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Abstract: By using three types of sources (official sourcésthe European Union, results of a questionnaire to
practitioners, results of applied researches owfan spatial planning), we demonstrate that naggealefinitions can be
given of two main notions of European spatial plagn This result is coherent with the literature this field. This
situation questions the operational interest ohsogtions. Some consider that a “pragmatic” viewstre adopted. For
them, research on that field should take into actweidnat the notions are "doing" instead of tryingihderstand what "are"
these notions. Nevertheless, a strictly pragmapior@ach evades the issue of the choice of polities are always
normative (or “essentialist”).
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1. Introducti not seen the emergence of unequivocal usage and
- Introauction implementation of the main objectives defined at dlutset.

The different treaties that established the Eurppea N this context, the institutions of the EU, antstiand
Union (EU) distributed responsibilities in such ayathat ~foremost the European Commisslorserve to guarantee
for certain policies solely the EU is competent (fistance e general orientations of Europe in the areapaftial
the monetary policy) while other responsibilities ahared  Planning and — development. - These orientations  are
between the EU and the Member States. This isabe for  (r@nslated into notions that are to serve as reéeefor the
the regional policy. This policy, also known as dohesion ~ Various players in regional policies in designingda
policy, aims to counterbalance the differences inmplementing their policies. The EU has therefamdpd
development across the EU by way of European publi(T:O develop anad hoc vocabulary for these key-notions.

funding, in order to help certain regions to "catgt. This These wordings are either qriginal coinings, orehaeen
policy is also concerned with supporting developtrien transferred from other domains and are adaptelet@atea

regions where the level of development is aIread)Pf regiona_l pol!cies. '_I'he notion_s most often emaiérence
considered satisfactory so that they can act asivingl to a spatial dimension. Certain authors call trmangl _
force in the EU as a whole. The cohesion policyo als concepts. For these authors, the value of these notions is
fosters cooperation between European territoriestie  that they synthesise complex realities, and as#mee time
promotion of common initiatives involving several INK up with policy objectives fixed by the EU iertitorial
countries. The mobilisation of financial means te b nterventiong2]. o _ _
allocated to this policy is subject to negotiatidretween However, the academic literature on regional polity
Member States and the Commission for seven-yeaudzer the EU shows that these notions are often definadther

It is within the framework of this shared competeribat ~ V@gue manner, and can fine be interpreted in different
the main orientations of the policy at national aedional ~Ways: This situation can be explained by the sgtim
level are decided upon. This decision-making preces
engenders an interaction of influences between the

. . One of the main bodies in the EU, which proposesiamplements European
European level and the infra-European lgdg) but it has policies. ProposEsIap P
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which these concepts are developed. First of &g t
institutional setting encourages the European aitid® to
bolster their legitimacy by developing a specifisadurse,
which is relatively stable over time and is uphdig
recurrent notions. However contingent changes itiqa
orientations negotiated with the Member States ha t
course of time lead to alterations in the meanifithese
notions[ 3].

Further to this, the notions need to be applicable
geographical and institutional contexts that areessarily
varied across Europe. Consequently, the vaguerfe8we o
concepts helps to adapt to different situationbauit calling
the wordings used into question. Authors such adréas

provide an overview of the definitions and usagtshe
notions by the players interviewed in a fairly largorpus
of responses (102 respondéntsn trans-national scale
(survey in 8 European countrigs

- the third is an analysis of applied research work
conducted within ESPON 2013 concerning the definiti
and mobilisation of these notions relating to Eeap
spatial development in final reports.

This procedure enables the various spheres of ushge
the notions to be covered: the official usage anlével of
the EU, that of development practitioners at irfit@opean
level, and that of academic research.

We will show that while these notions appear noiveat

Faludi[4, 5, 6, T have hypothesised that the orientations ofat European level, their wording enables diversityoss

the EU in the area of spatial development wereitdsaded
for application than forimplementation. Concerning the use
of these notions, this hypothesis implies that eaction
should be adapted to the context in which it isduséhich
would reflect a "shaping of minds" by the EU ahdist
contribute to a process of institutionalisation Eiropean
spatial planning policiels].

The aim of the present article is to look at theywa
which these notions circulate from one area of esty
another, and in particular the area of appliedaesein the
domain of European spatial development on the ameh

and on the other among players implementing thes

European policies on national and infra-nationalesc
Given the restricted scope of the article, it i possible
to review all the notions concerning European spati
development.
corresponding to two main objectives in regionaliqyo
the notion of "territorial cohesion”, and that akgional
competitiveness". These two notions are the twetfaof

the purpose of regional policies, that is to say:

- guaranteeing the European citizens comparabksado
services whatever their place of residence (teiaito
cohesion)

- supporting potential for economic growth of the
European territory in a regional framework (regiona
competitiveness).

For this purpose, three analytical tools are used:

- the first consists in proposing a definition bé tnotions
from the EU viewpoint via a "genealogical" apprgach
mobilising the different official and academic stes

- the second is based on a survey conducted witign
ESPON programnfeon the definition and use of notions of
European spatial development among players onnatio
regional and local level. The analysis was condlotethe
responses to a questionnaire addressed to playspmatial
development in different European counttiésere the aim
is not to propose a representative sample, bueratih

2ESPON (European Observation Network for Territoi@velopment and
Cohesion) is an applied research project fundedhbyEU and specifically
concerned with European spatial development.

®This survey was conducted in 2011 within the pioESPON 2013 entitled
Capitalisation and dissemination of ESPON concgpaDEC).

Europe to be accommodated, and contradictions to be
articulated [9]. In addition, the survey questionnaire
demonstrates the wide diversity in approaches @seth
European concepts. Finally, we will also exploree th
diversity of academic usage, which varies from anthor

and one theme to another. The article will concluith a
discussion of the types of approach to developmetibns

that should be fostered: a normative approach or a
pragmatic approach.

2 The Notion of "Territorial Cohesion"
Seen from the EU Perspective

The notion of territorial cohesion is set in the

Two key-notions have been chosercontinuation of the policy known as "economic andial

cohesion in the EU". This expression refers to ohéhe
historical objectives of Europe: the reduction @fparities
and imbalances between States and European regmas,
to enable the establishment of an interior marked a
improve quality-of-life for all European citizens his
desire for cohesion, here between territorieselated to a
certain idea of "spatial justice", and a Europeadeh for
society that has been repeatedly set out in thferdift
treaties.

It was in the Amsterdam treaty of 1997 that theamobf
"territorial cohesion" was introduced into the main
European texts. However, this decision was onlghed
after lengthy debate. Before the Single European(3EA)
which in 1986 introduced the idea of "social andrexmic
cohesion® there was no explicit reference to the term
cohesion. The idea is nevertheless fundamentaditecbin
the societal objectives on which the Treaty of Rome

“The final report of the project comprises a listpebple interviewed, and a
presentation of the distribution according to pssfenal responsibilities and
level of action (national, regional, local). Thepoet can be consulted on
http://www.espon.eu/main/Menu_Projects/Menu_TratisnalNetworkingAct
ivities/cadec.html.

SBeIgium, Spain, France, ltaly, Latvia, the Nethedis, Romania, Slovakia
®Single European Act, 1986: this specifies that tonpte the harmonious
development of the Community, it should develop gndsue its action
towards the strengthening of its economic and $acihesion. In particular,
the Community should aim to reduce gaps betweernlifferent regions, and
the delays in development in the least privilegaglons (Article 23).
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founding the EU (1957) was constructed. This treatyeconomic development of the EU. It therefore giedithe
stressed the need to reduce development disparitiegtion of the EU in matters of spatial developmenrgn if
between regions, and the need to find means fothis mandate is not formally allocated to Europkadies.
harmonious development of all Member States. From the point of view of the implementation of ip@s,
In 1993, in the perspective of the Amsterdamterritories appear as the main places where théorsec

Intergovernmental Conference, an interest groupHAR  policies of the different players articulate. Théflects a
Assembly of European Regions) decided to orgareébatd  particular conception based on the idea that theskar
on the future of Europe. The report by the workgmgup  development is to be found on territorial scaleat tare
in charge of examining the impact of community pies  shaped by concrete modes of functioning, among wttie
on territories was approved by this Assembly in aregions are prominent.

unanimously voted resolution in 1995. This resoluiti The territorial dimension of cohesion entails the
spoke of the considerable but differentiated impatt following:
European policies, and the risk of territorial dersturing « the need to take account of the specific featofebe

that might result. It therefore proposed that tbhacept of various territories - urban, rural, mountainousagtal,
economic and social cohesion should be extended in insular, peripheral, subject to natural hazards etc

future treaty to territories, suggesting adding tio¢ion of « the need to take account of the territorial iecice of
territorial cohesion. Two years later, a referenme other Community policies, so that they too can gbuate
territorial cohesion was included in the Amsterdaireaty, to the aim of cohesion, or at least avoid workiggiast it.

in an article relating to services of general ecoito » consideration of the attachment of individuals to
interest and the role they have in the promotiorsaxfial  territories for cultural and historical reasonsisTerritorial
and territorial cohesion on that scal@lthough generally reference to roots should enable a distinction @éoniade
escaping notice at the time, the notion of tendor between what is specifically European in relatiorother
cohesion was later promoted to a major policy dbjedn  continents.

the EU. Far from opposing one another, these three appesach

In 2001, following the European Spatial Developmentare complementary, although different categorigslajers
Perspective (ESDP, 1999the second report on coheslon tend to favour one more than the offieThe first issue is
devoted particular attention to the new concepte Tiird  particularly favoured by associations of regiontohbging
report on cohesion (2004) explicitly sets out theto a given categoty, while the second approach is above
relationship between social and economic cohesiothe  all advanced by development or environment profesds
one hand and territorial cohesion on the other.l®\&ocial anxious to promote integrated, multi-sector striategin
and economic cohesion remained a main objectivéhi®r addition, the reference to the territorial dimenseanables
EU, the creation of a borderless space and theach player to identify his/her preferred areaabioa — the
establishment of economic and monetary unity mésait EU for the Commission, the States for the MembateSt
European citizens should enjoy the same opporésiti or strategic development ensembles to which plagees
wherever they were living. From this point of view, themselves as belonging (e.g. the macro-regionsy, a
territorial cohesion, via the maintenance of a hedain the  finally the regions. Territorial cohesion is thuplarase that
development of European territories, should ensnoge  enables a multi-scalar approach that is very usehgn
harmonious economic development. defining and implementing European policies. lindeed

Overall, territorial cohesion provides a conceptoasis the EU territories as a whole that are concerned by
for the EU regional policy, and is part of the atm cohesion, while the territorial reference alsoaddtrces a
strengthen economic and social cohesion. It algoli@® notion of development that is suited to the diffdére
the idea of a common destiny for Europeans, where tEuropean territories in terms of endogenous patkatid
bring different peoples together requires cohesiotong  preservation of their diversity. Stressing thesedhissues
their different territories. shows the flexible nature and adaptability of theaept.

The phrase "territorial cohesion" focuses at ontdhe
diversity of European societies and nations, andthan : " g s
need to avoid straining links between Europearitogigs, 3. The Notion of “Territorial Cohesion
and indeed the need to strengthen them. In thisesen  aS Seen by Players on Infra-
territorial cohesion enables public intervention ke European Scale
sustained across territories, alongside the obctf

Responses provided by interviewees highlight the

Services of general economic interest entail pub#icvice obligations for
Member States

8A document setting out the general objective fibgdthe Member States in  '°See Ph. DOUCET, “Territorial Cohesion of TomorrawPath to Cooperation
the area of European spatial development. or Competition?”, European Planning Studies, 14, N6vember, pp. 1473-
®Reports on cohesion are documents for the followslithe implementation 1485, 2006

and the effects of regional policy. They also esatéw perspectives to be Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Eur@PEMR), association
opened for this policy. of delegates from mountain regions, Euro-cities, et
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following main trends:

- Territorial cohesion viewed as a principle and anterritorial

objective

The function of territorial cohesion is that it enss
balanced development across all territories (urbad
rural), providing inhabitants with the appropriajeality-
of-life. The task is "to reduce social
disparities, with particular attention to the ledsteloped
territories".

- Cohesion therefore carries with it the valuethefEU

and economic

cohesion and regional competitiveness, or between

cohesion and polycentric developmentr fo
example?

4. The Notion of Territorial Cohesion in
Applied Research Reports in the
ESPON Project

Territorial cohesion, seen as a major objective, is

It is thus seen as promoting cooperation amonglpsop indirectly or directly present in the work withingd ESPON

and territories ("improvement of territorial integion and
promotion of regional cooperation").

- It materialises the idea of "equity" transposedthe
territorial dimension, of living standards that
comparable, and of equal access for inhabitantbasic

services ("policies should aim to organise forms of -

solidarity and levelling-out needed to compensatetlie
deleterious effects of the dominant economic maael
the risk of exclusion"). In this respect, playerada
practitioners underline the key role of public kexd{at EU,
national and regional level) in the redistributiprocess.
The link between the concept and the efficientafseinds
in regional policies is often mentioned.

- Apositive and even approving view

Territorial cohesion, endowed with every virtue seen
as a sort of ideal situation in the functioningoafr living
environment: "territorial cohesion is a concepkdd to the
harmonious, balanced development of a territory"isl
seen as enabling sustainable development in alidgidns,
and the promotion of equal living standards acregsons:
“territorial cohesion is the balanced distributiohhuman
activities, and is the territorial translation d¢ietobjective
of sustainable development".

- Territorial cohesion is also seen as a tool

Territorial cohesion serves to correct the deletesi
trends of the economic system: "territorial cohes® an
intervention and solidarity tool that can reducequalities
in national economies”. It is seen as making itsfms to
"combat segregation and social exclusion, whichristes
encountered on all levels of territory". Emphasigplaced
on developing the least developed regions, usingtsiral
funds: "territorial cohesion aims to smooth diffeces
between regions, using different financial tools".

- Evaluation of territorial cohesion

are

project, where it is used as an objective or a staskl to
diagnose the quality or inadequacy of a situation.

The reports considered here are as follows:

- Territorial Impact Package for Transport and
Agricultural Policies (TIPTAP)
European Development Opportunities in Rural
Areas (EDORA),

- Demographic and Migratory Flows Affecting
European Regions and Cities (DEMIFER)

- Territorial Impact of Globalization for Europe and
its Regions (TIGER)

In these reports, territorial cohesion is a refeeeframe
for the methodologies developed in the studies. ceen
there is not, properly speaking, any definition thie
concept to which reference is made, but a setitdria or
variables supposedly linking the object of study
(demographics, rural areas, transport etc) andtdeal
cohesion. Territorial cohesion is approached in enous
manners, and apprehended indirectly. The contodirs o
territorial cohesion are deduced from the indicator
mobilised in its name. The concept of territoriahesion is
assumed as a major dimension of European terfitoria
policies, and serves to map out the procedures, the
indicators and the scenarios imagined in the staggrts.

Thus, in the TIPTAP report, territorial cohesion is
approached via a triptych formed by territorial lifya
territorial efficiency and territorial identity. T approach
is based on a range of territorial attributes —iapc
environmental and economic factors, such as quafiife,
working conditions, poverty alleviation, economic
performances, quality of services and transport,
conservation of natural resources etc.

In the case of the EDORA report, there is a top+tow
approach. This report recalls that the missiomefdohesion

As they are confronted with concrete demands, theolicy is to support all the rural areas to enathiem to

different players wonder how to assess territar@iesion

realise their full potential, in the light of spically rural

- how can new measures be evaluated via case studiehallenges such as remoteness and sparse populBtien

integrating the following: quality-of-life, qualitpf social
relationships, access to facilities, economic potigiity,
accessibility, mobility? Certain players suggesidging
territorial cohesion in ways other than mere dtiass in
particular by taking into account new forms of itenal
organisation (metropolitan urban, zones, peri-urbamnes,
rural areas etc). Others stress the fact thanthtisn needs
to be linked to other European notions that playense to
deal with: what are the relationships between ttaral

authors conclude to the need to introduce "rurlesmn”
via a wide range of domains, tested in relatiothéoefficacy
of Community policies for rural areas.

The common denominator of all these indicatorhéat t
they are all more or less correlated with ideasafity and
solidarity. This is true of DEMIFER, where differ@s in
potential demographic evolution across European
territories bring the territorial cohesion of thénale into
the equation; it is also the case for the TIGERrepvhere



Bernard Elissalde and Frédéric Santamaria: deaitCohesion and Regional Competitiveness: Defining

Key-Notions in the EU's Regional Policy

territorial cohesion can be evaluated from the pla®n
of disparities in GDP per inhabitant
globalisation zones.

territorial cohesion”, mobilised in the paragramtevoted

in the mainto the place of Europe in the world. The conceptsied in

a comparative perspective between the EuropeaneSpac

The DEMIFER report broaches the issue of demogecaphiNAFTA and ASEAN. Territorial cohesion is estimated

trends on the scale of the regions. It successiallgs at
ageing and population decline, the impact of migratand
that of regionally differentiated dynamics in therking
population. These different questions are consitless
challenges to be met by certain regions, and asabs to
the achievement of territorial cohesion.

In the TIPTAP report, territorial cohesion providim
theoretical framework for measurement of territbria
impact. The three components of territorial cohesias
defined by the project, are broken down into cidteFor
each criterion, indicators are formed with a view t

guantitative measurement, and different scenaricss a

tested. In the area of transport, three scenarere wsed:
one based on all the investments achieved or ptafore
horizon 2030, another integrating new infrastruesyrand
finally one where the regulations in the area ahsport
are stepped up (fares, security). For each indictiten for
each criterion and finally for each dimension afiterial
cohesion, according to evolution scenarios, comhgscan
be drawn on the effects of one or other policyhm @rea of
territorial cohesion.

The EDORA project puts the emphasis on a multilleve

approach as a way of strengthening territorial s@rein
rural areas, while at the same time consideringdhange
in rural environments and differentiation processesur
on different spatial scales. On local scale, ther@gch is
based on the notion of territorial capital and inenal
aspects of rural identity - human and natural laage
heritage. These are endogenous factors grouped tmele

heading of development. These approaches raise yhased

guestion of how interventions aiming to supportiterial
cohesion in rural areas can be added to the rarfige
policies in the form of autonomous measures englilie
notion of "rural cohesion" to be promoted. The @ptcof
territorial cohesion is mainly mobilised via tweethes:

- that of rural-urban relationships — the notions o
urbanisation and "counter-urbanisation”, of perighand
of alternating migrations are central elements here

- that of "remote under-populated areas", which are

classic component both in rural development and irf

cohesion policies. Here it is the most remote ranaas
subjected to an "impoverishment" trend in theirydapions
and their economic activities via a self-sustaingmgcess.
This report does not set out to provide answerghto
question of territorial cohesion, but the typolagend the
scenarios it provides aim to produce informatioabdimg
adjustment of the measures proposed in favour leégion.
In the TIGER report, territorial cohesion is approad
by comparing spaces in a given category with resfmec
their ability to resist the pressures of world cetipon,
and in particular comparing European metropolidest t
can be described as "global" with the others. Tdmonrt
makes alternate use of this concept and that afidkand

inside each zone, from the GDP per inhabitant anatia
between the wealthiest and the poorest regions fEttio
fluctuates according to the period for Europe ad-TA,
while there is a regular decrease for ASEAN.

5. The Notion of "Regional
Competitiveness" Seen from the EU

The notion of regional competitiveness relates to a
conception of economic development whereby regares
considered as entities that compete with one anoamel
where their competitiveness is based on the existarf
certain socio-economic factors in some territongeking
them more attractive and innovating than others.

The concept of competitiveness, well-known in beasm
economy, was transferred to spatial economy by M.E.
Porter. For this author, competitiveness and thedstrd of
living in a region are determined by productivitsisang
from the way in which resources are used. He uimebey]
the importance of a specific "environment" via hisll-
known diagram known as the "diamond". M.E. Porterst
claims that the driving forces of prosperity areotrimg to
the microeconomic level-to the capabilities and avédur
of units below the whole economy such as individual
firms, industries and clusters [...] it is becomingpre
apparent that suppliers, relationships, partnesshgnd
many other resources that firms draw upon have ntoich
do with the locations at which company activitie® a
110, p. 140.

Academic research then continued to refine this
theoretical framework with the contributions byEsistow
[11], who established the regional scale as a new fasis
economic development because of the greater implact
potential outside factors on local economies. €lsith
from R. Camagnj12] questioned the mere transferability
of the world of business to that of territories.r Fom,
regions are in direct competition with one anotberthe
basis of absolute rather than comparative advastage
nabling each to sustain its level of developmeiat v
functional specialisation.

In the framework of the EU, the notion of regional
competitiveness appeared in the European Coun8édin
in 1999. It was then a question of improving the
competitiveness of regional economies, always in
association with other objectives such as sociaésion and
employment. The rise of this notion as a main esfee was
subsequently reinforced by the Lisbon strategy 0002 a
document with a political orientation that aimedhiake the
EU "the most competitive and dynamic knowledge econ
in the world by 2010." As earlier, this objectiveasv
accompanied by that of sustainable growth and rhstigial
cohesion. Reference to the idea of competitiveapplied
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to territory thereafter became systematic in ddfieéxts. We  necessary rivalry between them". This thereforaienthe

can cite the following: ability of regions to improve their performances aheir

« The 3 report on cohesion (2004) entitled Cohesion,ranking in inter-regional competition, and alsoirtgprove
competitiveness, employment and growth scope for exchanges between them.

e The objective Regional competitiveness and The idea of competitiveness is also associated with
employment in regional policy for the period 200013 attractiveness, and with development. Attractivenés

« The document Europe 2020 which aims to "stimulatebased on the training and skills of the labour dorend the
intelligent growth" by investing more efficientlyni ability to attract outside investment. Consequerttigre is
education, research and innovation, and in sudikina an assimilation of regional competitiveness to ogrgl
growth by giving priority to economies with low t@n  attractiveness. This should translate into thengtieening
emissions and inclusive, competitive industry. of regions in world competition, and also into arsh for

Beyond the fact that it was progressively complementarities between regions on national sdale
institutionalised, the idea of regional competitiees also means making good use of comparative regional
should be viewed as a change in direction in Ewlmnpe advantages. This strategy mobilises potential (ecoe,
regional policy. Unlike the tradition of a "competary”  social, environmental) and abilities (to attractastments
role in the use of funds in regional policies, theand businesses, to react to change) specific to reggon,
introduction of the idea of competitiveness relai@she  which should be used as efficiently as possiblsté&nable
notion that growth can be driven from inside byemial and efficient use of endogenous resources, foarts).
resources and abilities to adapt in territories.e Th Regional competitiveness is also defined via refegeto
emergence of this notion of competitiveness shouldhe mobilisation of more specific strategies, sashthe
therefore be repositioned in a context of reflectiy the  ability to anticipate economic change, to ensure
Community authorities on the most efficient meapns t cooperation between economic players to stimulate
improve the dynamics of a European economy in theegional development, to implement infrastructuaes to
process of being out-distanced in the race to ¢gkddeon, hand out direct aid.
considering that while the causes of the probleengtabal, A wider definition again relates to the identificat of
the repercussions are local and regional. factors in regional competitiveness, such as theksing

We can note the absence of any perceived conti@aalict to the initial economic and social structure (splsation,
between the redistribution aspects of regionalcggoind  cooperation among players, collective learning itdsl
the drive for regional competitiveness. From thisnp of  etc), to geographical location (e.g. accessibilityp
view, the orientations of regional policies appdsenery  resources available, which, combined and exploited,
easily articulate regional competitiveness anditteial provide information on the relative capacities @fions in
cohesion, despite the fact that these two notiansappear terms of competitiveness.
difficult to reconcilé?® There is also a definition that is somewhat idéalis

where competitiveness is articulated with a develept
: " : objective so as to generate high income and stdadafr
6. The NOt_I(_)n of Reglonal living. In this case, regional competitiveness lmees a

Competitiveness" as Seen by Players means to reach more balanced development and

on Infra-European Scale sustainable growth, reducing inequalities betwesgions

and supporting the development of the regions drat

Definitions of regional competitiveness cover a evid lagging behind.
range of interpretations. Mainly, regional compegihess

is linked to the idea of competition between teriés, and : " :
to the notion of the quest for a dominant positiorthe 7. The Notion of Reglonal

setting of globalisation. Thus regional competitigss is Competitiveness" in Reports on
linked to the idea of taking part in globalisatioft. Applied Research in the ESPON
therefore concerns the situation of competitionwieen Programme

territories both on national and international eca&lorking g

towards regional competitiveness should thus enable 11 report entitied Regions at Risk of Energy Ptyver
region "to live up to the challenges of globalisati, and (RERISK) uses a series of indicators, such as tiiiyafor
should enable it to "sustain competition with otregions” ;- ovation in the field of energy in a region, whienable

in a certain number of domains. This position isried 4 comparison of the performances of economies mtieet
forward via the idea that regional competitiven#splies  jiher These innovations are thought to be able to
the emergence of areas of supremacy: "a comba®betw c,niribute to reducing economic  vulnerability, by
regions pursuing the same objective, and generaiing giersifying economic structures via the creatidnnew
industries. Competitiveness here is conditioned thy

?See op. cit. Jensen, Richardson on the questiothefarticulation of  Search for reductions in costs, mainly in the areanergy
contradictions in European discourse on territat@lelopment.
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supply.
In the

assume that the contradictions between cohesion and

report Demographic and Migratory Flows competitiveness are liable to increase with thecgse of

affecting European Regions and Cities (DEMIFER)metropolisation and the concentration of the weigfhthe

devoted to demographic trends,
considered as a dependent variable for demogragidc
migratory evolutions. Variations upwards or downsgam

the working population have an impact on economianodels within regions,

growth and competitiveness.
The report entitled Territorial Impact of Globalisen for

competitiveness i&uropean pentagbh GEOSPECS shows, on the contrary,

the need to aim for more refined scales (in padicunfra-
regional) for the analysis of growth and developmen
rather than focusing on the
convergence or divergence between the variousnegioa
country or in the EU.

Europe and its Regions (TIGER) is organised around

several questions on the
competitiveness and cohesion.
Agenda it is stated that the success of EU stratedly
depend not only on integration among regions inoper
but also on their integration with neighbouring otries,
and even with countries worldwitfe In this context, the
TIGER project consists in analysing whether thenstty
and the nature of relationships (commercial exchang

relationship

betweerg Discussion and Conclusion
In the EU Territorial

As we have seen, the notions studied allow a degfree
flexibility enabling them to be adapted to differeontexts
within Europe, and making it possible to articulatbat
might seem, theoretically or practically, to
contradictions.

Although it is not possible to establish any caeffeet

be

investment flows) between Europe and the rest ef thlink®, it must be conceded that the present deploymient o

world are liable to improve the internal cohesidntloe
European space. Are there territorial policies ik&o
contribute to improving Europe's position in the rido
while at the same time improving territorial coloeed This
report, by broaching the issue of the complex linésveen
competitiveness, openness and connectedness gbdzauro
territories on different scales, attempts to as@envhether
the emphasis on metropolitan areas, thought toy"pla
important part in the global maintenance
competitiveness in the EU" (EEC, 2011) is compatibith
the objective of territorial cohesion, and whethier
contributes to reducing the strong territorial pisiation of

these notions on infra-European scale gives coraditie
leeway to highly varied interpretations. The samdrie

for the mobilisation of these notions in Europeasearch
applied to development issues. What is then thevento

the paradox resulting from the diversity of intexations
and ideas mobilised?

This question opens a wider debate concerning the

usefulness of having clear notions available to cthi

of spatial development actions can be referred so aseet

community objectives. Indeed, certain authof$3
consider that blurred or ambiguous notions arecdlif to
implement and compromise the overall coherencetidra

economic development, by avoiding the great redionaundertaken. For a notion to be useful, it is theef

disparities in
pronounced. At the same time, the TIGER report s1ate
certain number of questions on the relationshipsvéen
competitiveness, metropolises and the EU territasya
whole:

e« The difficulty in the

assessing impact

the EU from becoming even morerelevant to link it to a set of precise objectivesabling it

to be understood in the same manner by the indisdu
implementing it (researchers, elected delegates,
practitioners, citizens).

In the area of European spatial development, tbimte

on is also present. In 2007, the European Commissitorer

competitiveness of an improvement in connectednessegional policy, Danuta Hibner, wanted a clear, rmom

While global networks are essential for "globalest, it is
difficult to measure the impact for the other atie

» There is no evidence that the strengthening efntiain
European metropolises would improve EU competitgsn
as a whole.

Finally the question, often raised by analysts, aof
possible contradiction or a difficulty reconcilimgpposing
ideals such as cohesion and competitiveness ischeda
head-on in the

understanding of the notion of territorial cohesimnbe
proposed so as to assist the EU in developing ateyp
priorities more efficientl}. This approach led to the
publication in 2008 of the Green Paper on teriori
cohesioft’. Starting from a public consultation implicating
infra-European, national, regional and local ingidns,
this explored the different viewpoints possible finis

report Geographic Specificities and“Dynamic development zone in the EU outlined by LamdParis, Milan,

Development Potentials in Europe (GEOSPECS). On thdamburg and Munich.

one hand, compensating for geographical "handicaps

could create a context leading to greater socwtige. On
the other, the valorisation of territorial capiduld do

3The differences in definition of these notions also probably connected to

institutional and cultural differences that areioral or even infra-national.
p. Hubner, “Territorial cohesion: Towards a clead @ommon understanding
of the concept. Speech delivered at the informahistérial meeting on

more to foster competitiveness. The classic scesari territorial cohesion and regional policy”, Pontalgela, Azores, Portugal,

¥European Commission, “The territorial state andspectives of the
European Union, Background document for the TetatdAgenda of the EU
2020", 2011

November 2007. Available at
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.dosnede~SPEECH/
07/743&format=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&guiLanguage=e(accessed
12 December 2011).

European Commission, 2008, Green paper on teaitoohesion.
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notion.

Conversely, using certain empirical studies inahea of
European territorial development, certain authdigf]
consider that these different notions play a partthe
elaboration of plans for action despite their laok
conceptual clarity. For Andreas Faludi,
mobilised by the EU have a "generative capacitythimi
existing policy frameworks or in the elaboration rew

policies. Along the same lines, David Shaw and i&tiv
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In fine, the strictly pragmatic approach evadesiisee
of the choice of policies that are always normat{ee
essentialist). Consequently, it seems to us impbrta
reflect too on the normative nature of these natiofo
return to examples mentioned earlier, territoriah&sion

the notionsoffers a conceptual basis for action in the EUemitorial

planning and development, which enables specifiomn
this area to be legitimised. Alongside, the notioh
regional competitiveness could appear as a form of

Sykes consider that the concept they studied, tfat "essentialisation" of economic competition between
polycentrism, "performs in different ways in diféet  European regions
planning processes and context$s, p. 300. In a recent
article returning to the debate mentioned aboveretBa
Abrahams concluded that, for these authors, iteiss| References
important to exactly determine what a notion covibiemn
[1] B. Palier, Y. Surel & al, LEurope en action.

too identify what results it producg46]. In the same
article, the author extends the debate to develaprime
general, referring to theoreticians of pragmatianping,
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