can address challenges more
efficiently and improve their prospects working together on joint matters. Bringing
the urban concentration and the functional perspective together, it seems that the
economic geography of Europe can change and find answers to becoming a European
geography of promising future perspectives.
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