




Identity and 
Territorial Character
Re-Interpreting Local-
Spatial Development

Julia Salom Carrasco
Joaquín Farinós Dasí
(Eds.)

Universitat de València



Colección: Desarrollo Territorial, 13
Director de la colección: Joan Romero
Cátedra de Geografía Humana. Universitat de València

Consejo editorial:
Inmaculada Caravaca     Universidad de Sevilla
Josefina Gómez Mendoza     Universidad Autónoma de Madrid
Oriol Nel·lo     Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona
Andrés Pedreño     Universidad de Alicante
Ricardo Méndez     Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Científicas
Rafael Mata     Universidad Autónoma de Madrid
Julia Salom     Universitat de València

© Del texto: los autores, 2014

Publicacions de la Universitat de València
puv.uv.es
publicacions@uv.es

Composición, maquetación y pruebas: JPM Ediciones
Diseño de la cubierta: Luis Gómez
Tratamiento gráfico: Celso Hernández de la Figuera

ISBN: 978-84-370-9283-6 (papel)
ISBN: 978-84-9134-987-7 (PDF)
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.7203/PUV-OA-987-7

Edición digital

Esta obra está bajo una Licencia Creative Commons Reconocimiento-
NoComercial-SinObraDerivada 4.0 Internacional.



5

Contents

Authors list ...................................................................................  7

Introduction ..................................................................................  9

1. Re-territorializating local development in EU: local-based 
against globalisation impacts
Joaquín Farinós Dasí ..............................................................  13

2. Economic crisis and the Southern European regions:
towards alternative territorial development policies
Mário Vale ...............................................................................  37

3. Valencia industrial districts facing the economic crisis:
is reindustrialization possible?
Julia Salom and Juan Miguel Albertos ....................................  49

4.	 Location	determinants	of	migrant	inflows:	the	Spanish	case
Luisa Alamá-Sabater, Maite Alguacil-Mari,
Joan Serafí Bernat-Martí ........................................................  81

5. Heritage, image and territorial competitiveness:
a new vision of local development?
Nicolae Popa ..........................................................................  99

6. Territorial inheritance as development opportunities in 
Mediterranean mountains: Morella and the Els Ports
region (eastern Spain)
Joan F. Mateu Bellés, Joan Serafí Bernat Martí,
Rafael Viruela Martínez ........................................................  127



Contents

6

7. Cultural heritage and/or development? Impacts of cultural 
heritage, tourism and cultural governance on space and
society in Bamberg (Germany) and Gjirokastra (Albania)
Matthias Bickert and Daniel Göler ........................................  153

8. The public institution of cultural cooperation: a new form of 
cooperation in the region’s service.
Case study: the ‘Quai’ in Angers
Martine Long .........................................................................  171



7

Authors list

Alamá-Sabater, Luisa. Senior Lecturer, Economics Department & IIDL, Jaume I 
University (Castellón, Spain).

Albertos Puebla, Juan Miguel. Human Geography Senior Lecturer, Department 
of Geography & IIDL, Valencia University (Spain).

Alguacil-Mari, Maite. Senior Lecturer, Economics Department & IEI, Jaume I 
University (Castellón, Spain).

Bernat-Martí, J. Serafí. Senior Lecturer, Economics Department & IIDL, Jaume 
I University (Castellón, Spain).

Bickert, Matthias. Lecturer, Department for Geography, University of Tirana (Albania).

Farinós Dasí, Joaquin. Full Professor, Department of Geography & IIDL, Valen-
cia University (Spain).

Göler, Daniel. Full Professor, Institute of Geography, Otto-Friedrich-University 
Bamberg (Germany).

Long, Martine. Professor in public law at the University in Angers, France 
(HDR). Co-head of the Master degree ‘Public Intervention Law’(Angers).

Mateu Bellés, Joan F. Full Professor, Department of Geography, Valencia Uni-
versity (Spain).

Popa, Nicolae. Full Professor, Department of Geography, West University of 
Timişoara (Romania).

Salom Carrasco, Julia. Full Professor, Department of Geography & IIDL, Valen-
cia University (Spain).

Vale, Mário. Full Professor, Centre for Geographical Studies, Institute of Geogra-
phy and Spatial Planning, Universidade de Lisboa (Portugal)

Viruela Martínez, Rafael. Human Geography Senior Lecturer, Department of 
Geography, Valencia University (Spain).



9

Introduction

Despite the multifaceted nature of the territory, understood as a complex system, 
scant attention has been paid to the objective of policy coherence, one of the five 
principles of good governance according to the Commission’s White paper. There 
are powerful interests and reasons for that caught up in wanting to perpetuate pat-
terns of growth and power relations established and strongly settled.

In economic crisis times it seems territory “does not matter”; less than never. 
But nobody ensures that it will appropriately be taken into account after. And what 
is worse, is an argument that neglects, consciously or not, the possibility of new 
innovative ways that precisely contribute to promoting, again, development. We 
understand this as territorial and sustainable development, which combines com-
petitiveness and social dimension while being environmentally sustainable.

While in the EU we can see how the European social model and the so called 
“Welfare State” is progressively menaced and dismissing, in other parts of the 
world with more pristine conditions (where States recognize themselves as mul-
ti-national States and communities still can co-exist with some traditional respect 
to territory) they strive to demand and achieve the objective of “good life”. It will 
not be coincidence that the Earth Summit (Rio + 20) returned to the South-Amer-
ican continent; again to Rio. In the case of Europe, where both territory and soci-
eties have been heavily transformed and even domesticated, analysis is necessary 
more complex, and recovery more difficult; but only in appearance. There are 
important changes taking place forced by the (financial) crisis that is decomposing 
states, rights and opportunities for welfare and development of places and genera-
tions of citizens who live there.

In such context this book presents materials presented to 2H2S European Re-
search Consortium in Human and Social Sciences 11th International Seminar en-
titled “Identity, culture and right government of territory: is it possible to reinter-
pret the local development?” held in Valencia and Castellón (Spain) on 16th to 21st 
July 2012 in order to move into the possibilities of promoting (at local level and 
with the objective of development of localities, regions and societies) necessary 
innovations. Not only socio-institutional ones (according to the consolidated state-
ments of local and regional development of economic geographers and regional 
and urban economists) but also -and mainly due their added value- socio-territorial 
innovations. Second ones include first ones, by extending development relation-
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ships with territory, economy and society, culture and the environment (in an in-
ter-sectoral and coherent way). For that, territorial governance and decision-mak-
ing, and renewed strategic planning, became a quality instrument for politics and 
policy management (in tuning with recent and promising, although it is not exempt 
of risks, ecosystem based management approach).

Despite clear evidence of failure that have reached the current situation glob-
ally, still is difficult to propose (and accept) progresses towards a renewed under-
standing of local (territorial) development planning; in two senses. First about fo-
cus, so far than economic; in which sustainability was not only reduced to measure 
environmental costs of facilities and services of general interest (costs that were 
not previously considered, as some time ago was the case of transport costs, lead-
ing then to new theories of international trade and imperfect competence models). 
Second about planning activity itself, each time more contested due rigidities and 
simplifications of real trends and processes. All this puts territorial development 
planning at stake.

Governance and culture are considered now as basis vectors. Culture this time 
is considered not only as heritage (cultural or natural), in a static or passive way, 
as a resource that can be put in market value to develop clusters of activities. This 
applies to tourism and leisure activities, anchored to some of these territorial given 
resources; values in many European countries have their own long history and their 
own natural and geographical conditions. But pro-active (and this is the fundamental 
difference) by putting them in value; a final value it is depending on the way they are 
managed and administrated (not only in a ‘prudent’ but also creative way). Culture 
and heritage also refers to intangibles, narrative, “story lines” and traditions; and not 
just to learn from it but also to reinvent it from. One has several names: know-how 
“savoir-faire”, tradition or industrial endogenous potential…

Let’s get practical. Although it is possible that large changes can occur in plac-
es, in a world ones want flat and undifferentiated, do not expect great miracles, but 
the reproduction of old patterns instead, where places and people are faced with 
an old race between “earning territories” and “lost territories”. Way exhausted! 
We have to look alternative ways, or at least complementary to this old vision. 
The question then is which chances are for their peculiarities ... and where to find 
them? If nothing is new at all, at least ones can look for the differential supported 
by the own culture in order to promote changes or innovations in products, pro-
cesses and organizations (public as well as private ones). The goal: re-inventing 
territories and exploring possibilities of these vectors such as identity, culture and 
new territorial government (governance) practices.

According to these premises this book is organized, from both scale and the-
matic point of view, in eight chapters following introduction. First one explores 
possibilities for a renewed local/spatial strategy focusing on territorial cohesion 
principle, objective and policy within a re-visited EU; itself seen as renewed spa-
tial/economic regionalization project. Second one focuses on the key role and 
impacts of European Policies (‘first pillar’ ones, mainly Regional European Pol-
icy) for this purpose. Third one put eyes in re-industrialization strategy as way 
to recover economies in crisis (as is the case of Spain, and more in particular of 
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Valencian Autonomous Region, after Real Estate crash), through local industrial 
districts development. Fourth one studies immigration fluxes in the Spanish case; 
new attracted populations represent an important resource for local development 
as new job forces, skilled or not, but also with a diverse character that enriches 
places of destination. Finally four remaining chapters deep inside cultural dimen-
sion -cultural heritage and cultural cooperation- as key factor to successful local 
development strategies; through case studies analysis in some European context as 
Albania, France, Germany, Romania and Spain.

A cultural and geographical diversity that also is present in the list of authors 
and their own specialization field. That represents an interesting opportunity to the 
reader of this book in order to make an alternative approach, and see this strate-
gic topic of local/spatial development from different and suggesting perspectives. 
Editors hope it can be useful in order to face successfully challenges spaces and 
places should to manage in current globalized and crisis context.
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1 Re-territorializating 
local development in 
EU: local-based against 
globalisation impacts

Joaquín Farinós Dasí
Professor, Geography Department & IIDL
Valencia University (Spain)

1. A new old history: (economic) crisis is here again!

Increasing regional differences in EU, financial crisis, non-democratic capitalism, 
civil society movements and conflicts, crash of the ‘government-governance-gov-
ernability’ continuum, breaking moment in democratic regeneration (from real 
meta-governance between State-Market-Civil Society to a more limited State 
and Market one, and finally to Market dominium). As consequence: political 
and values’ crisis, leading to civil reactions and movements, looking for guiding 
and leading own futures and for recomposing real good/right meta-governance 
relationships between State-Market-Civil Society in a renewed (real) democracy 
through Civil Society delegation of power in representative hands (under more 
civic control trying to avoid current democratic deficit).

Trying to say in a simple way, current situation across the whole world is the 
result of a new stage of capitalism production system –globalization– that repre-
sents some important changes regarding to some previous ones (Jessop, 2002). 
Among them some combination of factors are specially crucial: loss of citizens’ 
control about their future; loss of national and even supra-national control over 
financial international fluxes and its effects; loss of redistributive character of mar-
ket production model with a progressive concentration of benefits and progressive 
reduction of middle classes as crucial element for demand and markets (and so for 
productions and enterprises of the real economy).

In sum, capitalism cannot solve its own problems and its regular crisis but 
only displace them geographically (Harvey, 2010); but now also over time: firstly 
going back to the future (jeopardizing it because the problem of internal –families 
& business– as well as external debt), and right now going back to the past (social 
rights reduction/erosion trying to going back to previous stages of the industriali-
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zation processes on 19th and 20th century –with low salaries, more working hours, 
more flexibility or simply deregulation–). Accordingly, within this new globalized 
context where not more displacement is possible, except across other unexplored 
places –seas and space– and along time –as it has been done– it cannot be demo-
cratic anymore (Streeck, 2011).

How we became to this new situation can be simply summarized as: the need 
to reinforce accumulation within the crisis of this model of production in the mid-
dle of the 1980s; re-invent itself by the end of the1990s with strong neo-liberal 
approaches; and predating and jeopardizing futures in first 2000s, until the current 
financial global crisis that –as a top that impedes to go so far– it seems oblige nec-
essarily to go back (mainly in social rights) as only possible solution.

But also other alternatives to this provided one can be possible; that is, a model 
of competitiveness based on specific resources (local, endogenous, own, differ-
entiated) instead common or banal ones; in line with old Jacques Delors’ idea 
of local employment opportunities recently renewed as ‘bottom-up development’ 
(Panorama, 2012), supported on cooperation and territorial intelligence for both 
cohesion and better quality of life from local to EU levels (Farinós, 2013).

But in fact national perspectives are predominant, and a Federal EU Project 
seems to be each time so far, menaced by the opposite/contrary way tending to 
re-nationalization of policies, funds and programs. In this not so much stimulating 
way, currently predominant, nor democracy nor social rights nor welfare nor qual-
ity of live, nor happiness seems to win, but more traditional and conservative ways 
to do instead. In this trend liberals are clearly in advantage. Opposite could be the 
open field for progressive parties, with more clear trans-national and cooperative 
way from local to EU level, as first step.

If some time ago in EU (several decades after in the case of recent developed 
countries) local traditional conservative agrarian societies where the origin of lo-
cal development (Bernabé, 1975; Houssel, 1980), right now it seems in this new 
international context the place-based approach is in stand-by, if not directly miss-
ing. However lack of rules and securities in a speculative (instead real/produc-
tive) economy, within a non-democratic capitalism era, a re-interpretation of this 
process is more necessary than never. One should try to go forward (to translate 
borderlines for the new 21st century), more than re-produce a revival of 19th century 
production rules and rights. In such discourse liberals are the king; even though 
progressive parties could feel comfortable by doing and claim for the same, as 
until now. For both ideological sides this option is easier and more comfortable 
than reinvent discourses and translate barriers (about this question, applied to EU, 
project see Migone, 2013).

At this moment one can think the key issue (and dirty tramp) is the problem of 
States’ debt; as a mirage, considered as unsolvable problem in current state of the 
art. This matter is heavily menacing EU project at least for two important reasons: 
because there is not at all a clear delimitation and difference between credit and 
usury (and typify usury as international felony and crime, as in fact it has been 
done at national level in many cases; however international or EU new law against 
it is difficult due precedent traditions and facts); and because in this fuzzy situation 
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of markets tyranny some nation-states win (creditors or stronger ones) and have 
new advantages from those are losing (those with debt).

2. Development in theory and practice: short overview of 
its evolution and predominant focus

Development relates with ‘progress’ concept; as evolution from basic forms to 
more complex and elaborated ones that are understood as better than the previous 
ones (‘modernization’). It relates in turn with other concepts as ‘wealth’, ‘growth’ 
of ‘domestic product’, which will lead to more satisfactory wealth and ‘quality 
of life’. However these relationships are not of cause-effect style, nor lineal ones.

Initially based on a lonely economic perspective, development concept evolved 
to a more trans-disciplinary approach. From a simple understanding, development 
is economically oriented: as transitional process to a modern, industrial and cap-
italistic economy (this one in turn with different possible interpretations: Adam 
Smith, David Ricardo, Karl Marx…), by following and reproducing a model of 
development advanced countries use before and the new countries in evolution 
should to imitate and emulate (so the so called ‘Developing Countries’). In this 
sense development is a progressive, irreversible, long term process following a 
homogenization pattern.

Modernization perspective joints several development strategies and ap-
proaches argued by authors as Rostow, Keyness, Perroux, Hirschman, Myrdal… It 
supports convenience of concentrate efforts on key (industrial) sectors and factors 
(social as well as institutional and cultural changes) with multiplicative effects and 
links in order to maximize results. That means to accept the unavoidable unbal-
anced character of the development process as strategy for action.

From a broader and more interesting understanding (more complex but less 
dependent and fatalistic), development means increasing quality of life, poverty 
eradication and better material welfare indicators. Within this new perspective it 
combines economic together with other social as well as environmental criteria/
indicators, such as: covering basic needs, democracy, respect to minorities, protec-
tion of territorial assets as well as of local particularities and autonomy. It relates 
with new approaches and theories as those of ‘Basic Needs’ (Paul Streeten, in 
1970s) and ‘Basic Rights’ (Amartya Sen and his ‘Human Development and Capa-
bilities Approach’ in 1990s).

According with the Basic Needs Theory, despite economic growth is still 
considered as basic determinant in order to achieve desired development, it is 
not enough by itself in order to guarantee satisfaction of citizens’ basic needs. In 
this case, main goal of development must be to give all people opportunities to 
live a fulfilling life. Since the 1980s several evaluation reports showed the fail-
ure when achieving this objective in many countries. By then they were mainly 
developing countries, but currently also is the case of old developed ones, right 
now in crisis (as some EU Member States). That leaded to a new soft law com-
mitments at international level, as is the case of Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs –eight objectives for human development adopted by 189 NU countries, 
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fixed in 2000 in order to be achieved in 2015 as deadline, and lastly revisited due 
failure on its fulfilment).

The Atlantic Chart (1941) –through which a new world order was established 
(until now)– based peace possibilities on economic and social securities. USA’s 
President Franklin Roosevelt opens the way to a common understanding of devel-
opment as incremental process following occidental/market pattern. In all cases 
this process would be under the supervision of supranational institutions as World 
Bank (WB) and International Monetary Fund (IMF). Initially conceived as control 
instruments in the post-war international order (in order to correct situations of ab-
sence of wealth/richness –a real danger for the global peace objective–), progres-
sively this strategy was heavily criticized (Singer, Prebisch, Harvey, Lacoste…). 
Not only from the radical Dependency Theory (popular in the 1960s and 1970s, as 
strong reaction and criticism to Modernization Theory), but also at the end of the 
20th century and the beginning of the 21st.

By now WB and IMF both are considered as clear examples of ‘non-democrat-
ic’ institutions. However they are guiding citizens’ lives without their permission 
or taking into account their opinion; but trying to preserve bastard interests instead, 
really opposite to those of people. In fact they are running contrary to its original 
objective, to avoid the final cause of the new social-endogenous conflicts and lack 
of social peace. As reaction we can see not only recent ‘springs’ movements but 
also (this time by accepting rules of global capitalism) new recent geo-political 
instruments as BRICS, the common agreements among the five major emerging 
national economies (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa).

After criticism to Modernization Theory coming mainly from Marxists, and 
after lessons learned simply and empirically over time, new approaches emerge; 
as is the case of the Basic Needs Theory (proposed by Streeten after the 11th Inter-
national Society for Development World Conference, held in India in 1969). As 
key pre-requisite for development it asks for the fulfilment of ‘vital minimum’ for 
each individual (citizen). This ground, a necessary basis, is the necessary point of 
departure for any development process. These minimum factors considered are the 
following: ensuring material consumption needs, essential services for life (health, 
education, transport…), other factors facilitating own potential development 
(qualitative factors as participation and other favourable conditions as security).

This Basic Needs Theory relates with: the Maslow’s hierarchy of needs 
(Maslow, 1943 –also a USA author, as Streeten was–), as well as with the new 
“SumakKawsay” (“Buen vivir”) principle (included in both current Constitutions, 
those of Bolivia and Ecuador, in these cases with a more clear environmental sus-
tainable approach); but also with the more recent Amartya Sen’s Basic Freedoms 
Theory. In this theory freedom is understood as capacity to choose, as well as ca-
pacity to be able to do. Amartya Sen (1999) differentiates five kinds of freedoms:

• political ones: related with participation as basis or real democracy –men-
aced in the current global financial crisis–,

• economic services availability: one should remind this was a very basic issue 
in first understandings for Territorial Cohesion idea inside EU in the 1990s,
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• social opportunities: again menaced in the current crisis because the dimi-
nution of social rights and coverage (eroded/’in coma’ Welfare State),

• transparency guarantees: related with basic principles of good governance 
as openness, transparency and accountability (EC, 2001),

• economic securities: more traditional factor related with new governance 
requirements/conditions for development according indicators developed 
for some international –neoliberal oriented– institutions (as is the case of 
the Economic Global Forum and their Global Competitiveness Reports –
see EGF, 2013-14–).

Despite these attempts for a broader and more generous understanding of de-
velopment, it was re-conduced to more economic terms, again, along the 1980s 
and 1990s. However liberalization, free-market and de-regulation of economies 
did not give expected results. Contrary developing countries (as well as credi-
tor countries) must face the challenge of external debt reimbursement. The re-
sult was the debt restructuring (Brady Plan –1989–) and the so called Washington 
Consensus promoted for the IMF, the WB and the US Treasury Department. This 
wrong called ‘consensus’ consist in a set of 10 relatively specific economic policy 
prescriptions to be applied along the 1990s by concerned countries (mainly Lat-
in-American ones): prescriptions about macroeconomic stabilization, more clear 
economic opening for trade and investment, and the expansion of market forces 
(labour force flexibilization or/and de-regulation at internal level).

Structural Adjustment Programs were the key instruments to apply these main 
guidelines progressively oriented to liberalization, privatization and de-regulation. 
Again, development is more than never identified as economic growth. Poverty 
and social problems were considered as unavoidable compensation accordingly 
with ‘necessary’ hard structural adjustments (if debt countries do not want to suf-
fer fiscal discipline measures and punishments). The logic behind of such process 
seems to look for continuous adaptation of national and regional spaces to glo-
balization exigencies and constraints (restrictions) as the only way for a feasible 
(real, possible) development (never local, but systemic). Not so surprisingly, twen-
ty years after, same arguments and same measures will be pursued and applied in 
EU ‘developed’ countries affected by the current financial crisis. Just when the 
Latin-American ones refuse these measures and practice opposite ones and seems 
to be in the right way to development, growth and better quality of life (according 
with their positive economic indicators and the emergence and development of a 
new and broader middle class).

Washington Consensus itself represents an innovation, trying to adapt and sat-
isfy needs and exigencies of global capitalism: increasing liberalization of econ-
omy, but this time leadership on investments management is going directly to 
private interest hands. State’s role is being reduced exclusively to social and ju-
ridical (law, regulative) matters, but any of economic nature. Furthermore, public 
power will be applied in a New Public Management approach (wrongly called so, 
because it is reductionist while trying to identify and confuse modernization with 
privatization). That means administrations should be less citizen but more client 
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oriented instead, in a progressive process of de-centralization/compartmentaliza-
tion. This way make easiest externalization and privatization of previous public 
competences and services (new spaces of opportunity for private business and 
interests), by establishing a new code of relationships and routines of action (me-
ta-governance) between State and Market while avoiding Civil Society.

In this trend only ‘participation’ refers and takes care for Civil Society rights. 
Notwithstanding this participation is not always understood nor applied in a very 
clear, right and useful way (as the desired ‘areté’ in Aristotelian wording). And this 
is a very important and crucial difference for new EU countries that are applying 
these Washington Consensus receipts since the beginning of the 2010s. Defence of 
traditional national interest (Economic Nationalism), the Social Contract, and past 
democratic and egalitarian capitalism, all of them are in regression. As well as So-
cial-democracy (on Merkel words “…a party, no longer a movement”), that in cur-
rent non-democratic capitalism conditions (Rodrik, 2011; Streeck, 2011) is in crisis 
and presents clear need of revision (Merkel & other, 2008; Romero, 2011; Steteer 
& other, 2009). If not it is directly in risk to be definitively eroded, changed or delet-
ed; open window neither for a new society of needs and rights but menaces and risks 
instead (Human Development versus of Risks Society –Beck, 1992–).

This new situation high and clear claims for a reaction as well as for renewed 
alternatives and routines of action. One can imagine them more democratic and 
territorial based; some other can think localism is not enough, and claim for a new 
system, through revolution… or progressive changes (… to decide!).

3. From development to local development; what the 
local scale adds? Alternatives for a new understanding 
of ‘territorialisation’

Any initiative trying to overcome limitations and inefficiencies of traditional de-
velopment theories and receipts (as Washington Consensus –without any good 
result in countries applying them along the 1990s–) looks to generate new propos-
als and perspectives strongly related/linked with local/particular territorial/spatial 
conditions. They try to combine both material (economic, social, political, cultural 
and environmental components…) with symbolic components (story lines, narra-
tives, values, ownership…); not generic nor indiscriminate ones but indicative, 
specific, adapted and even iterative ones instead (Johnston, 1991).

In this way the spatial dimension (territorialisation) appears as a new category 
with a synergic character facilitating such combinations. Since then, one speaks 
about a new development model based on local potentials (local as the more perti-
nent level but in relation with other ones –principle of multilevel governance, see 
ESPON, 2007–). So, new development models become differentiated and adapted 
to particular territorial features, as well as they should be able to find their accom-
modation within the global context.

While traditional structural policies for development adopted a functional ap-
proach, new perspectives of local development use a territorial focus as frame-
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work for all actions. This new (local) development tries to achieve three main ob-
jectives: guarantee the global public goods right delivery among population, fight 
against personal-group-spatial and inter-generational unbalances and asymmetries 
in the new global context, and guarantee people fundamental rights.

Local Development theories belong to eclectic or multi-factorial theories; that 
is, local development requires several resources acting simultaneously. In order 
to achieve long term development processes, geographically based issues are 
the most important ones (e.g. infrastructures and facilities, quality of services, 
research and development activities, skilled labour force, talent). In similar way, 
one can also distinguish between generic and specific resources, being the second 
ones the most strategic and important. However, as some authors as Haugthon 
& Allmeider (2008, 2013) point out, only territories with a minimum required 
threshold (level) of development and strategic capabilities can make use of local 
potentials and global opportunities by integrating internal with external diagnostic 
(here we use SWOT routines as methodological approach). Those which do not 
achieve these thresholds should look mainly for national and external support, and 
for territorial cooperation.

Local features and local strategic actors are crucial (Tewdwr-Jones & oth-
er, 2005), but they also depend on political will and policies put in practice at 
supra-local/national level (finally supra-national one in the case of EU) in order 
to promote themselves as well as to articulate local potential with new emerging 
potentials and opportunities (and threats) at global level. Also development of an 
appropriate planning activity to better organize territory in which economic activi-
ties and sectors must be developed in order to promote local development appears 
as an important pre-condition. Here Spatial/Regional Planning becomes crucial 
element and key factor.

A lot of opportunities can come from outside, from externalities as well as 
cooperation initiatives and strategies. It does not mean, either, local development 
is only related with economic variables (e.g. those of relational nature between 
actors and institutions, trying to agree a common shared vision and the way to 
achieve it). Current liberalized free market economy, mainly supported by biggest 
financial institutions, represents a difficult environment that heavily menace ac-
tions and reactions from local levels. In such context, stronger institutionalization, 
as the return of States and new regionalisms (as is the case of EU and their public 
policies to be applied both at national as well as supra-local level) can help to face 
internal vulnerabilities (see Agnew, 2000; Amin, 2004; Amin & Thrift, 1994; Har-
rison, 2006, 2013; Macleod & Jones, 2007; Storper, 1997; Swyngedouw, 1997).

Again multi-level and horizontal coordination and cooperation, and participa-
tion (the three dimensions of territorial governance that relates with New Strategic 
Spatial Planning –see Farinós, 2009a–) appear as basic criteria for local territo-
rial development. Spatial development is defined and delimited by present both 
social and power relationships, and existing negotiation and ‘contractualisation’ 
processes (seen from a deliberative perspective according with Habermas, 1984). 
Here one should face the challenge of combining spatial with regional planning; 
economy with territory and demography. An un-structured problem that still has 
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not had one clear solution but several ones showing diversity of approaches, styles 
and traditions in spatial development planning practices: from urban to regional, 
from regional to spatial (as in the case of European Regional Science Associa-
tion –ERSA–, European Spatial Development Planning Network –ESDP–, Eu-
ropean Council of Spatial Planners –ECTP– …), from space to territory, from 
single economy to regional economy, to international trade, to culture economy… 
to New Strategic Spatial Multi-level (from local to transnational) Multi-purpose 
(from Plan to Project) Planning.

This is the way (Local Territorial Development) to make localism possible –
again– by overcoming some typical conflicts/dichotomies:

• winners versus losers (territorial unbalances inside a common space, not 
necessary hard-well defined –with clear borders–, but also soft spaces –
with soft boundaries and variable geometries–),

• urban versus rural,
• ‘personal use’ versus ‘production’ (scale economies, local versus global market),
• growth and wealth versus sustainability and quality of life

Current financial-economic crisis is claiming for the return of:

a. Sovereignty: in fact shared sovereignties (maybe more correctly we should 
talk about ‘powers’) from local to EU level, sharing real common projects/
strategies instead re-nationalization practices, by following as servants 
global financial powers, as well as

b. Real democracy: as the best way to control State apparatus (accountabil-
ity principle) and to strongly ask for it in order to defend the vital func-
tions of society.

Both constitute effective and necessary reaction against too exclusive orientation 
to growth, to international markets, to increasing privatization processes and to 
progressive reduction of public administrations (current trend to State’s reduction 
looking for the minimum State). Development, do not forget, is very dependent on 
how consistent is its unavoidable political dimension; but also on to which extent 
local shareholders and stakeholders are able to organize themselves and lead their 
actions with enough degree of autonomy.

Government added value is not only related with the way in which it can deliver 
services of general interest, but mainly its capacity to promote cooperation among 
independent organizations that can became inter-dependent and develop new forms 
of governance (from local to supra-national level). National level is of nuclear im-
portance in this new Network Government style, in which thinking politically space 
means to analyze and to understand desires, actions and strategies of all territorial 
actors. Economic growth and territorial integration implies not only the use of dif-
ferent kind of resources, physical and human ones, competitiveness networks… but 
also other immaterial ones defined only in an iterative way in each territory along 
time (Dematteis & Governa, 2005); as an autopoietical social system (Luhmann, 
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1987), a dynamic element result of action-communication dialogue among entities 
fixed over territories (Allen & other, 1998) (in Pfeilstetter, 2011).

The final goal for them is to achieve territorial cohesion, through exploitation of 
both endogenous as well as exogenous variables. Also it is, in fact, the main goal 
for EU project: sustainable, intelligent and balanced spatial/territorial development 
(at all levels) by rising on value productive differentiation processes in areas of geo-
graphical and political co-existence (as the EU is) through territorial cooperation. As 
officially and institutionally said in CEMAT Lisbon Declaration (2006:3):

Networks, consisting of a number of nodes and their respective direct or in-
direct relations, are a fundamental element of contemporary societies and a 
crucial tool to the establishment of new bridges over Europe by supporting an 
enduring interdependence among different agents and territories.

Every network node detains a limited number of resources and is dependent 
on the resources detained by other nodes. It is the quality of resources (namely 
people and organizations) of each node and the quality of interaction and of re-
sources sharing that determines the role and efficiency of a network. (…) Con-
structing the future of Europe presumes the strengthening of interactions and in-
terchanges at a regional, national and European level as well as with even more 
global territories having in consideration that dynamic networks requires external 
links to other networks and systems. It is necessary to devise and build networks 
as “bridges” for the sustainable spatial and socio-economic development of the 
European continent. Sustainable development is better achieved by boosting in-
teractions among the different systems and strong networks may help to promote 
sustainability. (…) Networks are tools for better governance: sharing knowledge 
and best practices, benchmarking and collective constant learning, engagement, 
monitoring and accountability are a new way of promoting a competitive adapta-
tion to the challenges of globalization and territorial cohesion.

4. From specific resources to territorial cooperation 
to achieve global integrated economic zones and for 
territorial cohesion

Originally, first attempts for local development were based on the traditional 
“bassin de vie” French concept, in which people live, produce and consume 
goods and services, locally produced and locally oriented. The philosopher’s 
stone for economists (mainly regional economists) is how to overcome limits 
imposed by this small/detailed scale to achieve scale economies to be more com-
petitive and to get over this gap in order to maintain advantages and revenues 
over time. As a result small becomes necessarily bigger and bigger, producing 
tensions between specificities and commodities (production systems are moving 
between Fordism and Taylorism), also between localism (new regionalism) and 
globalization. New global financier capitalism clearly asks and guides to the 
second, but people clearly needs the first one. Citizens are not a fully movable 
resource, nor can be understood simply in the short term, as immediate benefit 
that can quickly disappear after.
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Despite all attempts the ‘End of History’ (Fukuyama, 1992) and ‘World is flat’ 
(Friedman, 2007) arguments are not unavoidable targets; mainly due people want 
to have a project of life for them and for their family, and even for their locality 
(land, country where to put down roots). If this argument seems kind of romantic, 
take into account this is the basis of the ‘European Social Model’ –ESM–. EMS 
is not only a differential element (uniqueness), but also a differential element that 
European should decidedly export in order to maintain their comparative advan-
tages; for global win-win welfare, instead succumbing to extreme market alterna-
tives proposed by capitalist rules. As Harvey pointed out, crisis is not exceptional 
but the usual character of capitalism; and in such moments translates its negative 
effects from old to other new gained territories.

This is the logic behind the Atlantic Chart, Washington Consensus, EU pro-
gressive enlargements and international Economic-Commercial Agreements. 
Simply and short: Chinese people will ask progressively for more social and la-
bour rights (as before other Tigers and Dragons as Korea or Vietnam did). Despite 
‘stability’ and ‘certainty’ are possible to achieve thanks to heavy political systems 
in new economic giants as China and Russia, finally they will have such better 
conditions and rights. But by now, because of their competition, it means German 
people (the strongest EU economy) have to reduce their social rights (Welfare 
State) and their salaries by working more ours for less revenue. If agree with this, 
follow this line… if not (and here the French –conservative and not– seem to be 
the most outstanding pupils), it is possible to think about alternative ways (proba-
bly “Third Way” is not the more appropriate way to name it due to its final results 
for progressive parties; Giddens & other, 2006).

Which kind? Last CEMAT paragraph reproduced between brackets in the pre-
vious heading is very explicit; but as usual only beautiful words without desired 
results (Alber & other, 2008; Bauman, 2004; Brandolini, 2007; Scharpf, 2010). 
Territorial Cooperation, Global Integrated Economic Zones (explicit objective in 
the ESDP document –EC, 1999–) and Territorial Cohesion are the three vertexes 
in this new magic triangle (similarly occurs to Economic-Social-Environmental 
dimensions for Spatial Sustainable Development). For this purpose starting point 
of departure are spatial own potentials (specific development factors –Dematteis 
& Governa, 2005–).

Biggest challenge, still at this moment –or even more at this moment–, is just 
how to find new intelligent and useful ways in which hopefully bridging between 
local spaces (localities, ‘bassins de vie’, local spaces… with their own landscape 
character that makes them unique areas) and the supra-national/global scale. Prob-
ably at this moment old receipts –as those of 1960s (scale economies, growth 
poles, industrialization by substituting importations, protectionism and so on)– 
must to be reinterpreted; as well as a new understanding of ‘glocalization’ (Rob-
ertson, 1992; Swyngedouw, 1997) is needed.

What it is at stake is if alternative ways for local and general development 
are possible (within a traditional perspective –capitalism– or outside it), and if it 
is possible to combine traditional strategies (even though revisited and adapted 
to the current new context) with very new and different ones. In other words, 
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if it is possible to be back to localism and to a new interpretation of economic 
regionalism (feasible and useful), or the only alternative for change is a more 
radical one (revolutionary changes). Incrementalism and progressive changes, as 
usual, seems to be easier and more comfortable; taking into account both forces 
(establishment) as well as fears. We can find examples of this in old as well as in 
new developing countries (mainly in South-America as said above). In any case, 
as Albrechts (2010) wrote some years ago for spatial development, “More of the 
same will be not enough”.

How different and on what? How to re-interpret localism and regionalism in 
current new situation? We propose three main elements to be taken into account:

• respect to own character and features: differential character, culture econ-
omy and ownership, by jointing both material as well as symbolic dimen-
sions of each territory;

• infrastructures and communication networks availability: as necessary 
condition to put in practice multi-scalarity; not only from theoretical and 
political-administrative point of view, but also as real condition in living 
world for citizens and their activities;

• new reinforced strategy for territorial cooperation in order to achieve a new 
intelligent and useful regionalism: more specially in the EU case, looking 
for such desired idea, objective and policy as Territorial Cohesion is.

From a local and regional development point of view –as Pike, Rodríguez-Pose 
& Tomaney (2006; 2007) pointed out– development opportunities coming from 
inside (bottom-up) can adopt several alternatives and specialization. Those are 
based not only on strategic/engine sectors but mainly on those on which locali-
ties and regions count upon competitive advantages (based both on material and 
non-material resources). In turn, they are not only referred or oriented to goods 
production but also, and more interesting, to services delivery; both production 
and public services (both for competitiveness but also, and mainly, general public 
interest services –economic and not–).

From a more traditional point of view (goods production and delivery) this 
book offers along its pages and chapters some interesting examples regarding for 
instance: tourism assets and values exploitation for local economies, immigration 
as process improving human capital diversity and knowledge as a way to enrich 
local assets, socio-institutional networks and regional policies on research and de-
velopment as key factors for local economic development... Each time all of them 
are based on more clear participation and human capital involvement; in relation 
with the so called ‘social innovation’. Notwithstanding the most interesting part 
of this social innovation refers to new activities, that are alternative to traditional 
ones but within the current market perspective: social services, social (communi-
tarian, residential, solidarity…) economies. It was probably in this way Delors’ 
White Paper was focusing on (EC, 1993). However neoliberal approach is quickly 
gaining positions –also in this field– trying to catch it for the traditional profit-ori-
ented sectors (mainly health and education), as one can see even in EU documents 
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as EC (2013) and Horizon 2020. This is one of the most important threats social 
innovation must face to (Moulaert, 2010); specially when trying to achieve ‘Eu-
rope 2020’ strategy objectives.

Some legislative initiatives, both at national as well as EU level, seem to cor-
roborate this argument. Ones relate with local administrations reform, trying to 
reduce and concentrate number of municipalities and their capabilities, instead 
following the way proposed in Barca’s Report (2009) and subsequent ITI for the 
next Regional European Policy program period (see Mário Vale’s chapter in this 
book), as well as the Community-Led Local Development approach (CLLD), in-
itially focused to rural –LEADER– but after enlarged to urban areas –URBAN & 
EQUAL–. As it is the case at this moment in Spain, like three decades ago it was 
promoted in UK within Margaret Thatcher governments (despite Public Choice 
Theory born), and done also by other Member States as Greece. These measures 
are leading to achieve scale economies, power concentration and gaining neces-
sary threshold in order to make easier externalization and privatization of such 
services. It makes easier to let them in private hands and business according with 
politics criteria.

Similarly other ones relate with free market and competitiveness inside EU 
space (the so called Anglo-Saxon idea of Europe, finally predominant after en-
largement process), and consequent prohibition for public support for some specif-
ic national sectors and activities without European Commission permission (under 
the umbrella of contested Regional Policy). It is the case of German Lander con-
testation during Nice Treaty in 2000, but also of France and The Netherlands “No” 
to the EU Constitution (by then under preparation), even though it was a French 
(the former President Valery Giscard d’Estaing) who chaired committee leading to 
such ambition. Clearly it was the EU prohibition to French National Government 
economic support to social economy initiatives looking for spatial justice and ter-
ritorial coherence, as well as the so called democratic deficit for EU first pillar 
policies, and criticized Commitology Committees, the reasons. In the case of the 
Netherlands there were some traditional policies, as among other social housing 
(Tasan-Kok & other, 2013), strategic from a national point of view, that would be 
affected by EU regulation. Too much net-contributing States to the EU budget in 
each program period want to hear.

Against this situation, that has progressively led to a more inter-governmental 
method instead the Community one (to more re-nationalization of EU policies 
and to ‘less Europe’), we can found the strategic and positive idea of Territorial 
Cooperation for Territorial Cohesion. It applies not only at local or micro-scale 
level, but also at macro-level. At micro-scale more cooperation and more partici-
pation produce more dense networks. These help to increase territorial creativity 
and more enabling and relational governance, promoting in turn social innovation. 
According to Moulaert & other (2005) social innovation refers to re-creation of 
social relationships among individuals and community social groups, as well as to 
new governance practices associated to them.

New governance initiatives socially innovative at local level –in order to 
make feasible its development and progress– need to develop alliances and mul-
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ti-scalar networks to join them to non-traditional local initiatives as well as to 
exogenous forces, in order to achieve desired local changes (Moulaert & Nuss-
baumer, 2008). This strategic coordination among public and private interests, 
among actions and strategies of private organizations and State administrations 
is possible through New Strategic Spatial Planning. Here, and despite steps 
done, the challenge is still being how to link economic/regional together with 
spatial development, as said above.

At meso and macro levels, cooperation represents the feasible way to achieve 
Territorial Cohesion (Faludi, 2010; Farinós 2009b). We argue Territorial Coopera-
tion as better and positive concept than ‘Territorial Integration’; however this is not 
the only point of view. European territory balanced development seems difficult to 
be achieved without Spatial Integration, but impossible without Territorial Cohe-
sion. ESDP Noordwijk draft defined “Spatial Integration” as: “Opportunities –not 
defined which kind; so large range of issues possible– for and level of interaction 
within and between areas”. Originally and still mainly predominant nowadays it was 
understood as economic integration (Single Market); afterwards “economic and so-
cial cohesion” (Maastricht Treaty); and finally it was enlarged to “social, economic 
and territorial cohesion” (Lisbon 2007 EU Treaty, entered in force since 2009; but 
not yet with a clear Territorial Cohesion definition –Farinós, 2009b–).

In a common understanding (Wikipedia) Territorial Cohesion “is intended to 
strengthen the European regions, promote territorial integration and produce co-
herence of EU policies so as to contribute to the sustainable development and 
global competitiveness of the EU”. Since some years ago (first half of the 2000s) 
it seems more clearly EU tries to put in practice spatial development through ter-
ritorial cohesion. Two are the main possible interpretations (focus) of territorial 
dimension of cohesion:

• as ‘territorialization’ of social cohesion (then ‘social and territorial cohe-
sion’), trying to translate it from individuals to territories (Davoudi, 2007a,b) 
–in fact a very conflictive argument itself–, in order to reduce unbalances and 
offer similar departure opportunities to people despite locations;

• as single and individualized third dimension for cohesion (‘territorial’) to 
be added to the two previous ones (‘economic’ and ‘social’), as separate but 
related issues oriented to: 1) achieve EU spatial harmonized and integral 
development (economically competitive, socially just and environmentally 
sustainable); 2) all this by means of right use of (diverse) territorial local 
resources, by coordinating efforts among public administrations (at all lev-
els), economic actors and civil society; in other words, by means of new 
good territorial governance practices (ESPON Project 2.3.2); 3) taking into 
account Territorial Cooperation is the best way to achieve Territorial Co-
hesion. Territorial Cooperation allows to maintain both solidarity among 
territories (Regional Policy) but also arguments for territorial competitive-
ness avoiding continuous dependence of public funding by following a 
bottom-up approach (if not possible alone… then looking for associations 
in order to define and agree common local/spatial development strategies).
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Ratification of new Lisbon Treaty 2007 in 2009, including “economic, social and 
territorial cohesion” as first pillar policy, gives to Territorial Cohesion a regulative 
character at least in two important senses in order to:

a. provide goods and services (of general interest) and transfer health between 
territories and their citizens;

b. support new local spatial development strategies across Europe (as ITI and 
macro-regional spatial visions for Baltic and for Danube) by introducing 
a new perspective of spatial planning. These represent an attempt of coor-
dination among all sectoral policies with territorial impact, instead simply 
sectoral confronting social (re-distribution) criteria with economic (com-
petitiveness) one. In fact a more complex, comprehensive and integrated 
approach (Farinós, 2008).

De Boe & other (1999, 7) interestingly underline there are several understand-
ings on integration concept: as coherence, concurrence, coordination of territori-
al impacts/effects between sectoral policies with territorial impacts and different 
stakeholders involved in common projects on a given territory; as well as a mean 
to identifying functional territorial units as efficient space to live and work. Espe-
cially the two last enhance spatial dimension of integration, complementing the 
previous economic predominant one. In this way spatial integration can be under-
stood as crucial aspect for European spatial planning and spatial sustainable devel-
opment through territorial place-based spatial visions (or sustainable development 
strategies; from local, place-based, to trans-national level). This interpretation is 
similar to those given by Böhme, Doucet & other (2010: 9) to “Territorial Integra-
tion”. In this new idea of territorial integration (related with the more traditional 
one of functional areas) several processes of territorial grouping of functional or 
homogeneous areas are included. They can be defined according to several cri-
teria: obliged mobility, voluntary agreements to define common local strategies 
(cross-border and not)... In all cases they directly link with Territorial Cohesion 
–through Territorial Cooperation–, polycentrism and urban rural partnerships.

Explicit references to ‘functional regions’ have been made in EU documents 
and proposed regulations for the next EU financial framework for 2014-2020 pe-
riod. Document entitled How to Strengthen the Territorial Dimension of ‘Europe 
2020’ and the EU Cohesion Policy relates functional regions with: enlargement 
of local job markets, achievement of critical mass through territorial coopera-
tion, accessibility to growth poles and secondary regional centres, public trans-
port connections to regional centres, and compact cities (sustainable cities). In 
turn, document entitled Effective Instruments Supporting Territorial Development. 
Strengthening Urban Dimension and Local Development within Cohesion Poli-
cy (MRD, 2011), closely relates strengthening of urban-rural relationships with: 
development of the entrepreneurial capacity, enhancement of human and social 
capital, enhancement of social services, enhancement of linkages with urban are-
as, the increase of the residential and economical attractiveness of rural areas. In 
turn, OECD (2011) underlines five fields for urban-rural partnerships: exchanges 
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of services and public goods (both in urban and rural areas by both urban and rural 
users); exchanges of goods (also in both senses from rural to urban and vice ver-
sa); exchanges of financial resources; infrastructure (transport, facilities, ICT… ) 
connecting urban and rural areas; mobility (commuting and migrations).

A key issue for territorial integration is to achieve an appropriate balance be-
tween spatial/territorial equity and diversity. This issue strongly relates with a cru-
cial question as appropriate balance between enlargement and cooperation with 
neighbourhood regions and States and internal stronger cohesion inside EU borders 
is (Duhr & other, 2010). Flows between places are not enough to ensure spatial 
integration, but also “willingness to co-operate” is required. This cooperation will-
ingness can occur from local (place-based) to trans-national levels, and it opens new 
perspectives for future European Regional Policy (2014+); as well as for new fuzzy 
boundaries areas (variable geometries) to which new spatial visions can be devel-
oped (Allmendinger & Haughton, 2009; Faludi, 2010; Haughton & other, 2010).

Soft spaces represent a deliberate attempt to insert new opportunities for crea-
tive thinking, particularly in areas where public engagement and cross-sectoral 
consultation has seen entrenched oppositional forces either slowing down or 
freezing out most forms of new development. Soft spaces often seem to be 
defined in ways that are deliberately fluid and fuzzy in a sense that they can be 
amended and shaped easily to reflect different interests and challenges (Haugh-
ton & other, 2010, 52).

In fact, anything new but old challenges revisited: How to adapt space and ter-
ritory, functional-real versus administrative units (to new variable geometries), 
vector/fluxes versus surface/plain space, space and place (two each time more 
nearby concepts), emergence and prevalence of sub-regional/supra-local instead 
local (LAU2) scale for planning (e.g. re-emergence of metropolitan areas as plan-
ning units), etc. How to apply and make effective putting theory in practice seems 
to be behind this revisited idea of ‘soft spaces’ and ‘soft planning for soft spaces’. 
In this context new governance routines and new practices are emerging, as well as 
new pieces of legislation and instruments, more oriented, as it seems, to Strategic 
Spatial Planning.

This renewed Strategic Spatial Planning can be considered as preliminary 
manifestation of democratic governance and a socio-territorial innovation for this 
new soft planning (see Albrechts, 2010; Farinós, 2010; Pascual, 2011); leading 
for a renewed smart local spatial development by combining the three dimensions: 
competitiveness with spatial justice and sustainability. There must be necessarily 
hierarchical relations between them or it is possible to achieve an intermediate 
way? If so, in order to secure balanced spatial development one should combine 
territorial cooperation (through networks and partnerships promotion) together 
with better coherence among policies with territorial impact (coordination). This 
option seems to be the natural output of the process of integration of the two ob-
jectives (competitiveness and balance) and the two more solid spatial planning 
traditions: regional economic development (looking for spatial justice) and inte-
grated/comprehensive (looking for bottom-up spatial development in a very well 
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structured multi-level system). The first one tries to adapt places to policies (closer 
to globalization view); the second one pays more attention to strengths of each ter-
ritory and to a better accommodation of instruments of policies to them (closer to 
localism, place based, focusing more on localization and territories’ self-character, 
singular culture-economy, and local growth-employment-competitiveness).

5. Final remarks

What local scale can not to do (alone)? What is not allowed to do (even in coop-
eration, together with other)? What about real possibilities for a new production 
system model (if really new, or simply revisited trying to negotiate with establish-
ment)? Should changes be oriented to maintain the same order –as usually–; or 
face the risk to stay and reproduce again all is already known?

Not local strategies without combining internal with external diagnostic, not 
without territorial co-operation strategies, not possible without territorial cohe-
sion in mind. Here a new proposed understanding for development: not as sim-
ple modernization, but linking it with quality of life and rights, leading to a new 
understanding of dignity life for each community, re-negotiated according each 
community consider essential to achieve it.

As said, three elements can give place and open opportunities for progressive 
modest innovations regarding Welfare State, SumakKawsay (living-better), Social 
Innovation, Social-Residential-Solidary (local) Economies, and new alternative 
development processes: a) new localism, b) how to link economic/regional with 
spatial/territorial sustainable development (putting territory/space into the political 
agenda from local to EU level), and c) smart Territorial Cooperation for Territorial 
Cohesion as revisited/updated economic Regionalism inside European Union.

At this moment we are fully hided by the neo-liberal and free market sin-
gle thought, a situation and trend that decidedly started at the beginning of the 
1990s, coincident with the third and final crisis of welfare state and the conse-
quent failure of Social-Democracy parties. Doubts about the so called ‘Third 
Way’ as well as situation and alternatives described above in this chapter seem 
to lead to a final conclusion:

• Politically progressive alternatives should take into account these possibilities 
of new local development bottom-up, participated and really democratic, but …

• In order to overcome limitations of such localism and not to stop progress, 
it is necessary to combine the local with supra-local, more in concrete su-
pra-national, within the EU context; by enforcing Economic Global Zones 
configuration, based on endogenous character and combining complemen-
tary and/or synergic potentials (despite present barriers and menaces –Ra-
daelli, 2000; 2006–).

• Looking to reinforce original European Social Model (Faludi, 2007) as 
feasible and desirable model for the rest of the world; instead to erode it 
losing EU competitive advantages that make it attractive, desired and imi-
tated (because our quality of live); instead progressively losing own condi-
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tions and to be obliged to compete through more common advantages (of 
‘inferior order’ according with Porter’s terminology) for which other less 
developed countries (that look to us as desired reference and place to go 
to live) are in better condition because they can found them easily. Instead 
look for the EU social model in the EU territory, these other states should 
develop it at home, contributing in turn in this way to maintain such EU 
social model not only as reference at international scale, but also allowing 
it to remain at EU level (contrary to more frequent current menaces in some 
significant cases as Sweden and the Netherlands).

• Trying to build a common shared idea and objective of a renewed European 
Union project, making easier to understand and apply European policies 
across Member States, from national to regional and local levels.

• The assumed hypothesis is: reducing misunderstandings and conflictive in-
terpretations on spatial concepts, trends, menaces and the way to address 
them in an harmonized way (but with respect to diversity) will improve 
positive effects of (EU and national) public policies (by relaxing entry 
barriers –e.g. too NW oriented in view of Southern and other cohesion 
countries–). In this way one contributes to the main objective of European 
Territorial Cohesion, as the key point/goal for European Union project.

Two main issues referred to this action of the EU (in relation with regional devel-
opment and spatial planning perspectives) are: 1) to understand how the EU can 
became white and clear reference for Member States when they are defining their 
spatial planning and development policies (e.g. their National Strategic Reference 
Frameworks or National Plans on Infrastructures, Landscape, Sustainable Devel-
opment, Spatial Planning…); 2) how member States (diverse and quite different) 
are doing in order to adapt their own practices towards the European policies.

These issues correspond respectively to two basic questions: 1) to what extend 
EU has real multi-level capacity to give an orientation to national policies (or even 
to regional and local ones) in the field of Sustainable Spatial Development and 
Territorial Cohesion in order to achieve a better development across Europe; and 
2) to what extend actors at national or even at infra-national level have taken in 
their agenda European objectives, criteria and routines, and how do they put them 
into practice and which kind of changes on governance practices can be observed.

First one tends to emphasize Europeanization of policies with spatial effects 
and their coordination, looking for coherence as criteria and territorial cohesion 
as objective. In this sense European institutions –and particularly the European 
Commission and Community Method– are shaping actors’ minds (Faludi, 2010). 
Such actors –at infra-European level– are gradually integrating in their thinking, 
approaches, policies and way of acting, guidelines produced at European level. 
Complementary, for the second one, some specialists are interested by the way in 
which infra-European actors are using these guidelines and are adapting them to 
their own context (geographic, institutional, social, economic…); even if they are 
trying to influence the shaping of European Policy in the field of planning accord-
ing to their own background (Hassentuefel & Surel, 2000).
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Dealing with space and place requires tailor made informal rather than formal 
approaches, by respecting diversity of stakeholders are living in and make use 
of such places. New activity patterns overflow traditional spaces, defining new 
ones that seemingly require new territorial realignments. That represents a new 
opportunity to look (through cooperation) for more smart and shared/distributed/
specialized strategies for territorial cohesion; at all levels: EU, national, regional 
and local levels. It represents an smart alternative both for competitiveness as well 
as welfare and quality of life; that is, not only for economics but also for people 
(citizens) in a sustainable (environmental friendly) way. Sustainability is consid-
ered in this case in a broad sense (not only ‘green’), as manifestation of main goal 
of good quality of life, that citizens living in very old and domesticated territories 
(as EU is) are asking for, claiming for substantive re-generation. If we fail in this 
purpose alternatives seem really worse: poverty, coercion, dispute and (structural) 
violence, rights’ loss and a progressively more unpleasant world (Habermas & 
other, 2011). What do we prefer? Star Wars and The Lord of Rings’ story lines 
as background; empires against people… again! Looking for a new relationship 
between Economics and Human Dignity (as well as a new ‘globalized age of re-
sistance’, Sharzer, 2013) seems a right alternative for the future.
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