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1.  Analytical part including key messages and findings 

The policy context of territorial attractiveness as a research topic 

Since the late 1990s the EU has progressively developed a discourse on human mobility at 

European level as taking place into the Pentagon from elsewhere in the EU and within 

countries to capital cities and growing urban areas, leading to a range of imbalances at 

different spatial scales. In response to these developments a more “balanced form of 

development” has been promoted to reduce these disparities. Moreover, cities have 

increasingly been seen as “engines of regional development” and the main competitive hubs 

within a global web of economic, knowledge and physical flows. Central to this process is the 

attraction (and retention) of talent and visitors, which is no longer explained as a mere 

reflection of production structures and accessibility but, increasingly, by the quality of 

places, reflecting place-specific features such as inclusiveness, cultural dynamism, provision 

of public services and effective institutions.  

Whilst attractiveness is not explicitly discussed in EU policy documents, diversity is 

considered to be a factor of attraction that can be utilised to promote growth and territorial 

cohesion by both attracting investments and mobile populations whilst retaining existing 

residents. A key underlying assumption is that by focusing, and building, on the (diverse) 

strengths of places more harmonious development can be achieved. Thus attractiveness is 

conceived a precondition or an essential dimension of competitiveness, yet this policy 

narrative is to some extent ambiguous.  

The ATTREG project sets on to clarify these issues and posit mobility and its drivers as a key 

influence on territorial development and a potential new dimension of the EU territorial 

cohesion policy. It so does assuming that territorial assets determine the pathways of 

regional and local development, attracting different human flows, “or audiences” into 

regions that have important local effects, because they become embedded, in different 

ways, in regional development processes: as citizens, workers, taxpayers, consumers, or just 

passers-by.  

Such effects are strongly territorial, because the direction, magnitude, accumulation of these 

flows has the potential to being about a change in development opportunities and their 

spatial patterns as well as in spatial relationships at various scales. However, the relationship 

between regional assets and mobilities is not deterministic, and different aspects are 

important in different places. A key assumption of the ATTREG project was that the policy 

capacity to mobilise local assets through governance processes plays a significant role. In this 

sense, the analysis of mobilisation strategies is an important part of the project. 

 What we have achieved in this exploratory research on the capacity of European regions to 

attract different mobility flows is:  

· the analysis of the effects of attraction in a variety of contexts;  

· the characterisation of regions in terms of their attraction potentials;  

· the mobilisation of territorial capital in governance processes that effectively integrate 

attractiveness as a key concept in territorial cohesion strategies.  
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Attractiveness and regional typologies  

Our project has first analysed the main mobility trends population during the 2000s decade, 

distinguishing between  

· age cohorts of the working population (which the relevant literatures describe as 

responding to different drivers and producing different impacts both at the level of 

destinations and at that of origins) 

· leisure-driven, short term mobility of visitors (distinguished further into domestic and 

international, which again are supposed to respond to have markedly different 

patterns) and other hybrid mobilities, like the students exchanges and retirement 

migrations, which are not structurally related to work but are also different from 

tourism in terms of drives and effects.       

The measurement and mapping of these series has evidenced a series of trends which are 

the entry points for further layers of analysis:  

· Flows by age groups show some distinctive characteristics with regards to where they 

are occurring. Capital cities remain attractive in terms of having the average net effect of 

pulling in large numbers of younger and middle-aged adults but having a net outflow of 

older aged adults. In contrast non-capital city regions, on average, have a net inward 

attraction for all these three age groups.  

· A “silver age drain” seems to be occurring from the north-east to the south west of 

Europe, also at the level of individual countries, towards regions offering higher place 

amenities, a better climate, and convenient properties, or inland regions well-known for 

their amenities, whereas the urban powerhouses of Europe emerge as places from 

where many workers are more likely to leave when they retire. The mobility drivers for 

this group are different from those of the younger working age group.  

· With some exceptions, the attraction of a non-conventional form of medium-term 

mobility such as student exchanges seem to favour “amenable areas” rather than places 

with the most famous and established universities. 

A second step in this analysis has been to create regional typologies that would classify 

regions for the general “type” of populations mobilised. A first typology, mapped out in Fig. 

A, is based on two mobility variables - the annual average net migration rate for the period 

2001-07; and the average annual visitor arrival rate for 2001-04 – and identifies four classes 

of regions with “similar” characteristics based on a combination of attraction rates for the 

working population and visitor rates. The first includes 54 regions (Class 1, coloured pink in 

the map) where the average net migration rates over the period are either negative (there is 

net out-migration) or very small and positive, and combined with low to very low visitation 

rates; Class 2 is made up of 202 regions (in green in the map) where net migration rates are 

positive but small, and where net visitation rates are close to zero but generally greater than 

those in Class 1; Class 3 is a group of 43 regions (in blue in the map) with a range of net 

migration rates from high to very high and a range of visitation rates similar to that of Class 

2; and Class 4 is a small group of 13 regions (in brown in the map) characterised by net 

migration rates which are generally high, and distinctively high visitation rates. 

A second regional typology was developed looking at net migration rates by age group (Fig. 

B). Again this typologies includes four classes: 152 regions (Class 1 coloured green in the 

map) that demonstrate net migration rates around zero (a mix of net out and in migration 

rates) for the younger adults and older adult groups; 82 regions (Class 2 in pink in the map) 

that demonstrate broadly positive net in-migration rates for both younger and older adult 

groups (greater than Class 1); a small group of 21 regions (Class 3 in blue) that exhibit net 

positive migration rates for all the age groups; and 36 regions (Class 4 in brown) that 
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demonstrate high net migration rate for younger adults (similar to Class 3) but average net 

migration rates for mid-career workers and low or negative rates for older adults (lower than 

in Classes 1 and 2). 

 

 

Figure A: Regional typology by types of flows attracted  
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Figure B: Regional typology by mobility of age cohorts 

Bearing in mind that the analysis refers to a specific period of the 2000’s, and the macro and 

national socio-economic trends that characterised the period, the key points emerging from 

these typologies and other fine-grained analysis that we conducted are the following:  

· The different mobile populations have been globally shifting, to varying degrees, from 

the North-East of Europe to the South-West, towards places that are also attractive as 

destination of short mobilities. The same trend is observed within national systems in 

the core of Europe. Within this global trend we have observed more fine-grained 

phenomena largely determined by geographical specificities.  
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· Capital cities are still important destinations for younger working age adults but more 

peripheral regions, whether capital cities or not, as well as regions in the proximity of 

the main metropolitan areas have managed to attract large numbers of people in the 

other age groups.  

· Mountain regions appear to be performing generally well in both attracting and 

retaining population. 

· Regions located in countries that have a higher proportion of foreign-born residents 

tend to experience higher levels of inter-regional mobility than regions in countries with 

a lower proportion of these. Regions in countries where internal migration is relatively 

more important are more likely to see higher mobility amongst older working age 

adults. 

· The Western Mediterranean arc (from Andalusia to the centre of Italy), has been the 

region in Europe with the highest combined levels of attractiveness and retentiveness.  

· Some regions, especially in the Western Mediterranean arc and in the economic 

“tigers” of the early 2000s, appear to have been “overheating” from an excessive 

attractiveness of various mobilities that was not sufficiently bound in place assets. 

· Some regions in the Austrian Alps, along the Mediterranean coasts and along the 

Atlantic seaboard from the Algarve to Iceland that show a broad correlation between 

receiving visitors and net migration; although some regions have a more specialised role 

in attracting a high volume of visitors relative to their population. These are regional 

locations where special thought may be required to manage the pressure of tourism on 

their regional economies and societies. 

In general, the project does not confirm the conventional wisdom that migrants are 

attracted by economic buoyancy and tight labour markets. Comparing labour market 

statistics and economic performances for these four groups of regions, the most attractive 

region types (as those in Class 3 – Map A, which we named “overheating”) do not have the 

highest average GDP per capita nor the tightest labour market for highly skilled workers (the 

so-called creative class), although regions with the lowest net migration rates and low visitor 

arrival rates consistently do exhibit lower GDP per capita in the subsequent period (2007-09) 

and employment rates for workers with all forms of qualification. 

Another important message policy-wise that can be gauged by this first analysis is that age-

related Class 4 regions (in Map B), including many capital cities such as Inner London, Paris, 

Berlin, Stockholm, and some other major economic hubs of Europe like Bavaria and the 

region of Frankfurt, may have become so attractive that they may have reached some sort of 

“threshold” beyond which, even if they continue being very attractive for young workers, 

they experience problems retaining the older age groups possibly due to declining urban 

quality and high prices. 

Analysing the relations between territorial assets and audiences  

ATTREG focused on different forms of territorial capital as potential determinants of 

attractiveness for specific audiences; therefore, characterising regions in terms of their mix 

of endowments – summarised in broad regional typologies – could cast light on their 

potential attractiveness to a specific target group and on the assets that need to be 

enhanced or “mobilised” in order to actualise this potential. We thus identified five 

categories of territorial capital considered relevant to the attraction of audiences. The 

measurement and combination of a 23 indicators related to such categories yielded another 

regional typology which is so characterised:    

· Environmental capital, involving measures of climate stability and landscape 

preservation, is richer in regions that are comparatively warmer and more stable in terms 
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of climate, but also in regions characterised by high standards of landscape management; 

the overall distribution does not show a clear spatial pattern but it does highlight that 

most Mediterranean coasts, though attractive in terms of climate, may have been 

“overactive” in terms of construction and landscape change (e.g. the southern and 

eastern coast of Spain and southern and insular Italy) and that peripheral regions at the 

eastern edge of Europe may have an advantage in this respect, counterbalancing 

population loss and with a high potential as destinations for tourism and retirement 

migration.  

· Economic and human capital, measured by indicators of wealth, employment structure 

and quality, presents a contrasting picture, being richer in the core of Europe, especially 

in metropolitan areas, as well as in some of the tigers of the European economy of the 

early 2000s and in mature tourism destinations, while it is, relatively speaking, lacking in 

peripheral and rural regions of Europe and CECs. 

· Antropic capital, denoted by tourist sights, urban infrastructure and accessibility, is richer 

in the European core and especially in metropolitan areas, though the Mediterranean 

coasts, including some lagging regions in Italy and Croatia, are also very well endowed. 

Some central-north Italian regions stand out with the richest endowments in this respect.  

· Socio-cultural capital, which includes indirect measures of social cohesion and dynamism, 

highlights “welfare” regions in Northern and North-western countries, like Scandinavia, 

the Netherlands, and Ireland, as well as some Alpine regions, although capital cities all 

over Europe seem to enjoy an advantage, and the position of Turkish regions also register 

as very favourable in this respect. 

· Finally, institutional capital, basically represented by the perceived quality of public 

services, is richer in the North and West of Europe, being particularly strong in Belgium, 

Finland, Iceland, the Copenhagen region, and the Italian autonomous region in Val 

d’Aosta, while surprisingly also central Eastern Turkish regions score well on this 

measure. 

Some interesting territorial trends have been derived from the correlation between assets 

and flows of population: 

· The regional assets related with economic conditions and the structure of the job 

markets, which arguably remain the most important drivers of work-related migration, 

clearly favour the core of Europe and especially large cities and national capitals, but 

also some of the most mature tourist destinations regions in the Western 

Mediterranean arc 

· Other forms of territorial capital are distributed more evenly: almost all regions of 

Europe have some kind of “relative specialisation” with one or more factors that has 

resulted attractive to specific audiences, or has the potential to do that provided the 

right policy and governance conditions are activated 

For the younger age group, we found an association between higher net migration flows and 

more “urban” regions or regions with busier airports, thus greater accessible, whereas for 

the mid-age group the association was with culture-rich regions (as captured by the 

monuments index) and again regions with busier airports. By contrast, higher net migration 

flows for older working age adults were associated with regions with a lower population 

density and, interestingly, fewer monuments.  

The analysis also identified a number of outlier regions (Map C) where there appears to be a 

mismatch between the territorial assets of the region and the levels of net migration into 

and visiting to the region; these were classified in terms of the type of mismatch with 

reference to membership of the first regional typology of mobility based on net migration 

rates and visitor attraction rates. The most problematic cases include Mediterranean regions 



ESPON 2013 9 

in Greece, France and Spain where territorial assets would suggest membership to the highly 

attractive classes, but on the basis of observed net migration and visitor rates these regions 

have attracted fewer people per inhabitant than might have been expected. At the opposite 

end our analysis picks out regions in Ireland, the United Kingdom, Greece and Turkey as well 

as a range of capital city regions that have attracted observed flows of migrants and visitors 

over and above what might have been expected given their level of territorial assets. 

 

 

Figure C: Regions performing “extraordinarily” (differences between predicted and observed 

membership of visiting-migration typology)  
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The Mobilisation Process  

Fig. C shows that it is possible to predict a fair amount of the attractiveness of regions and 

cities in the 2000s (almost 80%, as it turns out) by considering the endowment of different 

types of territorial capital. However, this analysis is neither exhaustive nor sufficient to 

understand the full picture of the way in which territorial assets are mobilised in order to 

function as attraction factors. For this reason this project considered a number of case 

studies, with a double objective:  

· Gaining insights into what makes cities and regions attractive and especially the role of 

policy and governance structures in influencing the ability to attract different audiences; 

· Explore dimensions of attractiveness and its drivers which were not explicitly considered 

in the statistical analysis carried out in the previous research stage, both in terms of 

indicators considered, and in terms of scale of the analysis. 

The case studies dealt with eight regions that have their own unique characteristics. The 

eight regions we analysed differ in their ability to attract and retain people. The case studies 

addressed the issue of attractiveness and retention of specific user groups in the different 

regions: some cases only discuss migration or mainly focus on the attractiveness for 

residents (e.g. Slovenia and Lubelskie (PL)). The case of Cornwall (UK) and Bornholm (DK) 

paid attention to both tourism and migration and the respective synergies, while Trento (IT) 

and Algarve (PT) are the more tourism-oriented case studies in our sample as would be 

expected from these important tourism destinations. In the case of Istanbul (TR) we looked 

at tourism flows but also at the attraction of foreign firms and their workers.  

The case studies and the discussion with the stakeholders support the relevance of the 

endowment factors used in the global statistical analysis, although real estate prices and 

affordability proved to be a driver of attraction especially for internal migration and second-

home tourism. They also illustrate the great diversity in institutional contexts among 

European regions, including cross-border partnership as the case of Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai 

Euro-Metropole (LKT). In general the mobilisation of regional attractiveness is a combination 

of top-down EU and state policies and bottom-up initiatives of local and regional 

stakeholders such as municipalities, universities and businesses. 

The geo-statistical analysis based on the measurement of mobility flows, attraction factors 

(as territorial capital endowments) and especially their relationship, analysed statistically 

and verified in the “real world” through the case studies, allowed us to set up the general 

structure of a scenario exercise that allows us to look into the future at the global potential 

effects of different EU policies options.    

2. Options for policy development 

The main policy question included in the terms of reference for this project was:  How can 

policy makers improve the attractiveness of their city or region and reconcile the interests of 

visitors with those of their residents? In the next two sections we consider the different 

dimensions of the question as they were addressed in the project 

· first considering the local or regional scale: how regions could “react” to their current 

situation in terms of flows and territorial potentials, for instance bridging the mismatch 

between potentials and flows attracted, or managing situations of “excessive attraction” 

which may have led to suboptimal performances; 

· secondly at a broader EU scale considering the potential effects of EU policies targeting 

specific regions but activating or hindering mobility flows across Europe. 
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Attractiveness and local/regional policies 

The typologies from the overall findings of both the EU and the case study analysis provide 

initial insights into classes of problems relative to regional attractiveness that should be 

addressed by specific local and regional policies. The following points summarise the most 

pertinent aspects: 

· Although the creative class has become the key target of most attraction strategies in the 

last decade, particularly for urban areas, our evidence suggests that the success of smart 

strategies cannot be guaranteed simply by attracting members of the creative class, but 

need to be embedded in wider regional or urban strategies that are rooted in local 

potentials and a place-based approach. Some regions did succeed in building a critical 

mass of the creative class to support greater competitiveness in the knowledge economy. 

· The traditional labour force or specific skills can be targets of attraction for successful 

regions experiencing improvement in their economic performance and successfully 

developing competitive industrial sectors. In these regions resilient development and 

enhanced territorial competitiveness will require the attraction of skilled workers to 

areas characterized by a diffuse SME environment, as well as appropriate forms of labour 

force to areas with rural-based economies. 

· It is not only work-related mobility that can produce positive externalities in target 

regions. For instance, “silver migration” of affluent groups to certain southern regions 

(e.g. the Algarve) or certain coastal areas in northern countries has led to the 

development of a form of economy which goes beyond the traditional forms of tourism 

exploitation and is arguably more sustainable. The provision of adequate levels of 

services of general interest and housing in these cases will require dedicated policies to 

ensure that the needs of new migrant populations are addressed and are retained and 

additional migrants attracted, without generating intolerable market distortions. 

Adapting the existing built stock of historical value and diversifying the delivery channels 

of services of general interest could be the way to achieve this balance.  

· Positive effects can be seen not only in destinations of mobility but also in origin regions 

(Katseli et al., 2006; Gagnon and Khoudour-Castéras, 2011), where over time, the 

prospect of better future opportunities abroad has encouraged people in origin countries 

to acquire education and skills. This may also have spilled over into an increase in 

educational policies and in general measures dedicated to human capital, including 

services to specific sectors for retaining population. This reflects recognition that while 

many of those who benefit from such policies will leave some will stay and there can be 

positive effects within the region.  

· Strategies dedicated to the reinforcement of quality of life can have long-term benefits, 

in particular by encouraging returning processes whereby those who have left for a more 

“attractive region” eventually migrate back and contribute to development with skills, 

knowledge and resources acquired elsewhere. The key issue here is to establish 

cooperative relationships between origin and destination regions to better manage 

migration and ensure the achievement of ‘win-win’ situations. 

· In addition there is some evidence (e.g. the Algarve case) that counterbalancing effects 

may be created by the activation of synergies associated with tourist-oriented strategies. 

Short terms visitors may induce a double effect: direct economic gain in relation to 

tourism activities; and an induced effect of repositioning the region as potential 

destination of longer-term mobility. Hence, sustainable tourism could be an additional 

factor justifying supporting development in sending-regions. 

· Finally, the evidence provided by the “overheating” regions indicates the presence of 

thresholds representing the balance between inflows of new regional users and quality of 

life and access to resources for local residents, beyond which local economic systems 
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may become less attractive and/or resilient. In this sense it may be appropriate to 

develop policies that support mobility among the working population that provide 

support for delocalization in a situation where a region approaches a “critical condition”. 

Such approaches could be developed in terms of a partnership of shared responsibility 

between receiving and sending regions; this would provide greater flexibility for these 

regions and more social security for the mobile population. 

Policy Options for EU territorial development 

The ATTREG project has used the technique of building scenarios to analyse although in an 

indicative way the long-term impact of the application of specific policy bundles in different 

regions that are the target of European policy we defined a set of alternative policy bundles 

related to the three dimensions identified in the EU 2020 Strategy (i.e. smart, cohesive and 

sustainable growth) in order to identify a set of key drivers within each bundle and their 

implications for attractiveness-enhancing policies. Given the need to take into account the 

complex feed-back loops associated with intervention we ran the model to cover the period 

2010 to 2025. The results relate to this 15 year period. 

Although the three dimensions are not mutually exclusive alternatives, we decided to focus 

on the three individual policy approaches (smart growth, inclusive growth and sustainable 

growth) in the EU2020 strategy, drawing out the territorial consequences for each of them: 

· The smart-growth policy approach entails a concentration of resources and efforts in hi-

tech investments, and particularly the NBIC sectors (Nanotechnology, biotechnology, 

information technology and cognitive science).  

· The inclusive-growth policy approach is characterized by major investments in social 

capital with a particular focus on deprived areas, on overcoming internal and external 

borders, building cross-border metropolitan regions and on balancing development 

capacities between the EU core area and peripheral areas.  

· The sustainable-growth policy approach is characterized by a strong emphasis on 

improving the resource efficiency of Europe, especially in peripheral locations, through a 

proactive push of regions and cities toward greener economic development strategies, 

and supporting measures of adaptation to climate change and regional resilience.  

The three “policy bundles” were applied in specific target regions: 

· Convergence (Objective 1) regions as defined in EU policy with less than 75% of the EU 

average GDP. 

· “Overheating” regions as classified in Class 3 from our regional typology on retentiveness 

and visitors attractiveness (see above). 

“Inclusive” policies seem to produce positive effects in increasing the performance of 

regions that are underperforming, and at the same time a negative effect on overheating 

regions. Thus, they demonstrate a specific capacity to reduce disparities among EU regions. 

Among the various policy bundles, the inclusive one is the only one that does not show a 

strong correlation between job opportunity and mobility of population. This is probably due 

to its redistributive capacity and its effects on the welfare system: the role of investment in 

the public sector has a direct effect in improving redistributive capacity but a lower capacity 

in producing job availability. 

In contrast, the effects of “smart” policies vary considerably. The impact on employment is 

generally negative for the target regions where labour participation rates for younger and 

older age groups are high, whereas they are positive in case of regions with high dependency 

rates. In general, it seems that this policy bundle is able to positively affect population 
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mobility, job availability and GDP, but within limits, and it does not affect those regions with 

limited territorial capacities and a predisposition for smart growth strategies. Indeed, 

application of this policy bundle on average-performing regions does not seem to be 

particularly effective. This suggests that the use of such a policy bundle needs to be 

articulated in the context of a precise understanding of a region’s territorial capital and what 

needs to be enhanced or developed through a place-based strategy. In terms of its impacts 

on neighbouring regions and other regions, these appear to be generally positive or at least 

benign. Nevertheless, there is the risk that in “overheating” regions it could create additional 

pressures that might exacerbate an already fragile situation (e.g. in the context of the 

present economic crisis). 

Finally, “sustainable” policies produce positive direct effects in both convergence and 

overheating regions, attracting population from neighbouring regions. Although it appears 

as the least effective in terms of GDP increase, probably due to more investment in quality 

of life (and other “soft” factors), it has the highest impacts on the regions that in absolute 

terms present less job opportunity and lower GDP, thus suggesting an important rebalancing 

role. This would suggest that sustainable policy requires a long-term perspective based upon 

a clear understanding of a region’s attractiveness (both its strengths and weaknesses) and 

how the appropriate forms of territorial capital are to be enhanced. Again this requires a 

clear understanding of how a place-based approach might utilise such a policy bundle. 

However, the impacts on neighbouring regions and other regions are by no means positive 

and theoretically this could have rebalancing impacts on cohesion at the EU level. 

It is important to bear in mind that these results should be taken as indicative, as they are 

largely based on arbitrary assumptions as is generally the case with scenario-building 

exercises; under no circumstances should it be assumed that the outcomes of running the 

model bear any relationship to how the actual situation in regions will develop in the period 

up to 2025. This health warning is particularly important to bear in mind because  

1) The individual policy bundles will not be applied in isolation but as part of a much wider 

set of, more or less, articulated policies;  

2) The baseline scenario against which we have measured our predictions does not 

represent a “real-world” situation;  

3) The impacts of the current crisis have not been factored into the model, as it is based 

on pre-crisis assumptions. 

3. Final remarks and policy suggestions  

A general conclusion from our analysis is that there is no simple relationship between 

increases in (forms of) attractiveness and economic growth. Much depends on the forms of 

territorial capital present and how they are utilised. However, we now have a better 

understanding of several aspects of the overall process:  

· There are different forms of mobility (i.e. related to specific groups or mobile 

populations), and these are driven by different assets; 

· There are different typologies of territorial performance (attractiveness for tourists, 

retentiveness for longer-term work-related mobilities and for other “hybrid” audiences).  

· Economic growth can be one of the effects of retentiveness but not necessarily always 

of attractiveness. While the ATTREG results show that a lack of attractiveness of a place 

can hamper its development, they also show that so does, under certain circumstances, 

“excessive” attractiveness of places, or of one place with respect to others; and, not all 

types of attractiveness are equally beneficial to places. Moreover, we also show that 

different forms of mobility may reflect the importance of various (hard and soft) factors 
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that produce a complex map of mobilities in Europe, both between regions and within 

them with complex spatial effects, which need to be taken into account when it comes 

to designing policy at all territorial levels. 

· Within this context, greater consideration should be given to the impacts that long-term 

and short-term mobility, both from outside and within the EU, may have in either 

exacerbating or ameliorating regional disparities.  

· Some territories that were extremely attractive in the period up to 2007 have become 

“fragile” in the current crises – it appears that they may have been “overheating” and 

that their attractiveness was based on the attraction of flows that were not embedded 

in the local context; 

· There are externalities, mostly positive, that population movements – either the 

migration of workers or other hybrid forms of leisure-driven mobility – activate within 

and between regions. However, regions must be aware of possible conflicts generated 

by excessive attraction, and develop solutions to manage them in order to sustain 

development.  

Adopting a more straight-forward planning approach means the use of a vision and long 

term strategy for development, related to attracting particular audiences, which seeks to 

enhance existing assets while addressing deficiencies in relation to that strategy. It is 

important to develop appropriate governance structures that secures the participation of a 

wide range of stakeholders and is able to mobilise the resources of different sectors (e.g. the 

private sector and civil society) in pursuit of long term goals. This also indicates the need to 

develop a strategy that covers the short, medium and long term. However, there is also a 

need for “limits to growth” strategy and the need to adapt policy in order to avoid 

destroying the very assets that make an area attractive (this may be particularly relevant to 

“overheating regions” from our attractiveness typology). 

Two important approaches can be identified: Demand-led and Supply-led. In the demand-led 

approach local and regional authorities could support an integrated strategy for the 

development of territorial capital and its mobilization for attracting resident population and 

short and mid-term migrants. Some key aspects could be the following: 

· Combination of long and short term strategies for the development of assets (from 

infrastructure to service) 

· Special attention to educational and human capital (in particular for sending regions) 

· Facilitation and overcoming of the barriers to labour mobility 

· Territorial pacts for an integrated policy strategy 

In the supply-led approach local and regional authorities, in collaboration with 

employers/businesses, could identify skill gaps and then attract people that the region 

considers as necessary to enhance its competitiveness: e.g. the creative class, 

entrepreneurial migrants, etc., as well as specific targets tourism audiences (e.g. high 

spending visitor profiles and “silver migrants”). Some key aspects could be the following: 

· Re-branding the territory 

· Providing services of general interest 

· Using tourism as strategy for (re)activating in-flow long-term mobility 

· Partnerships between sending and receiving regions 

It is important to note that it is often a combination of these two approaches that can be 

identified in different successful cases. Moreover, while some regions are more selective, 

targeting specific groups, other regions have no explicit policies to attract particular 

audiences in relation to their territorial capital. However it was shown in our case study 
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research that when the costs of agglomeration (diseconomies) become higher than the 

benefits regions tend to become more selective: paying more attention to quality and the 

contribution of migration and tourism to the prosperity and wellbeing of current citizens. 

Place-marketing strategies have a role to play, but it is important that they are targeted and 

related to the “promotion” of particular forms of territorial capital and directed at particular 

audiences. Moreover, local authorities need to be aware of the relevance of their actions 

(e.g. on social provision) for such audiences and take this into account when acting; again 

this points to the importance of integrating local authorities into the wider strategy. 

While our (and other) research has demonstrated the importance of territorial capital to 

local and regional development, there is still a lack of explicit recognition among policy 

makers of its importance. Thus there is a need for the recognition of the significance of 

territorial capital associated with the development of an explicit “mobilisation strategy”. This 

requires cities and regions to assess their position in terms of endowments, identifying 

positive and negative factors, and then develop policies to bring about change. Two main 

processes can be highlighted: 

· The role of public authorities and their capacity to strategically instigate and direct the 

mobilization processes. This requires a governance system that can identify the existing 

strengths and weakness of an area’s territorial capital and develop an appropriate 

strategy to enhance/develop the different forms of territorial capital through a 

mobilization strategy. This also requires the involvement of relevant stakeholders/actors 

to provide the necessary inputs and knowledge. 

· The differential capacities of stakeholders to mobilise assets in a multilevel governance 

framework is an important factor determining the ability of mobilization strategies to 

achieve their goals. It is unlikely that regions and cities will posses all the 

resources/powers necessary to realise a mobilization strategy, thus they will require the 

capacity to access and articulate resources available at the national and EU level. 

Thus governance and the local networks through which mobilization is possible are central 

to our understanding of the process. Without these it is unlikely that long-term change can 

be brought about.  

To conclude, concerning the mobilisation of territorial capital and strategic governance 

processes, three key aspects should be highlighted: 

· The importance of a multi-level governance system; 

· The role of the EU policy; and 

· The time factor.  

As for the first aspect, it is unlikely that regions and cities will have the necessary powers and 

resources to activate integrated attractive policies themselves, even when taking into 

account the wide variety of sub-national institutional arrangements in Europe. Thus, regions 

need to secure national and where possible European support and coordination. Some 

regions are able to take greater control of their own development (e.g. Trento in our case 

studies) while other regions are much more dependent on state-led policies, often 

implemented by Regional Bodies (e.g. Algarve). In general the mobilisation of regional 

attractiveness is a combination of top-down EU and state policies and bottom-up initiatives 

of local and regional stakeholders such as municipalities, universities and businesses. This 

suggests the importance of a system of multi-level governance that is able to integrate and 

coordinate the actions of different levels of governance. 

Secondly, EU policies play an important role in making regions attractive for particular 

audiences by providing resources and creating the opportunity to create overarching, long-
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term strategic partnership. In particular the role of Cohesion Policy, by focusing on particular 

places, is important given its longer term nature. However, we did not find evidence of a 

capacity to integrate other EU, sectorial policies, into a place-based approached and this 

must be considered a genuine policy dilemma that needs to be addressed at EU and national 

level. Nevertheless, difficulties are likely to be encountered in developing appropriate 

governance structures, particularly in cross-border cases, and there will be a need for 

European and national support to facilitate the development of appropriate forms of 

governance (e.g. the LKT case). 

Third, however, policymakers need to bear in mind that mobilisation strategies that target 

the development or enhancement of capital assets as well as the construction of place 

brands can only be successful in the medium-long term time scale. This requires the 

combination of specific policy measures, related to a clear territorial strategy that addresses 

the mobility and retention of population; this is what has we have termed policy bundle(s) 

that are part of a place-based approach. Such a strategy must combine a “nested” and 

integrated set of policies aimed at achieving short, medium and long term goals supported 

by appropriate monitoring and evaluation systems to allow for any necessary reorientations. 

Above all, “short-termism” must be avoided. 

 

 

 

 


