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1 .  I NTRODUCTION  

 

Globalisation increasingly frames the challenges for regional development in 

Europe. As the European Commission has observed, ñglobalization is seen to 

touch every walk of life ï opening doors, creating op portunities, raising 

apprehensionsò, such that ñour response to globalization has moved to the 

heart of the EU policy agendaò (CEC, 2007).  

 

The delicate balance of threats and opportunities presented by globalisation is 

particularly significant for rural regions ï which constitute 91% of the EU land 

area, house over 50% of its population, generate 45% of its Gross Added 

Value and provide 53% of employment (CEC, 2006). Traditional industries 

such as agriculture and forestry are vulnerable to global competit ion and 

deregulation, rural communities are exposed to the effects of transnational 

migration and increasingly internationalised property markets, and 

established practices of environmental management are challenged by the 

intervention of global actors  and  concerns. Indeed, whilst much political 

discussion has focused on the implications of global trade liberalisation for the 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), the EUôs Rural Affairs Commissioner, 

Marian n Fischer Boel has acknowledged that ñthe challenges of globalization 

apply not only to farming but also to the rural economies, landscapes and 

societies in which that farming activity takes placeò (Fischer Boel, 2007).  

 

At the same time, globalisation has re -ordered notions of ócoreô and 

óperipheryô that have historically marginalised rural regions (CEC, 1999; 

Gløersen, 2005; McDonagh, 2002; Vaishar, 2006; Woods, 2007a), and has 

opened up new markets for rural enterprises and attracted new investors to 

rural areas. The adoption of appropriate responses both to  the challenges and 

to the opportunities presented by globalisation is hence critical to the future 

development of rural regions, yet the evidence base on which such strategies 

can be founded is currently limited.  

 

The DERREG project (óDeveloping Europeôs Rural Regions in the Era of 

Globalisationô), aims to address this knowledge gap and to formulate a better 
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understanding of how regional development strategies can engage with 

globalisation in rural Europe, based on analysis of empirical evidence from ten 

case study regions across four domains of activity. These emphasize the 

engagement of rural businesses in global networks (WP 1); international 

migration and the mobility of rural populations (WP 2); sustainable 

development and the rural eco -economy (WP 3);  and support for capacity -

building and innovation in rural ólearning regionsô (WP 4).  

 

The research is underpinned by the principle that rural regions are proactive 

regions with the potential to engage constructively with the challenges 

presented by globa lisation and to capitalise on the opportunities created. The 

purpose of this paper is to elaborate this conceptual framework and to explain 

the thinking behind the perspective. The paper is divided into five main parts. 

The first part briefly outlines the dynamics of change in rural Europe and 

positions the research in a broader geographical and historical context. The 

second part reviews approaches to globalisation in the existing literature, with 

a particular emphasis on rural research on globalisation. T he third part 

focuses in on questions about how globalisation acts to restructure regions 

and places and introduces the relational approach to globalisation. The fourth 

part briefly reviews literature on models of rural development, drawing in 

particular o n findings from the recently completed ETUDE project. Finally, the 

fifth section outlines the principles of the conceptual framework that will be 

followed in the DERREG project.  
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2 .  THE DYNAMICS OF CHANGE IN RURAL EUROPE  

 

2 .1 . The European óRural Mosaicô 

The rur al regions of Europe encompass a vast area comprised of diverse 

landscapes, environments, social and economic structures, and cultures. They 

range from the semi -arid fringes of the Mediterranean to the Arctic periphery of 

Scandinavia, from remote islands o ff -shore from Ireland to peri -urban villages 

hard by major cities (see box 2.1). Hoggart et al. (1995) accordingly refer to óthe 

rural mosaicô of Europe and observe that ñdifferential tendencies in the 

development of rural areas relate not only to existing  socioeconomic disparities, 

measured by the level of unemployment or regional GDP, but also to past and 

future trajectories linked to the ageing of populations, new demands for shifts in 

employment, the role of women in the labour force and environmental c oncernsò 

(pp 65 -66).  

 

Yet, it is important to recognise that the differentiated geography of rural Europe 

is not static, but dynamic, shifting according to patterns of social and economic 

restructuring and trajectories of political reform. The contemporary  era of 

globalisation and late capitalism arguably represents a heightened period of flux, 

with Hoggart and Paniagua (2001) correctly asserting that the appellation 

órestructuringô as commonly applied to these processes of change must 

necessarily imply an inter -connected multi - sectoral transformation with both 

quantitative and qualitative effects. However, at the same time care must be 

taken to avoid over -stating the exceptionalism of the present era. Collantes 

(2009), for example, argues that the restructu ring of rural Europe should be 

viewed as a long - term process extending from the mid 19 th  century and 

associated with European industrialisation. From this long - term perspective, he 

contends, the incremental and differentiated progression of rural restructu ring 

becomes apparent, with for instance, the transition away from dependency on 

agricultural employment staggered over more than a century be tween different 

regions (table 2 .1).  
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More broadly, however, the long - term perspective reveals a clear convergence  of 

rural regions, as ólagging-regionsô have caught up with regions with earlier 

experiences of transformation, and have become subject to the same on -going 

processes of restructuring. As recently as 1950, for example, there was a striking 

contrast in the significance of agricultural employment in the rural regions of 

countries such as Denmark, Germany, Hungary and Italy (all over 70%), with its 

significance in rural Britain (35% of rural employment). By 2000, however, the 

degree of difference had narrowed,  with widespread implications for the 

functioning of rural economies and societies across these countries (figure 2 .1).  
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Box  2.1: Defining Rural Regions  

The Council of Europe defines rural areas as ña stretch of inland or coastal countryside, 

including small towns and villages, where the main part of the area is used for agriculture, 

forestry, aquaculture and fisheries; economic and cultural activities of country-dwellers; non-

urban recreation and leisure areas and other purposes such as housingò (quoted by 

McDonagh, 2007, p. 89). However, the translation of this broad description into a grounded 

delimitation of rural territories is notoriously difficult. 

 

Perceptions of rurality vary with geographical context, and each EU member state uses its 

own official classification of urban and rural areas. Some of these are based on population 

size, others also make reference to other factors such as population density and settlement 

form (Hoggart et al., 1995; Woods, 2005). In many cases, óruralô areas are defined 

negatively, as those territories not meeting the criteria of an óurban areaô, and the one 

unifying characteristic between different rural definitions is that rural areas are ónot-urbanô. 

 

In DERREG we have adopted a pragmatic approach based on the OECD classification of 

rural areas, which is widely used in the EU. The OECD model operates at the scale of LAU2 

(Local Administrative Units 2, previously known as NUTS5), which equates to municipalities 

in most EU countries. Communities at this scale are classified as rural if they have a 

population density of less than 150 inhabitants/km2. This classification is then used to 

categorize regions at NUTS 2 and NUTS 3 levels as predominantly rural (over 50% of the 

regional population living in rural communities), significantly rural (15% - 50% of the 

population living in rural communities) or predominantly urban (less than 15% of the 

population living in rural communities) (McDonagh, 2007).  

 

Eight of the ten case study areas examined in DERREG are located in NUTS 3 regions 

classified as predominantly or significantly rural, and it is the regions in these categories that 

will be used in comparing and contextualising the case studies within rural Europe as a 

whole. However, in setting the parameters of the research, we deviate from the OECD model 

in two ways. Firstly, we recognise that by implication there are rural communities within 

predominantly urban regions, and consequently two of the case study areas are in 

predominantly urban regions. Secondly, we also recognise that there will be small towns in 

predominantly and significantly rural regions that will not meet the OECD definition of a rural 

community, but which play a pivotal and fully integrated function in the local rural economy 

and society. Such towns will be included in our research where appropriate. 
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Although we have established the spatial parameters of the research using a quantitative 

approach, we recognise that the map of rural Europe produced is not absolute or definitive, 

and also that no causality can be attributed to rurality defined in this manner. In all the case 

study areas the definition and perception of rurality will be contested with contrasting and 

conflicting discourses of rurality articulated by different actors. This may have implications for 

the reception of globalisation and its impacts, as well as for attitudes towards different rural 

development strategies. 

 

 Agricultural employment 
(%) 

When did non-agricultural employment rise about 50% (*) 
and 75% (X)? 

 1980/2 2000/1 1850-1913 1913-50 1950-80 1980-2000 

Scottish Highlands 11 4 * X   
Swiss Alps 9 5 * * X  
French Alps 8 3  * X  
Italian Alps 15 4   X  
Apennines 36a 8   * X 
Cordillera Cantábrica 42a 15   * X 
Spanish Pyrenees 21 9   * X 
Spanish inland ranges 41 15   * X 
Cordillera Bética 55 25    * 
a 1971 data 

Table 2.1: The decline of agricultural employment in selected European upland 

rural regions (Source: Collantes, 2009)  
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Figure 2.1: Agriculture -dependent population as proportion of rural population, 

1950 -2000 (Source: Woods, 2 005)  
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Similarly, political -economic reforms have contributed to convergence. The 

transition to democracy in central and eastern Europe and in Greece, Portugal 

and Spain, together with the move from a planned economy to a market 

economy in the post -socialis t states of central and eastern Europe, has brought 

all of rural Europe within the framework of free market liberal democracy 

removing differences that previously existed in terms of property ownership, 

economic planning and freedom of movement. Moreover, the expansion and 

integration of the European Union has served to promote convergence in terms 

of the implementation of the single market, and common approaches to rural 

development (see section 2.2 below).  

 

Yet, rural Europe has not become homogenised. Th ere remain significant regional 

variations in the composition of rural economies, in levels of wealth creation and 

household income, in unemployment rates and welfare dependency, in 

demographic structure and migration trends and so on (table 2.2). Some of 

these patterns reflect geographical conditions of accessibility and distance from 

major urban centres. F or example, the rural regions with a GDP of less than 75% 

of the EU average that qualified for Objective 1 support in the 2000 -6 round of 

the EU Structu ral Funds were largely concentrated on the continentôs periphery 

(figure 2.2). However, not all patterns of geographical different fit the core -

periphery model, with the map of population change, for example, displaying a 

more complex and nuanced picture ( figure 2.3). Moreover, socio -economic 

conditions can vary considerably within rural regions, down to the community 

level, with pockets of deprivation within prosperous regions, and pockets of 

depopulation within growing regions, and vice versa.  

 

 Predominantly Rural Regions Significantly Rural Regions 

 Max Mean Min Max Mean Min 

GDP per capita (pps) 141 77.5 23 245 86.5 25 
Unemployment rate (%) 16.0 8.7 3.0 19.7 8.4 2.6 
% Employed in primary sector 17.0 5.9 0.1 15.0 3.9 0.4 
Net migration (per 1000) 18.6 2.5 -6.5 24.9 3.4 -5.2 
% Population aged over 65 23.3 17.6 11.4 23.1 16.7 8.7 

 

Table 2.2: Variation in key indicators in rural regions in EU (Source: Rural 

Development Report 2008)  
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Figure 2.2 : Regions qualifying for Objective 1 support from the Euro pean 

Structural Funds, 2000 ï 2006 (Source: European Commission)  

 

 

 

Figure 2.3: Net migration to/from NUTS2 regions, 2000 ï 2003 (Source: 

Eurostat)  
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Thus, as Schmied (2005) observes, in the context of recent restructuring ñthere 

have been winning and losi ng regions, winning and losing villages, winning and 

losing social groups, winning and losing households and individualsò (p. 5). She 

suggests that differences between regions may reflect differences in natural, 

human and cultural resources, socio -economic  structure and location, but that 

other factors may also contribute, such that ñrural development is the result of a 

complicated, but overall positive matching of internal conditions with external 

influences whose minutiae are (still!) largely unknownò (pp 5-6). Bryden and 

Bollman (2000) similarly point to the complex interplay of influences in shaping 

the differential geography of rural Europe under globalisation:  

 

ñThe evidence of the recent past é is that some rural areas are óbetter 

placedô than others to adapt to these processes of óopening upô and the 

consequential exposure to external forces, although the causal factors 

are not obvious. Amongst the explanations of rural success we find 

those focusing on factor endowments, factor prices, entrepreneuria l 

capacities, good luck, ósocial capitalô, amenities, proximity to wealthy 

urban population with increasing lifestyle demands on rural areas, etc.ò 

(p. 186)  

 

2 .2 . Constructing the European Countryside  

As noted above, the European Union has played a notable role  in supporting 

convergence between the socio -economic trajectories of rural regions in Europe. 

This has been achieved in four main ways. Firstly, in developing the Single 

European Market, the EU has eroded differences in economic structures and 

regulations  and has sought to standardise market conditions across Europe. 

Whilst deregulation has encouraged some degree of regional specialisation in 

certain sectors, more broadly economic integration has produced convergence in 

regional economies. Secondly, the EU  has directly and deliberately sought to 

reduce regional disparities in economic performance and living conditions 

through its cohesion instruments. The European Regional Development Fund has 

been used to target support in assisting ólagging-regionsô with low GDP relative to 

the EU norm, regions undergoing significant economic restructuring, and 
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peripheral regions. The re -branding of targeted regions as óConvergence Regionsô 

in the present funding period has made this agenda explicit.  

 

Thirdly, through the delivery of pan -European programmes for rural or regional 

development, such as LEADER and INTERREG (see box 2.2), the EU has 

promoted both common approaches to rural development, and common 

mechanisms for implementing development strategies. As Smith (1998 ) 

comments, ñone of the most fascinating aspects of studying the political impact 

of EU rural development policy is discovering that European norms actually do 

contribute to restructuring the way public action takes place in the most far - flung 

corners of é member statesò (p. 231). Moreover, programmes such as LEADER 

have encouraged networking and information -sharing between regional groups, 

thus facilitating the circulation of common ideas and methods across rural 

Europe.  

 

Box 2.2: EU Instruments for Rural and Regional Development  

 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 

The CAP has been the major instrument for supporting rural development since the 

establishment of the European Economic Community in 1957. As outlined in the Treaty of 

Rome, the CAP aimed to increase productivity, stabilise markets and improving the living 

standards of the agricultural population, delivered through the mechanisms of price supports, 

market intervention and grants for modernisation. Issues of over-production forced the CAP 

to engage with the diversification of rural economies in the 1980s, and the Agenda 2000 

reforms in 1999 divided the CAP into two pillars: production support and rural development. 

 

Pillar 2 of the CAP directly supports measures for rural development through the European 

Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, according to strategies outlined in national rural 

development plans in each of the member states. These detail actions to be taken towards 

each of the three axes defined in European Council Regulation 1698/2005: Axis 1 ï 

improving agricultural competitiveness; Axis 2 ï improving the environment and supporting 

land management; and Axis 3 ï improving the quality of life and diversifying the economy in 

rural areas. Additionally, a fourth axis aims to implement local strategies for rural 

development through public-private partnerships, extending the previous LEADER 

Community Initiative (see below). Total funds of approximately ú10-13bn per annum are 
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available for rural development through the four axes between 2007 and 2013, with member 

states able to transfer more money to rural development measures from direct farm 

payments through the practice of ómodulationô. 

 

LEADER 

The LEADER programme was initially developed as a óCommunity Initiativeô of the EU in 

1991, aimed at supporting local óbottom-upô actions for territorially-focused rural 

development. LEADER is delivered through locally-constituted action groups, which are 

partnerships of public and private sector actors, which set their own priorities and strategies. 

Over 900 local action groups were supported during the third term of the programme, 

LEADER+, between 2000 and 2006, with ú2,105 million of EU funds match-funded from 

public and private sources. In addition to supporting territorial development, LEADER also 

aimed to promote inter-territorial and transnational cooperation, and the networking of rural 

areas. The LEADER approach and brand has been continued after 2007 as the fourth axis of 

rural development under Pillar 2 of the CAP. 

 

INTERREG 

The INTERREG programme is an EU óCommunity Initiativeô that aims to stimulate inter-

regional cooperation within the EU. The main focus is on cross-border partnerships and 

initiatives, but support is also available for transnational cooperation between non-contiguous 

regions. Whilst INTERREG is not explicitly targeted at rural regions, it has been notable 

mechanism for regional development in many rural regions, especially those in border areas. 

Established in 1989, INTERREG is now in its fourth funding period (2007 ï 2013). 

 

Cohesion Policy and Structural Funds 

In addition to support for rural development under the CAP, rural regions in the EU have also 

benefited from support for regional development under the EU Cohesion Policy, funded 

through the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). Before 2007, EU Structural 

Funds were allocated according to a number of óobjectivesô that aimed to reduce regional 

disparities, support regions undergoing economic adjustments and support social cohesion. 

Objective 1 aimed to develop the least favoured regions of the EU, with funding provided to 

regions with a GDP of less than 75% of the EU average, or a population density of fewer 

than eight people per square kilometre (the latter areas had been supported under Objective 

6 before 2000). Extensive rural areas in Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Finland, 

Ireland, Wales and eastern Germany secured Objective 1 funding between 2000 and 2006, 

with a total of over ú135 billion allocated (Woods, 2005).  
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Prior to 2000, rural regions were directly targeted through Objective 5b of the European 

Structural Funds, which was combined into a new óObjective 2ô for 2000 to 2006, aiming to 

revitalise areas facing structural difficulties. Eligibility was awarded according to criteria 

including population density, agricultural employment and unemployment rates, and 

determined at a national level within a national allocation. 

 

From 2007 onwards, EU Cohesion Policy has been re-organised around three new 

objectives. The previous Objective 1 has been replaced by a new Convergence Objectives, 

with funding awarded to NUTS 2 regions with a GDP of less than 75% of the EU average 

only. Rural areas continue to comprise a large proportion of the Convergence Regions, 

including almost all rural regions in the 2004 and 2008 Accession States, and some rural 

regions in Greece, eastern Germany, southern Italy, Spain, Portugal, Wales and south-west 

England (see map below). Transitional support is also available for certain specified 

óphasing-inô and óphasing-outô regions, including the West of Ireland. Regions not qualifying 

for Convergence funding may receive support under the Regional Competitiveness and 

Employment Objective, and the Territorial Cooperation Objective, which now incorporates 

INTERREG (see above). 
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Fourthly, the EU has also contributed to the discursive construction of rural 

Europe as a coherent imagined space through the formulation and elaboration of 

its policies.  This star ted with the development of the Common Agricultural Policy, 

which Gray (2000) notes ñbecame the major vehicle for the construction of 

European communal space and the codification of European common meanings 

about agriculture and rural society that could be  agreed to by people 

representing different member statesò (p. 33). As Gray observes, the discursive 

construction of rural Europe through the CAP inevitably prioritised agricultural 

perspectives and ñrepresented rurality as a configuration of agriculture and rural 

space in which agriculture is the encompassing concept defining the nature and 

values pervading the whole of rural spaceò (ibid., p. 35). 

 

Furthermore, not only did the CAP discursively construct rural Europe as a 

communal space that could be mana ged through regulation of the agricultural 

economy, but the implementation of its measures contributed to the material 

reproduction of the rural as locality, as farmers followed and adapted to the 

standardisation of approaches and regulations (Gray, 2000).  

 

The agricultural emphasis began to be diluted with the publication of the ECôs 

Future of Rural Society  report in 1988, which implicitly promoted a new 

representation where ñagriculture exists within and is encompassed by rural 

space and society rather th an the other way around as it was in the earlier 

representationò (Gray, 2000, p. 42). In adopting a broader perspective, the 

Future of Rural Society  report recognised the differentiation of rural regions 

along an urban - rural continuum, and identified diffe rent rural development 

trajectories depending on context.  

 

The óCork Declarationô issued by the European Conference on Rural Development 

in November 1996 further demoted the significance placed on agriculture, and 

drew more explicit connections between the  wider social and economic resources 

of rural regions and the appropriate mode of development, stating that ñthe 

emphasis must be on participation and a óbottom upô approach, which harnesses 

the creativity and solidarity of rural communitiesò. Yet, the Cork Declaration also 

displays the tension inherent to the idea of rural Europe, on the one hand 
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promoting subsidiarity and endogenous solutions (implicitly acknowledging the 

failure of top -down common solutions), but also making bold, general statements 

abou t the nature of rural Europe as a communal space.  

 

The progression from the original formulation of the CAP to the Cork Declaration 

marks a transition from a sectoral framing of rural Europe, in which the definition 

of rurality is closely tied to agricultu re, to a territorial framing. However, 

although the Cork Declaration asserts that the rural areas of Europe ñare 

characterised by a unique cultural, economic and social fabricò, it provides little 

indication of what actually holds these areas together as a  coherent, communal 

space if the pivotal function of agriculture is removed.  

 

The problem of territorialising rural Europe became even more apparent with the 

elaboration of the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP), which 

aimed to model and proje ct the spatial inter -relations and dynamics of Europeôs 

regions. As Richardson (2000) records, the ESDP was an urban -centric 

construction and initially conflated rurality and peripherality, attracting criticism 

from Nordic countries who perceived their own  distinctive peripherality to be 

diluted by this approach. Subsequent iterations focused more on urban -rural 

relations, but in doing so made the case for the dissolution of the distinction 

between urban and rural space and the conceptualisation of new func tional 

regions anchored around urban poles (taken forward in the idea of ócity-regionsô). 

Such a conclusion marks the dissipation of rural Europe as an imagined 

communal space and also questions the relevance of the óruralô as a spatial 

category in contemp orary Europe. As Richardson comments,  

 

ñThe emphasis on cities and regions as the drivers of development and 

foci of policy attention, threatens the identity of rural areas. For the 

purposes of spatial policy, the implication is that some rural areas will 

be subsumed into peripheral rural regions and others into 

predominantly urban regions. Peripheral rural regions will be classified 

according to whether they show structural weaknesses. It is intended 

that this process of spatial distinction will be carried  out at 

administrative levels from the regional to the European. This is where 

the ESDP begins to bite, as it establishes a framework which can direct 
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EU measures, as well as those at national and regional level, within a 

concerted set of spatial objective s which its authors believe have 

already been successfully framed é What interests will be excluded or 

marginalized along the way? In the loss of a fine grain focus on 

rurality, the voice of local communities in both peripheral and more 

urbanized regions s eems to be a distant one.ò (Richardson, 2000, pp 

66 -67).  

 

2 .3 . Researching Rural Europe  

The problems of definition that have emerged in attempts to conceptualise rural 

space in EU policy have also been evident in the geographical framing of recent 

research on r ural development in Europe. Some projects have been directly 

informed by the ESDPôs modelling of urban-rural relations, notably the NEWRUR 

project in FP 5 which examined peri -urban districts within ócity-regionsô, whilst 

others have exhibited a similar con flation of rurality and peripherality to that 

identified by Richardson (200 0) . 

 

FERP, or the óFuture of Europeôs Rural Peripheryô, funded by FP 5, is an example 

of the latter. Although the concept of peripherality was core to its framing, this 

was largely conflated with rurality, understanding rural areas as peripheral to 

urban centres (Labriandis, 2004). The study did recognise degrees of 

peripherality within rural space, producing a sophisticated analysis and 

categorisation of Europeôs rural regions in a multi - level typology structured by 

accessibility, but sub -divided by economic performance, dynamism and the 

importance of agriculture. Yet, the four of the nine case studies examined further 

in FERP were categorised as among the ómost accessibleô rural regions. As such, 

the findings of FERP, which identified factors shaping entrepreneurial activity in 

the case study regions and proposed development paths for different types of 

rural regions based on their economic base, are implicitly intended to be 

general isable for rural regions of Europe as a whole (Labriandis, 2004).  

 

NEWRUR, or óUrban Pressure on Rural Areas: Mutations and dynamics of peri-

urban rural processesô, in contrast, followed the ESDP as mentioned above in 

focusing on rural areas close to city fringes (Bertrand and Kreibich, 2006; 
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Hoggart, 2005). In doing so, the project developed an understanding of districts 

that are frequently excluded from definitions of rural Europe that start only with 

regions classified as significantly or predominantly r ural, such as FERP. As such, 

NEWRUR implicitly challenged the framing of rural Europe in much previous 

work, b ut also engaged critically with the model of urban -rural relations implied 

in the concept of city - regions. In particular, NEWRUR was able to asser t the 

significance of rural areas as key zones for social and economic development 

within city -regions, supporting the message of the ESDP that ñonly with equality 

in rural -urban relationships will city - regions generate the creative capacity 

required to he ighten local capacities to compete outside the European coreò 

(Hoggart, 2005, p. 2), but critiquing the urban -centric focus of some city - region 

literature. At the same time, however, NEWRUR emphasised differences between 

rural fringe dynamics in different city - regions, thus reinforcing the subjugation of 

óruralô as a category below region. 

 

FERP and NEWRUR hence represent contrasting spatial perspectives on rural 

Europe ï the former positioning rural space as peripheral to the urban, but 

internally differen tiated by accessibility and levels of development; the latter 

emphasising the co -dependence of urban and rural spaces within regional 

systems.  

 

However, the differ entiation of rural space need not necessarily be driven by 

accessibility and proximity to ur ban centres. The ETUDE project in FP 6 adopted 

an alternative representation of the spatial diversity of rural Europe comprising 

ófive extreme polesô and ñone interlinked, somewhat floating, categoryò (Van der 

Ploeg et al., 2008 , p 5), based on the quantit ative significance of agriculture. 

These categories include:  

 

¶ Specialized agricultural areas , where farming shows high degrees of 

specialization, intensity and scale, and where other economic sectors are only 

weakly connected to agriculture.  

¶ Peripheral are as, where farming never played a major role, or where 

agriculture has been significant but is in decline.  
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¶ óNew rural areasô, where agriculture is developing along the lines of 

multifunctionality, and is increasingly intertwined with the regional economy 

and society.  

¶ Segmented areas , where alongside specialized agriculture other, equally 

specialized sectors are emerging. Multifunctional land use, rather than 

multifunctional enterprises, is the distinctive feature.  

¶ óNew suburbiaô, where agriculture is declini ng and new, often dispersed, 

settlement patterns are emerging, with commuting providing a major link to 

urban economies.  

¶ óDreamlandô, characterized by high amenity use but fluctuating popularity, 

such that it may be determined by highly contingent tendenci es.  

 

The emphasis placed on agriculture in this categorisation is helpful as it 

addresses the question directed earlier towards the Cork Declaration, of what 

holds rural Europe together if agriculture is discounted; yet at the same time, a 

typology centred  on agriculture may not be appropriate for understanding 

regional differentiation in the large parts of rural economies and societies that 

are no longer connected to farming.  

 

In many more cases, research projects have tended to side -step the question of 

the ruralôs spatial relations, accepting rural space as a pre-defined category and 

selecting geographical case studies as locations for research rather than as 

objects of enquiry themselves. For example, the RESTRIM project in FP 6 

(óRestructuring in Marginal Rural Areas: the Role of Social Capital in Rural 

Developmentô) adopted an empirical focus on peripheral rural areas, with case 

studies in Finland, Ireland, Italy, Norway, Scotland and Sweden (Árnason et al., 

2009). However, as the project leaders acknow ledge, their concern was ñnot so 

much with the geographical spreadò of the case studies, ñas with the variety of 

social networks that are relevant to development in each of themò (ibid., p. 10).  

 

These issues about how the rural is conceptualised in resea rch on rural 

development matter because they have implications for the extent to which 

results can be generalised from case studies and claims made for rural Europe as 

a coherent space. This is an important consideration for DERREG, as is discussed 

further  in the next section.  
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2 .4 . Implications for DERREG  

The lessons for DERREG from the above re view are two - fold. Firstly, 

contemporary restructuring in rural regions under globalization needs to be put 

in the context of long - term historic change over the period s ince the Industrial 

Revolution. Globalization has not brought sudden, dramatic transformations in 

rural regions, but is a factor in shaping the latest episode of rural restructuring 

extending back over a century. This can present problems in terms of isola ting 

contemporary globalization effects from wider background processes. For 

example, many of our case study areas are located in border regions and 

bu sinesses in these localities have traded internationally over a number of 

decades. How, therefore, might we differentiate between established 

international business links that are the product of earlier industrialization, and 

new connections that are reflective of contemporary globalization? Unravelling 

this conundrum requires careful thought about the nature  of globalization, as 

discussed in the next section.  

 

Secondly, if the findings from empirical research in the case study regions are to 

be extrapolated to produce practical lessons for rural development across Europe 

as a whole, close attention needs to b e paid to the context of the case studies 

and the extent to which their experiences can be considered as typical of at least 

groupings of rural regions in Europe. The ten case study regions to be examined 

in this research were selected to illustrate a rang e of geographical contexts, from 

sparsely -populated peripheral locations in Sweden and Ireland to peri -urban 

districts in Germany (figure 2.4), as well as different economic and demographic 

characteristics and different histories of support from EU regiona l development 

funding. As such, the regions occupy different positions along the continuum 

from predominantly urban to predominantly rural, and can also be tentatively 

categorized according to the typology outlined by Van der Ploeg et al. (2008 ) 

(table 2.3 ).  
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1. Övre Norrland, Sweden  

2. County Roscommon / 

West Region, Ireland  

3. Alytus  county , Lithuania  

4. Comarca de Verin, Spain  

5. Goriġka, Slovenia 

6. Pomurska, Slovenia  

7. Jihomoravskǐ kraj, Czech 

Republic  

8. Westerkwartier, the 

Netherlands  

9. Direktions bezirk Dresden, 

Germany  

10. Saarland, Germany  

 

Figure 2.4: Location of DERREG case study regions  

 

 

 

 

Van der Ploeg et al. (2008) 
typology 

Council of Europe/Eurostat Classification 

Predominantly Rural Significantly Rural Predominantly Urban 

Specialized agricultural 
areas 

 Westerkwartier  

Peripheral areas 
 

Övre Norrland 
Alytus county 

Comarca de Verin 
Pomurska 

  

New rural areas 
 

County Roscommon?   

Segmented areas 
 

 JihomoravskȢ kraj Dresden 

New suburbia 
 

  Saarland 

Dreamland 
 

Goriġka?   

 

Table 2.3: Categorization of DERREG case study regions by Eurostat classification 

and Van der Ploeg et al. typology  

 

However,  reference to these existing classificatory systems and ty pologies in 

itself does little more than demonstrate the diversity of the case study regions. 

When it comes to understanding observed processes, or predicting which 

observations may be replicated in other similar regions, it cannot be assumed 


