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One of the aims of the VASAB Long Term Perspec0€9 is overcoming the urban-rural
divide in the Baltic Sea Region through enhanceeébmeration and partnership. This is
regarded as a major challenge. Also the Europeaonisiresses the three ¢ — concentration,
connection and co-operation, and the Territoriae#dp of 2007 demands new forms of
partnership and territorial governance betweenlramal urban areas. It is important that
central documents stress this topic. Furthermbaeefitth cohesion report and the statement of
the European commission stress the importance attiinal regions — urban-rural
partnerships are functional regions and take plaeein.

Urban-rural partnerships are a comparatively nguictalthough they are in discussion since
the European Spatial Development Perspective d® IHSDP). Nevertheless, there are only
few examples for an implementation. But it has dlesdaken in account that similar projects
under a different label have already come into gp@ind exist. But this shows the necessity
for a larger survey concerning the chances of ittes. Moreover, there may still be more
open questions than satisfying answers concerhisdgdpic. Some of them are:

e What is a partnership in this context?

e What is a necessary and reasonable spatial extent?

e How can the different connotations of “urban” amdral” in the various countries and
settings affect a common understanding?

¢ Do the towns have a specific responsibility for iigacent rural areas?

e Which projects are suitable?

e Who could initiate and guide this process? Whianping levels have to be involved?

The goal of the workshop “Urban-Rural Partnersimighe Baltic Sea Region” has been to
exchange ideas about this measurement and to sisicesabove named and other aspects.
Furthermore, the goal was to find out whether urhaml partnerships are an adequate
contribution to spatial development. Thus, thedwihg paper concentrates on the bullet
points mentioned above, tries to give answers anéftects the state of discussion of the
workshop.

What is a partnership in this context?

Perhaps the most difficult part in discussing tdeai of urban-rural partnerships is the
guestion about the nature of a partnership. THigdity is also reflected in the varying and
seemingly interchangeable use of the words patigrsteraction and cooperation — always
with the prefix urban-rural. Indeed, there is ndirdéon about the elements being constituent
for a partnership. Nevertheless, there are two svevdich are important: On the one hand
governance, as a certain form of an organisatiokemat least the difference between a mere
relationship and a partnership — although the icelahip is the foundation of a partnership.
On the other hand sustainability is important. Oalyartnership can pave the way to a
continuous exchange of ideas, a shared strategfueihér projects.



The degree of institutionalization is open and toase found by the participating regions and
municipalities themselves according to their neddiss is also the basis for an exchange of
ideas and their discussions about the goals and w@yachieve them. Furthermore, this
platform gives all actors the possibility to pagte in the process, to talk with and not only
about each other as well as to create the feefibglonging together.

However, the understanding of a partnership andbthieling of a partnership is a crucial
topic, as it may be regarded less as a tool bherasas a problem in the whole process.
Furthermore, these very different types of regioms,urban and rural, central and peripheral
as well as economically strong and weak one, haveany countries never co-operated
before. A partnership does not imply that compatitbetween the regions will cease. On the
contrary, a partnership has to accept this comgetiThere will be always a certain threat to
act against each other. Nevertheless, as e.g. eugster initiative shows, co-operation and
competition is possible at the same time.

What is a necessary and reasonable spatial extent?

Urban-rural partnerships do not focus on a prengefiadministrative spatial entities. But they
have a kind of spatial background being suitabiegiHem, i.e. the functional region. The size
of this functional region depends on the readirdsactors to participate in this process, the
regional needs to co-operate and the scope ofitjeats. The partnerships end where no
more regions/municipalities bring in potentialg¢ach a goal as a dowry.

Anyhow, urban-rural partnerships go beyond suburbsis, they have a certain minimal and

a certain maximal spatial extent — which has tal&ned by the regions themselves. But as
urban-rural partnerships are flexible conceptsy tféer the regions the possibility to decide

on their individual scope depending on the regicadting.

There is a need to distinguish between a stra@gican operative level: The strategic level
should take the whole functional region into acdolihe operative level may focus more on
soft spaces in the sense of a variable geometrly. thase regions which have potentials to
contribute to a goal can participate in a certamjget or cooperation. But this idea demands
that many projects or forms of cooperation with paenership are carried out in parallel and
incorporate as many actors from different municije as possible. This takes also into
account that people live on different scales (l@al regional and beyond).

The size of the partnership has to be defined bgteom-up process coming from the regions
themselves. A top-down approach is regarded aglessising, as the municipalities/regions
have to participate deliberately in the partnership

How can the different connotations of “urban” and “rural” in the various countries and
settings affect a common understanding?

The Baltic Sea Region is — concerning its settldrs&ncture — quite heterogeneous. The land
cover ranges from cities like Hamburg with nearl§ Mio inhabitants up to unpopulated
areas. On the one hand, these differences prahibite-fits-all strategy. On the other hand,
they provide the setting for mutual learning andraples with a broad variety. Furthermore,
the question of what is urban and what is ruraukhoot be in the middle of a discussion.
But this also has the consequence that findings moe region are difficult to implement in
another region.



This observation calls for a broad exchange of B&pee highlighting also the beneficial and
hampering factors of a strategy and its single el@sto promote successful urban-rural
partnerships.

The specific settlement structure and the lack afomurban places imply that urban-rural
partnerships are no area wide approach: The syregewt suitable for every region.

Do the towns have a specific responsibility for thadjacent rural areas?

A basic question is why towns should take overrtageresponsibility for rural areas — which
of course the rural areas have to affirm. Townstlaeenodal points in a country’s settlement
structure hosting many inhabitants, service fumstjoemployments and having a high
economic strength. This leads to an asymmetry astufof power between urban and rural
areas.

But towns are not self-sufficient entities. Urbalages depend on rural areas, too, as e.g.
urban dwellers wish to have second homes outseléothins. Thus, local strategies should be
embedded within a regional framework. This implie®, that less the asymmetry and rather
the complementary functions and potentials shoaidecinto the fore.

Rural areas, on the contrary, have to contributéhéopartnerships with their potentials, too.
They cannot regard the partnerships as a compensé&ir e.g. out-migration. On the
contrary, only if they see the benefit of the whagion and their involvement to increase the
quality of life, the partnership can work.

Which projects are suitable?

The work on the project level is a central eleme&nurban-rural partnerships. Projects can
serve as a platform to co-operate and to creatt among actors having perhaps never
worked together before. Furthermore, the succes$smdling of a project brings motivation
and is an important basis for a continuing co-opamna Therefore, the management of win-
win-situations are initially important which helfgsa to overcome a resistance against new
approaches of some actors in the beginning. Thdee grojects should come from the
regions themselves in a bottom-up approach, asetiens know best the most appropriate
spatial extent for the projects as well as the nmstable contents for the projects.
Furthermore, successful projects can pave to wagotne to a kind of governance and
sustainability — which may also include a conftititnagement. Thus, urban-rural partnerships
should be regarded as a learning process.

A high variety of projects are suitable for urbamal partnerships — preconditioned that they
fit into the specific regional setting. Some ofrthare rather classical approaches, e.g. clusters
and networks, tourism concepts or marketing, bay thave to be seen in the light of an
approach being spatially much wider. Accessibgibd transport play a key role, too, so that
rural and more peripheral regions — including seralbwns within the partnership have a
access to urban function. Furthermore, servicestlagid provision to the whole partnership
are an important topic, too. But also new chanees, renewable energy supply or regional
chains of value added, e.g. local and organic fesbduld be taken as an opportunity to form
urban-rural partnerships.

The projects have to be based on potential withen gartnership and on linkages already
existing or being easily to establish. It is beciafito manage not only one, but a variety of



projects to incorporate many actors with differbatkgrounds and to incorporate — in the
sense of soft spaces — as many regions and mulitiegpas possible.

Who could initiate and guide this process? Which ginning levels have to be involved?

Urban-rural partnerships can be successful whensteet as a bottom-up process. Top-down
approaches are less likely to fulfil the goals. dhéveless, all political levels should take part
in these partnerships, i.e. the local, the regiandl the national (perhaps also a provincial one
if existing). Thus, urban-rural partnerships arestiikely well working in a multi-level-
governance system. In this respect, towns can @@ mediator. As a general rule, their
administrative capacity to manage these projectbigger than in smaller communities.
Furthermore, they can contact smaller communitéesee than vice versa, additionally, they
have an easier access to higher political levals #fmaller municipalities.

Public authorities play a central role in this pss, but a partnership should not remain on
the administrative level. On the contrary, the ipguation of different actors — from the
economy, sectoral politics, civil society etc. beneficial for a partnership. Especially spatial
planning is asked to contribute in this respectie t the interdisciplinary character of spatial
planning and their experience in networking.

Motivated local and regional actors are a key factss urban-rural partnerships are a
comparatively new tool for regional developmeng thotivation is essential to go this new
way, to convince others to participate in this psecand also to withstand failures.

Conclusion

Urban-rural partnerships are still an innovativpenxment which can help to raise potentials
and can lead to a new from of co-operation betwdifierent regions. They have to be

regarded as a learning process and as a flexidlengéggrating tool. But this implies, too, that

more knowledge is necessary about the ways anditsené urban-rural partnerships. The

Baltic Sea Region with its differences can contigbto this process. The Baltic Sea Region
has already started, examples are COCO, the Hregfional Cohesion and Competitiveness
Programme, and MORO, the German demonstration giroje supraregional partnerships.

New Bridges is a further example, also Urbal confiogn the North Sea Region Programme
can provide much experience.

The main goal for many regional development measuee to raise the economic
attractiveness of regions and to increase the tyualilife. Urban-rural partnerships can be a
way among others to achieve this goal, it is a Brpentary strategy. The basic idea is to
bring together different types of regions in a &rgpatial extent to regard themselves —
despite all differences — as a regional entity. Big expectations concerning urban-rural
partnerships should be adequate. They can cordribugpatial development, but they will not
solve all problems like demographic changes. Tlayaontribute to break vicious cycles like
out-migration — less services — less quality oé |# further out migration by securing
potentials. But they cannot promise to do so. Faurttore, it is not appropriate to implement
urban-rural partnerships where the preconditionsi@oexist — preconditions concerning the
will to do so, concerning motivated actors, conoegrihe settlement structure etc.

Further research on urban-rural partnerships artdguimplementation of this idea will lead
to more knowledge about this way and also to mocetances. Parallely, they can support



the idea of the European Union concerning socidnemic and territorial cohesion on a
regional scale.

Recommendations

1.

2.

The implementation of urban-rural partnerships sthdae enforced to get increased
knowledge about this strategy in regional planning.

There is a need for further research on urban-pagherships to find out promoting
and hampering factors.

There is a need for openness on every regional fewthis idea in order to create real
multi-level governance processes.

Exchange of experience based on demonstrationgbsope urban-rural partnerships
should be encouraged in all countries and on tiegtismal level.

The EU could further promote the idea of urbanirysartnerships through its

structural fund programmes.



