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Introduction 
 

From 27 to 29 September 2017 the Leibniz Institute for Regional Geography and 

the Graduate School for Global and Area Studies of the University of Leipzig 

organised the conference “Coping with uneven development in Europe: socio-

economic and political responses to regional polarisation”.  

Increasing socio-spatial disparities over the past years in Europe made this 

conference timely. On the one hand, metropolitan areas are growing economically 

as well as demographically, whereas ‘peripheralised’ regions are facing decline 

and challenges such as out-migration, loss of enterprises and jobs, and a reduction 

of social services. Furthermore, these regions are often confronted with highly 

stigmatising images which are assigned to both ‘peripheralised’ regions as well as its residents.  

Scientists, PhD students and practitioners discussed current issues of socio-spatial polarisation and 

peripheralisation, as well as the limitations and negative impacts of current regional, social, and 

economic policies across Europe. The conference used different formats to interactively discuss these 

issues.  

We had several discussion rounds where regional development experts and researchers exchanged 

their ideas. Within the design thinking workshop a number of participants was invited to create new 

solutions for current problems in regional development. Another workshop connected research and 

practice and discussed the ways how research can be best communicated to policy makers and 

practitioners. 

Last but not least, we were delighted to attend the exciting keynotes and conversations of a number of 

internationally renowned researchers, namely Andreas Faludi (TU Delft), Costis Hadjimichalis 

(Harokopio University, Athens), Ray Hudson (University of Durham), Merje Kuus (University of British 

Columbia), and Dina Vaiou (National Technical University of Athens).  

This documentation seeks to summarise the results of the conference, especially the keynote lectures 

and the discussion rounds. It does not strive for total completeness but wants to provide an insight 

into the debates and discussions we had throughout the three days. 

We hope we could initiate an exchange between research, policy making, and regional development 
with this conference and would be happy to continue this exchange with further events and projects. 

Thilo Lang 

Head of Department Regional Geography of Europe at the Leibniz Institute for Regional Geography and Scientific 
Coordinator of the project RegPol² 
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Field trips – Wednesday, 27/09/17  
FIELD TRIP 1:  

“FROM INDUSTRY TO WORLD HERITAGE – ECONOMY AND CULTURE IN A POST-INDUSTRIAL 

REGION” (MANSFELD-SÜDHARZ) 

 

The field trip brought us to the district of 

Mansfeld-Südharz which is an old-

industrial region facing still today 

demographic and socio-economic decline. 

Our first stop was Sangerhausen, district 

capital of Mansfeld-Südharz, where we 

met with Brigitte Franke from the 

economic development department of the 

town and with Uta Ullrich of 

Standortmarketing Mansfeld-Südharz 

GmbH, the economic agency of the district 

Mansfeld-Südharz.  

The landscape of “Mansfeld-Südharz” is characterised by relicts of former copper mining like mining 

waste piles. In former times, this industry attracted a lot of skilled workers so that the region 

experienced over a long time in-migration because of working opportunities. But the German 

reunification brought all mines to a close, and since then, only a few enterprises continued activities in 

the copper industry. Struggling to find a new development path, confronted with outmigration, high 

unemployment, and stigmatised as a shrinking, economically unsuccessful region, the region of 

Mansfeld-Südharz has experienced an ongoing process of peripheralisation.  

The population forecast assumes substantially decrease of population from 2011 to 2030 of 21,5% 

while at the same time the population will be ageing. The underemployment rate is still one of the 

highest in whole Germany with 15,7% in 2017 and the employment situation is quite difficult. There 

is an obvious mismatch of the skills of people who are still unemployed and the skills needed by local 

companies. Qualified people are moving away or commuting as the wages are below average (91%) 

compared to Saxony-Anhalt and even more compared to other regions in Germany.  

Given the thin economic basis, tax revenues of municipalities are also below average compared to 

other districts in Saxony-Anhalt (486,40€ per inhabitant and year which is 27,1€ less than the average 

of Saxony-Anhalt). 

Positive factors in the region are the infrastructure and the relatively low housing prices. Recently, 

new highways were completed, connecting the region with the cities of Leipzig and Halle in the East, 

Göttingen and Hannover in the West and Erfurt in the South. Sangerhausen is also a regional railway 

node.  
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The district is acknowledged in the Plan for Regional Development of Saxony-Anhalt as an area facing 

particular development problems and a priority area for infrastructure and economic measures. There 

are some major companies in the region e.g. Mansfelder Kupfer- and Messing GmbH (one of the leading 

European manufacturers of primary and semi-finished products made of copper and copper alloys), 

ARYZTA (a Swiss frozen bakery supplier with a plant in Eisleben) and the KNAUF – Deutsche 

Gipswerke which is the leading manufacturer of construction materials based on plaster. However, the 

majority of new jobs was created in the service sector. One other innovative firm is the Deutsche Basalt 

GmbH which we visited after the presentation. Originating from Georgia, they produce a very fine yarn 

of Basalt fibres at their site in Sangerhausen. 

In order to strengthen the local economy, the district aims to position the municipality Südharz in a 

bioeconomy cluster in Central Germany, strengthen its touristic potential and deepen collaborations 

with nearby metropolitan areas. It is participating in the funding programme for restructuration in the 

Central German lignite field and participates in several model projects of spatial structuring (MORO). 

The Federal State of Saxony-Anhalt is also funding a number of successful projects intended to tackle 

demographic change.  

The touristic potential is being developed continuously. The Reformation sites in Eisleben (Martin 

Luther’s birth house and the house where he died) are listed as UNESCO World Heritage significance, 

Fig. 1: Spatial structure of Saxony Anhalt 
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and Martin Luther's persona as well as his contemporary Thomas Müntzer are key factors in the 

region's marketing strategy. Since 2016, the district is taking part in the Interreg B Central Europe 

project “European Cultural Route of Reformation”.  

Especially Eisleben, our second stop during the field trip, is likely to benefit from the 500 anniversary 

of the reformation in 2017. Most of its inner city buildings as well as the reformation sites themselves 

have been renovated and have attracted increasing numbers of visitors during the last years.  

The mining heritage is exploited between Sangerhausen, Eisleben and Mansfeld, with mining museums 

and “event mines”. Furthermore, nature-based leisure and sports activities are developed with the 

creation of specific touristic hiking paths (e.g. the Luther path) and protected nature areas. The 

Rosarium in Sangerhausen (the biggest rose collection in Europe) attracts many visitors every year. 

The last point we would like to mention here are the especially suitable conditions for agricultural 

products. The region is famous for its fruits, the wine and its inviting wineries. One of them was our 

last stop and we had an insight into a small family vineyard. 

The region is an interesting example to confront peripheralisation processes with innovative ways. 

The field trip managed to introduce some of them and it will be interesting to follow the regions’ 

development over the coming years. 
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FIELD TRIP 2:  

“LEIPZIG EAST – A QUARTER BETWEEN MARGINALISATION AND GENTRIFICATION”  

The second field trip brought us to the east of Leipzig. The quarter is characterised by diverse and 

sometimes contradictory developments. One of the main roads, Eisenbahnstraße, has been labeled by 

mass media as “the most dangerous street in Germany”. Many people associate the quarter with drugs 

and crime. On the other hand, the district features a lot of social, cultural and housing projects, which 

have led to an upgrading of the quarter, and already started to generate the first signs of gentrification. 

The historical origins of the quarter are observable everywhere. In the last half of the 19th century, 

many factories, printing shops, publishing companies and appendant residential buildings were 

constructed, which led to its rather homogenous architectural structure. Although many of the 

historical buildings were demolished during the second half of the last century, the better part of the 

Wilhelminian style and art nouveau buildings are still present and have been refurbished over the last 

decade. 

In the first part of the field trip, economic geographer Dr. Frank Feuerbach of GeoWerkstatt Leipzig 

e.V., a nonprofit association 

of geographers and 

geography students that 

focuses on practical 

geography, led us through 

the urban districts of 

Neuschönefeld and 

Reudnitz. These districts are 

considered the center of 

Leipzig east. During a tour 

that lasted roughly two and 

a half hours, Mr Feuerbach 

pointed out particular 

interesting sites like the 

district park Rabet, where 

many run-down buildings 

were torn down between 

2004 and 2007 to create an 

open area. We were able to observe many recent changes and our guide was able to answer our 

questions competently. 

Of particular importance to understand the changes, the district has experienced, is the role of urban 

planning. During the 1990’s and early 2000’s, the city administration took proactive steps to soften the 

district’s disadvantages and actively moderated a dialogue with residents about the district’s future 

development. It is often cited as a good example of successful long-term urban planning. 
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The map below depicts the east of Leipzig with the four districts Neustädter Markt, Neuschönefeld, 

Reudnitz and Prager Straße. All four were declared development areas in 1992, 1994 and 1995 by the 

office for city renewal and are part of the ERDF (European Regional Development Fund) area Leipzig 

east. 

 

The field trip ended at the local Sternburg brewery, where we were taken through the different parts 

of the spacious complex. The brewing process could be witnessed at all stages. ‘Sternburg’ is a popular 

beer in Leipzig and has managed to become the 15th best-selling brewery in Germany (2015) despite 

using very little advertisement. 

Leipzig has seen tremendous growth over the last years and its eastern district is no exception. This 

field trip managed to introduce many interesting developments. It could be exciting to experience a 

similar tour in a few year’s time. 

  

Fig. 2: Development areas in the east of Leipzig 
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Costis Hadjimichalis: The new question of peripherality in Europe  

Costis Hadjimichalis (Harokopio University Athens) 

Costis Hadjimichalis is professor Emeritus of Economic Geography and 

Regional Development at the Department of Geography, Harokopio 

University Athens.  

His current research and publications concern uneven geographical 

development and socio-spatial justice in the Eurozone, the social and 

spatial effects of the economic crisis in Southern Europe, the role of small 

firms in local development and land dispossession in times of economic 

crisis.  

Abstract:  

Since the beginning of the 21st century, EU regional policies follow the Lisbon Strategy and are part of 

the so-called “cohesion policies” without a particular spatial dimension. Problems of peripheral regions, 

we are told, will find a solution if member-states and regional authorities apply the triple-axis priorities 

decided in Lisbon: “regional competitiveness”, “knowledge economy” and “growth and jobs”. All regions 

are now eligible for funding following the established Lisbon Indices. It is clear that these policies are 

moving away from the old “weak welfare regionalism” focusing on convergence and applied in the 1980s 

and 1990s towards the “entrepreneurial regionalism” model. The latter is part of the neoliberal dogma 

dictating the everyday life and future of EU citizens, in which every peripheral region should compete to 

survive. The dogma ignores the path dependence development of each region, promotes as “best practice” 

few successful star-regions, ignores convergence and questions of redistribution and, finally, promotes 

large cities at the expense of smaller ones and agricultural regions. The crisis since 2009-2010 in the 

Eurozone and in the EU has replaced hastily the Lisbon Strategy with the so-called “smart specialization” 

which is, however, more of the same. It is urgent for all progressive forces in Europe first, to show the 

inadequacies of dominant models; and second, to design and propose an alternative radical policy that 

deals with the specific socio-spatial questions of peripheral regions.  

Summary: 

Costis Hadjmichalis’ speech reflected on the multi-dimensional crisis the European Union has suffered 

from during the past 20 years, which led to increasing inequalities. He argued with Gunnar Myrdal that 

“the play of forces in the market normally tends to increase, rather than decrease, the inequalities 

between regions” (Myrdal 1957:23). Key factors and processes that reproduce peripherality in Europe 

are capital’s fixity and motion, the relative immobility of labour, the production, circulation and 

realisation of value, path dependency, place-specific devaluations, cultural prejudices and 

imaginations and, finally, institutions regulating all the above (see Hudson 2005). He divided his 

speech into three main parts. 

In the first part, Prof Hadjimichalis roughly sketched the evolvement of peripherality in Europe and in 

the discipline of Economic Geography over the last 50 years. Imagining and conceptualising 

peripherality has always been concerned with the question “Who frames capitalist problems and 

how?” which leads to three major theoretical problems: firstly, the (Lisbon) indices themselves are 

deeply biased by the northern, “core developed” countries’ view. The very process of measuring 

development through indices neglects the variety of actual uneven development and leads to 

“variegated capitalism” (see Jessop 2011). Secondly, these indices assume that development 

trajectories are always linear, economic and universal. In this assumption (see Rostow 1960), the self-

enforcing circle of peripherality is created and fueled by the inherent necessity of “underdeveloped” 

regions to “catch up” with developed ones (see also Massey 2006). Thirdly, binary explanations of 
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backwardness and peripherality help reproduce the very concept they try to explain; they ignore 

interregional relations and outside interventions. Uneven capitalist development in general and the 

reproduction of peripherality in particular always depends on the contradictory articulation between 

internal/endogenous and external/exogenous factors (see Hadjimichalis / Hudson 2007; 2014). The 

development from “welfare regionalism” in the 1960s and 1970s, largely based on Keynesianism, to 

Neoliberalism and the “Third Way” (an alternative to liberal capitalism and democratic socialism) in 

the 1980s and 1990s, saw a de-politicisation of regional questions. This raises the question of how 

uneven development relations among regions and cities could be managed and how uneven 

development works under capitalism (see Hadjmichalis 2006 and Hadjimichalis / Hudson 2014). 

His second part dealt with ways of imagining and dealing with peripherality in the European Union. 

Prof Hadjmichalis described the evolvement of definitions of peripherality, stating that in the 1970s 

and 1980s, peripherality was imagined as “inadequate infrastructures and degree of industrialization, 

unemployment and low income”. During this period, European regional development indices were 

introduced followed by a European universal development trajectory while there was a relative 

balance explanation of peripherality between endogenous/exogenous factors (see Thoidou / Foutakis, 

2006). That changed towards the early 2000s, when peripherality was imagined as low regional 

competitiveness. Since the Lisbon treaty and the introduction of the “smart, sustainable and inclusive 

growth” agenda in 2014, a major contradiction has become visible: between seeking neoliberal macro-

economic policies that impose austerity while at the same time pursuing solidarity, economic and 

social cohesion. 

In his third part, Prof Hadjmichalis assessed the current situation of peripherality in the 21st century. 

Arguing with Massey (1979: 236), he emphasised that uneven conditions of peripherality in the 21st 

century are hardly new and build upon the major processes of the last decades. He described it as a 

combination of older conditions of peripherality, with four new factors that were added since the 

1990s: Firstly, financialisation. Secondly, the rise of a new speculative economy. Thirdly, private and 

public debt. Fourthly, the authoritarian and unaccountable mode of EU governance. 

In the Q&A that followed, one participant asked why the current era since the 1990s is a new one, 

referring to the four factors mentioned in the last part of Prof Hadjmichalis’ speech. He answered that 

those developments are not new, but have been visible from the 1990s and have gained major 

importance since 2000. They are defined by a relative decrease of importance of investments in 

productive activities and a relative increase of activities providing rent and profits. He pointed out that 

these are distributed in a highly uneven manner in which economies like Germany are highly export-

oriented whereas other economies rely more and more on debt, which is being diffused among 

companies and individuals. This combination of recent developments increases the importance of 

growth factors and is naturally linked to developments on a global scale, which is characterised by a 

shift to East Asia. He then stated “we have not seen that scale before”. Prof Hadjmichalis also 

emphasised the relevance of path dependence, in which sense it is very difficult to take any of these 

recent developments out of its historical context. A second participant mentioned that some of the 

most interesting and central narratives of peripheralisation come from governments themselves and 

asked if Prof Hadjmichalis had something to add about how these get recycled and reemphasised and 

if he is still of the opinion that economic geographers are not adding enough to the discourse about the 

current crisis. He answered that although government narratives are very important, “four decades of 

neoliberalism have made neoliberalists out of all of us”, not excluding himself. It is hard to think outside 

that box but nonetheless necessary to develop bottom-up theories and narratives to counter these 

“super-imposed top-down narratives”. He then stated that he has not witnessed the emergence of an 

obvious new generation of economic geographers and concluded that a reason for this lack of criticism 

by contemporary economic geographers could be that many have moved to business schools. A third 
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participant asked if Prof Hadjmichalis had any recommendation for the next generation of economic 

geographers. He answered that he definitely has no recipe for success and that it depends on personal 

commitments. He emphasised the importance of group work and discussions, stating, “You can never 

do that alone.”  

References: 

- Hadjimichalis, C., Hudson, R. (2007) “Rethinking local and regional development: implications 

for radical political practice in Europe”, European Urban and Regional Studies, 14 (2): 99–113. 

- Hadjimichalis, C., Hudson, R. (2014) “Contemporary crisis across Europe and the crisis of 

regional development theories”, Regional Studies, 48 (1): 208–218. 

- Hudson, R. (2005) Economic Geographies-Circuits, Flows and Spaces, London: Sage. 

- Jessop, B. (2011) “Rethinking the diversity and variability of capitalism. On variegated 

capitalism in the world market”, in: Lane, C., Wood, G. (eds) Capitalist Diversity and Diversity 

within Capitalism, London: Routledge, pp. 211–237. 

- Massey, D. (1979) In what sense a regional problem?, Regional Studies, 13:2, 233-243.  

- Massey, D. (2006) “Space, Time and Political Responsibility in the Midst of Global Inequality”, 

Erdkunde – Archive for Scientific Geography (Department of Geography, University of Bonn, 

Germany) 60 (2): 93–106. 

- Myrdal, G. (1957) Economic Theory and Under-developed Regions, London: Duckworth. 

- Rostow, W.W. (1960) The Stages of Economic Growth: a Non-Communist Manifesto, N.Y.: 

Cambridge University Press. 

- Thoidou, E., Foutakis, D. (2006) “Metropolitan Thessaloniki and urban competitiveness: 

programming, transformation and implementation of a ‘vision’ for the city”, Geographies, 12, 

25–46 (in Greek). 

 

Interview with Costis Hadjimichalis: „Large cities are promoted at the expense of smaller ones 

and agricultural regions. “ 

Question: One of your key topics is the uneven development in Europe. How do you explain that spatial 

disparities have been increasing during the past years although the goal of regional policies actually is a 

balanced development?  

Not only spatial but also social, political and cultural disparities have been increasing. On the one hand, 

this increase is the outcome of the inevitable operation of the capitalist market, while on the other 

hand particular policies by individual states and regions, mainly austerity policies, could contribute in 

widening the gap. The crisis in the EU after 2009 that includes a financial and public debt aspect, the 

lack of accountability of EU institutions and the refugee/migrants crisis highlighted the deep divisions 

among people and places. Mainstream regional policies, although on paper promote balanced 

development, in reality they do, perhaps without intension, the opposite. The current EU regional 

development dogma based on “competitiveness”, includes regional and urban competitiveness, which 

fueled existing disparities. For example, there is a major contradiction between seeking neoliberal 

macro-economic policies that impose austerity and competitiveness while pursuing solidarity, 

economic and social cohesion via the Cohesion Fund. 

Question: How could European regional policies counteract these developments? 

I am pessimistic on this. I do not see any prospect of change in the neoliberal dogma, or perhaps while 

I am in Germany in the ordo-liberal dogma, in the near future. Without a major political and macro-

economic change away from neoliberalism towards more socio-spatial sensitive policies, any change 
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in regional policies is doomed to fail. However, this does not mean that regional development theories 

and policies in use these days do not need fresh thinking. Much contemporary regional development 

theory and policy was crafted in the 1990s, a period of relative stability, integration and growth that 

ended in the current multiple crisis. Our new thinking must look back to learn from mistakes and look 

forward taking into account new developments since the millennium. Among those, I mention the 

dominance of financialisation and debt (public and private); the uneven socio-spatial structures of 

production and the rise of a new rentier economy; the existence of deficit and surplus regions within 

the EU; the new spatial division of labor in the EU after the influx of migrants and refugees; and the 

authoritarian and unaccountable EU governance. These are but a few milestones to start, there exist 

many more which require a wider discussion.  

Question: From the developments in Greece but also elsewhere in Europe we can see that there is 

apparently a relation between uneven development, social (in-)justice and the rise of nationalism. What 

can we do to counteract these movements? 

The recent crisis in Greece and more general in the Eurozone, is the outcome of the painful 

combination among the long duration of uneven development in Europe, the wrong operation of the 

Euro’s architecture, the dominance of neoliberalism and the authoritarian rule of European 

institutions. Imposed hard austerity via so-called “structural reforms” in Southern Europe but also 

elsewhere in Europe, Germany included, generated sentiments of collective punishment and socio-

spatial injustice. The framing of scale on which justice operates was confused in the Eurozone. Who 

and where count today as subjects of justice in the Eurozone? In the old Westphalian national 

framework the “who” and the “where” of justice were encompassing economic redistribution, legal 

and cultural recognition and equal political representation, all of which are overarched by the 

normative principle of participatory parity. None of those who participate today in the Eurozone 

enjoys these conditions at the Eurozone scale. They have moral standing as subjects of justice only at 

the national scale. The latter fueled various nationalistic movements, which after the influx of refugees 

and migrants acquired also xenophobic and racist dimensions. In order to counteract these 

movements, a radical paradigm shift is required to restore confidence in the European project, which 

nowadays looks more and more detached from popular aspirations. In addition, for this a radical 

change in political leadership and popular demands is needed. Is this possible? The answer lies in 

political and social struggles. 
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Merje Kuus: Transnational Policy? Places and Networks in European Decision-Making  

Merje Kuus (University of British Colombia) 

Merje Kuus is Professor of Geography at the University of British Columbia. 

She is a political geographer whose work concentrates on geopolitics and 

policy processes in national and transnational institutions. She investigates 

the production of expert knowledge in bureaucratic settings: processes 

that might be called political geographies of policy expertise. 

 

Abstract: 

In Europe, the varied and sometimes contentious discussions around issues as diverse as the euro crisis, 

Brexit, or the United States presidential election all illustrate a set of tensions between national and 

transnational decision-making. To some, these developments indicate the need to nationalize decision-

making and reduce the influence of trans-national institutions and expert networks in our daily lives. To 

others, the lesson is the opposite: that Europe’s nation-states cannot effectively respond to external and 

internal shocks on their own and must strengthen the trans-national dimension of policy-making. But 

what do the national and the transnational mean in these debates? European Union (EU) institutions can 

hardly be said to be anywhere close in clout to what they were a decade ago, and national institutions are 

under severe strain too. This presentation explores the fundamental questions around state power, spatial 

inequality, and geographical expertise that arise from these tensions. Where and how, I ask, is expert 

knowledge about places created in today’s Europe? How do ideas circulate among places, how are they 

modified in the process, and how does the knowledge thus produced change center-periphery relations in 

the continent? My effort  is not to assess whether policy-making and  spatial planning is, or should be, 

more national or supranational; my goal is rather to bring into view the specific ways in which different 

levels of decision-making are entangled and co-constituted in today’s Europe. This gives us a more 

dynamic and textured view of how power and authority operate on a continental scale. I draw my primary 

empirical material not from policy documents, but from over 150 one-to-one interviews with policy 

professionals in Brussels and eight other nodes of EU and national decision-making in Europe. In so doing, 

I offer a ‘peopled’ and high-resolution view of how geographical expertise about places and spatial 

relations is generated, modified, and put into practice in today’s Europe.  Most of my interviewees are 

diplomats, but my argument about the flows of knowledge and power applies much beyond inter-

governmental or EU diplomacy. 

Summary: 

In her speech, Merje Kuus talked about the transnationalisation of regulatory power in Europe and its 

influence on the creation of policy expertise. With the rising number of state and non-state actors from 

all member states (and beyond) participating and vying for influence in Brussels, the modes of 

transnational policy-making are altered as well. In that context, Prof Kuus’ research has focussed on 

diplomacy and other knowledge-intensive fields. She divided her speech into three main parts: (1) The 

trans-nationalisation of policy knowledge in Europe, (2) the unevenness of that trans-nationalisation 

process and (3) the methodological challenges she encountered. 

In the first part, Prof Kuus talked about an emerging shift from international to transnational practice 

in EU diplomacy. It used to be the national interests or the institutions that are central in identifying 

crucial and influential actors, but the transnationalisation of policy expertise has led to a 

diversification of diplomatic training. Although foreign ministries still provide most diplomatic 

training, non-state institutions and training initiatives have become more and more influential in 

creating policy expertise. They also illustrate the recognition among nation-states that effective long-

term influence requires action beyond their national capital (Kuus, 2017a; 2015; 2017b). Prof Kuus 
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points out that in her interviews, many diplomats have stressed the distinctiveness of EU diplomacy, 

which is based on negotiations among member states. Boundaries between state and non-state actors 

are growing more and more permeable. Intangible resources like connections and reputation become 

increasingly relevant. 

The keynotes’ second part dealt with the uneven distribution of policy expertise among EU member 

states. The “open secret” is that diplomatic training and expertise are expensive. Where the richer 

countries are able to start with a better-prepared pool of applicants because of better universities and 

a more sophisticated media landscape, poorer member states need to rely on seconding junior 

diplomats to the EU diplomatic service to give these professionals some exposure to distant places and 

expertise. She stressed the importance of pre-Brussels training and socialisation (Kuus, 2017b). 

Transnationalisation, she argued, does not undo national power. 

In the third part of her speech, Prof Kuus focussed on the methodological difficulties of studying and 

analysing the creation, distribution and consolidation of policy expertise, international practice and 

state power. In these contexts, hard empirical data is difficult to uncover. How are personal knowledge, 

skill, reputation and networks measured in a transnational setting? Prof Kuus stressed that it requires 

attention to patterns “that are at once diffuse and specific” in a sustained effort to look beyond the 

common categories like national interests and closely trace the blurring of these in empirical terms. 

When studying practice, as she argued with de Certeau (1984: xxii, 18, 21), it is highly important to 

“willfully focus of this that does not seem to exist”. Therefore, methodological and conceptual pluralism 

in the study of international practice and social power are of key importance, and diplomacy is “a fine 

empirical lens through which to practice such pluralism”. 

In the Q&A that followed, one participant asked if there are similar patterns inside the commission, 

the EU institutions and in the various committees and if similar dynamics do apply to commission 

officials and seconded experts. Prof Kuus answered that they do “dance around” power. All actors in 

Brussels seek to advance particular interests and we often label these as “national”, which is 

problematic. Transnational and supranational dynamics in that process are not in opposition, since it 

is not a zero sum game. In her opinion, it is crucial to avoid oversimplifying these dynamics and to look 

beyond national and supranational lenses. 

Prof Kuus’ speech focussed on the political aspects of center-periphery relations in Europe and thereby 

contributed greatly to the conference. 

References: 

- De Certeau, Michel. 1984. The practice of everyday life. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

- De la Baume, Maia, and Vinocur, Nicholas. 2016. The last Sun King of French Diplomacy. Politico 

Europe Nov 25. 

- The Economist. 2014. Dance of the Powers. Sept 6. 

- Kuus, Merje. 2017a. ‘Transnational Bureaucratic Fields: Positionality and Generalization in the 

Study of Diplomacy’, Political Geography (early view). 

- Kuus, Merje. 2017b.‘Political Economies of Transnational Fields: Harmonization and 

Differentiation in European Diplomacy’, Territory, Politics, Governance (early view). 

- Kuus, Merje. 2016. “‘To Understand the Place”: Geographical Knowledge and Diplomatic 

Practice’, The Professional Geographer, 68 (4): 546-553. 

- Kuus, Merje. 2015. ‘Transnational Diplomacy in Europe: What is Transcended and How? in 

Dittmer J. and McConnell F. (Eds) Diplomatic Cultures and International Politics: Translations, 

Spaces and Alternatives, pp. 41-58. Routledge, London. 

- Kuus, Merje. 2014. Geopolitics and Expertise: Knowledge and Authority in European Diplomacy. 
Wiley, 2014.  
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Andreas Faludi: “Conflicting territorialities in EU Cohesion Policy"  

Andreas Faludi (Delft University of Technology) 

Andreas Faludi is a guest researcher at the Delft University of Technology, 

where he had a chair in Spatial Policy Systems in Europe (2005-2012). In 

2009 he was appointed Honorary Member of the Association of European 

Schools of Planning (AESOP). 

Andreas Faludi is one of the leading researchers in the field of European 

Planning and Territorial Cohesion.  

 

Abstract: 

EU Cohesion policy is witness to tensions inherent to the European construct, tensions which are presently 

only too manifest. This is because it affects the territoriality of member states, territoriality standing for 

the assertion by any organization that an area of space is under its influence. (Sack 1984, Page 34) As 

sovereign states, EU members must even assert that their influence over their territories is supreme, and 

the more so since they may consider themselves the exclusive depositories of democratic legitimacy. But 

under its, albeit delegated powers the EU, too, holds itself responsible for Cohesion policy and its effects 

on the territory of the EU and of each of its members. So in effect two forms of territoriality clash with 

each other. 

Summary:  

Andreas Faludi’s speech revealed the institutional and historical causes for the conflicts in EU regional 

and cohesion policy and claimed that it is time for a new type of governance and territoriality, giving 

not only national territories but also functional institutions and networks a democratic legitimacy. 

Faludi defined territoriality with Robert Sack (1986) as “the attempt […] to affect, influence, or control 

people, phenomena, and relationships, by delimiting and asserting control over a geographical area 

[…]”. As the world is changing with ongoing globalisation processes and newly emerging problems 

there is a shift to rethink territoriality and to shift in regional policies from an “absolutistic 

territorialism” which considers state territoriality as fully bundled to a “relativistic constructivism” 

considering territoriality as changing, if not unravelling.  

Faludi identified three key arenas where these conflicting territorialities can be witnessed since the 

beginnings of the European Union: (1) budgetary politics, (2) the scale of intervention of cohesion 

policy, and (3) the interinstitutional struggles between nation states, European institutions, substate 

administrations and private stakeholders. For the member states it is of utmost importance to retain 

control over their national budgets whereas the Commission insists on common policies. In return, the 

application of a common policy implies that the European Union has a territoriality like a (federal) 

state where commonly agreed rules and criteria are valid. The Commission is therefore in the role of a 

watchdog that makes sure that these rules and criteria are observed, whereas the member states seek 

to bend the rules and flout criteria. Another step towards asserting the territoriality of the European 

Union as if it were a state was the Single European Act in 1985. In this agreement social and territorial 

cohesion was identified as a core objective. In the following, the involvement of substate 

administrations and private stakeholders became an important feature of cohesion policy. State 

territoriality has been shared since then with new actors such as the regions. However, the member 

states made sure that they will still be the gatekeepers in the communication towards the European 

Commission in maintaining the national envelopes and the indicator of GDP per capita as statistical 

straightjackets for the distribution of EU money. Given the fact that there are still constant struggles 
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about the locus of decision-making power, the sustainability of cohesion policy is rather questionable 

(see Bachtler et al. 2013). Monitoring and evaluation procedures, conditionality, additionality, 

community initiatives and partnership arrangements, as e.g. the European Groupings of Territorial 

Cooperation (EGTC), are all under debate.   

In the following, Andreas Faludi expanded on the model of multilevel governance, created over time 

to implement European cohesion policy with its mosaic of projects within and across territories 

involving mostly ad-hoc actor-constellations. Here, again, the shift from the perspective of an 

absolutistic territorialism which referred to the concept of multi-level governance as a “Russian Doll” 

with different levels of territoriality, towards the perspective of relativistic constructivism considering 

multilevel governance as overlapping specialised jurisdictions is visible. This second type implies a 

certain “fragmegration” in cohesion policy. This means that coalitions are constantly shifting as they 

were already in pre-modern government arrangements. Thus, Faludi argues along with Zielonka 

(2006) that the European Union is a neo-medieval empire (see as well Faludi 2016).  

In his conclusions, Andreas Faludi pointed out that we ought to be moving beyond states territoriality. 

He promoted the Swiss example featuring both (sub-) national territories as well as functional 

authorities as a new type of governance and territoriality. In his opinion, the management of Cohesion 

policy projects could be entrusted to EGTCs, which could have a democratic legitimacy as in 

Switzerland. With these arrangements, legitimacy would no longer be a monopoly of states. But the 

question remains how democratic representation can be organized without thinking in terms of 

territoriality. 

References: 

- Bachtler, John, Joaquim Oliveira Martins, Peter Wostner, Piotr Zuber (2013): Towards 

Cohesion Policy 4.0. Structural Transformation and Inclusive Growth. Regional Studies 

Association, Brussels. 

- Faludi, Andreas (2016): The Poverty of Territorialism: Revisiting European Spatial Planning. 

In: disP – The Planning Review 52 (3) 2016. pp. 73-81. 

- Sack, Robert David (1986): Human Territoriality. Cambridge University Press. 
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In the spotlight 
 

In the spotlight – Oliver Ibert in conversation with Ray Hudson 

Ray Hudson (Durham University) 

Ray Hudson is professor in the Department of Geography at Durham 

University and served as deputy vice chancellor of the university from 

2014 to 2015. His research addresses economic geographies, processes of 

combined and uneven development, relations between corporate and state 

policies, and issues of territorial development 

 

Oliver Ibert (Leibniz Institute for Research on Society and Space) 

Oliver Ibert is head of the research department “Dynamics of Economic Spaces” at the Leibniz Insitute 

for Research on Society and Space in Erkner, Germany. Additionally, he is professor for Economic 

Geography at Freie Universität Berlin. In his research, he focuses on innovation processes and the 

knowledge economy.  

 

Summary:  

After highlighting how both their lives and careers evolved around similar patterns and places, Oliver 

Ibert asked Ray Hudson, if he would consider his native region of northeast England to be a peripheral 

region. Ray Hudson explained how this former ‘core’ region of industry and mining became 

peripheralized in the wake of policies like that of Margaret Thatcher in the 1980’s. This strengthened 

the influence of financial centres like London and led to a significant out flux of capital from the region. 

In this sense, he argued, we are seeing ‘new’ peripheral regions. 

They also debated whether it is problematic that the concept of peripherality is defined in terms of 

deficiency and in an increasingly simplistic and dualistic sense, where periphery is “everything non-

metropolitan”; which makes it difficult to think in terms of possible developments in an unbiased way. 

Furthermore, they discussed innovation. Oliver Ibert stated that he thinks it is problematic to assume 

that local or regional innovation leads to regional development because innovation tends to affect 

different regions and actor groups unequally. Ray Hudson added that since “there is no necessary 

correlation between innovation in a region and the inhabitants of that region benefiting from that 

innovation”, it is very important to look for alternative ways to capture the value that is created within 

regions. 

Oliver Ibert and Ray Hudson continued to evaluate that it seems to be taken for granted that we are in 

a crisis situation, but this does not seem to be properly understood. They both agreed that it is crucial 

to learn more about crises to be able to influence future developments. A deeper understanding on 

how they are formed and of different ways of managing crisis situations might help to influence future 

developments. 
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In the spotlight: Alexandru Brad (Researcher at IfL) in conversation with Daniela Kolbe (MdB, 

social-democratic member of the German parliament) 

 

Daniela Kolbe (Member of the German parliament; General Secretary 

of the SPD in Saxony) 

Daniela Kolbe has been a member of the German Bundestag (constituency 

Leipzig I) since and is Secretary General of the SPD Saxony since 2015. In 

addition, she is deputy chairman of the Board of Trustees of the Federal 

Center for Civic Education and a member of the SPD. From January 2011 to 

June 2013, Daniela Kolbe was chair of the Enquete Commission "Growth, 

Prosperity, Quality of Life" of the German Bundestag.  

Alexandru Brad (IfL Leipzig) 

Alexandru Brad is a PhD candidate at Leibniz Institute for Regional Geography (IfL) in Leipzig, where 

he focusses on the governance of core-periphery relations in Germany and Romania. 

Summary:  

Alexandru Brad and Daniela Kolbe talked about uneven development in Germany and how it might be 

compared to its eastern neighbours. Daniela stated how much she regards the outcome of the 2017 

federal election, where the biggest parties (Christdemocrats and Sociodemocrats) lost votes and the 

right-wing populist party AfD (Alternative for Germany) gained 13% of the votes, as a sign of uneven 

development between East and West, especially in terms of social inequality, unemployment, lower 

wages and public services. Besides this, the gap between richer and poorer people is increasing in 

Germany. Although the Agenda 2010 initiated by then-chancellor Gerhard Schröder at the beginning 

of the 2000s was very successful in reducing unemployment, it led to an increase of precarious and 

badly paid employment. 

Asked about her tenure as chair of the Parliamentary Enquete Commission for Growth, Prosperity and 

Quality of Life from 2010 to 2013, Daniela Kolbe described the negotiation difficulties in assessing the 

economic situation after the financial crisis of 2008/09. As a result, the Commission recommended to 

implement different measures for wealth with different indicators than the GDP. However, the findings 

of the Commission have not been implemented until today. A reason for this could be that it is easier 

for decision makers to focus on GDP and unemployment than to take into account a complex set of 

indicators assessing not only economic but also ecologic and social aspects of wealth. 

Asked about the effects of German policy principles, like subsidiarity on balanced development in 

Germany, Daniela Kolbe expressed concerns about the reform of state fiscal equalisation and how it is 

implemented today. Wealthier and larger western German states like Bavaria tend to refuse to partner 

with poorer and smaller eastern German states, which deepens uneven development in Germany. The 

discussions about a redistribution of money between richer and poorer regions is still necessary and 

will continue. Additionally, for example in Saxony money from the Federal Government, provided for 

specific tasks within the federal states, is not always distributed to the lower regional or municipal 

levels as they are meant to be. However, it seems that a lot of money is distributed to rural regions 

where the conservative party in Saxony has its electoral base which can smooth unequal development 

between the big cities Leipzig and Dresden and the remaining regions. Regarding the efficacy of 

funding programmes to reduce inequalities there are some programmes like “Soziale Stadt” (Social 

city) that do so and that build capacities to challenge uneven development and others that do not.  



 

 

19 

Towards the end of the conversation, Alexandru Brad and Daniela Kolbe discussed the favourable view 

of Germany’s eastern neighbours of it as a best practice example and what they could learn from 

Germany.  After stating that it would be unfitting of Germans to “teach” its eastern neighbours because 

its policy of lower wages also hurts their economies, she presented the German educational non-

university system as a good example to tackle youth unemployment. 

 

Links: 

- Daniela Kolbe’s website (in German): https://daniela-kolbe.de/  

- Wikipedia-Link to the Enquete commission (in German): 

https://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Enquete-

Kommission_Wachstum,_Wohlstand,_Lebensqualit%C3%A4t  

Report of the Enquete Commission (in German): 

http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/17/133/1713300.pdf 

  

https://daniela-kolbe.de/
https://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Enquete-Kommission_Wachstum,_Wohlstand,_Lebensqualit%C3%A4t
https://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Enquete-Kommission_Wachstum,_Wohlstand,_Lebensqualit%C3%A4t
http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/17/133/1713300.pdf
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Plenary debate 
Moderator: Dr Thilo Lang, IfL Leipzig, Germany 

Participants: Géza Salamin (Budapest Corvinus University; Hungarian Society for Urban Planning), 

Merje Kuus (University of British Columbia), Gergely Török (North-West Regional Development 

Agency, Romania)  

Géza Salamin (Budapest Corvinus University, member of the 

European Council of Spatial Planners (ECTP-CEU) 

Géza Salamin has 17 years’ experience in regional and urban development 

policy and planning in Hungary and at EU level. As researcher and planner, 

and later as head of unit of VÁTI, the Hungarian regional development and 

planning agency he played essential role in planning preparation of 

national spatial development concepts and several cross-border 

cooperation programmes, and in coordination of regional development 

programmes of the Hungarian regions and later cities. He is currently 

member of the European Council of Spatial Planners delegated by the 

Hungarian Society for Urban Planning (MUT). 

Merje Kuus (University of British Colombia) 

Merje Kuus is Professor of Geography at the University of British Columbia. 

She is a political geographer whose work concentrates on geopolitics and 

policy processes in national and transnational institutions. She 

investigates the production of expert knowledge in bureaucratic settings: 

processes that might be called political geographies of policy expertise. 

 

 

 Gergely Török (North-West Regional Development Agency, Cluj-

Napoca, Romania) 

Gergely Török works as project manager of European projects (e.g. 

Interreg programme) at the North-West Regional Development Agency. 

 

 

 

 

Plenary debate: What can we learn from our observations and how can 

we contribute to better regional policies? 

Thilo Lang: Mr Salamin, in 2010 and 2011, you coordinated the international drafting team of the 

Agenda 2020 of the European Union, which was adopted through the Hungarian presidency. Hungary 

shows a significant degree of regional polarisation with a very high concentration of economic 

development in the capital region of Budapest, seemingly to the expense of many other regions. So, how 

to bring along the country? 

Géza Salamin: This is not just happening in Hungary, but also at the European level. It is deeply rooted 

in our position in the EU and how Hungary integrated into it. I have to emphasise that it is not a recent 
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development. Its preconditions involve a lack of sufficient domestic capital and therefore a 

dependence on foreign investments, the actors (organisations, regions) were not prepared to partake 

in the Common Market and, in my personal view, some of them will never be able to compete in the 

market. We cannot be winners in such a game. The general logic of the EU’s Common Market is based 

on the free movement principle, and economic integration is an inherent aspect of this kind of 

polarisation.  

Thilo Lang: Do you think polarisation is a temporal phenomenon related to this pattern of investment 

and are you optimistic that we will come to a second stage where this will be more dispersed? Will the 

agenda be able to play out its potential? 

Géza Salamin: Unfortunately, the orientation towards reducing the regional polarisation was not the 

main objective of the agenda. In Hungary, the government is focussed mainly on growth and it pays 

less attention to other aspects, the same is happening on the European level. Look at Europe 2020, it 

is a growth strategy. I think this polarisation will remain, the redistribution of funds to poor regions 

has some impact, but it involves the logic of centre-periphery relations. I think it is a broader pattern. 

The equilibrium of the European space will be more in centre-periphery relations than in the 

convergence of the regions.  

Thilo Lang: I would like to shift to Romania. Mr Török, you are managing projects aiming at regional 

development. Could you tell us a little bit about your take on core-periphery relations in the region where 

you work? 

Gergely Török: Over the last years in Romania, there have been some areas which have developed 

capacities to apply for projects to get some funds and you can already see a polarisation of funds in 

this aspect. In metropolitan areas, you have rural areas as well as big cities in the centres. The power 

is in the hands of the main cities, so they attract most of the funds. This leads to further polarisation. 

Thilo Lang: Mrs Kuus, as a political geographer, you focus on politics and policy processes in national 

and transnational institutions. I would like to confront you with one of your statements: “European Union 

institutions can hardly be said to be as powerful as they were a decade ago and national institutions are 

under severe strain, too.” Why do you think this is the case and what are the implications of that?  

Merje Kuus: I did make that statement in a way one would start a discussion. To answer this 

question we need to go back to the analytical tools that we use to answer many of these questions. 

Specifically, the question of power. We need to start by asking what we mean by power. To me, power 

is the capacity to influence the actions of others. Power is not a substance somewhere in a box. Power 

is not a zero sum game. It is also important to recognise that power is not necessarily national or 

supranational in a pre-given way. It is context-specific and situation-specific. Looking at Europe, it is 

probably fair to say that intergovernmental institutions such as the European Council have gained 

power and supranational institutions such as the European Commission have lost power. This way of 

looking at it is too simplistic because in Europe, nation-states cannot compete on a global scale without 

EU institutions anymore. The regulatory space and trade deals with countries around the world are of 

vital interest to EU countries. One of the problems with the EU is that its power tends to be overlooked 

because it is more convenient to focus on national power and national interests. To sum up, it is useful 

to keep in mind the distinction between the visible power of flags, identities, of passports, brands and 

language – things that we can very easily identify - and the mostly invisible regulatory power – all 

kinds of technical issues - that many people do not know about. If we focus more on regulatory power, 

we get to a richer understanding of Europe’s regulatory power. The same applies to national 

institutions; we cannot imagine solutions to these problems without the nation state. It is too easy to 

focus on the visible and forget the importance of national and supranational regulatory power. 
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Speaking as an academic, it is also very important to approach all these very complicated questions 

through open-ended questions. Instead of asking who is winning or losing, it is better to ask: Where is 

influence? Who is wielding it? Under what conditions?  

Thilo Lang: Talking about power and influences, a lot of the literature about peripheralised places 

states that they do not have a voice in the centres of decision-making. Some of you have stressed that the 

Eastern European countries could also be seen as periphery versus the Western European countries. Is 

there any power to the voices of the peripheries or is it true that these issues and problems of 

peripheralisation are not organised at EU level? 

Merje Kuus: It is an open-ended question: What is the role of voices from Central Europe in 

Brussels? There are many voices, voices of the national governments acting through the council, there 

are all kinds of other voices (regions, NGOs), and there are people from these countries who work in 

EU institutions. In a complex context like this, it is of crucial importance to avoid over-generalising. It 

is probably true that similar processes are happening in Europe. At the same time, much depends on 

individual persons and individual agendas. Moreover, because Brussels is so complicated, particular 

actors can accomplish a lot. To understand the role of particular states in EU politics, it is important to 

recognise the complexity. Unfortunately, I have to say, it depends.  

Thilo Lang: So, is there still an East-West divide in EU institutions? 

Merje Kuus:  To some degree, yes. I started my work in 2007 and back then, many interviewees 

acknowledged that there still was a difference but that it was fading. Ten years later, they still say the 

same. We are dealing with a long-term issue. The problem with ending my answer with “yes, there is 

still a difference” is that it paints a very grim image and downplays the capacity of people in Brussels 

to act. That is why I always add: it depends. 

Thilo Lang: I have one question to all three of you: From your perspective and experience, how can we 

better understand how inequalities have been increasing over the last years and how do we judge this 

development? 

Gergely Török: I am somewhat pessimistic on this. As I mentioned before, we can observe patterns of 

resource concentration in core regions, which also includes private funds and resources. Even though 

peripheral areas provide many natural resources for these big cities, they are not compensated 

enough. There still is exploitation of the peripheries by the centre. Because the institutional system in 

Eastern European countries is still trying to resemble that of Western European countries, these 

problems tend to increase.  

Géza Salamin: You mentioned compensation. Having worked more than a decade in regional 

development, I have doubts about its feasibility. Some of these regions are so dependent on EU 

resources that it reproduces the structure of centre-periphery relations. These resources have become 

more and more defined in their way of use and in their scope. There are many conditions. There are 

other reasons to have doubts about it. The dependence on external resources is not a normal situation. 

More than two thirds of resources in Hungary and other eastern European countries are funds from 

European Union investments, they may be seen as strong interventions, and they modify the local 

structures. I do not think that there is a clear solution to this. 

Merje Kuus: It is important to consider that Eastern Europe has been uneven for a long time. We are 

not dealing with something recent. There are many structural processes and those are very difficult to 

change. There is a lot of history in inequality and we need to consider it. As you know, structural 

processes in capitalist economies favour and produce uneven development, in particular the 

differentiation of control and command functions from production functions. This has spatial 
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implications and structural processes need to be considered. This said, one of the problems with this 

structuralist explanation is that it treats structures as something that predetermines outcomes. 

Structures condition outcomes. They guide, shape or influence outcomes. They do not determine 

outcomes. Europe has many examples where concerted policy really made a difference. We just have 

to look at the development of the Scandinavian countries. I would like to caution against an overly 

predetermined, structuralist story. I would also like to say that the current crisis is not just an 

economic crisis but also a political crisis, of political will and political imagination. One of the problems 

with treating these processes as economic is fetishising the state of the economy as if it was an 

independent reality. This tends to neglect that it is people that construct this economy and it is up to 

people to build the kind of society we want. The most important point for me is that de facto structures 

are ultimately contingent. Sometimes they seem to be predetermined but if we take them as 

predetermined it is too easy to just lose hope. Leipzig is a good example: through will and 

determination you can make real change over time. 

In the Q&A that followed, questions were raised about the dependencies of EU member states and 

eastern European countries on EU institutions and the economic aspects of peripheralisation. The 

discussants concluded that capitalism plays an important role in creating and reinforcing spatial 

disparities. It was stresses that responses to increasing inequality need national and transnational 

policies that are based on long-term considerations. It was also discussed how “scapegoating” hurts 

the discourse, blaming the EU and member states for structural problems hinders the process of 

understanding regional disparities. 

A final question by Dr Lang asked “How should intelligent regional policies look like to help keeping 

the disparities at a level that they do not harm our societies?” Mr Török suggested region-specific 

responses rather that one-fits-all solutions. Mr Salamin proposed that the EU steps away from its 

central assumption that global competitiveness and GDP growth are most important. Prof Kuus 

recommended investing in education and culture and long-term investments in general and added that 

regions should seek to optimise their possibilities to receive funds by strengthening their relationship 

to Brussels. 
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Paper sessions 
 

Paper session I: Conceptualisation of peripheralisation  

Chair: Garri Raagmaa 
 

Péter Balogh:  

The protest of the East Central European periphery: rebelling for the wrong reasons? 

 

Affiliation: Centre for Regional and Economic Studies at the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Pécs, 
Hungary 
 

This paper develops the hypothesis that the evidently growing protest of the East Central European 

periphery is largely misguided as it misses the crucial challenges of the region. The rebellion has now 

for years mostly been concerned with politics and ideology, especially the EU migrant relocation 

scheme and the Christian heritage allegedly important to (East Central) Europe’s heritage and future. 

However, the most fundamental mid- and long-term challenges to East Central Europe are of economic 

character. The chapter shows how both the economic transformations since the early 1990s and EU 

Cohesion Policy since the mid-2000s have built and cemented dependence and core-periphery 

relations within Europe, as both processes have led to increased capital accumulation by especially 

the core. 

 

Manfred Kühn:  
Periphery and Peripheralisation – Two Spatial Concepts and Implications for Regional 
Policies 
 
Affiliation: Leibniz Institute for Research on Society and Space, Erkner, Germany 
 

The term “periphery” is conventionally used in Geography to describe a remote location: at the fringe, 

border or outskirts of a centre. The greater the distance from the centre, the more peripheral is the 

location. This geographical concept of space is applied by most spatial planning systems in Europe.  By 

defining centres, spatial planning and regional policies are constructing peripheries. Peripheries occur 

at different scales: outside the “Pentagon” at the EU scale, as non-metropolitan areas at national scales, 

and as the “hinterland” of cities at regional scales. According the concept, peripherality is mostly a 

locational disadvantage in terms of higher distance costs and weaker agglomeration advantages. 

 

In a historical view, it becomes clear that the position of a periphery in relation to a centre is 

changeable (Nolte 1991, Nitz 1997). The rise and fall of cities and regions depends on the increase and 

loss of functions within a society. A famous American example of this rise and fall is the so called “Motor 

City” Detroit.  

In contrast to the static concept of periphery, the concept of “peripheralisation” expresses a dynamic 

understanding. It implies a focus on social processes as producing peripheries. The paper thus 

examines different explanations for the “making of peripheries” through processes of 

peripheralisation. Among them are theories of economic innovation weakness (Friedmann 1973), 

demographic concepts of urban decline (Friedrichs 1989), socio-economic concepts of dequalification 
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of labour (Danson/De Souza 2012) and political concepts of dependency and exclusion from networks 

(Herrschel 2011).  

 

The lecture compared both concepts of space in analysing commonalities and differences and 

discussed their ability to explain the increasing spatial inequalities in many (Eastern) European 

countries. The paper concluded by showing implications for the governance of core-periphery 

relations in regional policies. While the spatial concept of “periphery” asks for reducing distance 

costs to the centres (through the connection to highway and internet nets), “peripheralisation” asks 

for the conditions of a re-centralisation of cities and regions. 

 

References: 

- Danson, M., Souza, P. de, 2012. Regional Development in Northern Europe: Peripherality, 

Marginality and Border Issues. Routledge.  

- Friedmann, J., 1973. Urbanization, planning, and national development. Sage Publications. 

- Friedrichs, J., 1993. A Theory of Urban Decline: Economy, Demography and Political Elites. Urban 

Studies 30, 907–917. 

- Herrschel, T., 2016. Borders in Post-Socialist Europe: Territory, Scale, Society. Routledge. 

- Nitz, H. J.,1997. Der Beitrag der historischen Geographie zur Erforschung von Peripherien. In: Nolte, 

H.H. (Ed.): Europäische Innere Peripherien im 20. Jahrhundert. Steiner, Stuttgart, pp. 17–36. 

- Nolte, E. (1991). Lehrstück oder Tragödie?: Beiträge zur Interpretation der Geschichte des 20. 

Jahrhunderts. Köln [u.a.]: Böhlau. 

 

Jozsef Benedek, Stefana Varvari, Cristian Litan:  
Urban growth pole policy and regional development: old wine in new bottles? 
 

Affiliation: Babeş-Bolyai-University Cluj-Napoca, Romania 
 

As part of a broader Europeanisation process, the general guidelines and principles of the European 

spatial planning documents have been uncritically overtaken in the last two decades in the Romanian 

spatial planning system. One of them is represented by the growth pole concept which was widely used 

not only in the selection process of the cities as growth poles but in the delimitation of the metropolitan 

zones as well. The Regional Operational Program (ROP) 2007-2013 has incorporated the above logic, 

the priority axe 1 sustaining the urban growth poles with 30% of the budget allocated to the whole 

ROP. The future prospects for 2014-2020 are going in the same direction. 

The main aim of this paper is to evaluate the process and outcome of the establishing the urban growth 

poles as key elements of the new regional policy in Romania. In particular, we will address the question 

whether the high prioritization of the urban growth poles development goals has reduced the level of 

regional disparities in Romania, or, in contrast, it has rather contributed to the increase of the regional 

disparities in demographic and economic terms. The paper highlights the failure of regional policy in 

attaining its essential objective, the reduction of regional disparities. Even though the capital city, 

Bucharest, was excluded from the analysis and thus the level of disparities is underestimated, the 

authors found out that disparities among cities and counties reduced during the programming period 

and started to increase again as soon as the programme ended. 
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Paper session II: Perspectives and challenges for local and regional development 

Chair: Jaroslav Macháček 

 

Gabriella Ludescher:  
Facilities for the endogenous development of rural territories 
 
Affiliation: University of Debrecen, Faculty of Health, Debrecen, Hungary 

The endogenous development enjoys great popularity in the world of regional sciences and within this 

the theory of territorial capital is an even narrower aspect of it. In the first part, this article presents 

the significance of the factors that play an important role in the endogenous development of rural 

regions, like social, economic factors and soft elements. Hence for it analyzes the important aspect of 

endogenous development, the territorial capital and its various definitions. The starting point of the 

study is the theory of territorial capital which has been created so far. The author tests the suitability 

of the existing statistical method used for the measurement of rural territories. Throughout the 

examination it was found that the territories existing under the rating of  NUTS IV. and V. possess 

different elements of territorial capital than those of NUTS II. and III. In the core of the article the 

author, according to the previously mentioned remark, considers it justifiable to create and 

systematize the elements of rural territorial capital and to work out the quantitative and qualitative 

methods of it. Finally, in its last part the study deals with the new approaches of the rural territorial 

capital, which enables the deep survey of rural territories. 

 

Ondřej Konecny / Pavlišová, A. / Vyroubalová, T. / Surmanová, K. 
Bottom-up approach as a tool of spatial polarization? Case study of local action groups in 
Czechia 
 
Affiliation: Department of Regional Development and Public Administration, Faculty of Regional 
Development and International Studies, Mendel University in Brno, Czech Republic 

 

Endogenous development in the Czech Republic is often associated with the Common agricultural 

policy (CAP) and the Leader method, i.e. local action groups (LAGs). Although these groups are 

delimited on the basis of clearly declared criteria, socio-economic characteristics of individual areas 

differ significantly, including both core and peripheral areas. Since the beginning of the 21st century, 

the number of these groups has grown abruptly in the Czech Republic (in connection with grant 

support).Currently only a few villages and small towns are not members of any of the LAGs. This article 

aims to determine whether (non)peripheriality is a significant factor of the groups which were 

supported via the CAP. In other words, the authors would like to clarify whether the groups of core 

areas were more often supported having advantage of quality social capital. At the same time, authors 

attempt to establish whether groups of peripheral areas were formed only secondarily during the 

process of “filling up white spaces", i.e. integrating the areas that had not been part of the LAGs. 

Consequently, it is possible to decide whether the support of the LAGs accelerates spatial polarization 

and peripheralisation. The results show that the initially developed and supported LAGs were not 

situated in peripheral areas. In the periphery, endogenous development was initiated with a delay and 

the shape and structure of the LAGs established there often reveals dysfunctional spatial relations. 

Therefore it may be concluded that spatial polarization tended to increase. 
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Ralph Richter:  
Social enterprises in peripheralised rural regions: the blessing and curse of subsidies 

 
Affiliation: Leibniz Institute for Research on Society and Space, Erkner, Germany 
 

Rural regions in Europe suffer from peripheralisation processes. They are areas were the state and the 

market increasingly withdraw. Social enterprises are said to be organisations that fill this gap (Pless 

2012; Munoz/Steiner/Farmer 2014). They are seen as innovative actors that provide common goods, 

offer jobs and contribute to regional development. Social enterprises follow social and societal goals 

with entrepreneurial means (Dees 2001 [1998]). In spite of the high expectations that policy makers 

and scholars attach to social enterprises, little is known about how they operate in rural regions, how 

social enterprises address occurring challenges and provide innovative solutions to the benefit of 

peripheral regions.  

The proposed presentation will give evidence on the role social enterprises play as agents of change 

and rural development. However, the opportunities for social enterprises in rural regions are at the 

same time its limits. The business model of many rural social enterprises lasts on public programmes 

and procurement. This becomes critical if public budgets shrink, programmes terminate or policy 

makers change.  

The presentation relies on findings of the EU project RURINNO that investigates the innovative 

practices of social enterprises in rural Poland, Austria, Ireland and Greece. In the first part of the 

presentation, I will give an overview about the challenges rural regions are facing in the four 

investigated countries. While the severity of peripheralisation processes differs, all investigated rural 

regions share the problem of out-migration of young and well-qualified people. In the second part, I 

will show which solutions social enterprises have developed to fight the challenges and how their 

“business models” build on the specific conditions prevailing in peripheral rural regions (availability 

of funds, demand for intermediate actors). That the accessibility of public and private subsidies also 

bears risks for rural social enterprises will be demonstrated in the third part of the presentation. The 

dependency from funding schemes can smother the innovative impetus of rural social enterprises and 

heightens their vulnerability as will be shown by examples from our research. 

References:  

- Dees, J.G., 2001. The meaning of social entrepreneurship. Center for the Advancement of Social 

Entrepreneurship, Duke University's Fuqua School of Business. 

- Munoz, S.-A., Steiner, A., Farmer, J., 2015. Processes of community-led social enterprise 

development: learning from the rural context. Community Dev J 50, 478–493.  

- Pless, N.M., 2012. Social Entrepreneurship in Theory and Practice—An Introduction. J Bus Ethics 

111, 317–320.  

 
More information about RURINNO is available at http://rural-innovations.net/.  
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Paper session III: Innovation activities and knowledge intensive business in peripheral regions  

Chair: Lukas Vonnahme 

 

Ondřej Slach / Jan Ženka / Vendula Reichová / Alexandr Nováček / Vojtěch Bosák:  

Post-crisis spatial development of knowledge-intensive business services in Czechia 

Affiliation: Department of Human Geography and Regional Development, University of Ostrava, Czech 
Republic 
 
The main focus of this paper is twofold. Firstly, we examine changes in spatial distribution of 

knowledge intensive industries in Czechia. Particular emphasis is given to the shifts in localisation of 

knowledge intensive business services during the post-crisis period 2009-2013. Although knowledge 

intensive services are considered to be a key driver of urban economic growth (Storper 2012), it is a 

question to what extent do they play this leading role outside the largest, economically rapidly growing 

metropolitan regions. Increasing spatial concentration of knowledge intensive business services to the 

largest economically growing cities may contribute significantly to economic peripheralisation of 

second-tier cities. We ask if the recent global economic crisis has caused some significant spatial 

reallocation of knowledge intensive business services in Czechia with possible negative effects on 

economically lagging areas. Secondly, in line with thematic orientation of the conference, we study 

path creation of knowledge intensive business services in two second-tier shrinking cities. Considering 

the fact that urban shrinkage could be perceived as a result of economic peripherialisation (Kühn et al. 

2016), we ask how do knowledge intensive business services in economically lagging cities arise and 

grow, what are the principal limits for their development and what is their role in possible 

rejuvenation of the host urban economies. We also examine which strategies do shrinking cities 

employ in order to support the development of knowledge intensive business services and how 

successful are they in these attempts 

References:  

- Kühn, M., Bernt, M. and Colini, L., 2016. Power, politics and peripheralization: Two Eastern German 

cities. European Urban and Regional Studies. 

- Storper, M., van Marrewijk, C. and van Oort, F.G., 2012. Introduction: Processes of change in urban 

systems. Journal of Regional Science, 52(1), pp.1-9. 

 

Martin Graffenberger:  
Towards better understanding firm innovation in peripheral regions 

Affiliation: Leibniz Institute for Regional Geography, Leipzig, Germany 

Firm innovation is widely considered a central means to counteract on-going economic 

peripheralisation processes. However, innovation centred debates in economic geography are 

distinctively driven by ‘core region thinking’ and typically portray peripheral regions from problem 

and deficit oriented perspectives. Regions that lack actor density and possibilities for localised 

networks are per-se considered places of low innovation capacity. Such perceptions (i) overlook that 

core region concepts might only be of limited value for studying innovation in peripheral regions and 

(ii) that agents from peripheral settings might be in capacity to shape their own environments for 

innovation and thereby actively respond to socio-spatial challenges. 
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Based on explorations of innovation processes of firms located in peripheral regions in Estonia and 

Saxony, conducted in 2016-2017, the contribution presents and discusses firm practices and strategies 

that contribute to innovation capacity. Thus, the contribution seeks to provide grounds for a more 

differentiated understanding of innovation in peripheral regions, beyond arguments and mechanisms 

linked to agglomeration logics. Nonetheless, the paper also plans to reflect on how structural 

deficiencies are experienced by firms and how these deficits might affect their innovation activities. 

 

Lea Kvarantan / Sebastian Henn:  
International migrants and corporative innovation processes in peripheral areas 

Affiliation: Friedrich Schiller University Jena, Germany 

Recent work in economic geography has been interested in understanding how firms in peripheral 

areas manage to remain innovative in a world that is increasingly driven by knowledge and creativity 

(e.g., Rodríguez-Pose and Fitjar 2013). Numerous studies have suggested that in order to overcome 

locational disadvantages, firms need to establish linkages that reach well beyond their local 

community in order to access knowledge developed elsewhere (Bathelt et al. 2004). While only little 

has been known about which actors play a role in establishing and maintaining such ‘pipelines’, the 

literature on transnational and return migration proves promising in this context. It argues that 

migrants facilitate knowledge transfers over geographical distance through two main mechanisms. 

First, they can act as knowledge carriers (Williams 2006) who provide a local community with 

knowledge about external markets and technologies. 

Second, their social networks can put them in a boundary-spanning position (Beaverstock 2005) 

which may enable firms to easily connect to new customers and suppliers. Taking this as a starting 

point, this paper seeks to analyze how international migrants shape innovation processes in peripheral 

firms and thus to combine the widely unrelated literature on innovation in peripheral areas and on 

knowledge flows through migrants. In particular, we use the case of the knowledge-intensive industry 

in Thuringia as an example to illustrate how firms in peripheral areas make use of the migrants’ 

potentials and through which strategies they implement external knowledge flows in their own 

activities. Our study is based on quantitative data collected in telephone survey with representatives 

from approx. 1,000 firm as well as on qualitative interviews with firm-owners. 

References: 

- Bathelt, H., Malmberg, A., & Maskell, P. (2004). Clusters and knowledge: Local buzz, global pipelines 

and the process of knowledge creation. Progress in Human Geography, 28(1), 31–56. 

- Beaverstock, J.V. (2005). Transnational elites in the city: British highly skilled inter-company 

transferees in New York City’s financial districts. Journal of Ethic and Migration Studies, 31(2), 245–

268. 

- Rodríguez-Pose, A., & Fitjar, R.D. (2013). Buzz, archipelago economies and the future of intermediate 

and peripheral areas in a spiky world. European Planning Studies, 21(3), 355–372. 

- Williams, A.M. (2006). Lost in translation? International migration, learning and knowledge. 

Progress in Human Geography, 30(5), 588–607. 
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Pedro Miguel Ferreira Marques: 
Path renewal of three wine regions in Portugal: endogenous and exogenous processes” 

Affiliation: INGENIO (CSIC-UPV), Polytechnical University of Valencia, Spain 
There is an ongoing concern about how peripheral regions can avoid negative path dependencies and 

create the conditions for the renewal of their economic structure or for the emergence of new sectors 

of activity. This is particularly relevant in the context of the economic crisis which continues to affect 

economic growth in the EU and which has exposed marked competitive differences between the 

economies of Eurozone countries. One of the most important issues in this literature is 

understanding how endogenous dynamics and exogenous resources combine to generate innovation 

and knowledge intensive activities. On the one hand, it is recognised that endogenous dynamics are 

necessary to generate local externalities, but in peripheral regions there is often a thin or poorly 

connected environment which hinders the generation of such externalities. On the other hand, purely 

transplanting knowledge from other countries or regions is unlikely to result in more or better 

innovation, if the firms and institutions in the host region are not prepared to absorb this knowledge 

and exploit if commercially. There is therefore a need to understand how external knowledge 

becomes anchored in regions that are poorly connected to major centres of knowledge production, 

and which agents are most important in this process. This paper will discuss this issue drawing on 
three case studies of wine regions in Portugal, which have all experienced different trajectories of 

path renewal. It will focus in particular on issues of technological maturity, institutions and firm 

behaviour. 

 

Paper session IV: Peripheralisation and regional policies  

Chair: Frank Meyer  

 
Rhys Jones1 / Sami Moisio2 / Michael Woods1:  
Re-conceptualising Regional Inequalities and the Prism of Social Justice: Critical perspective 
on Academic and Policy Discourses  
 
Affiliations: 1Aberystwyth University, 2Helsinki University 
 
The reduction of inequalities between regions has been a key policy challenge for the European Union 

over the last three decades, yet despite initial success at convergence, recent data has shown 

inequalities between regions in the EU widening after the 2008 economic crisis. This reversal has 

raised new questions about the direction and efficacy of EU cohesion policies, as well as about the 

scholarly models and theories that inform the policies. This paper draws on initial analysis for a new 

Horizon 2020 project, IMAJINE (Integrative Mechanisms for Addressing Spatial Justice and Territorial 

Inequalities in Europe) that critically reviews academic and policy literature on key concepts including 

‘regional inequality’, ‘territorial cohesion’ and ‘uneven development’ to identify synergies between 

academic and policy discourses and to consider the extent to which they are mutually reinforcing. In 

particular, the paper introduces the further concept of ‘spatial justice’, both as an analytical tool to 

critique the (re-)production of regional inequalities through policy, and as a normative device that may 

serve to shift the debate by framing uneven development in relation to ‘justice’. This latter perspective 

might, for instance, focus attention on questions of power and accountability as much as socio-

economic metrics, potentially pointing to policy mechanisms based on regional autonomy rather than 

on cohesion and convergence. As such, the paper outlines questions for investigation that will be 

explored through the IMAJINE research. 

 

 



 

 

31 

Stefan Telle1, Martin Spacek1, Daniela Craciun2:  

Divergent Paths to Cohesion? How EU Macro Strategies are Translated into Czech and German 

Cross-Border Operation Programmes 

Affiliations: 1SPECTRA Centre of Excellence, Slovak University of Technology in Bratislava, Slovakia / 
2Central European University, Budapest, Hungary 

The paper argues that the fuzziness of the concept cohesion obscures significant changes in the 

objectives of EU Cohesion Policy (CP). While the tendency towards constant policy-change is explained 

by experimentalist governance theory, computer-assisted text analysis is employed to measure 

changes in policy objectives. First, an analysis of the Lisbon Agenda and the EU 2020 Strategy reveals 

a significant shift from social/employment to growth/innovation objectives. Second, an analysis of all 

Czech and German cross-border operational programmes (OP) shows that this trend is also present at 

the regional level. Third, sub-dividing the OPs into three categories - based on a distinction between 

old and new member states - shows that the shift towards innovation is much more pronounced in the 

former. Finally, qualitative evidence from five of the analysed OPs suggests that differences in the 

levels of economic development, infrastructure endowment, and public administration explain the 

difference. 

 

Paper session V: Uneven development in numbers 

Chair: Zoltán Kovacs  

 
Karin Sakowski1, Maaja Vadi1, Jaanika Meriküll1,2:  
Patterns of Organisational Innovation: Comparison of Western and Eastern Countries in 
Europe 

Affiliations: 1 Faculty of Economics and Business Administration, University of Tartu, Tartu, Estonia /          2 

Monetary Policy and Research Department, Bank of Estonia, Tallinn, Estonia 

West European (WE) countries perform better in innovation than their counterparts in Central and 

Eastern Europe (CEE). In this paper organisational innovation patterns in CEE compared to WE are 

studied. The paper exploits the Community Innovation Survey 2008, 2010 and 2012 and uses firm-

level innovation data from 12 countries. Most companies in WE were found to be complex internal 

innovators or complex innovators. In CEE, the largest share of companies in this period were 

exclusively work management-oriented. This picture remains the same throughout the three waves of 

the survey. The differences in OI can largely be explained through the differences in the background 

variables of the companies or through other innovation types, so if CEE and WE companies converge 

in these terms, much of the difference in OI also disappears. Nevertheless, there is also a part of the 

divergence which can be related to the societal level through path dependent developments in these 

countries. 

 

György Kocziszky1, Dóra Szendi2, József Benedek2:  
Socio-spatial differences in the wealth recovery of households following the financial crisis 
from 2008 

Affiliations: 1National Bank, Monetary Council, Hungary / 2Miskolc University, Hungary / 3Babes-

Bolyai University Cluj-Napoca, Romania 

The mainstream economic literature dedicated to the evaluation of the financial crises is strongly 

focused on their macroeconomic consequences. There are only few studies to deal with the 

microeconomic consequences of the financial crises. In addition, the microlevel studies are 

overwhelmingly concerned with income inequality and poverty, while the wealth inequality received 
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less attention, due mainly to difficulties related to data acces. This study aims to fill this research gap, 

targeting the evaluation of the wealth situation of households from four CEE countries, Hungary, 

Slovakia, Czech Republic and Poland (Visegrad countries), following the financial crisis of 2008. 

The underlying data source comes from bank accounting records. 

In a given time period the property situation of the households is defined by the available financial 

assets, savings and investments, furthermore also the sum of real estates and other properties. The 

wealth situation of households is influenced by family dependent factors (like size of the family, age 

structure of family members, educational attainment, employment, risk taking capability, etc.), by the 

fiscal and monetary policy and also by the territorial/local capabilities. For the Visegrad countries, an 

important element of the financial crisis of 2008 was that a significant share of households have lost 

their most important property, their real estates. Therefore, this article aims to analyse the effects of 

the financial crisis on the wealth of households, and the chances of reconstruction and recovery 

following the crisis. Doing so, the authors would like to contribute to the creation of prudential 

behaviour both by the stakeholders and decision makers. 
 

Márton Czirfusz:  

Uneven development and the Hungarian workfare state 

Affiliation: Centre for Economic and Regional Studies, Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Budapest, 

Hungary  

The aftermath of the 2008 crisis led to changing national public interventions in Hungary, also with 

regard to the roll-out of the workfare state. In recent years, unemployment benefits and certain 

welfare provisions for the unemployed have been severely cut, a massive public works programme 

financed by the national state was introduced.  

Existing empirical research about the topic has covered the changing political economy of the 

national-level labour policy, e.g. by arguing that changing public interventions in employment 

(including a flexibilisation for the needs of transnational companies) and that in unemployment are 

two sides of the same coin. Register-based empirical research has dealt with the individual level, and 

has shown how people are stuck in public works employment, unemployment / social benefits and 

periods of non-work; without any chance of a long-term employment in the primary labour market. 

Less attention was paid, however, to how this change also solidified patterns of uneven geographical 

development. This paper contributes to this question. 

This research is based on official local-level data on public works employment, on recipients of 

different social benefits for unemployed people and on the number of registered unemployed 

without any social assistance, covering the years from 2011 to 2014. The main aim is to show how 

the roll-out of the workfare state meant a shift from unemployment benefits to both the participation 

in the public works programme and to a growth of unemployed people without any social assistance. 

Emphasis will be put on how core-periphery relations have been reproduced, with less and less room 

for manoeuvre by the local state and by individuals because of structural constraints. 

Theoretically, the paper contributes to a better understanding of uneven development, by analysing 

spaces and places which are embedded in global divisions of labour, although not through traditional 

wage work, but through changing public interventions. 
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Stories from the peripheries 
Bianka-Plüschke-Altof / Martiene Grootens:  
Playing the Image Game. A Story about Story Telling  
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Discussions 
 

Roundtable discussion: More mobile but less engaged? – The effects of territorial mobility on 

communities  

Chair: Tim Leibert 

 

Participants:  

Marco Bontje, Aura Moldovan, Frank Othengrafen  

The roundtable discussion “More mobile but less engaged? – The effects of territorial mobility on 

communities” took place on the first conference day. The session was built around the presentations 

of the three participants, Marco Bontje (University of Amsterdam), Frank Othengrafen (Institute of 

Environmental Planning, Hannover), and Aura Moldovan (Babeș-Bolyai University, Cluj-Napoca). 

Moderated by Tim Leibert, from the Leibniz Institute for Regional Geography, the discussion engaged 

the participants and the audience around both scientific and more practical questions. 

Starting off the panel, Marco Bontje’s presentation focused on processes of multiscalar polarisation in 

the Netherlands, and highlighted the effects of selective internal migration on regional growth and 

decline. He argues that especially high educated and high income individuals tend to engage in 

residential mobility from shrinking regions to growing cities, increasing the trends of inter-regional 

polarisation. Next up, Aura Moldovan showed that in Romania too the internal migration of young, 

well-educated adults to urban cores and suburbs, combined with a return migration of older adults to 

peripheral villages, increases the core-periphery divide. Her fieldwork shows that the young adults 

often move away because of a lack of job opportunities in their home villages, but that they maintain a 

strong emotional bond with their place of birth and might return for retirement. Last but not least, 
Frank Othengrafen discussed how multi-local housing and working affects the development of rural 

areas, especially their ability to ensure voluntary public services. He argued that while multi-local 

living people (and commuters) are in many ways intensifying shrinkage processes in rural areas, as 

they do not have the time to be as involved in the community as the permanent population, the fact 

that they are still present at least part of the time brings several benefits for the rural areas that could 

become instrumental for future development.  

The three presentations complemented each other very well and generated a comprehensive 

discussion on the various interlinkages of mobilities and peripheralisation. Addressing the various 

types of mobilities that have an impact on local development (migration, commuting, circular mobility 

etc.), the discussion also touched on how policy makers and local leaders could include the narratives 

of mobile people in future decision making processes, in order to better address local needs. 

 

Roundtable Discussion: The whereabouts of Cohesion 

Chair: Alexandru Brad 

 
Participants: Tomáš Sykora (MEPCO); Alexandru F. Ghiță (Director of the Centre for Urban Audit and 
Territorial Development, Bucharest, RO) 

Partnership. Metropolitan, regional governance. Balanced development. Competitiveness. But how, 

where, and for whom? Engaging academics and practitioners, this session explored the logics and 

practice of territorial cohesion ideals in Central and Eastern European contexts 
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Roundtable discussion: Local development from below – Challenges and opportunities  

Chair: Melinda Mihály 

 
Participants: Tobias Federwisch (researcher), Nóra L. Ritók (Real Pearl Foundation), Florian Birk 
(Social Impact gGmbH), Frank Schröter (Zuckermark e.V.)  
 
Local initiatives have emerged both in Hungary and Germany to oppose processes of peripheralisation. 

As the main aim of the research of Melinda Mihály has been to understand to what extent bottom-up 

initiatives can contribute to an alternative, community-centered local development, a roundtable 

discussion with actors of bottom-up local development, researchers and a policy advisor of social 

economy and local development was organised.  

 
The roundtable discussion provided a platform to discuss challenges and opportunities for bottom-up 

local development from different perspectives. Nóra L. Ritók from Hungary and Frank Schröter from 

Germany brought their local perspectives in. They shared with the participants how they experience 

peripheralisation in their villages and what strategies they developed to cope with it. Tobias 

Federwisch, as a former consultant of the Village Caretaker project and as a researcher of social 

innovation in peripheralised areas, pointed out that local actors often lack project development and 

project management skills that are neccessary for accessing funding for the projects that they would 

like to develop. Florian Birk shared his experiences that he drew from an ongoing international 

comparative project about social enterprises in sparsely populated areas (Socent SPAs Project). Within 

the second part of the discussion the audience could also formulate questions. Questions regarding the 

transforming relationship between state and civil society in Hungary, access to funding for civilian 

initiatives in Hungary and Germany, etc were touched upon. 

 

 

Discussion round: “Identity and peripherality” 

 Stigmatisation and the discourse on local identity (Host: Thomas Bürk) 

 Memory and Peripheralisation (Host: Catherine Perron)  

 Identity and peripherality discourses: a border thinking  (Host: Cyril Blondel) 

 Peripheralisation and the question of responsibility (Hosts: Martiene Grootens & 

Bianka Plüschke-Altof) 

 

The discussion built around the different layers of identity and peripherality/peripheralisation. In the 

following, we present some of the thoughts which were brought up during the discussions: 

 Center–periphery interactions play an important role in (re)considering issues of identity, but 

also of social justice, power and the production of knowledge.  

 One way to approach the issue is to consider references to the past that appear at the margins 

of national narratives or that are otherwise characterised by a limited visibility.  

 The issue of invisibility is regularly raised when the questions of social marginalisation is 

examined.  

 When applied to a discussion of memory, invisibility corresponds with silencing the 

experience of certain groups within a hegemonic narrative.  

 The term stresses social actors’ active efforts to exclude certain people and stories from 

collective depictions of the past. Silencing “deals with the many ways in which the production 

of historical narratives involves the uneven contribution of competing groups and individuals 

who have unequal access to the means of such production” (Trouillot, 1995, xix) 

http://entersocial.de/dorfkuemmerer
https://www.interregeurope.eu/socentspas/
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 Actors in peripheralised regions are often called responsible for the situations themselves. 

 In order to deal with peripheralisation it could be an option to use an already existing 

“peripheral” image strategically for a shift of the responsibility for regional development back 

to the state. 

 At the same time, this could lead to a re-stigmatisation of the region.  
 
References: 

Trouillot, M.-R. (1995), Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History, Beacon Press. 

 
 
Roundtable discussion:  

The production and reproduction of peripherality in Europe - A CEE perspective 

Moderators: Erika Nagy / Judit Timár 

 

The discussion was related to powerful processes that encompassed academic studies focussed on 

socio-spatial inequalities in Europe and beyond. One is the highly uneven nature of socio-economic 

processes in the regime of global capitalism that manifested recently as a persisting financial, 

structural and social crisis across Central and Eastern and Southern Europe, a sluggish recovery in 

European (and other) ‘core’ economies, and a multiplicity of political conflicts at various scales inside 

and outside (yet related to) Europe. Moreover, as neoliberal discourses and institutional practices 

drove CEE into peripheralisation, the region was also objectified by academic inquiries from the West, 

while studies from the East remained mostly invisible as they failed to enter mainstream discourses 

and challenge them ‘from the margin’ through reflexive re-conceptualization of CEE transformations 

such as re-thinking their (our) own peripherality. Nevertheless, the recent crisis raised new concerns 

on growing socio-spatial inequalities and heated the debates on powerful concepts and narratives of 

the highly diverse realities of everyday life.  

To contribute to such discourses, the participants of the roundtable got engaged in discussing the 

reproduction of inequalities based on their research results and everyday experiences of living and 

working as academics on the periphery of Europe. The discussion was focused on two major issues. (i) 

One was the identification of powerful mechanisms that reproduce peripherality at various scales and 

spatial contexts (Germany, Slovakia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Romania), including capital 

flows, supranational, national and local institutional practices and various realms of political and 

media discourses. (ii) Peripherality as an epistemological context raised a heated debate covering the 

‘lived’ experiences of researching CEE, and putting them in the wider (power) contexts of academic 

life. The latter shifted the focus of the discussion toward peripheralities/marginalities in knowledge 

production processes and their resemblances in CEE and South Europe (more efforts and wider 

knowledge base required; roles in international projects, etc.); moreover, to responses that should 

challenge Anglo-American hegemony in theorising socio-spatial processes – rating CEE and SE 

‘culturally specific’ or deviations from ’normality’, and concurrently, destining research(ers) of the 

periphery to provide inputs (or tests) for core-biased concepts.    

Erika Nagy  

Judit Timár,  

CERS HAS, Békéscsaba      
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Design thinking workshop 
 

Design thinking workshop: Responding to issues of peripheralised regions 

Workshop with Jennifer Pauli and Marcus Bittner (Social Impact Lab Leipzig) 

 

Applying the innovative design thinking method the participants attempted to find creative solutions 

for current problems in the fields of regional development. They were given three challenges in which 

specific personas were facing a particular problem. The three challenges were: 

(1) Foreign employees in rural areas   

How can we redesign the work experience for foreign contract worker in rural areas so that they 

want to stay in the area in a world where they are extremely needed in the social sector but move 

to big german cities or want to go back to Spain at the latest after 6 months?  

PERSONA: Carla Gabriela Munoz 

 35 years old 

 from Granada, Spain 

 worked as a waitress in Spain for 2 years after her studies 

 loves Spain but wants to earn money for her family and can‘t find a job that suits her 

qualifications 

 wants to stay not more than 5 years in Germany than wants to go back to Spain and open up her 

own little company with the money she saved  

 is in Germany since 2016 and works in an elderly home in Thuringia 

(2) Unemployment & job seekers in rural areas  

How can we create a working model for unemployed people who want a new job but do not want 

to commute for more than 30mins every day? 

PERSONA: Thomas Schmidt  

 31 years old 

 lives in a small city, 30.000 inhabitants 

 lives with his wife and child 

 has done an apprenticeship in a local bank and was employed there for the last 8 years 

 one month ago, the local branch of the bank closed and he lost his job 

 he is since then looking for something new but the only offers he gets are in other cities 

(3) Medium company owners seeking for young employees and trainees 

How can we create a work experience for young people and specialists in medium companies 

located in rural areas that motivates them to stay in or move to rural areas?  

PERSONA: Ádám Szabó  

 17 years old 

 lives in a rural area in Hungary, bigger city is about 45min drive 

 just finished school 

 some of his friends go to Budapest to study 

 has saved some money for a roadtrip with his best friend 

 wants to become a mechanic, he would study but also do an apprenticeship 

 he mostly wants to be with his friends 

 plays soccer 
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The groups had to think like the personas, imagine their thoughts about their current situation and 

describe their supposedly biggest problems and worries in life. At the end, the three groups presented 

their solutions for the above described scenarios.  

Further recommendations for reading: 

Design Thinking Fundamentals 

Design Thinking Fundamentals 

Dorothy Leonard-Barton (1995): Wellsprings of Knowledge – Building and Sustaining the Sources of 
Innovation. Boston, MA: Harvard Buisness School Press. 

Richard K. Leister and Michael J. Piore (2004): Innovation – The Missing Dimension. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press. 

Eric von Hippel (2005): Democratizing Innovation. Cabridge, MA: The MIT Press. 

Dan Pink (2005): A Whole New Mind – Why Right-Brainers Will Rule the Future. New York: Penguin 
Group. 

Roger L. Martin (2007): The Opposable Mind – How Successful Leaders Win Through Integrative 
Thinking. Boston, MA: Harvard Buisness School Press. 

Design Thinking Classics 

Tom Kelley and Jonathan Littmann (2001): The Art of Innovation. New York: Doubeday. 

Jane Fulton Suri (2005): Thoughtless Acts – Observations on Intuitive Design. San Francisco: 
Chronicle Books.  

Tim Brown (2009): Change by Design – How Design Thinking Transforms Organizations and Inspires 
Innovation. New York: HarperCollins Publishers. 
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Research meets practice workshop 
 

Communication between science and policy  

 

Workshop with Robert Nadler (researcher), Tomas Hanell (consultant for the European 
Commission) 
 
Successful communication between researchers and practitioners requires a translation of content 

into the languages of each other. In this workshop, researchers and practitioners had the opportunity 

to train their own way of translating. Some recommendations relevant for communication between 

scientists and policy makers are listed below: 

What is a policy maker likely to be interested in? 

     In general: 

 Issues that fit inside the current policy debate (existing policy, or new policy formulation) 

 Actionable issues (incl. budgetary restraints) 

 Issues where he/she has a mandate to act, or that address his/her constituency (elected politician) 

Regarding your work specifically: 

 Results, and particularly their implications 

 Issues that are easily presented and digestible 

o Graphics, tables, infographics, etc. can aid in this 

What is a policy maker less likely to be interested in? 

 The theory of your subject 

 Epistemological issues, or your arguments with other scientists 

 Method challenges 

 Complexity 

 Uncertainty 

 Findings that do not corroborate his/her prior world view 

 Statistical formulas of any kind 

Some guidelines for communicating with policy 

 Stay attuned to the current policy debate 

 Approach any interaction as a dialogue, not a monologue 

 Keep your explanations short and your vocabulary simple 

 Good readability saves time, but also matters for acceptance 

 If written: standard probability for any document to be read and understood is inversely 

proportional to its length 

 Focus more on results, less on problems or method 

 Do not focus on uncertainty, methodology or epistemology 

 Are there any actionable solutions to the challenges identified by you? 

 Consider the policy maker's mandate / constituency 
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