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Abstract: Conceived as a motion for resolution, plaper considers territorial cohesion now beinghmn
statute book, the Green Paper on Territorial CalmedBarca making the case for integrated, placedas
strategies, the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea &egand the future of Cohesion policy. The
recommendations reaffirm that ‘geography mattemstuiring integrated, place-based strategies, ngakin
territorial cohesion into an integral part of Cabespolicy. What is required is more intensive cexgtion,
with the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region adeloTerritorial strategies must be a self-evidasutt of
the architecture of Cohesion policy. For this thiera need for requisite provisions at all levdlene of this
requires new competences, legislation or instifigiorhe aim is merely to improve on policy formidat
and delivery through more focused attention forittaty. For this the shared competence under tisbdn

Treaty and the existing institutional settings suifficient.

Note: This paper represents the author’'s unsolicitedcadsis a committed academic observer of policies
articulating the territorial dimension of Cohesipolicy. Addressed to policy makers and taking aotai
the constellation of forces in which they operéte, statement has two parts: A ‘Motion for Resoloiti and
an ‘Explanatory Statement’. The author has bertfitemeasurably from exchanges with Jean Peyrony.
Indeed, over the past decade the author and Jeanjdiatly explored European planning and in pattc
French thinking on the matter. The interaction wa<lose that whole parts of this paper — in paldicthe

Explanatory Statement — could easily come undejaint names
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All elements of this integration triangle: commoiarket, common currency, cohesion are
mutually strengthening and interdependent. They are common European public good.
(Professor Danuta Hubner PhD., MEP, Chairwoman b TCommittee on Regional

Development in a speech before the European Pantigarh7 December 2009)

‘Motion for Resolution’

Considering;
« that territorial cohesion is awbjective of the Union and aompetence sharedetween it and the
Member States
« that Cohesion policy, including its territorial démsion, is under review

« that all cards are on the table, including the tomsi — often referred to as its

‘renationalisation’ — that richer regions’ should no longer benefit

» that Cohesion policjor all regions is not only about the areas where funds go tabotit

European integration as such

< that abolishing funding for ‘richer regions’ is thére achallenge not only to Cohesion policy, but

to European integration as such

< that this puts Cohesion policy, including its temial dimension, at thaeart of discussionsabout
thefuture of the EU

« that addressing territorial cohesion may improwe dbnsistency, effectiveness and continuity of

EU policies and actionsas required under Art. 13(1) of the Lisbon Treaty

« that theGreen Paper on Territorial Cohesionand the consultations reflect the wish to pursue

territorial cohesion through related policies

< that in reference to territorial cohesion the ComityuStrategic Guidelines for Cohesion 2007-2013
(CSG) declare thageography matters

e that geography — territorial cohesion — likewisettera in pursuingsmart, sustainable and

inclusive growth as postulated irEurope 2020

< that the Barca Report argues fmnlicies to be place-basedmnaking territorial cohesion relevant for

all developmental policies
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« that territorial cohesion isot only about hardware’ — funding projects — but about improving

territorial governancesbftware’
« that this software is about paying regardvttere interventions take placeto which effect

< that evaluation needs to take better account of difference betviessting in the hardware and

software of cohesion

« that territorial cohesion requires apen architecture involving all co-producers of policysoft

planning’

« that this open architecture — soft planning — dnes necessarilyrequire new competences,

legislation or institutions

« that who the co-producers — public authoritiesywali as other stakeholdersaredepends on the

problems at hand

< that, without prejudice to existing jurisdictionsdatheir competences, the territories concernezhoft

overlap jurisdictional boundaries

« that theEU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Regiorprovides a model of aopen architecture — soft

planning — for pursuing territorial cohesion in Isuaerritories

« that, in suitably adapted form, an open architecisrrecommendable, also ta&nsnational or

cross-borderlevel

« that operating within this architecture — soft pleng — requirescapacity building throughout

Europe: at the level of the EU, of Member Stateweltas at sub-national level

e that, the priority on poorer regions notwithstamgifunding for ‘hardware’ is neededalso in

‘richer regions’ to encourage them to fall in line with EU strategy
e that, in conclusion, the challenge is to impropelicy formulation, delivery and common
accountability of all policies to the EU citizens
Recommendations
< that policies take account of the, often overlappiarritories whereon citizens live and work in
other words, of the fact that ‘geography matters’

» that integratederritorial (‘place-based’strategiesgiving expression to this dictum forpart of

Cohesion policy indeed of all developmental policies

» that the common reference at all territorial levelmainssustainable development
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0 on European level because of ongoing integration and the disogvith other global
regions

0 onnational level because this remains the main frameworlpdticies to sustain cohesion

0 onregional and locallevels because there coherent public policiesnoaat the needs of

citizens and businesses
< thatmultilevel territorial governance of Cohesion policy links these levels to each othe

* that the successor to the CSG must present a lreatorial Strategy , paying regard also to

policies other than Cohesion policy and spellingtba territorial dimension of ‘Europe 2020’

« that EU institutions develop their capacity — tbéware — forpreparing, discussingwith Member

States, regional and local stakeholders andnfamitoring this Territorial Strategy

« that there should be within the Commission servicgtsong anchor for the Territorial Strategy and

for giving a territorial dimension to General Impassessments

» that the next generation of National Strategic Refee Frameworks (NSRFs) and Operational
Programmes must:
0 createsynergies based on strategies faustainable developmentbetween EU policies
o identify territorial assets andchallenges urban pattern, access to services, territorigitab
0 where appropriate relate fanctional areas possibly cross-cutting administrative borders
and thus requiringooperation (e.g. metropolitan or urban/rural partnership$3p avith

neighbouring territories

« that within national territories, according to tkebsidiarity principle, Member Stateemain

responsiblefor delineating jurisdictions and their competence

« that Member States be invited to formulgimt strategic reference frameworks from the cross-
border to the macro-regional level, applying tipen architecture of the EU Strategy for the Baltic

Sea Region, with th€ommission as facilitator, as and where needed

« that the next CSG and the NSRHxlude strategies for enhanceBuropean Territorial
Cooperation, and that cross-border and transnational prograsnmest, in a multilevel governance
framework, include integrated territorial strategmoordinating national regulations, strategies and

funding

» that theshared competencdor territorial cohesion be only invoked to requMember States to
0 produce national territorial strategies
0 assess territorial impactsof all policies, their own as well as those of Eig

0 activelyparticipate in themulti-level territorial governance of Cohesion policy
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0 activelyinvolve local and regional authorities

« that there bgoint strategic monitoring of Cohesion policy, involving local and regionatlaorities,
making sure that the territorial dimension is tak&io account at every stage: analysis, setting of

priorities, identifying measures, implementatiow &valuation
« that this should include monitorirmpordination with sector policiesat EU and national level
« that funding of EU networks focusing amproving territorial knowledge, capitalisation of good

practices and transfer of experiencén the field of territorial cohesion continues.

Explanatory Statement

Without going into excessive detail, this statenrmritines of the present and emergent future comtethe
policy discourse on territorial cohesion, beginnimith EU Cohesion policy. Next the explanatory sta¢nt
discusses the concept of territorial cohesion ak.skinally, it reflects on the fluid nature of ttegritories

concerned.
The Context

This future of EU Cohesion policy will be shaped iby past and the ever more prominent concern for
Europe’s competitiveness. In fact, already sineettiin of the millennium Cohesion policy is in $ervice
of the Lisbon Strategy articulating this concerndompetitiveness. Cohesion policy will likewisentv#o be
seen to contribute to the follow-up of the Lisbdmaggy, ‘Europe 2020’, in so doing highlighting @mgst
others its territorial dimension. The budget depabt@cerning the Financial Framework post-2013, naike
challenging questions as regards Cohesion poliohe€ion policy as such, ‘Europe 2020’ and the budge

debate are thus the three dimensions of the cotttdd discussed.

Cohesion policyas originally conceived relates to the overallpmse of European integration: to work
towards, in the high-minded words of the treaties, ever closer union among the peoples of Europe”.
this end, the EU “promotes economic and social i@sgy and a high level of employment” and pursues
“balanced and sustainable development, in partictleough the creation of an area without internal
frontiers, the strengthening of cohesion and thablishment of economic and monetary union”. &kseto

do all this in such a way as to ensure the comgigteeffectiveness and continuity of EU policiesd actions,

in other words through applying principles of gagmVernance.

There is one major and one subsidiary story-lin&lh Cohesion policy. Under the flag of economic and
social cohesion, the main story-line combines tuithier strands. Under the first, it confronts regioand

social imbalances based on the strength of thenegtthat the Single Market tends to exacerbata.tide
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main objective, in terms as used now, is ‘Convecgérnder the relevant policies acted out overeartban
twenty years, so-called NUTS2 regions created maityi for the different purpose of collecting Eueswide
statistics thus receive EU support, with eligifilitefined mainly on the basis of GDP per capitaisted for
purchasing power and of unemployment rates. Inréiggons concerned, EU funds represent a substantial

share of investments but in total never more tloan percent of the GDP of the respective MembeteSta

Jacques Delors' vision went beyond this. Accordimdnim, the triptych of competition, cooperationdan
solidarity was at the heart of the Single Europdai. In his memoires (Delors 2003) talks about
competition stimulating, co-operation strengthenamgl solidarity uniting Européie thus clearly saw that
Europe had to improve its competitive position asrdhe board. Cohesion policy needed to stimulate
investments in *hardware’ in Member States andamegi with priority on those lagging behind, whidgso —
this being the second strand within the main stowy-— putting emphasis on ‘software development’:
coordination, cooperation and capacity buildingptighout the entire EU. Arguably, although not alsvay
recognised as such, this is an important contobutbeyond hard investments, of Cohesion policy to
European integration as such.

Invoking quantitative indicators such as an inceeimsGDP, the macroeconomic effects of investmants
hardware are measurable, but under the seconddstwémer objectives have been added. Because of the
much smaller amounts of aid involved, this is paitrly true for the NUTS2 regions ineligible under
Convergence — the ‘richer regions’ — under the iBeg Competitiveness and Employment’ objectived an
‘European Territorial Cooperation’. In terms of ttveo strands identified, we thus observe a slidingle,

with investments in ‘hardware’ dominating under €ergence on the one hand and the funding of ‘soéiwa
development’ the key issue under ‘European Teralk@ooperation’ on the other. Already for the poes
programming period (2000/2006), in regions eligibleder Objective 2, evaluation has found that the
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) couldhadt catalyst to stimulate the formulation of long
term strategies for restructuring. This is whytaking account of both strands, any assessmenoloé<ion

policy as a whole must include qualitative, alodgsiith quantitative considerations.

The Barca Report articulates the main story-linelescribed, paying due attention to both of itargds. In
addition, whilst invoking economic thinking likedtOECD, Barca refers to 'economic geography’, 'ptac
based policies’ and ‘territorial public goods’. $hé where the subsidiary ‘spatial planning’ Cobegiolicy
story-line, articulated well before Barca, but d@aieng with his arguments, comes into its own. Tasult

of an initiative by spatial planners from the MemBéates taken almost as soon as Cohesion poteyves

its present shape under Jacques Delors, this kheryrighlights the, sometimes unintended effedt&d
policies on Member States, regions and localigeguing on this basis for a spatial or territofraimework

for these policies to fit into. Due to the allegaldsence of an EU competence in the matter, planners

stipulated though that this framework should cotmeua through intergovernmental cooperation. Thevact
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support from elements within the Commission wasetioeless essential and led to the formulation of
common spatial development guidelines like polyderttevelopment and urban-rural partnership, panity

access to infrastructure and knowledge and th@nssiple management of the natural and culturatdugsi

With their message of enriching developmental pedidy factoring aspects other than economic growth
into the equation and by aiming for more cohereirce, spatial or territorial sense, planners traugght to
attach themselves to the main Cohesion policy diney The European Spatial Development Perspedfive
1999 and the Leipzig Charter of Sustainable Caied the Territorial Agenda of the European Uniasthb

of 2007, articulated this message, but all tooroftee protagonists of Cohesion policy as the singleded
pursuit of quantitative growth — the first stranghwn the main Cohesion policy story-line — turnedieaf
ear. The fact that the national planners concemea emphatic about the EU having no competence in

spatial planning did not help.

By adding territorial cohesion to economic and abcbhesion, the Lisbon Treaty now makes explhit t
space, or territory, is relevant to promoting cotiipeeness and to addressing regional and soceg]uities,
which EU policy seeks to address in the balancey wiaich is the essence of the ‘European model of
society’ advocated by Jacques Delors. (Faludi 8072 The message is that, inevitably, relevantcpesi
take shape in territories: cities and regions; siatess is conditional upon active participatibpublic and
private stakeholders there; and that the configumah these territories and their governance —tvBaca
calls ‘integrated bundles of public goods’ — play essential role. However, the wider context of EU

Cohesion policy is changing, with global challenge=eiving increasing attention.

‘Europe 2020’is the title of the follow-up of the Lisbon Strgte As is well known, the latter had been
adopted at the European Council at Lisbon in 2088 tihe aim of turning Europe by 2010 into the most
competitive knowledge-economy globally. By the r2@B0s it had become clear that the Lisbon Strategy
was not going to achieve its ambitious targets wétitording to the Sapir Report (Sapir et al. 2G04 the
Kok Report (High Level Group 2004), the governamethe Lisbon Strategy and more in general EU

economic governance, including Cohesion policytiggisome of the blame.

Upon his appointment as Commission President inmite2000s, José Manuel Barroso set his sights on
reinvigorating the Lisbon Strategy with a Commutima ‘Growth and Jobs’. DG REGIO scrambled to
refocus EU Cohesion policy, one of the few instrateewvailable to the Commission for this purposethe
Lisbon Strategy. That strategy as such dependedohmtary compliance. All that Member States were
committed to was reporting on progress. Findingnbelves at the bottom of the league table, one idea
underlying was that underperformers would be shamdimproving their ways. More generally speaking
though, the idea was one of mutual learning. Thm t&ften used for this is ‘Open Method of Coordioat
(OMC).
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In EU Cohesion policy, as against this, under whatalled the Community method, the Commission is
responsible for making proposals to the CounciMafisters. This the Commission did in the ‘Commuynit
Strategic Guidelines on Cohesion 2007-2013’ (CS®)ongst others, the guidelines invoked the up-and-
coming concept of territorial cohesion, saying thmous words that ‘geography matters'. With théis
Treaty in the offing, and encouraged by the TenidtoAgenda of the European Union formulated by the
Member States, the Commission decided to publisiGiteen Paper on Territorial Cohesion.

The successor document to the CSG in which amastgstrs the discussion on territorial cohesion will
crystallise will no doubt focus EU Cohesion poliog the medium-term strategy enunciated in ‘Europe
2020'. Hopefully, the next guidelines will thus adsls, amongst others of course, the territoriakdsion of
‘smart, sustainable and inclusive growth’ which r&e 2020’ stipulates as the objective for the next
decade. This is anything but straightforward, thouthere are bound to be tough negotiations innthlee

of ‘Europe 2020’ before the next Financial Framewiakes shape. Indeed, soon due to start in eathest
so-called budget debate, to be discussed nexfreizdy casting a long shadow and will no doubtcifthe

way territorial cohesion will be handled.

The Budget DebateSince ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, finallynder a shared competence, the Union

may assume responsibility for the territorial disien of its policies. In other words, under the @aumity
method the Commission may initiate the ordinaryisketive process with the aim of articulating ae th
European level the territorial dimension of Cohagiolicy. Had it not been for the fact that the mstiory-
line of Cohesion policy as described is itself urdiscussion, this would have provided a stabléqian for
integrating the subsidiary ‘spatial planning’ stéine of Cohesion policy into the primary one.

As things are, the budget debate, certain to Hewlif the more so because of the economic dovmtisr
expected to question the very rationale of the cetmgnsive EU Cohesion policy as practiced. Theatiesl

of EU politics are such that support for laggingnvieer States and regions under the Convergencetivbjec
will continue. The issue is whether under ‘Competitess and Regional Employment’, what are called
‘richer regions’ by virtue of the fact that theyeanot amongst the ‘least favoured regions’ eligibheler
Convergence, should continue to receive fundsotf then these ‘richer regions’, in practice mostiythe
Member States who are net-contributors, would mgéo have to abide by EU regulations so as to geou
fraction of the money they pay into the Communioffers. In the jargon used, the ‘pumping around of

money’ would thus come to an end.

It has also been suggested to let the Member Stateerned, rather than the Commission, adminikger
funds under the, financially speaking much more dartgmt Convergence objectives, hence the label
‘renationalisation’ given to this radical line didught. In terms of the sums involved a minor isshe

‘European Territorial Cooperation’ objective is rg@nerally discussed but it is clear that, by retioig EU
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Cohesion policy for ‘richer regions’ there will bess incentive to cooperate. Thus, rather thaprigssent
comprehensive coverage, EU Cohesion policy woulktbime selective: the opposite what Jacques Delors
and lately also Danuta Hibner in the quote at #giriming of this manifesto proposed. As a consecgien
the strand aimed at ‘software’ development, capabiiilding and learning — and with it the ‘spatial
planning’ story-line that has attached itself tis tstrand — would be weakened. The reaction toGireen
Paper on Territorial Cohesion coming from the leggiroponent of radical changes to EU Cohesiorcyoli
the UK, already intimated that territorial cohesiwas mainly, if not exclusively, for the Member 8&to

be concerned about.

On the face of it, there is logic in focusing iresengly scare resources on Member States and segion
lagging behind and to let others look after themesel Member States carry the primary responsiliitythe
social and economic fabric of their territories. eyhpursue multiple sectoral and territorial polcie
depending on their spatial characteristics andipotadministrative organisation. However, EU p@glike
agriculture, research, environment, transport, @neoo, have direct or indirect implications ferritories.

To reiterate, the subsidiary ‘spatial planning’rgtine addresses the need for coherence and cwtici
between policies at all levels, including thatteé £EU. As is well known, to ensure consistencyllopablic
policies, from the local to the European level,sierve European citizens, it advocates the integrate

territorial approach.

lain Begg (2009) has explored arguments in favd@ahesion Policy in ‘richer regions’. Accordinglthe
main arguments are constitutional: the Treaty makesmpulsory, economic: support of Lisbon Strgteg
aims; political: there is value in maintaining dipp resonating with so many stakeholders everywhiar
EU; and administrative: like others, ‘richer regigncontinue to need EU incentives to define appate
development policies and improve their governafide question is: in order to give strategic stingylim
order to promote the strand of ‘software developnan Cohesion policy, are, albeit modest financial
incentives needed, or would an intergovernmentaraach supported by EU networking aiming at the
transfer of experiences and benchmarking, like utde OMC, but without EU regional programmes
suffice? Even if lain Begg does not answer thisstjog, the answer is likely to be negative andarig case,

there is great advantage in a mixed approach imgkome EU funding alongside with national pokcie

Indeed, the NSRFs’ and OPs’ should articulate nattegl strategies for projects funded by the EU el as
others. For projects funded by the EU, under tigellegions Commission approval would be requiredsth
offering the opportunity for injecting common contg The EU would of course focus on demonstration
projects, the experiences of which could be relevan others. This knowledge transfer should be a
condition of funding. EU added value would resttio@ catalytic effect to be achieved through diatogith

the Commission, capitalisation at EU level andgfanof experiences from other regions. Evaluasioould
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rely on classical project assessment, but als@b&ke into account qualitative aspects such paocity
building in the regions. For policies and projenté funded by EU, Commission approval cannot, afrse,
be a requirement. However, Member States and regionld engage in dialogue with each other and the

Commission in a manner similar to what is happeninder the OMC.

The long and the short of it is thus: EU Cohesioficy engenders dialogue between Member States and
regions and with the Commission concerning comipetiess, cohesion and sustainability and the way th
are implemented and how and why they benefit Ewop#izens and territories. With its multi-leveissem

of governance, it allows to promote the cohererigmbcies with territorial impact. However, asdhgection

has shown, the cards are being reshuffled withea ¥0 a new overall policy designed to render thiefiE

for the next decade with its challenges. With awie the coming debates, it is necessary to preseldarer

view of what territorial cohesion in this contexbwd mean.

Territorial Cohesion

EU Cohesion policy is by now routine, but beyonel tiperational definitions as laid down in the ragjohs,
what is economic and social cohesion, and wharigtdrial cohesion, the main issue discussed haref?
what does ‘territory’ in territorial cohesion refer? These are the issues discussed in the rergaaations
of this Explanatory Statement, starting with temidl cohesion. First, the concept as such wiltiseussed,

followed by the philosophy underlying.

Economic and social cohesion, under the umbrellzcept of sustainable developmdntthe EU, there is a

common agreement that policies at whatever levelulsh rest on the three pillars of sustainable
development: efficiency: the economic pillar; eguthe social pillar; preservation of the enviromnehe
sustainability pillar, which John Rawls (1972), rhuappreciated in the relevant literature, linkshwit
intergenerational equity. The real debate is ali@ae-offs between these pillars, the aim being-@mm
progress as regards all three. Originally, EU Cimimepolicy has focused on the first two pillarscoeomic
cohesion aims to improve competitiveness and aettebbalance between Member States and NUTS2
regions, and social cohesion at more labour marétdicipation and equity. Under the ‘European nhade
society’, the issue is one of the proper balande/den economic and social cohesion. Cohesion pbbsy
progressively taken on board the third pillar: Bsaay said, during the last ten years, Cohesiditypbas
been progressively earmarked to serve the Lishratesly (economic and social aspects), completeithdy

Gothenburg strategy (environmental aspects).

The Concept of Territorial Cohesio® contemporary French sociologist, Pierre Bourd{@984), has

extended the economic notion of capital, articaiits social, symbolic and cultural dimensionsw\the

valorisation of capital in all its various dimenssdepends on where agents live. In other wordsgptself
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also represents capital in terms of access to Is@diions, services, jobs and so forth, whiclwisy the
geographer Jacques Levy (1994) has proposed tlunroft'spatial capital’. Similarly, the OECD (20phas
invoked that of ‘territorial capital’, a concept alated in the Territorial Agenda of the Europeanddnlt is
thus that geography enters into the equation,ngpfor attention to the territorial dimension of EXdhesion
policy. In the pursuit of competitiveness, terridgbrcapital is simply a factor. Likewise, efficigncequires
territorial integration.

Territory is also important in pursuing equity amg, Fabrizio Barca argues, this is equally truestarial
exclusion and social policies. Lastly, where theiremment is concerned, the natural heritage istoetal

through and through.

Thus, the concept of territorial cohesion articegatvhat has always been implicit: that geographtyersafor
the effectiveness and efficiency of policies. Bathy crucially depend on where policies take eftaut

which other policies may have a, positive or negatas the case may be, cross-impact upon them.

Taking stock of the debate, also and in particataund the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesionjrtbst
common, even if not universally agreed understands) indeed, that territorial cohesion addresses
territorial interdependency, for instance betwedran and rural areas, between areas with a predaorhn

productive and those with a predominantly residgmitonomies, and so forth.

In the theoretical case of an individual territsych as a small island with no relation to otkeritories, the
notion would not have much added value. Territocathesion is thus not only about the development of
individual territories; it is also and in particulabout territorial integration. Daily flows of conuters, of
people on leisure trips and to their vacation desibns or to other places for study or retirengtimulating

the local economy at their points of destinatitwe, flows of goods and services developed by thaiogef
economies, the flows of funds linked with welfaradapublic policies generating employment and
safeguarding services, they all add up to teratdriterdependency. Territorial cohesion meansragsa
balanced — not to be equated with equal — spaigtfiltltion of activities and people, promoting sthi
interdependency between regions and in so doing thks overall coherence of policies addressingethes

issues.

Interdependency requires solidarity between tetes. Solidarity is addressed implicitly, througblicies
such as welfare, unemployment and so forth thatspeee-blind but have territorial impacts (Davezies
2008), or explicitly by means of territorial budgefualisation across jurisdictions and/or transfefinance

specific projects.
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Addressing the territorial dimension of EU Cohespaiticy, the institutional specificities of EU midlevel
governance, where different levels, from the EUh® national and the infra-national coexist, comt® i
play. Territorial cohesion can thus be understosdhddressing the multi-level dimension of sustdmab

development, in fact a generalisation of the famedeortation: "Think globally, act locally"!

In consequence, territorial cohesion articulatdglaoty between territories at all levels. In thive EU
represents a new dimension, always keeping in rthiat solidarity is mainly a national issue. The \&bo

suggests the following, synthetic definition ofritarial cohesion:

Territorial cohesion is about enabling citizens agmterprises, wherever they happen to live or ojgere
benefit from, and contribute to, European integratand the functioning of the Single Market anantake
the most of the territorial capital of that pladge,so doing observing the sustainability principle.

This hasconsequences for territorial governance discusseithgl the consultation on the Green Paper on
Territorial Cohesion. Thus, an integrated apprasckquired, firstly at each territorial level betn sectors:
horizontal coordination, because places combinaliglensions of life; secondly between levels: ailti
coordination, because we live at one and the same &t different scales; thirdly between different

territorial entities: cooperation, to identify sygees resulting from the interdependency as disaliss

The Philosophy UnderlyingCohesion policy, and with it territorial cohesiorlates to core issues like

whether integration is, or is not, exclusively abthe Single Market. Now, in French thought evercsi
Emile Durkheim cohesion has social and politicahelisions. This classic sociologist wondered hoviasoc
cohesion could be maintained in modern societiespite of increasing autonomy and differences betw
individuals. According to him, the ‘Division of Lalr in Society’ (Durkheim 1933) allows to create
interdependency, the benefits of which are not adgnomic, but mainly moral, as it is a source of a
‘organic solidarity’ between social agents, like fhe different parts of the human body. But forrkheim,
division of labour in itself is insufficient; solidity cannot be obtained only by contracts, it iesgialso
non-contractual relations, through the developneémivic morality, laws, administrative and goverembal
functions. This thesis is considered to be the@of ‘solidarism’: the ideological basis of theefch social
State, which has been institutionalized after teeofd World War (Peyrony, 2007). Though Durkheim
himself did not develop territorial aspects, ingggdndency and solidarity between territories capdes as

a "territorial division of labour". With many of ¢hinitiators of cohesion policy, including its tiéorial
dimension, having been French, Jacques Delors @odeMBarnier amongst them, this body of thought is
important.

Cohesion in society thus depends on the existehoenifold economic, social and political links whiall

need to be taken into account. In a bold attemyttematise them, Luc Boltanski and Laurent Théven
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(2006) discern as many as six reference systemghwhey call ‘cities’ as a metaphor for societal
configurations. As applied to Europe, we may sat the economic ‘city’ — the Single Market — is g
developed, but the civic ‘city’: democratic Europeastitutions; the ‘city’ of fame: Europe in theedia and
public opinion; the industrial ‘city’: the investmis in European hardware such as infrastructure; th
domestic ‘city’: links between individuals acrossrébers; and the ‘city’ of inspiration: the emergeraf a
common European vision or culture are all laggimdpibd. In making Europe a success, in developing
policies visible to citizens in their territoriegncouraging them to deliberate with their political
representatives on all matters relating to theiediand contribute to EU integration, all thesengfce

systems are relevant.

It is here where EU Cohesion policy can contribTteis is true for its classic strand contributirgthe
industrial ‘city’, but also for the stimulation ofetworks of stakeholders across borders which ibortér to
the emergence of a European domestic ‘city’. Lilsmyipeer reviews and the dissemination of idegs thel
build the ‘city’ of fame; discussions between levéhrough multilevel governance relate to the Eaaop
civic ‘city’; territorial visions contribute to thécity’ of inspiration. Cohesion policy is potenfia a
powerful, multi-dimensional ‘learning machine’ (Eel 2008), and territorial cohesion is part of thife
opposite, restricting the EU to the Single Marlatvironmental regulations and macro-economic pplic
whilst reserving matters relating to social andlitrial cohesion to Member States can only wides rift

between Europe and its citizens, thus dilutingBbeopean project to the point where it might imgod

Territory

Among the issues raised in the debate on the GPapar for Territorial Cohesion is the extent tocakhihe
territorial scale of policy intervention should yaaccording to the nature of the problem or prolsleah

stake. This assumes that problems can be idenéifiddnatched to territorial scales, but what aeg?h

The ‘Dictionnaire de la géographie et de l'espaee sbciétés’ (Levy, Lussault, 2003) distinguishéscal
and a regional scale. Accordingly, ‘local’ refecsthe scale of daily life: housing, commuting, wiack
accessing basic services. In the absence of coemsite statistics for the whole of Europe, dailynocauter
sheds are a good proxy. ‘Regional’, as against tieifers to the smallest spatial scale able toatont
activities of a whole lifetime: areas where one barborn, grow up, study, work and retire. This nsethe
availability of services such as airports, HSTistet, universities, hospitals, key cultural esstiohents,

natural and recreational areas.

However, it is important to point out what the abamplies. It is that neither the local nor theioegl scale
as described — the scales where the problems wgulity needs to address occur — necessarily cascid

with the jurisdictions of local respectively regarauthorities. In other words, there can be arlde-more
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so since the scale of human activities increasttgre regularly is a mismatch. The mismatch is betw
territorial governments, each responsible for aurirscribed space with its inhabitants and with tao$e
formal institutions to deal with any issues arisioig the one hand and the real interaction crisssong
jurisdictional boundaries in such a way that protdeand solutions regularly escape the control gfcere of
them on the other. What has been said of the natete — that the ‘Westphalian nexus’ between natio
territory and sovereignty has been subject to ‘mding’ — is thus in fact true for all levels of ygrnment.
In their daily lives, people commuting to their gga of work or accessing services and leisureitiasiland
firms pursuing their day-to-day business define hesal geographies, such as urban-rural or metitapol
areas, criss-crossing administrative boundariesleWthallenges appear at multi-regional scalesimvith
which there is access to specialised servicesuikgersities, research centres or airports; enwi@mtal
management of river basins or mountain ranges.hbrtsnew geographies appear, because the world
changes, because of globalisation, migratory momsnelimate change, none of which respects borders

So citizens, let alone enterprises producing farder market, are no longer locked into territori@s most —
but never all! — were in the past, and to cateh#ir needs, to facilitate their far-flung relattgrmany new
services are needed. This whereas, as indicatethatatic representation is inexorably linked toittes of
politicians being accountable to their territogratlefined constituencies; that the territories &ned are
clearly delimited; and that the institutions resgibte have the appropriate powers and resources for

handling any problems on that level.

As the World Development Report 2009 (World Bank@0and the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion
quoting it have argued, the political and admiritthe divisions resulting are major obstacles to
development. The challenge is to overcome disc@parbetween the functional areas defined by the re
interactions taking place on the one hand andrisitutions representing territorial units on thbes. This
does not mean changing their competences, norhearetevant areas for cooperation be defined frioen t
top down, but upper levels, including the EU, sdothise awareness, provide strategic guidance and

incentives to policies taking account of functioreslities.

This leads into a consideration of the role of paan Territorial Cooperation, the third objectivieEtJ
Cohesion policy. Cooperation within national temiés being naturally a matter for the Member State
actions under this objective involve partners frainleast two Member States because the mitigation,

specifically of the effects of national bordersighe core of the European project.

As a result, new European territories and netwerkgrge: cross-border agglomerations or urban sgstem
‘cross-border regions’, as the Treaty on the Fonatig of the European Union says in article 174¢cnma
regions, where the issue at stake is territorigetiggment with a wider focus, such as developmenidors

along major European infrastructure; transnationalintain ranges; maritime or river basins relevfant
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managing the environment; potential economic irsttgn zones like the Baltic Sea, the Danube Basthe
Alpine Space.

Thus it transpires that in the context of addresdie territorial dimension of EU cohesion politye very
concept of territory changes its meaning. It isloryer the exclusive locus of people and legitiniever
coming together to form a privileged, indeed thdyamlevant unit of collective action. It is rathdre
fleeting constellation in space in which issues identified and addressed, ideally jointly by alavant
actors, but without the presumption of in any secmeering the totality of life. Invoking a term osd by
Haughton, Allmendinger, Counsell and Vigar (2010¢ can describe these as ‘soft spaces’. The agptoac
these can never be the same as for territoriaddiations. Rather, the approach must reflect tladityeof
powers and responsibilities being dispersed. Tiso#, spaces’ require ‘soft planning’, and thignse for all

efforts to address the territorial dimension of Ebhesion policy.

Conclusions

The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region is emhbl&for the approach to territory as describedlokes
not refer to any one clearly delineated space witdey called ‘the Baltic’ but to a series of oleguping
functional spaces. It is a ‘soft space’. Nor daesm for the creation of a ‘Baltic Sea Authoritg tackle the
issues identified. What it does is to create amafer articulating relevant issues in which retgvactors,
importantly including all Directorates-General ¢fetCommission concerned, invoke their resources and

powers. The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Regsahuis a good example of ‘soft planning’.
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