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Najważniejsze aspekty spójności terytorialnej.
Przegląd istniejących źródeł informacji o
spójności terytorialnej
Sierpień 2015
Jacek Zaucha*

Abstrakt
Artykuł prezentuje wyniki przeglądu teorii, trendów i polityki związanych z ze spójnością terytorialną.
Dostarcza krytycznego spojrzenia na dotychczasowy osiągnięcia polityki w tym zakresie na podstawie
kluczowych dokumentów, projektów, oraz wyników badań naukowych. Osobna część poświęcona jest
modelom spójności terytorialnej, a także ich kwantyfikowalności. Wynikiem analizy jest ocena
implikacyjności tychże modeli w celu kształtowania polityki. Zidentyfikowano trzy podstawowe
zastosowania:
Spójność terytorialna jako proces integrowania polityki rozwoju wobec terytorium (np. poprzez
wykorzystanie kluczy, narzędzi oddziaływania polityki na przestrzeń lub monitoring),
Spójność terytorialna rozumiana jako wkład czynników terytorialnych do wzrostu gospodarczego
(efektywność terytorium –głównie gospodarka przepływów i kapitał terytorialny),
Spójność terytorialna jako płaszczyzna włączania specyficznych celów przestrzennych do polityk
rozwoju (takich jak policentryczność ładu przestrzennego etc.).
Sformułowane zostają także wnioski dotyczące oddziaływania spójności terytorialnej na wzrost
gospodarczy.

Artykuł wykorzystuje wyniki projektu finansowanego przez Narodowe Centrum Nauki (numer
2012/05/B/HS4/04212) „Kategoria spójność terytorialna w polityce spójności. Implikacje dla
wzrostu gospodarczego” oraz projektu ESPON TeMo.

Kody JEL : R11, R12, R58
Słowa kluczowe: spójność terytorialna, kapitał terytorialny, integracja przestrzenna, pomiar
spójności terytorialnej.
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Abstract
The paper presents the results of the desk-based review of theories, trends and policies related to
territorial cohesion with the focus on the latter one. It provides a critical examination of the past and
ongoing policy discourse based on screening of the key policy documents, various projects (including
ESPON ones) and results of scientific analysis. Separate section is devoted to models of territorial
cohesion and attempts of their operationalization including measurement of this category or their
components. The main result of the review is typology of practical application of the notion of
territorial cohesion in policy making. The three main types of application of this notion have been
identified:
 Territorial cohesion as a process of integrating development policy towards various territorial
units (e.g. via territorial keys, territorial monitoring, territorial impact assessment),
 Territorial cohesion understood as a contribution of territorial assets to the economic growth
(the efficiency of the territory – mainly economy of flows and territorial capital),
 Territorial cohesion as a platform enabling inclusion of the specific objectives to development
policies (such objectives as polycentricity spatial order etc.).
The conclusions on the further research on territorial cohesion with regard to economic growth have
been also formulated.

The paper is based on the results of the project financed by the Polish National Science Centre
“Concept of the territorial cohesion in cohesion policy. Implications for Economic Growth "(no.
2012/05/B/HS4/04212) and the ESPON project TeMo.
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Keywords: territorial cohesion, territorial capital, spatial integration measurement of territorial
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1. Key Spatial Concepts in Development Policy
By the 1990s economic language had been extended by new spatial categories, but many of
the most important spatial terms that appeared in European literature and policy documents
were insufficiently defined. The three main spatial categories used in development policy1
objectives are: spatial development, spatial integration, and territorial cohesion. Frequently
the adjective "spatial" is used interchangeably with the term "territorial", but in both cases
the conceptual scope of these categories remains unchanged.

Nevertheless, some

geographers (e.g. Śleszyński 2009) indicated that both adjectives have different meanings in
the realm of geographical sciences. An attempt to define more precisely the terms related to
the spatial dimension of development policy is contained in the "Green Paper on Territorial
Cohesion. Transforming Diversity into Strength"(CEC 2008).
From an historical point of view, the earliest concept is that of spatial development. Growth
and development are among the most general and the most important policy objectives and
usually carry a positive connotation, despite the negative external effects they can
sometimes cause. They are broadly associated with satisfaction, fulfilment of human needs
and human prosperity (Stiglitz, Sen, Fitoussi 2009).
The categories of socio-economic growth (or socioeconomic development2), and of
territorial development, however, are not identical and need to be interpreted by different
sets of rules. Socio-economic growth signifies a higher level of satisfaction of material and
social needs as measured quantitatively for example by the level of GDP per capita and by
employment rates. Territorial (or spatial) development, on the other hand, refers to the
...”geographical distribution of the physical features in the built and natural environment
and patterns and flows of human activity. It may also embrace the social, economic and
cultural aspects of development” (Dühr et al. 2010, 32). In brief, territorial or spatial
development requires changes of territorial structures (settlement structures, transport

1

Development policy (according to the amended Polish Act of 6 December 2006 on the principles of
development policy) is a set of interrelated activities undertaken and implemented in order to ensure a
sustainable development of the country, to provide socio-economic, regional, and spatial cohesion, as well as
to increase the competitiveness of the economy and the creation of new jobs at national, regional, and local
levels. This policy is spearheaded by the Council of Ministers (government departments) and local government
units in accordance with their powers. This policy requires an assurance of the consistency of public actions
taken by the above entities.
2

Growth is a quantitative phenomena whereas development both qualitative and quantitative.
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infrastructure, natural structures, cultural landscapes etc.) and the flows and connectivity
between them. Their evaluation, however, requires normative considerations as part of
public choice. Territorial development can be assessed only in relation to the objectives of
spatial policy (the concept of spatial order), adopted following public selection procedures,
such as, for example territorial integration, nature and landscape conservancy, or
sustainable growth. The requirement of public choice stems from market failure in respect
to space management (Markowski 2014; Zaucha 2007, 111-117).
Socio-economic development takes place within a space that is conditioned by, for example,
its territorial capital. Spatial development, however, cannot be equated with merely the
territorial aspects of economic growth. Spatial development has its own additional goals,
which generally only indirectly relate to growth. Thus, spatial development can, but does not
have to, support economic growth and development, and vice versa. Economic growth can,
but does not have to, support territorial development.
The World Bank encourages and postulates the achievement of synergy between
socioeconomic and territorial development (World Bank 2009). It recommends the
promotion of the fastest growing economic urban centres (yielding the benefits of
agglomeration), and linking the rest of the territory to them. The result is a spatial
concentration of production and an acceleration of the GDP growth. The development of
spatial structures such as transportation connections and functional regions in this kind of
situation favours an increase in GDP and is subordinate to it. However, even a cursory
reading of the National Spatial Development Concept (NSDC) (Ministry of Regional
Development 2011b; Korcelli et al. 2010) already in force in Poland suggests a range of
possible conflicts and a lack of synergies between the two categories. For example, within
the framework of Objective 6: Restoration and Consolidation of Spatial Order, the
introduction of legal regulations that prevent suburbanisation is foreseen. Also, in the
framework of Objective 4: Formation of Spatial Structures Supporting the Achievement and
Maintenance of High-quality Natural Environment and the Valuable Aspects of the Polish
Landscape, emphasis is placed on preventing the fragmentation of habitats and creating
solutions that help achieve spatial ecological relationships. As a result, the NSDC come
sometimes reduce freedom of action to make use of space in pursuing economic activities.
Investors can use it positively and then the GDP will continue to grow, or use it negatively,
4

and then their withdraw may cause a slowdown in GDP growth. In contrast, other NSDC
objectives are clearly pro-growth and promote an increase of the GDP – e.g. Objective 3:
Improving the Country's Territorial Accessibility at Different Spatial Scales through the
Development of Transport and Telecommunications Infrastructure. Thus spatial development
needs to be assessed against policy targets and objectives such as territorial integration or
territorial cohesion and not just against changes in GDP.
Summing up, we conclude that although at times socio-economic growth (or socioeconomic
development) and territorial development reinforce each other (as in the case of territorial
efficiency or territorial agglomeration benefits achieved through close cooperation), they
may also be in conflict with respect to the allocation of space. Territorial development can
be governed by its own specific values and objectives (e.g. polycentric development) that
can differ from smart, green growth that facilitates social inclusion. Both categories
(socioeconomic and territorial), however, are interrelated: for example polycentric
development can be interpreted as the need to stimulate GDP growth in a wider spatial
system. As a result, entities benefiting from the "services" of a given territory benefit from a
certain usefulness of both economic and spatial growth (e.g. thanks to the availability of jobs
and also beauty of cultural landscape).
At the European level, the concept of spatial development emerged with the work of groups
of countries aiming to establish and adopt common development objectives of transnational
territories (e.g. the territory of the entire EU or the more narrowly defined Baltic Region)
and the process has been analysed in detail by Dühr et al. (2005). In the 1990s first macroregional (VASAB 1994) and other European documents of this type (ESDP 1999) were
elaborated. The spatial development options of ESDP for many years heavily influenced
thinking about the essence of spatial development. As a result, a European body of research
leading to better understanding of spatial development was formed, including: polycentricity
associated with the strengthening of the urban regions; functional relations (networking and
relations within functional areas); a certain level of equality in access to services of general
economic interest; knowledge and infrastructure; and an emphasis on preserving and
reinforcing the natural and cultural heritage potential, including cultural landscapes. The
European Commission never received a mandate to design spatial development policy since
responsibility for this remained at the national level). But it gradually gained influence over
5

its various elements within the framework of transportation policy, maritime,
environmental, agricultural, and rural development policy, and, more recently, urban policy.
A significant example in this respect is the EU directive providing the framework for
Maritime Spatial Planning of the EU (CEC 2014) that, however, identifies the objectives of
the spatial development of maritime areas in an indicative manner only.
The concept of territorial integration emerged largely due to intergovernmental
cooperation (such as meetings of the Baltic ministers on planning and spatial development,
leading to Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea (VASAB 2010): Zaucha 1998; Zaucha,
Fischer 2009). In the early documents (VASAB 1994; VASAB 2001; Zaucha 1996), drawn up in
the second half of the 1990s, the Baltic ministers pointed to the need to support the
development and integration of the region, as well as to support spatial cohesion,
traditionally understood, and defined as the reduction of disparities at the level of
development in the Baltic area. But only in the concept of "connecting potentials" (VASAB
2005) did spatial integration appear for the first time as an independent objective of the
VASAB actions. This was repeated in the strategic documents that followed, but this
category has never been defined by VASAB.
Territorial integration has become a popular political category since the development of
territorial cooperation in the EU that sets development policy above administrative
boundaries and generally proposes an integrated character, i.e., one that at the same time
covers many areas of social and economic life (Doucet 2013). The INTERREG initiative, and
subsequently the territorial cooperation objective of EU Cohesion Policy, meant that this
integration was no longer perceived as a stopover on the way to economic and spatial
development, but became an independent political objective3. The EU regulations, however,
only appeared in the programming period 2014-20 in the context of transnational
cooperation in Art. 2 concerning the European territorial cooperation objectives (CEC
2012c). The culmination of this process was the recognition of the integration of border
areas as one of the priorities of the revised Territorial Agenda of the EU (Territorial Agenda
2011).

3

For an elaboration of the role of territorial integration in the EU policy, see Doucet 2013.
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As pointed out by Doucet (2013), territorial integration is sometimes equated with economic
integration because of broadly similar origins of both concepts. They are not, however,
identical categories. Economic integration has a fairly clear definition based on flows of
goods, capital and factors of production. The stages of this process (free trade, a custom
union, common market, economic union /monetary and fiscal union, political union) were
described by Balassa (1961) more than fifty years ago. Unlike economic integration,
territorial (or spatial) integration has no such clear cut definition or understanding. For
instance Vartiainen (2002) interprets territorial integration from the point of view of locality
(a socio-spatial concept) as a basic element of the multi-level settlement and community
structure. Integration is therefore close to an interplay between local and global actions.
Böhme et al. (2011, 34) define territorial integration from the perspective of homogeneity.
By “territorial integration” they mean:
...the process of reshaping functional areas to make them evolve into a consistent
geographical entity; this entails overcoming the various negative effects stemming from the
presence of one or more administrative borders, which hamper harmonious territorial
development.
This definition puts emphasis on functionality and consistency. Viewed from that
perspective, territorial integration requires a minimum level of connectivity between
different types of territorial structures i.e. the creation of city networks, transport corridors,
cross-border labour markets, cross-border development zones and ecological corridors. A
common feature of the two types of integration is a reference to the space of flows as well
as the necessity of involving public authorities at some stage of the process. In the case of
economic integration these are generally national authorities (or alternatively integration
groups).

In the case of spatial integration these are the authorities of all levels of

government, as this integration occurs at different geographical scales. The driving forces of
economic integration are the decisions made in the field of macroeconomic policies (or,
possibly, supporting the manufacturing sector through lobbying), while spatial integration
plays an important role in infrastructure investment and locational choices of enterprises as
well as in employment and purchasing decisions made by households.
The broadest definition of spatial integration has been proposed by Cornett and Snickars
(2002). They consider spatial integration as the farthest-reaching concept of integration,
7

embracing both economic and political integration but going beyond them to include also
territorial factors facilitating co-operation and intensity of relations (see Figure 1 below).
Such understanding of territorial integration assumes the existence of important feedback
loops since while political and economic integration is powered by spatial proximity and
adjacency, socio-economic integration contributes, at the same time, to the improvement of
connectivity/accessibility). According To Cornett and Snickars (2002), spatial integration
includes features like:


The development of specific, geographically defined systems of production such as industrial
districts, clusters of industries, or systems of innovation;



A system of urban networks defined according to specific functional links;



The availability of a regional infrastructure linking the analysed areas together;



The higher intensity of intraregional flows relative to the outside flows.
In some analyses territorial integration is treated as part of territorial cohesion, but these
two concepts are not identical. For example, territorial integration can be achieved through
cooperation between large cities at the expense of smaller ones, standing then somehow in
opposition to the dimension (target) of territorial cohesion that is polycentric development.
However, in most cases territorial integration supports territorial cohesion, such as in the
contribution to the creation of functional areas consistent with the idea of functional
geography. ESPON4 researchers from the INTERCO5 project believe that "territorial cohesion
is not possible without a high level of cooperation between the territories and between the
entities, at every step of the political process" (ESPON 2012a).

4

ESPON (the European Observation Network for Territorial Development and Cohesion) is the EU's research
program that analyzes broadly understood spatial issues. Studies involve organizations from the EU Member
States, as well as Iceland, Norway, and Switzerland. More information on the ESPON website:
http://www.espon.eu
5

NTERCO – ESPON project Indicators of Territorial Cohesion. details can be obtained from the ESPON portal
http://www.espon.eu/main/Menu_Projects/Menu_ScientificPlatform/interco.html
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Figure 1. Spatial integration
Source: Cornett and Snickars (2002, 4)

The third spatial category that is most frequently indicated as a goal of development policy is
the previously invoked spatial or territorial cohesion.6 Initially identified by VASAB as a
reduction of the level of development disparities in space (as stated earlier), this category
grew to become one of the main objectives of the EU Cohesion Policy, achieving a

6

As indicated by Śleszyński (2009, 92), "the term "cohesion" is used in at least four or five basic senses to
explain the characteristics of the area, region, or the system as:
(1) the occurrence and intensity of links, and in particular, in an advanced form it can be:
(2) correlation of means (cohesiveness);
(3) internal unification (similarity, the lack of diversity);
(4) complementarity, namely complementarity or complementation, in other words: substitution;
(5) comparable characteristics and (or) the correctness of development. "
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significance never before reached by the two concepts discussed previously as they
operated mainly in the documents of local, regional, national, and macro-regional or in
international cooperation. However, this happened in the absence of any clear definition of
territorial cohesion.
It seems that the concept of territorial cohesion came into existence due to a growing
awareness of the importance of territorial factors in achieving the main objectives of the
economic policies of the EU and the EU Member States and in conjunction with retaining a
mandate in the field of spatial policy at the national level. EU authorities, unable to
introduce into the EU aqui the notion of spatial development or spatial integration, have
created a new concept, whose etymology refers to economic and social cohesion, and thus
to the competence of the EU. It had to be "fuzzy" enough in order not to arouse resistance
of the Member States governments. In this way the EU bodies had the pretext to coordinate
national actions in the area of spatial development as having an impact on the achievement
of the main objectives of the EU Cohesion Policy. Over time, it turned out that this intuitive
approach that combined spatial policy with economic and social policies brought tangible
benefits, and thus territorial cohesion began to gain in popularity at the national and
regional levels. The key to understanding the phenomenon of territorial cohesion emerged
from the formation mechanisms of this category in the process of conceptualization of the
territorial dimension of the European integration.
2. Gradual Conceptualization of the Territorial Dimension in the Context of EU
The conceptualization of the territorial dimension in the European Community was a process
associated with a gradual increase in the importance of cohesion policy. Already in the in the
preamble to the Treaty of Rome in 1957, the following statement was adopted:
"Anxious to strengthen the unity of their economies and to ensure their harmonious
development by reducing the differences existing between the various regions and the
backwardness of the less favoured regions, (the contracting countries – added by J.S.) have
decided to create a European Economic Community" (Treaty of Rome 1957, 2).
This means that it was considered appropriate to undertake structural interventions at the
European level, including the then six Member States, also within territorial systems,
understood as the regional level. In the text of the Treaty of Rome, the regional dimension
10

issues were also mentioned in a very soft manner in the descriptions of the European Social
Fund and the European Investment Bank, as well as public assistance, allowing Member
States such activity determined by regional premises.
The deep reform of the European Community, called the Delors Package of 1988, fostered
an appreciation of the territorial dimension which resulted in, among other things, an
essential extension of the mission and an increase in the scale of the European cohesion
policy funds. Beginning in 1993, the Maastricht Treaty on the European Union (European
Union 1992) became the basis for the functioning of the EU. Article 130A of the Treaty
contains the following entry:
"In order to promote its overall harmonious development, the Community shall develop and
pursue its actions leading to the strengthening of its economic and social cohesion. In
particular, the Community shall aim at reducing disparities between the levels of
development of the various regions and the backwardness of the least-favoured regions,
including rural areas"
Of crucial importance was an increase of the share of the European cohesion policy from
about one twentieth to about one third of the EU budget expenditure. The adoption by the
European Community of the Delors package led to the undertaking of programming for the
territorial development of Europe. One expression of this was indicative documents
prepared by the European Commission in cooperation with the Member States: Europe
2000, the Development Community Guidelines of 1991 (CEC 1991) and the Europe 2000,
Cooperation for European Territorial Development of 1994 (CEC 1994).
The crowning achievement of the territorially oriented work became the European Spatial
Development Perspective (ESDP 1999), adopted in 1999 at the Summit in Potsdam, as a
result of work carried out in 1994-1999 by the then fifteen Member States. In the 1990s
several transnational EU macro-regions were also identified and territorial strategies were
prepared for them. In terms of spatial issues the precursor of this approach was the cooperation, ongoing since 1992, of the Ministers of development and spatial planning of the
Baltic Sea region – VASAB. Within its framework, long-term documents programming the
development at the level of the entire Baltic Europe were developed.

11

The growing importance and budget of the European cohesion policy were undoubtedly
encouraged by further extensions, which not only increased the spatial extent of the
European Union, but also generated the need for a territorialisation of European policies,
among other things, due to the increasing spatial diversity recorded in the social, economic,
territorial, but also political, cultural and environmental dimensions.
In the two next multiannual budgets and European Union policy programming periods
covering the years 2000-2006 and 2007-2013, the ESPON (European Spatial Planning
Observation Network) research program was launched and used for monitoring and
researching Europe’s territorial development. Virtually all reports, atlases, and ESPON
seminars, in which EU Member States, Iceland, Norway, Switzerland and Liechtenstein
participate, took on different aspects of the territorial development of Europe. The ESPON
program prepared, among others, the following forward-looking, territorially oriented
reports: (1) Territorial Futures. Spatial Scenarios for Europe; (2) The Territorial Scenarios on
the Future of Europe, and (3) Europe in the World. They determined the territorial future of
Europe by means of scenarios in the time horizon up to year 2030.
Some of the Presidencies of the European Union made a significant contribution to the
conceptualization of the territorial dimension. Specific achievements include Hungary
(Territorial Agenda 2011) and Poland. During the Polish Presidency a wide range of
documents for territorial cohesion were presented (Ministry of Regional Development
2011a; 2011b; 2011c). The report prepared as a background material for discussion of the
Polish Presidency of the EU Council (Böhme et al. 2011) restarted EU-wide discussion on
spatial dimension of development policies, as was the so-called issue paper of the Polish
Presidency (Ministry of Regional Development, 2011c). These documents set out how to use
the territorial approach in practice to increase the effectiveness of socio-economic policy
development of the European Union, its Member States and regions. Policies should be
differentiated in terms of conditionality, thematic scope and financial instruments
(repayable and non-repayable). It was also proposed that thematic concentration
(introduced by the EU Commission) should be replaced with issue-based concentration, i.e.
adapted to the specifics of the territory.
As a result of the growing importance of the territorial dimension, EUROSTAT and the
national bureaus of public statistics of all the Member States (in Poland the Central
12

Statistical Office and Regional (or Voivodship) Statistical Offices), statistical databases for
territorial systems were developed. Across the European Union, in a universal way, a grid of
areas of NUTS type (Nomenclature of Units for Territorial Statistics (in Poland -- Territorial
Statistics Nomenclature) was adopted, in which the following levels were distinguished:
NUTS 1, NUTS 2 and NUTS 3 (macro-regional, regional and sub-regional). This was
accompanied by two local levels: LAU 1 and LAU 2 (Local Administration Unit 1 and 2).
Simultaneously, the progress in economic sciences (new economic geography: Krugman
1991a; 1991b, Fujita et al. 1999; and space of networks and flows: Castells 1998) led to the
inclusion in the regional policy of European countries new aspects such as regional
competitiveness, self-learning regions, endogenous development potentials, knowledgebased economy, information society, information and communication technologies. These
theoretical concepts, in turn, were then translated by major international organizations such
as the OECD and the World Bank into specific recommendations and economic policy
solutions (OECD 2009a; 2009b; and The World Bank 2009).
The activity of international organizations created a framework for the conceptualization of
substantive assumptions and policy instruments of territorial systems in the Member States
and in the European Union. For example the OECD paradigm was modified for
competitiveness. Both directly and indirectly that meant prioritising the urban dimension
and indicating, among others, the special importance of the programming of socio-economic
development in the territorial – primarily metropolitan – functional systems (Szlachta 2009).
The World Bank also pointed out the importance of agglomeration economies for economic
growth, proving that the success of socio-economic development of a country or a region is
determined by a small number of major urban centers (The World Bank 2009).
The direct territorial environment of North Africa, Turkey, and Eastern Europe has had a
growing importance on the social, economic, and territorial processes in the European
Union. These regions, with a much lower level of socio-economic development, have been
the source of strong migration pressure, of negative impact on the natural environment and
of various pathologies carried over to the area of the European Union (organized crime,
drugs, corruption, etc.).
Another important factor in the growth of the importance of territorialisation of European
and national public policies has been the deep economic crisis, which developed in the world
13

economy beginning in 2008, and had an especially strong impact on the Member States of
the European Union. Hence the belief that territorialisation of public policies can promote
the overcoming or reduction of the negative consequences of the economic crisis on the
level of the Member States, regions, and cities. Thus local and regional potentials of the EU
countries can be put to much better use.
The above-described prioritisation of the territorial dimension led to the granting of the
status of a treaty to territorial cohesion. Pursuant to Article 3 TEU, territorial cohesion has
become a legitimate part of the Cohesion Policy as a new objective of the European Union
(EU). On the basis of Art. 2 of the Treaty of Rome and Articles 2 and 158 of the Treaty of
Nice, the European Economic and Social Committee assumed that territorial cohesion can be
defined as: "the task entrusted to the European Union in supporting a harmonious, balanced
and sustainable development of economic activities across the EU" (ECO 2009,6).
The first visible effect was the publication by the Commission of the Green Paper on
Territorial Cohesion (CEC 2008). The document pointed to the importance of the territorial
dimension, which, according to its authors, has been present at the core of the EU structural
policy since its inception (CEC 2008, 4). As can be seen from the report of Szlachta and
Zaleski (2009, 148) the paper foresees "four basic directions of the European Community’s
impact on territorial cohesion:
(1) concentration, which is reflected in overcoming the negative consequences of differences
in the density of economic functions,
(2) connecting the territories, reflected in overcoming the distance and increasing levels of
accessibility,
(3) cooperation, reflected in overcoming divisions and
(4) addressing the problems of areas with specific geographical features. "
An important contribution to the attempt at understanding the role of the territorial
dimension in policy development (as a tool aiming at an integrative approach to territorial
policy) was supplied by Barca a year later (2009). His concept, the so-called place-based
concept, is intentionally focused on:
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"the place specificity of natural and institutional resources and of individual preferences and
knowledge; the role played by the (material and immaterial) linkages between places; and
the resulting need for interventions to be tailored to places”. Barca (2009, 4),
It also emphasizes the role of proper organization in the establishment of institutional
processes and dialogue between endogenous and exogenous institutions (actors) of
development. Barca does not refer to territorial cohesion. Rather, he addresses the
territorialisation of policies and the territorial context, which should be taken into account
when designing them. This, however, places him at the centre of the thesis about the
importance of territory for development policy. Barca also indicates the conditions that
must be met in order for the territorial context to provide added value and not be a barrier
in the conduct of policy development. The essence of his concept is the ability to read, or to
identify, the spatial conditions in the different scales, as well as the horizontal and vertical
confrontation in targeting these insights to create the foundations of a policy of dialogue
within the framework of multi-level governance. As indicated by the Ministry of Regional
Development (Ministerstwo Rozwoju Regionalnego 2010a, 16), territorially oriented policy is
"(1) focused on the use of endogenous potential, territorial resources, and knowledge, and
(2) allows for the implementation of interventions directed at development challenges, and
precisely tailored to local conditions." Other authors (Zaucha et al. 2013, 8-9) emphasize
instead the institutional aspect, i.e. the necessity of dialogue between institutions
administering the given territory and those representing the interests of the environment at
large.
3. The Scope of the Conceptual Category of Territorial Cohesion and the Main Directions of
Change
Although included in the Treaty of Lisbon (Article 3) and becoming one of the main
important horizontal objectives of the EU policies, territorial cohesion lacks a precise,
commonly shared definition. On the contrary, it is the subject of different, sometimes
conflicting interpretations (Farrugia, Gallina 2008, 33). This has been highlighted by many
researchers (Davoudi 2005; ESPON 2004, 118; Faludi 2005; Medeiros 2011, 11; Molle 2007,
98; Böhme 2011, 2; Farrugia, Gallina 2008, 7; Mirwaldt et al. 2008, V; Doucet 2006).
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Böhme (2011, 2) even argues that:
“over the last years, debates have shown that a precise definition of territorial cohesion is
impossible. Because different groups of stakeholders focus on different dimensions of the
territorial cohesion idea, any attempt to define it will exclude certain understandings and
thus lead to a poorer result.”
This view is shared by Mirwaldt et al. (2008, V), Zillmer and Böhme (2010, 1) who go so far as
to say that a formal definition might be the end of the territorial cohesion use and
popularity. However, the concept as such, though vague, has been appreciated and widely
recognised (Dühr et al. 2010, 188-189), and even considered as a potentially powerful
conceptual innovation by the Commission (Camagni 2011, 79). Comparative analysis of
different definitions and approaches to territorial cohesion, however, permits one to see an
outline of the evolution of the essential points of understanding this category.
Faludi (2004, 1349) considers that the original focus of the concept of territorial cohesion
has been on regional economic development (with emphasis on endogenous potential,
linkages, collaboration and coordination of macroeconomic instruments). It seems, however,
that the original category, both in the Baltic Europe (see previously cited documents VASAB
1994; 1996) and in the EU (e.g. in ESDP 1999, 26) had a social character. Faludi himself
shares this opinion in his later studies (2009) indicating that in the first attempts to use this
category in the EU – the Treaty of Amsterdam of 1997 – it was related to the issue of access
to services of general economic interest and the need for standards in this area in order to
preserve the competitiveness of the less populous regions.
According to Hübner (2011), whose role as EU Commissioner has given this concept its
strong position in the activities of the Community, territorial cohesion was present in the
first EU Cohesion Policy in a hidden manner. The term itself was coined and popularized
within the framework of the Assembly of European Regions (AER) in the mid-90s (Faludi
2009; Mirwaldt et al. 2008, 4), but the territorial approach was evident earlier in the
conditions of eligibility and rules of supporting projects from EU funds (Hübner 2011). Its
essence was the statement of the fact that different regions require different financial
support, for slightly different purposes and with the help of slightly different instruments.
Hence the above mentioned narrow meaning of territorial cohesion of 1997 must be
regarded as a tactical trick by the supporters of the thesis that space is of importance in
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economic and social processes. After 1997, the scope of the meaning of territorial cohesion
began to expand quickly. In this regard, the publication of the European Spatial
Development Perspective (ESDP), in 1999, offering a common framework for the recognition
of the territorial aspects relevant to the supranational level, was helpful. The aim of the
supporters of the direction of change was the creation of a European system of spatial
planning and management, or, rather, of human activity in space, like the French
Aménagement du territoire (Faludi 2004). Territorial cohesion would provide the necessary
foundations for this.
After being mentioned in the Treaty of Amsterdam, territorial cohesion was strongly
emphasized in the Second Cohesion Report (CEC 2001). At that time it was territorial
imbalances, spatial disparities, and the differences in the potential for development that
were brought into focus. In this context Article 158 of the Treaty was referred with regard to
the need of promoting a harmonious development of the Union as a whole. The same
reasoning was repeated in the Interim Territorial Cohesion Report (CEC 2004). In this
document presenting spatial research results of Commission and ESPON (CEC 2004, 3),
territorial cohesion was seen as a balanced distribution of human activities, across the EU
territory, i.e. as a territorial application of the sustainable development paradigm with focus
on fair access to services of general economic interest in line with the Art. 16 of the Treaty.
As a result, the meaning of the territorial cohesion got very close to the ESDP idea of
polycentric development and was perceived as the vehicle for achieving other important
objectives of EU.
The Third Cohesion Report (CEC 2004b) paid a lot of attention to territorial cohesion. As
pointed out by Mirwaldt et al. (2008, 5), the report ensured a logical connection between
territorial cohesion and objectives of the Lisbon Agenda, e.g., competitiveness, innovation
(knowledge economy) and employment. It has provided a new break-through by extending
the concept beyond the limits of territorial disparities and polycentrism. And also the
disparities were analysed in this document in a much more detailed way by adding such
challenges as development of the regions with geographical handicaps, demographic
changes or fragmentation of natural areas (the latter, i.e. fragmentation, without clear
relation to the economic and social cohesion). One of the reasons for such strong focus on
territorial cohesion in the document may have been the inclusion of the concept into Art. 3
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of the draft EU Constitution. The additions to territorial cohesion were aimed at making the
sectoral policies exerting a spatial impact and the regional policy more coherent. Thus the
process dimension of the territorial cohesion was spelled out for the first time so strongly by
the Commission. Also the need to improve territorial integration and encourage cooperation
between regions was mentioned in this context. Moreover, in the document the Commission
recognized for the first time that “the concept of territorial cohesion extends beyond the
notion of economic and social cohesion” (CEC 2004b, 27), thus acknowledging the territorial
cohesion as a development objective in itself.
Also the EU Ministerial Conference on Territorial Development (2004, 16–17) emphasised
that the territorial cohesion should be understood not only as a mere levelling of social and
economic disparities across the space but rather a coherent development of Europe as one
entity (or mega-region). The emphasis was thus put upon providing more equal
development opportunities in accessibility to transport and ICT infrastructure, science and
research etc. Hence, the territorial cohesion should entail the coordination of sector policies
in their spatial context (i.e. considering their contribution to the coherent European
development) and the coordination of spatial development in the vertical direction (the EU
Working Group on Spatial and Urban Development 2003, 32).
The Fourth Cohesion Report hardly offered a new insight into the meaning of the territorial
cohesion, attributing the notion to the territorial disparities of GDP, suburbanisation,
migrations, cross-border cooperation, polycentric development, access to key services and
transport infrastructure (CEC 2007, XII-XIV and 59,100). However, this document continued
the tradition of indirect interpretation of the territorial cohesion as a horizontal objective 7 of
the EU and therefore discussed the issue under different papers i.e. in the context of various
problems and policies and not in a separate section. In the report territorial cohesion was
present in different papers and not in one place, since it was related to different policies and
not only to territorial development.
In the Territorial Agenda of the EU (Territorial Agenda 2007, 2) territorial cohesion is still
perceived not as a developmental objective as a such (i.e. the desired state of territory) but
rather as a “prerequisite for achieving sustainable economic growth and implementing social
7

Such impression one can gain from reading of different parts of the report e.g. following statement: "As
recognized in the EU Treaty (Article 16), access to services of general economic interest is of major importance
in achieving economic, social and territorial cohesion.” (CEC 2007, 60)
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and economic cohesion”. But just a year later in the Green Book (CEC 2008) the European
Commission proposed a much radical approach, for the first time putting an integrated
pattern of policy making and the state of territory (its diversity as a developmental resource)
under the same heading. This interpretation raises the status of the territorial cohesion to
that of an important developmental goal, by stating that the "territorial cohesion is about
ensuring the harmonious development of all these places and about making sure that their
citizens are able to make the most of inherent features of these territories. As such, it is a
means of transforming diversity into an asset that contributes to sustainable development of
the entire EU.” (CEC 2008, 3). The motive of diversity as a development opportunity will be
present in many other documents of EU dealing with territorial cohesion.
The Fifth Cohesion Report (CEC 2010) was the first in the series devoted directly to the
economic, social and territorial cohesion put on an equal footing (which could be easily seen
from the change of its title). Despite this, the report did not made any attempt to define the
notion of territorial cohesion but at least provided some insight into its scope. The territorial
cohesion was attributed to the access to services, sustainable development, ‘functional
geographies’ and territorial analysis (CEC 2010, 24). The document underlined the need of
territorial co-ordination of policies (at different geographical scales) and, while discussing
the functional geography, applied some notions characteristic for the economics of flows.
When trying to get the actual meaning of the evolution described above, the key changes in
the interpretation of the territorial cohesion that can be noticed are listed in the box below.

Evolution of the interpretation of territorial cohesion
– from a static concept of the state of a territory to a dynamic concept of
policy integration in line with the specificity of the given territories,
– from the vehicle or instrument used to achieve the social and economic
cohesion to a genuine, independent EU objective,
– from a redistributive approach advocating spatial equalization of
prosperity to the recognition of importance of territorial factors in the
process of development and satisfaction of human needs
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4. Main dimensions of Territorial Cohesion
According to the Green Book (CEC 2008, s.3) "territorial cohesion is about ensuring the
harmonious development of all these places and about making sure that their citizens are
able to make the most of inherent features of these territories. As such, it is a means of
transforming diversity into an asset that contributes to sustainable development of the
entire EU.” (CEC 2008, 3). The Territorial Agenda of EU 2020 (Territorial Agenda 2011) has
not proposed a commonly shared definition of territorial cohesion. However, the process
dimension of the concept has been once more strengthened by stating that the territorial
cohesion “is a set of principles for harmonious, balanced, efficient, sustainable territorial
development”. The following principles have been mentioned in this context: equal
opportunities for citizens and enterprises wherever they are located; convergence between
the economies of better-off territories and those lagging behind; development best tailored
to the specificities of an area; as well as continued networking, cooperation and integration
between various regions of the EU at all relevant territorial levels. But simultaneously the
document underlines the importance of territory as a developmental asset by stating that
territorial cohesion should permit one to make the most of territorial potentials.
Many researchers have tried to capture the meaning of territorial cohesion in a synthetic
way. Two attempts e.g. by Mirwaldt et al. (2008, 15) and Szlachta and Zaucha (2010, 162)
are summarized in the boxes below.

Meaning of territorial cohesion:
 territorial cohesion as an emanation of endogenous and polycentric
development;
 territorial cohesion as a synonym for reducing spatial disparities;
 territorial cohesion as creation of network connections; and finally
 as a guarantee of equitable access to knowledge services and
infrastructure.
Mirwaldt et al. (2008, 15)
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Meaning of territorial cohesion:
 territorial cohesion as a means of enforcing territorial aspects in general,
and in economy, social planning and decision-making in particular,
 territorial cohesion as a method of planning and development taking
into consideration the territorial capital (potential) of places, settlements
and regions, and their interrelations,
 territorial cohesion as an addition to economic and social cohesion, to
include also the areas with geographic disadvantages (like mountain
areas, islands, areas with severe climate, geographically remote areas or
border areas).
Szlachta and Zaucha 2010, 162

Both enumeration are heading towards similar direction by referring to spatial justice,
economy of flows and territorial capital although expressed in slightly different wording.
They are in line with some others attempts e.g. INTERCO project (ESPON 2011, part B, 11)
and with five components of the territorial cohesion identified by Böhme et al. (2008) in
terms of policy implementation. However INTERCO project (ESPON 2011, part B, 11) puts
higher emphasize on inclusion, quality of life, ecological values and polycentricity as a
specific aspect of territorial capital whereas Böhme et al. (2008) underline in addition to the
“normal staff” the importance of external factors such as the impact of development on
other territories, and the impact of various sectoral policies at different levels as well as local
and regional tacit knowledge and other endogenous resources as a prerequisite for the
development of integrated strategies.
Having all these in mind Mirwaldt et al. (2008, 15) have tried to identify a different
understanding of the functions of territorial cohesion: the strengthening of European
solidarity (redistribution), and the promotion of competitiveness and innovation. Doucet
(2006) also emphasizes the attempt to connect radically different purposes in this category,
i.e. the integration of sectoral policies and ensuring "spatial justice". Key functions of
territorial cohesion are listed in the box below.

Functions of territorial cohesion:
 strengthening of European solidarity,
 promotion of competitiveness and innovation,
 integration of sectoral policies.
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There are only a few comprehensive descriptions of the content of the category of territorial
cohesion in the contemporary literature8. Szlachta and Zaucha (2010) define not the
territorial cohesion as such but the territorially coherent area of a country or region,
describing it as a territory that would appear as a network of mutually linked functional
areas of varied spatial ranges to render citizens an access to workplaces and public services
indispensable for development and preservation of social and human capital. Markowski
(2009, 78) defines territorial cohesion as a state territory, i.e. "a state of territory which
guarantees the improvement of social and economic cohesion”.
The ESPON project TeMo9 (Damsgaard et al. 2012) has elaborated definition of territorial
cohesion encompassing both its static and dynamic dimensions. This cohesion has been
interpreted by TeMo as "an overarching (macro) goal of different types of policies,
prompting them to support an integrated territorial development of the BSR " (Damsgaard
et al. 2012, 13). In this case the integrated approach indicates the combined assessment of
the influence of those particular policies on the territory of the Baltic Region and the need
for their horizontal and vertical harmonization. Thus understood, policy integration aims at
achieving partial objectives referring to the condition of the territory, and being identified in
strategic Baltic documents: “diminishing territorial divides; enhancing polycentricity of
development; contributing to sustainable city (urban regions) development and their
networking and co-operation; facilitating formation of functional regions in particular those
related to innovations and the knowledge-based economy but also those with specific
territorial endowments; promoting wise use of territorial assets (immovable assets or
territorial capital); enhancing accessibility and connectivity and parity of access to transport
and ICT infrastructure; diminishing pressure on the natural and cultural environment; and
finally opening of the space of the Baltic sea for sustainable development” (Damsgaard et al.
2012, 13). In conclusion, according to TeMo, territorial cohesion indicates the need of
integration and territorialization of sectoral and action policies (making them territorialoriented) in the situation when the desired condition of the Region's space is described by
the aforementioned partial objectives.

8
9

For more see Medeiros (2011, 12).
TeMo „Territorial Monitoring for the Baltic Sea Region” project concerning the Baltic Sea Region.
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However, the prevailing attitude is to interpret the notion of the territorial cohesion in the
context of the integrative policy-making process. For instance, Faludi (2009) considers
territorial cohesion as a “situation whereby policies to reduce disparities, enhance
competitiveness and promote sustainability acquire added value by forming coherent
packages, taking account of where they take effect, the specific opportunities and
constraints there, now and in the future. Territorial cohesion policy refers to measures
promoting good territorial governance with the aim of achieving coherence as described”.
Medeiros (2011) defines territorial cohesion as the process of promoting a more cohesive
and balanced territory, by: (i) supporting the reduction of socioeconomic territorial
imbalances; (ii) promoting environmental sustainability; (iii) reinforcing and improving the
territorial cooperation/governance processes; and (iv) reinforcing and establishing a more
polycentric urban system.
In documents of the Polish government, territorial cohesion was defined in a twodimensional fashion: as a state and as a process: “territorial cohesion is a state of a given
territory’s development which is aspired to, in which the processes of exchange and flows in
the economic and social spheres progress efficiently guaranteeing – socially and
economically – an effective allocation of resources. Accomplishing territorial cohesion
should be understood as a process which consists in such a manner of spatial shaping of the
European Union so that the best possible development of unique potential of respective EU
territories can be ensured for achieving development objectives of the EU – including socioeconomic cohesion - through integrated growth management” (Polish Council of Ministers
2009, 33).
The farthest-reaching understanding of the concept of territorial cohesion has been
proposed by the European Council of Spatial Planners. They perceive territorial cohesion not
just as a means to achieve more effective policymaking but rather as an overarching (macro)
goal of policy, where the social, economic and spatial dimensions of territorial cohesion are
aligned in three horizontally integrated policies: social, economic and spatial. In such a case
territorial cohesion might be considered as “the connectivity of and among economic, social
and physical systems, which enhances their overall effectiveness for innovative sustainable
development” (Vogelij 2010, 2).
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Despite all those described above attempts to endow territorial cohesion with a role of
important, independent policy objective, there is a strong intellectual tendency in the
literature to treat it only as a vehicle to achieve social and territorial cohesion. For example
Gorzelak (2009) suggests the need to interpret territorial cohesion in functional categories
(regional integration) – and not compensatory ones. According to him, aspiring to achieve
this cohesion should depend on eliminating” barriers and limitations resulting from spatial
planning (see box below) which tend to reduce economic and social cohesion” (Gorzelak
2009, 64).
Spatial barriers hampering economic and social cohesion
 elimination of transport and telecommunications barriers in
locations where their existence limits the possibilities of economic
growth and satisfaction of social needs as well as the flow of
people, goods and information between member states;
 good communication between the most important links of the
spatial arrangement of Europe and member states – metropolitan
areas – and of those centres with their regional neighbourhood
and facilities;
 facilitating all endeavours of cross-border cooperation – both in
the sphere of economic and social or cultural dimensions;
 creating transnational institutions dealing with management of
special areas such as catchments endangered by floods or regions
of a special natural significance etc;
 developing international networks of cooperation in the field of
science and networks of interrelations between the R&D sphere
and business.
Gorzelak 2009, 64-65

The definitions and manners of perceiving the concept of territorial cohesion presented
above indicate the lack of a unified interpretation in this field and the importance of
practical actions assigning this category an appropriate meaning. Thus the notion of
territorial cohesion is dependent on the socio-economic and political context, the
development of knowledge (i.e. changes in how the role of territory is perceived in vital
economic, social and ecology-related processes) as well as the management culture and the
manner of conducting growth policies.

It appears that territorial cohesion might be

characterised as a concept which is: general, comprehensive, directional, indicating the need
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for considering territorial conditions and factors in the processes of growth, development,
integration and ensuring social justice.
5. Selected models of territorial cohesion
An extensive conceptual analysis of territorial cohesion was conducted by Camagni (2010) –
the so-called "Tequila" model – and by Medeiros (2011), who proposed a "Star" model. The
Tequila model, appearing also in the ESPON 3.3 project (ESPON 2005, part 2, 77),
enumerates the following components of territorial cohesion: (1) territorial quality, (2)
territorial efficiency, (3) territorial identity (see Figure 2 below). The model is interesting in
that it offers a new insight into the territorial cohesion, compared to previously discussed
documents and reports. Also the approach to the territorial cohesion in this model is more
comprehensive, since the model:


acknowledges the key role of territory in growth achievement by stressing territorial aspects
of competitiveness, efficiency in the use of territorial resources, etc.;



underlines the importance of territorial factors for achieving eco-development; and



highlights the “territoriality “ of many social factors, such as culture or social capital, that
play important roles in sustaining growth but also in the direct satisfaction of human needs.
The Tequila model properly encapsulates different roles of territory that make the concept
of territorial cohesion so complex. It shows territory as a growth resource (economies of
agglomeration, natural resources, accessibility, etc.); an indispensable frame securing
interactions between developmental agents (diffusion of values, attitudes and ideas etc.); a
unit for addressing public policies; and finally, a public good satisfying human needs (cultural
landscapes, lack of urban sprawl, transport infrastructure etc.). The model highlights the
important dichotomy of territory in human life. i.e., its function as the vehicle for achieving
other important goals such as prosperity or social justice, and the role of the ultimate
objective of human activities. Sometimes these functions reinforce each other, e.g., cultural
landscapes can enhance tourism and increase prosperity of a given place. However, in some
cases they might be in conflict. The model is in line with the understanding of territorial
cohesion as provided in the report Territorial State and Perspectives of the European Union
(Damsgaard et al. 2011) in which cohesion is seen as a concept amalgamating diverse
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development paradigms such as convergence (polycentricity), sustainability, territorial
competitiveness and regional vulnerability.

Figure 2. Components of territorial cohesion in the Tequila Model
Source: Camagni 2011, 6110
The Star model proposed by Medeiros (2011, 17) originates in part from critical analyses of
the Tequila model. In particular, Medeiros argues that the Tequila model does not provide a
sufficiently prominent place to the concept of polycentric development and territorial
governance and that it erroneously positions the concept of the territorial efficiency
between economic and environmental dimensions, while it should cover all territorial

10

The model has also been presented in Camagni (2005)
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dimensions including the social and institutional ones (Medeiros 2011, 19). The Star model
features four dimensions (Figure 3 below):
(a)

A socioeconomic cohesion dimension, also referred to as the distribution dimension

of territorial cohesion, is economic and social cohesion interpreted in the traditional way,
treated as part of territorial cohesion pursued in order to alleviate excessive socioeconomic
imbalances in space (the origin of the territorial cohesion concept).
(b)

An environmental sustainability dimension, following the ESDP idea of wise

management of natural and cultural heritage under which environmental consequences of
territorial processes should be considered, i.e. the contribution of territory to conservation
and development of nature or climate change adaptation and mitigation etc.
(c)

A territorial polycentricity dimension (mainly morphology), following the ESDP idea of

polycentric and balanced spatial development in the EU as a fundamental goal of territorial
development also contributing to socioeconomic cohesion.
(d)

A territorial cooperation/governance dimension, covering two aspects of one process

– that of bringing territories closer together. Territorial governance is understood both as a
“process of the organization and co-ordination of actors to develop territorial capital in a
non-destructive way in order to improve territorial cohesion at different levels” (Medeiros
2011, 22 drawing on ESPON 2006a, 13) and as territorial co-operation offering an alternative
to the typical ‘hierarchical type of government’ (Medeiros 2011, 23) and permitting the
integration of public and private actors in management of territories.
The main weakness of the Star model is its insufficient focus on competiveness as a
dimension of territorial cohesion linked to territorial capital or territorial potential.
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Figure 3. Components of territorial cohesion in the Star Model
Source: Medeiros (2011, 17)
As a by-product of the search for territorial cohesion indicators, the INTERCO project also
came up with proposals for main dimensions or even functions (roles) of territorial cohesion
(referred to as facets of the territorial cohesion, thematic entrance points of the territorial
cohesion or storylines) (Böhme 2011; Gløersen and Böhme 2011). The project identified the
following, non-mutually exclusive storylines on territorial cohesion:
(a)

territorial cohesion is about competitiveness that implies a strong focus on territorial

potentials and the support of smart growth and the connectivity of Europe’s economic
centres but also on diversity of territories as well as the diversity of factors,
(b)

territorial cohesion is about balanced development focusing on European solidarity

and stressing inclusive growth, fair access to infrastructure services and the reduction of
economic disparities,
(c)

territorial cohesion is about place-based policy making, paying particular attention to

local development conditions , identification and exploitation/use of tangible and intangible
endogenous potentials, local networks (including clusters) and specificities of places and
their comparative advantages,
(d)

territorial cohesion is about the environment, an ecosystem approach, a resource-

efficient and greener economy, and tackling climate change,
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(e)

territorial cohesion is about the need to maintain dialogue with other sectors to

strengthen the territorial dimension in various policy fields with key concerns with respect to
a better use of synergies between different policies (vertical and horizontal coordination) as
well as on the actual costs of non-coordination.
6. Operationalization of territorial cohesion through its quantification
Measuring territorial cohesion is yet another attempt to operationalize and determine in a
pragmatic manner the actual content of the concept of territorial cohesion. This clash
between theory and the need for quantification turned out to raise very difficult questions.
Despite numerous efforts, in the contemporary literature one can find only four
comprehensive conceptual attempts11 to elaborate the monitoring systems for territorial
cohesion covering EU territory which were carried through to the end (Farrugia, Gallina
2008; Medeiros 2011; ESPON 201112; Damsgaard et al. 201213). In addition, an ESPON
project called KITCASP aimed at developing a set of key indicators of territorial cohesion,
economic competitiveness and sustainable development, using the ESPON research and
data set available in the case study. Since this project was completed only recently, it is
therefore difficult at this point to analyze its results. There were also some evident failures.
The attempts of the ESPON project 3.2 to create the Territorial Cohesion Index (ETCI) did not
bring about the expected results (Grasland 2008) and the conclusions from the research, as
summarized by Farrugia and Gallina (2008, 34), were rather pessimistic. The authors pointed
out that the existing statistical situation of the EU made it impossible to build any relevant
index of territorial cohesion at the regional level which could embrace the three dimensions
of the European Spatial Development Perspective.

11

Also ESPON 3.3. project (ESPON 2006b) developed a comprehensive set of indicators related to the dimension
of the development referred to as the ‘quality’, covering also the quality of the territory. Those indicators
cannot, however, be taken as a system for measuring the territorial cohesion or territorial development. They
rather measure the socio-economic development in space. Their direct attribution to the territorial cohesion by
Prezioso (2008, 21) seems interesting but not fully justified, as only some aspects of territorial cohesion are
covered by them. The same is true with regard to OECD Regional Database that includes regional statistics for
the OECD member countries on demography, regional economic accounts, labour market, social indicators.
Those indicators measure mainly socio-economic development in space. Finally, the EEA (2010) also developed
a list of potential territorial indicators to support the environmental dimension of territorial cohesion. That
attempt covers mainly ecological aspects of the latter, though.
12
The INTERCO project.
13
The TeMo project
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Farrugia and Gallina (2008) made two attempts to measure territorial cohesion. Due to the
lack of necessary information, the first, which has not brought expected results, was based
on a three-dimensional operational definition of territorial cohesion (i.e., the three goals of
that cohesion):
-

equal access to services of general economic interest across the territory;

-

avoiding territorial imbalances;

-

polycentric territorial systems in urban and rural areas, i.e., ensuring that all

inhabitants have development opportunities.
In the next attempt, which managed to calculate the numerical value of the synthetic index
of territorial cohesion for 22 countries and, after a reduction in the number of indicators, for
52), territorial cohesion was narrowed down to the "ability of local population in the given
territory to access services of general economic interest ", in accordance with the provisions
of the Treaty of Amsterdam (Farrugia and Gallina 2008 39). The following services were
considered as services of general economic interest in the analyzed study: transport, energy,
communications, education, healthcare, and other necessary services. The availability of
these services was measured.
Medeiros (2011) also made a quantitative assessment of the level of territorial cohesion
using the previously discussed Star model. It was the first attempt to measure cohesion
using comparable regional data for different periods. For each dimension of the Star model,
Medeiros defined four components and identified three indicators to measure them.
For the socioeconomic component (distribution) they were: knowledge, income, and public
services. For the co-operation and governance component, they were: participation,
horizontal and vertical co-operation. For the polycentricity (morphological) component, they
were: hierarchy, density, and connectivity. For the component of environmental
sustainability, they were: energy, environment, and climate change.
Medeiros initially took into account a much broader list of indicators, but for various reasons
in final calculations he used only ten: (GDP; physicians; tertiary education; INTERREG
projects; voter turnover; city rankings; road density; Internet connections; renewable
energy; waste water treatment). This allowed him to calculate the index of territorial
cohesion for regions in the Iberian and the Scandinavian Peninsula (accepted as a reference
30

point for Spain and Portugal) for the years 1998 and 2008. For the Iberian Peninsula the
results were presented at the level of NUTS 2 regions and for the Scandinavian Peninsula at
NUTS 3 level. However, when trying to extend his research to the entire EU territory (NUTS 2
level), the author encountered several constraints, mainly with respect to data availability.
Therefore he managed to produce what he called “a Territorial Cohesion snapshot for 2008”
using a much lower number of one-time indicators:
–

for the socioeconomic dimension: competitiveness index and human development

index (CEC, 2010),
–

for cooperation/governance: cooperation intensity (ESPON 2006a);

–

for polycentricity/morphology: polycentric index – available for NUTS 1, but adapted

to NUTS 2 level (ESPON 2004a);
–

for environmental/sustainability: environmental vulnerability index (CEC, 2010).

ESPON projects have encountered similar difficulties, i.e. lack of necessary information on
territorial cohesion operationalized in relation to the objectives of development policies.
However, they managed to circumvent partially this barrier by combining traditional
indicators and their territorial approach. This kind of attempt was first undertaken by the
project "INTERCO - Indicators of territorial cohesion" (ESPON 2012a). A characteristic feature
of these efforts is their official recognition by the public administration, which is the body
responsible for implementing territorial cohesion. This has been achieved by way of debate,
and then sanctioned by a decision of the ESPON Monitoring Committee composed of
representatives of the EU Member States and countries associated with them, representing
public institutions endowed with the official mandate of supervision over territorial affairs
and territorial cohesion. The indicators selection process combines scientific analysis and
discourse with the final beneficiaries, i.e. the institutions shaping spatial policy (ESPON
stakeholders).
The indicators were selected based on their relationship with the EU 2020 Strategy, the
Territorial Agenda 2020, and in reference to the widely accepted goals of territorial
cohesion. These indicators were therefore designed to ensure the measurement of such
issues as: reducing territorial inequalities in access to services; improving the environment;
reducing poverty and social exclusion; development and intensification of regional
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innovation; and improvement of territorial governance. The indicators alluded to six
dimensions of territorial cohesion identified (as the case was with the Star and Tequila
models) on the basis of the objectives of territorial cohesion. These dimensions are: (i)
Strong local economies ensuring global competitiveness; (ii) Innovative territories; (iii) Fair
access to services, market and jobs; (iv) Inclusion and quality of life; (v) Attractive regions of
high ecological values and strong territorial capital; (vi) Integrated polycentric territorial
development (ESPON 2012a, 19). The imperative lying behind this research was to ensure
continuity of the monitoring system. This situation put in a privileged position indicators
which are easily accessible and commonly used for years. Additionally, indicators and
information to which politicians were accustomed and whose interpretation was
understandable to them (e.g., simple indicators as opposed to composite indices) were more
often included in the final list because of their usability for decision makers.
For every dimension a "definite number of so called 'top indicators' has been chosen by
combining analytical processes with the dialogue with stakeholders when data availability
and quality are limited" (ESPON 2012a, 16).
The NTERCO project confirmed that it is difficult to operationalize and measure such a
complex and heterogeneous category as territorial cohesion. The solution to address this
problem was increased flexibility of indicators, that is the ability of the system to deal with
different political objectives, and most of all abandoning of the concept of synthetic
indicators in favour of measurement of particular dimensions of territorial cohesion.
The aforementioned TeMo project took a similar approach in territorial cohesion
measurement. Like INTERCO, the TeMo project was conducted using dialogue with
stakeholders, that is with VASAB member countries. The initial point for the construction of
the measurement system was the analysis of Baltic spatial priorities contained in the
strategic documents referring to the cooperation of ministers responsible for planning and
spatial development of Baltic region countries (VASAB 1994; 2001; 2005; 2009; Zaucha
1996). Permanent priorities appearing at least in a few strategic documents have been
chosen. In contrast to INTERCO, TeMo has accepted those records and arrangements. In this
way the "Baltic" definition of territorial cohesion was created (see the previous section)
attributing territorial cohesion to attainment of goals jointly agreed by VASAB countries for
spatial development of the Baltic Sea Region. On the basis of that definition, a choice of
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territorial cohesion dimensions was made. These dimensions included: economic
performance and competitiveness; access to services, markets and jobs; social inclusion and
quality of life; environmental qualities and innovative territories. They were depicted by
conventional indicators that had a fine territorial resolution (based on various territorial
typologies). The indicators used such variables as: GDP per capita; the unemployment rate;
multi-mode potential accessibility; self-assessed general health status; employment in
technology and knowledge-intensive sectors. Their application in territorial cohesion
measurement was possible due to their connection with territorial typologies. (TeMo
identified many of them, for example border, urban, rural and intermediary regions as well
as low populated areas, and many more). This aspect of the approach is a added value of
TeMo. Building on this, additional value added will come from extending indicators to
include those available on the city level (that is on the local level).
As in the case of the system of indicators suggested by INTERCO, the TeMo system is also
characterized by a high degree of flexibility. The statistical information that is collected
needs to be universal enough to make ex post spatial analysis possible, whose scope and
content may be subject to change in the future along with the new interpretation of
territorial cohesion by European politicians.
7. Basic characteristics of territorial cohesion
Despite the fact that so many programs, analyses, models and discussions were devoted to
it, clarification of the precise meaning of the category of territorial cohesion remains quite
elusive. It refers to territorial diversity (treated as an asset and a barrier in development),
and it points to the need of balanced development of all regions, which is most likely the
reason for its widespread use and general acceptance. However, after carrying out the
previous analysis, one may be tempted to make certain generalizations about territorial
cohesion.
Having in mind what was presented in this paper one can easily notice that the notion of
territorial cohesion has heavily influenced the research and scientific discourse in EU on the
meaning and importance of territory for long term socio-economic development and longterm well-being.
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First, in spite of a lack of agreement over its referential scope, its content, interpretation
(operational definition) and function, territorial cohesion has become a separate,
independent objective of the EU and is put on par with economic and social cohesion.
Sometimes it is even treated as a general concept integrating the aforementioned cohesions.
Developed in the policy domain it has stimulated research and scientific discourse and acted
as an interface between research and policy making. This has happened despite or due to its
vagueness and ambiguity that is treated sometimes as a drawback and sometimes as a
strength of the concept.
Second, territorial cohesion is a dynamic and a very open concept, prone to various
interpretations. It has evolved a lot in the course of its development and it has been
assigned (with time) with new and new policy roles and functions. As a capacious and
enabling category it has been hoped to accommodate under one roof sometimes loosely
integrated and even incompatible tasks such as enhancement of productivity coupled with
territorial solidarity and justice. But despite of that it has remained as a symbolic artefact,
appealing to the minds of researchers and decision makers.
Third, in all those different functions territorial cohesion has featured some stable features
and characteristics. It defines a need to take account of the specificity of different types of
territories in different types of human activity and intervention. It indicates that space is
neither homogeneous nor neutral for economic processes, as is assumed by neoclassical
models of perfect competition. It indicates the need of temporal compromises, that is
between long term and short term objectives, due to the fact that spatial processes fit into
the paradigm of long duration (the dimension of time is of great significance).
Fourth, territorial cohesion is by its nature integrative. According to ESPON research, it
"focuses on territories, and not on sectors. Implementing territorial cohesion requires
coordination of economic policy of member states as well as sectoral policy and UE actions"
(ESPON 2011, section C, 3). Thus it gave an immense stimuli to the interdisciplinary research
in this field. It has worked as a boundary spanning object bridging economists, spatial
planners, geographers, lawyers, people dealing with management and sociologists.
Fifth, territorial cohesion remains a heterogeneous concept unifying various other issues.
a)

The concept of territorial cohesion not only brings territory closer to the idea of
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intelligent, green development, fostering social inclusion, for example through the idea of
territorial effectiveness, but it also places certain territorial values (the quality or utility of
territory) above that of economic development (thus mitigating negative consequences of
the application of modern economic model – Farrugia, Gallina (2008)). This has been pointed
out by many researchers14: Schöna (2005), notices that the objective of territorial cohesion is
to strengthen both the endogenic potential and territorial justice (equality); Böhme and
others (2008), claim that territorial cohesion refers to the potential and weakness of
territory.
b)

Therefore, cohesion should be treated as encouragement to strengthen the

territorial dimension of public intervention, to merge traditional, socio-economic and spatial
approach. However, since both processes may aim at different objectives, the question
remains how to achieve compromise, or the optimum state.
However as such it is extremely difficult for modelling and operationalisation. Thus it does
not fit at all into the traditional neoclassical main stream economic rigorous models without
disaggregation into more compact components that can be more easily conceptualised,
operationalised and measured. Such decomposition has been proposed below. It is based
on the critical observation of the use of territorial cohesion in the day to day policy making
processes in Poland mainly in reference to the development policy in a macro (i.e. national)
scale.
In terms of cohesion as a macroeconomic category it is possible to distinguish the
following separate dimensions (Figure 4)
a) policy territorialisation (e.g. by means of making policy more place-based)
b) territorial assets (e.g. attaching greater attention to so-called territorial capital)
c) the inclusion of territorial objectives as a legitimate part of the social welfare function (as
a part of the public choice process).
Policy territorialisation means adjusting policies to the territorial context to make them

14

Also in Damsgaard et al. (2011) territorial cohesion is characterized as “harmonizing different development
paradigms such as sustainability, convergence (solidarity between regions), and regional competitiveness” and
using a normative statement that “the best balance of economic, environmental and social needs has to be
specific to each particular territory”.
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more efficient and effective. This means in practice differentiation of objectives, instruments
or ex-ante conditions for receiving public support for various regions in line with their
specificities in order to increase GDP and prosperity of a given region. Territory plays here a
minor role albeit it can be an important part of regional specificity (i.e. quality and density of
transport network, appearance of natural and cultural heritage etc.). Here territorial
cohesion is part of a public choice process focusing more on policy design than on policy
goals and objectives.
Taking care of territorial assets should be also seen in terms of policy efficiency and
effectiveness but related to GDP increase. Its starting point is in observation that such assets
(in general terms institutions and geography (cf.: Rodrik 2002, 27) are instrumental for
growth and development. The problem is lack of a precise definition of territorial assets but
a kind of a policy consensus has emerged with regard to their scope and nature. OECD 2001).
It encompasses both genuine territorial assets such as economies of agglomeration, natural
and cultural heritage or transport infrastructure and other quasi territorial assets (i.e. nonmovable or attached to the territory) such as social capital, or other local and regional
institutions).
Inclusion of territorial objectives into a social welfare functions means merging territorial
and socio-economic development. Both are important for human well-being. People enjoy
not only their higher consumption of goods and services but also accessibility of services of
general economic interest or beauty of landscapes. Thus territory provides an important part
of human satisfaction not always directly related to the production of goods and services.
Development policy should take this into consideration and in course of the public choice
should come up with a right mix of economic social and territorial objectives.
The first two dimensions of territorial cohesion seem to have a direct and positive impact on
economic growth traditionally understood. Governance (policy adapted to the specificities of
different territories in order to improve the effectiveness of the intervention of public
authorities) and the territory as a development asset fit together into the concept of
endogenous growth, although the territorialisation of policies cuts across different spatial
scales and different levels of government. Also for the third dimension, involving the
relationship between territorial cohesion and quality of life, and objectives of public choice
identified above economic growth, is important and raises the question of territorial utility.
36

An example would be a polycentric settlement network, rigorous spatial planning (spatial
order), or environmental protection. In typical growth models, those can sometimes act as
retarding forces, if, for example, polycentric development occurs at the expense of major
cities. From the point of view of a specific territory they may, however, be treated as
something desirable.

Figure

4.

Territorial

cohesion

components

for

further

operationalization

Source: own elaboration by J. Zaucha

The proposed model in Figure 4 is different from the Star model and the Tequila model,
mainly by distinguishing the component of the regulatory sphere and the real sphere, but
also by direct references to economic growth.

37

Literature cited:
BALASSA, B. A. (1961) The Theory of Economic Integration. Homewood, IL: Richard D. Irwin
Inc.
BARCA, F. (2009) An Agenda for a Reformed Cohesion Policy. A Place-based Approach to
Meeting European Union Challenges and Expectations. Independent Report prepared at
the request of Danuta Hübner, Commissioner for Regional Policy.
BÖHME, K. (2011) Internal Summary of the Workshop on Territorial Cohesion Indicators
organised by the ESPON INTERCO project 14.01.2011. ESPON INTERCO, Spatial Foresight
GmbH, unpublished paper.
BÖHME, K., ESER, T.W., GASKELL, F., and GUSTEDT, E. (2008), The Territorial Cohesion
Principles. Position paper to the EU Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion. ARL Position
paper 78. Hanover: German Academy for Spatial Research and Planning.
BÖHME, K., DOUCET, P., KOMORNICKI, T., ZAUCHA, J., and ŚWIĄTEK, D. (2011) How to
Strengthen the Territorial Dimension of ‘Europe 2020’ and EU Cohesion Policy. Warsaw:
Ministry of Regional Development.
BRODZICKI, T. (2011) Augmented Solow Model with Mincerian Schooling and Infrastructure
Externalities, Working Papers 1101, Economics of European Integration Department,
Faculty of Economics, University of Gdansk, Poland.
CAMAGNI, R. (1999), The city as a milieu: applying GREMI’s approach to urban evolution,
“Revue d’Economie Régionale et Urbaine”, 3, pp. 591-606
CAMAGNI, R. (2002) On the concept of territorial competitiveness: sound or misleading?
Paper presented at the ERSA Conference, Dortmund, August 2002, available at:
http://www-sre.wu-wien.ac.at/ersa/ersaconfs/ersa02/cd-rom/papers/518.pdfn [access
on 9th of May 2013]
CAMAGNI, R. (2008) Towards a Concept of Territorial Capital in: Capello R., Camagni R.,
Chizzolini B., Fratesi U., “Modelling regional scenarios for the enlarged Europe”, Berlin:
Springer,
CAMAGNI, R. (2011) Local Knowledge, National Vision: Challenge and Prospect for the EU
Regional Policy. in: “Territorial Dimension of Development Policies”, Warsaw: Ministry
of Regional Development, pp.75-84.
CAPELLO, R. (1999), Spatial Transfer of Knowledge in High-technology Milieux: Learning vs.
Collective Learning Processes, "Regional Studies", 33( 4), pp. 353-365
CEC (2001) Unity, Solidarity, Diversity of Europe, its People and its Territory: Second Report
on Economic and Social Cohesion. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the
European Communities.
CEC (2004) Interim Territorial Cohesion Report. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications
of
the
European
Communities,
available
at:http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/reports/coheter/cohet
er_en.pdf [access on 5th of May 2013]
CEC (2004b) A New Partnership for Cohesion: Convergence, Competitiveness, Co-operation.
Third Report on Economic and Social Cohesion. Luxembourg: Office for Official
Publications of the European Communities.
38

CEC (2007) Growing Regions, Growing Europe: Fourth Report on Economic and Social
Cohesion. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities.
CEC (2008) Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament,
the Committee of the Regions and the European Economic and Social Committee. Green
Paper on Territorial Cohesion Turning Territorial Diversity into Strength COM(2008) 616
final Brussels, 6.10.2008.
CEC (2010) Investing in Europe’s Future: Fifth report on economic, social and territorial
cohesion. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities.
CEC (2012a) Commission Staff Working Document. Elements for a Common Strategic
Framework 2014 to 2020, the European Regional Development Fund, the European
Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund. Part I. SWD(2012) 61 final, Brussels.
CEC (2012b) Commission Staff Working Document. Elements for a Common Strategic
Framework 2014 to 2020, the European Regional Development Fund, the European
Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund. Part II. Annexes. SWD(2012) 61 final,
Brussels.
CEC(2012c) Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on
specific provisions for the support from the European Regional Development Fund to
the European territorial cooperation goal. COM(2011) 611 final/2 Brussels,14.03.2012.
CEMAT (2001) Recommendation of the Committee of Ministers to Member States on the
Guiding principles for sustainable spatial development of the European Continent.
Council of Europe, Committee of Ministers retrieved on 4th of June 2012 from
https://wcd.coe.int/ViewDoc.jsp?id=257311.
CHURSKI, P. (2011) Obszary wzrostu i obszary stagnacji gospodarczej-kontekst teoretyczny
in: Churski P. (ed.) „Zróźnicowania regionalne w Polsce”, Biuletyn KPZK nr 248, pp.9-44
CORNETT, A., and SNICKARS, F. (2002) Trade and Foreign Direct Investments as Measures of
Spatial Integration in the Baltic Sea Rim Region, retrieved on 4th of June 2012 from
http://www.raumplanung.tu-dortmund.de/rwp/ersa2002/cd-rom/papers/519.pdf
DAMSGAARD, O., and GROTH, N.B. (1998) Spatial Planning for Sustainable Development in
the Baltic Sea Region. A VASAB 2010 Contribution to Baltic 21.Baltic 21 Series No 9/98.
DAMSGAARD, O., DOUCET, P., DRAHOS, Z., GERE, L., ILLÉS, I., JETMAR, M., KOMORNICKI, T.,
LOPEZ, I., PÉTI, M., PROKAI, R., RADVÁNSZKI, Á., RICZ, J., SALAMIN, G., SCHMIDTSEIWERT, V., SCHÖN, P., SOMFAI, Á., SÜTŐ, A., TOMAY, K., VANAUTGAERDEN, L., and
ZAUCHA, J. (2011) The Territorial State and Perspectives of the European Union.
Background document for the Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020.
Hungarian Ministry of National Development and VÁTI Nonprofit Ltd, Budapest.
DAMSGAARD, O., GREVE HARBO L., LINDBERG G., ZAUCHA J., HANELL T., SCHÜRMANN C.,
KOMORNICKI T., ROSIK P.,WIŚNIEWSK R., BARTKEVICIUTE I.,
JATKAUSKAS J.,
NOORKÕIV R.(2012) ESPON BSR-TeMo. Territorial Monitoring for the Baltic Sea Region.
Interim Report | Version 30/11/2012 Scientific Platform and Tools Project 2013/3/9
39

DAVOUDI, S. (2005) Understanding Territorial Cohesion? “Planning Practice and Research”,
20 (4), pp. 433-441.
DOMAR, E. (1946). Capital Expansion, Rate of Growth, and Employment. "Econometrica "14
(2), pp. 137–47.
DOUCET, P. (2013) Territorial integration – Food for thought. in: Gorzelak G., Zawalińska
K.(eds.)
„European
Territories:
From
Cooperation
to
Integration?”
Warszawa:Wydawnictwo Naukowe Scholar, pp.27-41
DOUCET, P. (2006), Territorial Cohesion of Tomorrow: A Path to Cooperation or
Competition?, “European Planning Studies” 14(10) , pp.1473-1485.
DÜHR, S., COLOMB, C., and NADIN, F. (2010) European Spatial Planning and Territorial
Cooperation., London, New York: Routledge.
ECO (2009) Spójność terytorialna. Europejski Komitet Ekonomiczno-Społeczny. Bruksela
EEA(2010) The Territorial Dimension of Environmental Sustainability. Potential Territorial
Indicators to Support the Environmental Dimension of Territorial Cohesion. EEA Technical
report No 9/2010. European Environment Agency, Luxembourg: Office for Official
Publications of the European Communities.
ESDP (1999) European Spatial Development Perspective. Towards Balanced and Sustainable
Development of the Territory of the European Union. Agreed at the Informal Council of
Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning in Potsdam, May 1000. Published by the
European Commission. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European
Communities.
ESPON (2004) Potentials for Polycentric Development in Europe. ESPON Project 1.1.1,
Luxembourg.
ESPON (2005) Final Report Revisited. ESPON Project 3.3 “Territorial Dimension of the LisbonGothenburg strategy”, Luxembourg.
ESPON (2004), Part C: New Tools and Instruments for European Spatial Analysis. ESPON
Project 3.1. “Integrated Tools for European Spatial Development”, Luxembourg.
ESPON (2006) Governance of Territorial and Urban Policies from EU to Local Level. Final
Report. ESPON project 2.3.2. May 2006, Luxembourg.
ESPON (2006b) Territorial Dimension of the Lisbon-Gothenburg strategy Final Report
Revisited. ESPON project 3.3.
ESPON (2006c) ESPON Atlas. Mapping the Structure of the European Territory. Bonn:
Bundesamt für Bauwesen und Raumordnung.
ESPON (2007) Feasibility Study on Monitoring Territorial Development Based on ESPON Key
Indicators, Part A: Tentative Spatial Monitoring Report, Final Report. Bonn: Bundesamt
für Bauwesen und Raumordnung, ESPON project 4.1.3.
ESPON (2007b) Feasibility Study on Monitoring Territorial Development Based on ESPON Key
Indicators, Part B: Scientific Working Paper, Final Report. Bonn: Bundesamt für
Bauwesen und Raumordnung, ESPON project 4.1.3.
ESPON (2012a) INTERCO Indicators of Territorial Cohesion. Part B. Final Report. Scientific
Platform and Tools Project 2013/3/2. ESPON & University of Geneva
40

ESPON (2012b) ESPON Territorial Indicators. A First Selection of ESPON Territorial Indicators
Based on the Final Results of the ESPON INTERCO Project. Working Paper. ESPON,
Luxemburg (unpublished paper).
ESPON (2013) ESPON BSR-TeMo. Territorial Monitoring for the Baltic Sea Region. Draft Final
Report | Version 30/06/2013. Part B. Scientific Platform and Tools Project 2013/3/9.
EU MINISTERIAL CONFERENCE ON TERRITORIAL DEVELOPMENT, (2004) Draft Conference
Report.
EU WORKING GROUP ON SPATIAL AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (2003) Managing the
Territorial Dimension of EU Policies after Enlargement. Expert Document, retrieved from
http://www.bth.se/tks/ctup.nsf/(WebFiles)
/2836F1D1B9B3F5A7C1256F4A0055C89B/$FILE/esdpenlargement.pdf
FALUDI, A. (2004) Territorial Cohesion: Old (French) Wine in New Bottles?, “Urban Studies”,
41 (7), pp. 1349-1363.
FALUDI, A. (2005) Territorial Cohesion: An Unidentified Political Objective. Introduction to
the special issue. “Town Planning review”, 76 (1), pp 1-13
FALUDI, A. (2009) Territorial Cohesion under the Looking Glass: Synthesis Paper about the
History of the Concept and Policy Background to Territorial Cohesion, European
Commission.
Regional
Policy,
available
at
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/archive/consultation/terco/pdf/lookingglass.pdf [
acess on 9th of May 2015]
FARRUGIA, N., and GALLINA, A. (2008) Developing Indicators of Territorial Cohesion.
Research report 1/2008 of Federico Caffè Centre – Department of Society and
Globalization, Roskilde: Roskilde University.
GLØERSEN, E., and BÖHME, K. (2011) Storylines on Territorial Cohesion. “Nordregio News”,
Issue 1, October 2011.
GORZELAK, G. (2009) Uwagi nt. dokumentu UE “Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion Turning
territorial diversity into strength. in: Baucz, M. Łotocka, P. Żuber (eds.) „Spójność
Terytorialna wyzwaniem polityki rozwoju Unii Europejskiej. Polski wkład w debatę”.
Warszawa: Ministerstwo Rozwoju Regionalnego, pp.64-69
GRASLAND, C. (2008) European Territorial Cohesion Index. Recent Progress and New
Perspectives. Presentation at the ESPON Workshop on Territorial Indicators and Indices.
Luxembourg,
available
at
http://www.espon.eu/export/sites/default/Documents/Events/Workshops/TerritorialA
pril2008/Claude-Grasland.pdf. [access on 8th of March 2015]
GROTH, N. B. (ed) (2001) Cities and Networking The Baltic Sea Region. Reports nr 8-2001,
Hørsholm: Danish Centre for Forest, Landscape and Planning,.
GROTH, N. B., HANELL T., and NIELSEN B., (2000), Cities and Networking in the Baltic Sea
Region. Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea, Gdansk.
GROTH, N. B (ed.) (1998) Urban Systems and Urban Networking – in the Baltic Sea Region.
Report of a research seminar in Tartu, Estonia March 1998. Gdańsk: Vision and
Strategies around the Baltic Sea.
HARROD, R.F. (1939). An Essay in Dynamic Theory. "The Economic Journal" 49 (193), pp. 14–
41

33.
HANELL, T., BENGS, C., BJARNADÓTTIR, H., PLATZ, H., and SPIEKERMANN, K. (2000) The
Baltic Sea Region Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow- Main Spatial Trend. A background
study for VASAB 2010 PLUS. Spatial Development Action Programme. Nordregio
Working Paper 2000:10, Stockholm.
HŰBNER, D. (2011) Origin of territorial cohesion. in: Zaucha J. (ed).”Territorial CohesionBaltic Sea Region examples” Baltic 21 Series No. 2/2011
JOUEN, M. (2008)Territorial Cohesion: From Theory to Practice. “Notre Europe Policy Paper”
35.
LUCAS, R. (1988), On the mechanics of economic development, “Journal of Monetary
Economics”, 22, pp. 3-42
MARKOWSKI, T. (2009) Opinia w sprawie Komunikatu Komisji UE pt. „Zielona Księga w
sprawie spójności terytorialnej – przekształcenie różnorodności terytorialnej w siłę, in:
Baucz, M. Łotocka, P. Żuber (eds.) „Spójność Terytorialna wyzwaniem polityki rozwoju
Unii Europejskiej. Polski wkład w debatę” Warszawa: Ministerstwo Rozwoju
Regionalnego, pp.70-83
MATCZAK, R., PARTEKA, T., and ZAUCHA J. (eds.), (2004) Creating The South Baltic
Development Zone. Gdańsk: Urząd Marszałkowski Województwa Pomorskiego.
MEDEIROS, E. (2011) Territorial Cohesion: A Conceptual Analysis. Institute of Geography and
Spatial
Planning
(IGOT)
Alameda
da
Universidade,
available
at
http://ww3.fl.ul.pt/pessoais/Eduardo_Medeiros/docs/PUB_PAP_EM_Territorial_Cohesi
on.pd [access on 4th of August 2013]
MIRWALDT, K., MCMASTER, I. and BACHTLER, J. (2008) Reconsidering Cohesion Policy: The
Contested Debate on Territorial Cohesion. European Policy Research Paper 08/05,
University of Strathclyde, Glasgow
MOLLE, W. (2007) European Cohesion Policy. London: Routlege.
MRR (2010) Krajowa strategia rozwoju regionalnego 2010-2020: Regiony, miasta, obszary
wiejskie. Warszawa: Ministerstwo Rozwoju Regionalnego.
PLATZ, H. (ed.), (2001) Background documents for VASAB 2010 Plus Spatial Development
Action Programme. Gdańsk: Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea.
PREZIOSO, M. (2008) Cohesion Policy: Methodology and Indicators Towards Common
Approach. “Romanian Journal of Regional Science”, 2 (2), pp 1-32.
PUTNAM, R. D. (1993), Making democracy work, Princeton University Press, Princeton
ROMER, P. (1990), Endogenous technological change, “Journal of Political Economy”, 98,
pp.S71-S102
SCHMITT, P. and DUBOIS, A. (2008) Exploring the Baltic Sea Region. On territorial capital and
spatial integration. Nordregio Report 2008:3, Stockholm
SCHÖN, P. (2005) Territorial Cohesion in Europe?, “Planning Theory & Practice”, 6 ( 3),
pp.389-400.

42

SOLOW, R. M. (1956). A Contribution to the Theory of Economic Growth. "Quarterly Journal
of Economics " (The MIT Press) 70 (1), pp. 65–94
SOLOW, R. M. (2007). The last 50 years in growth theory and the next 10 "Oxford Review of
Economic Policy". 23 (1), pp. 3–14. doi:10.1093/oxrep/grm004
STEURER, R., and BERGER, G. ( 2010) The Lisbon Strategy and Sustainable Development
Strategies across Europe: How Different Governance Arrangements Shape the European
Coherence of Policy Documents. Discussion Paper 1-2010 of the Institute of Forest,
Environmental, and Natural Resource Policy at the University of Natural Resources and
Applied Life Sciences, Vienna.
STIGLITZ, J. E., SEN, A., and FITOUSSI, J.-P. (2009) Report by the Commission on the
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress, available at
http://www.stiglitz-sen-fitoussi.fr/documents/rapport_anglais.pdf [acess on 6th of May
2014]
STRZELEC, J. (2010) Problemy konkurencyjności regionów. Polityka rozwoju ukierunkowana
terytorialnie według Fabrizio Barca. Wydział Zarządzania i Administracji Uniwersytetu
Humanistyczno – Przyrodniczego Jana Kochanowskiego w Kielcach. Studia i Materiały.
Miscellanea Oeconomicae Rok 14, Nr 1/2010
SZLACHTA, J., ZALESKI, J. (2009) Spójność terytorialna w kontekście reformy europejskiej
polityki strukturalnej – operacjonalizacja wymiaru terytorialnego. in: Baucz, M. Łotocka,
P. Żuber (eds.) „Spójność Terytorialna wyzwaniem polityki rozwoju Unii Europejskiej.
Polski wkład w debatę”. Warszawa: Ministerstwo Rozwoju Regionalnego, pp. 145-185
SZLACHTA, J., ZAUCHA, J. (2010) A New Paradigm of the EU Regional Development in the
Context of the Poland’s National Spatial Development Concepts. in: Churski P. and
Ratajczak W. (Eds.) “Regional Development and Regional Policy In Poland: First
Experiences and New Challenges of the European Union Membership”, Part 1, Polish
Academy of Science, Committee for Spatial Economy and Regional Planning, Warsaw,
pp.153-171. also as Working Paper 001/2010 Institute for Development available at
http://www.instytut-rozwoju.org/WP/IR_WP_1.pdf. [access on 5th of May 2014]
ŚLESZYŃSKI, P.(2009) Przestrzeń – region – terytorium. Wokół „Zielonej Księgi w sprawie
spójności terytorialnej, in: Baucz, M. Łotocka, P. Żuber (eds.) „Spójność Terytorialna
wyzwaniem polityki rozwoju Unii Europejskiej. Polski wkład w debatę”. Warszawa:
Ministerstwo Rozwoju Regionalnego pp.84-108
RZĄD RP (2009) Stanowisko Rządu Rzeczpospolitej Polskiej do Komunikatu Komisji do Rady,
Parlamentu Europejskiego, Komitetu Regionów i Komitetu Ekonomiczno-Społecznego
Zielona księga w sprawie spójności terytorialnej -- Przekształcenie różnorodności
terytorialnej w siłę COM (2008) 616 zaakceptowane przez Komitet Europejski Rady
Ministrów 24 lutego 2009 r. in: A. Baucz, M. Łotocka, P. Żuber (eds.) „Spójność
Terytorialna wyzwaniem polityki rozwoju Unii Europejskiej. Polski wkład w debatę”.
Warszawa: Ministerstwo Rozwoju Regionalnego, pp.30-46
TERRITORIAL AGENDA (2007) Territorial Agenda of the European Union - Towards a More
Competitive and Sustainable Europe of Diverse Regions – Agreed at the Informal
Ministerial Meeting on Urban Development and Territorial Cohesion on 24/25th May
2007,Leipzig,
Germany,
available
at
http://www.bmvbs.de/cae/servlet/contentblob/44188/publicationFile/11033/territorial
43

-agenda-of-the-european-union-agreed-on-25-may-2007-accessible.pdf. [access on 5th
of March 2014]
TERRITORIAL AGENDA (2011) Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020 - Towards an
Inclusive, Smart and Sustainable Europe of Diverse Regions – Agreed at the Informal
Ministerial Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Spatial Planning and Territorial
Development on 19th May, Hungary: Gödöllő, available at http://www.eu-territorialagenda.eu/Reference%20Documents/Final%20TA2020.pdf [ access on 7th of August
2013]
WILLIAMSON, O.E. (1981). The Economics of Organization: The Transaction Cost Approach.
"The American Journal of Sociology" 87 (3), pp. 548–577.
WILLIAMSON, O. (2002), The lens of contract: private ordering, “American Economic Review,
Papers and Proceedings”, 92, (2), pp.438-453
VARTIAINEN, P. (2002) The Strategy of Territorial Integration in Regional Development:
Defining Territoriality, “Geoforum”, 18(1), pp. 117–126.
VOGELIJ, J. (2010) Spatial Planning at the Heart of Territorial Cohesion. Paper presented at
the ECTP-CEU/RTPI/ESPON Conference: “How Can European Spatial Planners Assess
Territorial Cohesion?” available at: http://www.rtpi.org.uk/item/3553, [access on 17th of
December 2014]
VASAB (1994) Towards a Framework for Spatial Development in the Baltic Sea Region. Vision
and Strategies around the Baltic Sea, Denmark.
VASAB (2001) VASAB 2010 Plus Spatial Development Action Programme. Gdańsk: Vision and
Strategies around the Baltic Sea.
VASAB (2005) Gdańsk Declaration and Policy Document Connecting Potentials, Vision and
strategies around the Baltic Sea 2010, 6th Conference of Minister for Spatial Planning
and Development. Gdańsk: Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea.
VASAB (2009) VASAB Long-Term Perspective for the Territorial Development of the Baltic
Sea Region. Towards Better Territorial Integration of the Baltic Sea Region and its
Integration with Other Areas of Europe. Gdańsk: Vision and Strategies around the Baltic
Sea.
VASAB (1994) Towards a Framework for Spatial Development in the Baltic Sea Region.
Denmark: Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea.
VASAB (2001) VASAB 2010 Plus Spatial Development Action Programme. Gdańsk: Vision and
Strategies around the Baltic Sea.
VASAB (2005) Gdańsk Declaration and Policy Document Connecting Potentials, Vision and
strategies around the Baltic Sea 2010, 6th Conference of Minister for Spatial Planning
and Development. Gdańsk: Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea.
VASAB (2009) VASAB Long-Term Perspective for the Territorial Development of the Baltic
Sea Region. Towards Better Territorial Integration of the Baltic Sea Region and its
Integration with Other Areas of Europe. Riga: Vision and Strategies around the Baltic
Sea.
ZAUCHA, J. (1996) From Vision to Action. Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea,
Stockholm
44

ZAUCHA, J. (1998) VASAB 2010 Transnational Co-operation in the Spatial Development of the
Baltic Sea Region, in: Graute U. (ed.) „Sustainable Development for Central and Eastern
Europe. Spatial Development in the European Context”, Berlin, Heidelberg, New York:
Springer-Verlag.
ZAUCHA J. (2007) Rola przestrzeni w kształtowaniu relacji gospodarczych. Ekonomiczne
fundamenty planowania przestrzennego w Europie Bałtyckiej. Gdańsk: Fundacja
Uniwersytetu Gdańskiego,
ZAUCHA J. (2010) Ekonomiczna teoria lokalizacji, in: Lorens P. i Martyniuk-Peczek J.
(eds.)”Wybrane zagadnienia zarządzania rozwojem miast” Gdansk: Politechnika
Gdańska, Wydawnictwo Urbanista.
ZAUCHA, J., and FISCHER, H. (2009) Spatial vision and strategies around the Baltic Sea
Region."Informationen zur Raumentwicklung“, Heft 8/9 2009, pp. 621-628.
ZAUCHA, J., T. KOMORNICKI, K. BÖHME, D. ŚWIĄTEK , P. ŻUBER (2014) Territorial Keys for
Bringing Closer the Territorial Agenda of the EU and Europe 2020, “European Planning
Studies”, 22 (2), s 246-267
ZAUCHA J, ŚWIĄTEK D. (2013) Place-based territorially sensitive and integrated approach.
Warszawa: Ministerstwo Rozwoju Regionalnego.
ZILLMER, S., and BÖHME, K. (2010) EU Regional Policy – Territorial Cohesion Objectives and
Realities.
Spatial
Foresight,
available
at
http://www.regionalstudies.org/events/2010/may-pecs/papers/Zillmer.pdf. [access on
16th of May 2013]

45

Institute for Development
Ul. A. Mickiewicza 10 | 81-832 Sopot
e-mail: office@instytut-rozwoju.org
www.instytut-rozwoju.org

