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1l ntroductil on

This report critically reviews social science perspectives orunboa reléions and their incorporation into

public policy and governance structures as a foundation for the Horizon 2020 ROBU&Jri{&ui@ltlooks:
Unlocking Synergies). The core objectives of ROBUST are to a) advance our understanding of the interactions
and dgendencies between rural, parrtban and urban areas and b) to identify and promote policies, govern-
ance models and practices that foster mutually beneficial relations. In pursuing these objectives, ROBUST
builds on an extensive body of work in human gaplgy, sociology, planning and regional science that has
repeatedly explored ruralrban differences, relations and interactions over several decades, and that has in-
formed the development of rural and urban policy and governance arrangements. Yet, RG@¢Spands

to concerns about the appropriateness of current policy and governance approaches for managing the chal-
lenges of the twentyjirst century. In particular, it questions the prevailing dichotomy in which the rural and

the urban have been conveatially conceived as separate and distinct arenas for policy and governance, and
seeks to instead promote the management of rurdlan synergies. As such, ROBUST aims to develop new
conceptual and methodological approaches that can provide original gsiththe dynamics of interactions
between urban and rural areas, and point to improved governance arrangements and policy synergies.

Accordingly, this report represents an initial step towards this goal by surveying the academic context of the
ROBUST rearch and by outlining the principles for a new conceptual approach based on a relational under-
standing of space. This is articulated through a sequence of sections. The next section briefly summarises the
evolution of social science research on rurdlan relations and specifically reviews the literature in respect

to four key aspects: the definition and delimitation of rural and urban space;urba interactions; the
rurakurban interface and processes of urbanization and rurbanization. It is ahguiéioe diverse approaches
encountered in these reviews reflect shifting conceptualisations of space, and particularly a move within social
science from an absolutist understanding of space towards more relational perspectives. The subsequent sec-
tion thusdraws on Jones and Woods (2013) and Brown and Shucksmith (2017) to elaboratdad e
ceptualisation of space and discusses its application in relation to rural and urban space and the implications
for the ROBUST framework.

The remaining section dfie report further expands the discussion to consider how different conceptualisa-
tions of space are implicitly reproduced in policies for spatial planning and economic development and in gov-
ernance structures, including ruadban partnerships and thetgiregion model. In posing these questions,

the report sets up lines of enquiry that will be developed through subsequent tasks in Work Package 1 of
ROBUST, including interviews with stakeholders, an expert workshop and further literature and polgy review
culminating in the articulation of an acticand policyoriented conceptual and methodological framework.

The discussion presented in this report is based on a comprehensive literature review developed from an initial
search of the Scopus database @stific publications for the period since 1992 (using keywords including
WNHENDEF Yy Ay G S NIzZNDIAY2 yEEAQyEdzINEINSENST af dPyK SENNEDX I Sya O S ANk Af 2 v Q .
Y| LILIA Y F@2ND MANIANIZND S ¢ OP NHrMikilizgzY &> LIP NidkNDIR (g > b W NIEZMIS N/
WLIEAND | Yy QX WNINDD VY by AWHHINMI NS BA 2y gAYy 30 Oy BNR@XRE | Y
mendations from consortium partners. ROBUST consortium partners additionally provided summaries of rel-
evart literature in European languages other than English, and examples of policies and governance structures
in their own countries. A glossary of key terms can be found in the appendix.



2 Approacheldr tan RReladt

2.1  Historical Perspectives on the Ralrand the Urban

The distinction between the city and the country, urban and rural, is long entrenched in European civilization.
¢tKS Sheyvy2t23A0Ft Ne2ida 2F GKS GSN¥a WdNbBIyQ FyR Y
urbs (city) am rus (open space), and the words have travelled from Latin into most European languages
(Woods, 2011a) (although there is not necessarily an equivalent dualism in languages not influenced by Latin,
as Remoundou and Gkartzios 2017 note for Greek). Sagtificcthe binary relationship implied in the terms

was never equajthecityorurbsg & I f gl @8a (GKS 202S0G3> 6 A (-&bafd, 66& NHzNJ
2LSyYy aL)l OS o0Seé2yR (KS OAGed !'a WSIy LEofiRonly pdsed 2 NR
G2 dzZNBFYY NUzNFf Aa SOSNEBOGKAYy3I (GKFdG Aa y'ZFheprdeNd | vy >
boundary between rural and urban, therefore, has always been open to interpretation and dispute.

Furthermore, from classicRlome onwards the concepts of urban and rural have been extended beyond geo-
graphical referents to acquire particular cultural and moral associations, as the English literary theorist Ray-
mond Williams noted (see also J. R. Short 1991, B. Short 2006):

On theactual settlements, which in the real history have been astonishingly varied, power-
ful feelings have gathered and have been generalized. On the country has gathered the idea
of a natural way of life; of peace, innocence, and simple virtue. On the agthesed

the idea of an achieved centre: of learning, communication, light. Powerful hostile associa-
tions have also developed: on the city as a place of noise, worldliness and ambition; on the
country as a place of backwardness, ignorance, limitationnt#hasb between city and
country, as fundamental ways of life, reaches back into classical times (Williams, 1973: 9)

Such cultural associations served to exaggerate the contrast between urban and rural spaces, and urban and
rural societies, and their distitiveness, obscuring the scale and complexity of connections between the city
YR GKS O2dzyiNEB:Z (GKIFIG aGKS O2dzyiNBAARS Aa Ay dzNDI
GNI RS FTyYyR OFLAGFE ¢ 0. NYySiil e depdniency ofaities anduratakeds a© 2 y Y
sources of food, minerals, building materials and labour, as well as for recreation and as a defensive buffer,
and the reliance of rural communities on cities as sources of capital, manufactured goods and protection
(Woods, 2011a).

Yet, the cultural strength of the ruratban dualism saw it incorporated into early modern scientific scholar-
ship, as a form of classification, as an explanation for observed patterns, and as a way of ordering fields of
scientific resealt In nineteentkcentury sociology, for example, the rural and the (newly industrialised) urban
were contrasted as two distinct models of social organizati@emeinschaft and Gesellschaft in Ferdinand

¢ Yy ASaQa ¢t theNatter lepiesehtifigrogress on the former (Bonner 1998). The association of
Y2RSNYyA(Ge gAGK dz2NDlFYy az20ASie gl a O2yaz2ftARFGISR gAl
foundations for urban sociology as a distinct field. As Bonner (1998) argues, Weber was afsthe first
a20A2ft23Aada G2 ljdSadAiazy (GKS @QFfARAGE 2F WNIzNI f Q
work comparing rural societies in Europe and North America, and as such the model of urban modernity artic-
ulated in The @i could be read as emphasizing the irgennection of urban and rural space and the exten-

sion forms into rural space. In practice, however, the development of urban sociologyreasd by the

14 'rural est oppose communémenibairt estrural 2 dzit OS  ljudidin vision$di fe vaflasisansSun OS NI F Ay'S | Yo A 3



emergence of rural sociology as a separate field in batbpEwand North America. Rural sociology focused

on the rural as an essentially agrarian society, yet it also reflected the tenets of mainstream sociology in adopt-
ing a normative stance that promoted the modernization of rural society (Mormont 1990; GEOAér,

Woods 2005). The developmentalist agenda pursued by rural sociology could accordingly be argued to have
contributed to the further integration of city and country and the narrowing ofuntzn differences, but at

the same time, the organizatioffiiural sociology around its own disciplinary infrastructusabject associa-

tions, journals, and often in the United States separate university departmpragided a vested interest in
perpetuating the ruralirban binary even as pegtar sociologistsuch as Herbert Gans and Ray Pahl followed
Weber in critiquing its validity.

The separation of rural and urban analysis was less pronounced in early geographical research, where the
prevalence of empirical regional geography commonly led to rural and arbas being studied together as

parts of a predefined region (Woods, 2005). These studies included investigation efiromal relationships,

including economic connections between agriculture and industry, and settlement patterns, which in their
most KS2NBGAOFE F2N¥Y ¢gSNBE O2yOSLlida t AaSR Ay Y2RSt a
NI RAFGAY3a FTNRY (G(KS OAle omyunHcB8I IYyR [/ KNRAGHTEt SND:
assertion of the systems theory approach in humaaoggaphy after the Second World War, however,
prompted specialisation with a new urban geography focused on the analysis of urban systems and the mar-
AAYFEAAFGA2Y 2F NH2NI £ NBaSHENOKe Ly O2ydNF piandiz a2
took different paths in different countries. The boldest attempt to assert rural distinctiveness was arguably in
the United States where rural geography tended to focus on the study and documentation of rural landscapes
(Woods, 2005; see for examplart 1975), whilst an emphasis on analysis of rural settlement forms and func-
GA2ya Ay DSNXlIye gl & Ay LINIG Y20AQ0FGSR o0& O2yOSNYy
ization (Wilson et al., 2010).

CKS FANRG R2O0dzYSHNBRKE®RSI 2 F WHBNNYE 6HS Ay CNI yOS A
O2y Ff I 4GSR NHzNI f Iy R | 3 NjEaQraphid dableconEnondy applied spaclizhlly o 3 S 2
the study of agriculture rather than namban spaces (Bodiguel et al., 1998an and Périgord 2009; see for
example George, 1963), and did not assume a wider meaning until later. In Britain, similarly, the initial empha-
aAa 61 a 2y IANAROdzZ GdzNIF f 3IS23aINIF LIKeX gAGK | oNRBFRSN
SOOAFT T SO2y2YAO YR SY@ANRYYSyYyillf RAYSyaazya 2F Y|
see for example Clout, 1972).

2.2  Debating the Relevance of the Rurdirban Dichotomy

The formalization of the ruralrban dichotomy in the disciplinaoyganization of the social sciences during

the late twentieth century occurred because of, not despite of, intensified urbanization, the encroachment of
urban forms and practices into rural spaces and societies, and the increased integration of ruraband
economies. Rural geographers and rural sociologists were frequently motivated by a desire to identify and
document traditional rural forms that they considered to be under threat from urbanization, and in so doing
implicitly contributed to the notionf the ruraturban binary. In many cases, these studies fell back on agricul-
ture as the characteristic feature that differentiated rural from urban, yet as the significance of agriculture in
rural economies and labour markets in the global north decrestsagly the conflation of rural and agricul-

tural became less sustainable, compelling rural social scientists to explore other ways of defining their field.

At the same time, the same observed trends of extended urbanization and increasedunabartegation
led other researchers to question the validity of the rurdlan binary. In sociology and anthropology, a series



of community studies conducted after the Second World War had revealed the extent of differentiation be-
tween rural communities, aswella FAYRAyYy 3 St SyYSyida 2F adzillRaSRfe wd
FYR StSYSyida 2F adzZllll2aSRfe& WNHzNIfQ a20AFf F2Nyxa A
alLkRkyasS sla 2 aKAFTAIE FNRY |y dtrelelphdeszo A moie ratafivStgposifich W NI
in which rural and urban formed the opposing poles of a continuum. Communities were hence placed at vari-
ous points along the rurairban continuum according to their geographical location, with the assumptibn tha

the relative location on the continuum would be reflected in the mix of urban and rural social forms in the
community.

As the basis for a typology that permitted a more differentiated picture ofudoah contexts, the idea of

the ruraturban continuunLINE 3SR KA IKf & Ay Tt dzSydAal = Faman&ent YLI S
GAydzdzy / 2RS&Q LINRPRdJzOSR o6& GKS !'{5! Ay (GKS motna i
g a NBLXAOFGSR ¢AGKAY NBIAAWNHEINT & O AN RS So/&1 QEK S KQA 20
a continuous transition from urban to rural extremes, primarily indicated by land use and population density.
¢KS 02y OSLIN®NI i KENIWRANSY yQ O2y GAydzSa G2 oxkaliseA RSt &
data analysis in economics and in ecological research (see for eXamdmect al., 2014

Indeed, in spite of its wider influence, the usefulness of the-twbaln continuum as a typology was critiqued

within sociology as early as the 1960ghkia relation to its presumed linearity and its explanatory potential
(Garner, 2017). Pahl (1966), for instance, noted that different combinatiareadinschatftlickand gesell-
schaftlichrelations could be found in different social groups inhabitingdmee places at both moraral and
more-urban points along the continuum, not necessarily in a consistent linear order, and suggested that set-
tlement type was less important than class anddifele in determining ways of life. Accordingly, Pahl pro-
posedthat the ruraturban continuum should be understood not a as a typology, but as a process constituted
08 (KS YS&aKAY3a (23SGKSNIJ 2F RAFFSNByld WIEISEGdINBaQ 2
tensions between the local and the glolmatlifferent settings.

In articulating this critique, Pahl pfigured the later challenge to the rusatban dichotomy from political
economy perspectives, and particularly the locality debates within human geography in the 1980s. The devel-
opment of a neeMarxist political economy approach in urban geography during the 1970s had conceptualised
cities and urban life as the products of capitalist social and economic relations configured at the global scale
(Harvey 1973), thus prompting debate on the capatiitipcalities to act within global structures to shape
economic restructuring (see Cooke 1989, Duncan 1989, Harvey 1987, Smith 1987; also Jones and Woods
2013). Although the locality debates did not directly address the question of thauraal dichotony, its
implications, as well as the broader engagement of rural geographers and rural sociologists with political
economy theory, had a strong influence on the practice of rural research in the 1980s and the conceptualisa-
GA2y 2F (KS WKz de Qbsarved, Brie@mplediy rgséatch By Cloke and Little (1990) on
f20ftAGe STFSOGA Ay GKS flyR dzasS LI IFYyyAy3a aeaisSy
AG1FGS0 O2dAd R 68 ARSYGATFASRE FyR O2yOf dzRSR GKFG Ad

Politicd-economy approaches hence tended to play down the significance of theurb@al dichotomy,

though some later politicaconomy analyses, particularly those influenced by regulation theory, returned to
examining the ruralirban binary as a product of galateconomic processes. Cloke and Goodwin (1992)
proposed that the relative influence of different capital fractions in different locaitigsarian capital in rural

localities versus industrial capital in urban localities, or the growing sigrificagc¥ G KS Wa SNIIA OS
localities in the UK, for instang&JNE RdzOSR RAFFSNBY G Wt 20+t aid NHzOG dzZNB F
0Nt 20SNIJfFYyR YIylF3aSYSyld FyR RS@St2LISyd YlLeé& oS
localty and the capital interests invested in that character (see also Marsden et al 1993, Murdoch and Marsden



MphdnE K2 YIF1TS | AAYATIN I NBdzYSyid Ay GKSANI g2NJ
Cecchi (2001) in Italy, meanwhile, suggeshat Fordism had actively encouraged a sharp distinction in the

roles of cities and countryside, as part of the spatial division of labour, but that the transition te-anolist

economy had reverse the trend with the emergence of new modes of caiistnbased on differentiation

and typicality, and the emergence of new piostustrial local systems scattered throughout urban and rural
territory.

Taken together with less theoreticaihformed critiques based on empirical observation of rurban irter-
connections and the similarities between rural and urban societies (see for example Freidland, 1982; Janvier,
1993), the logic of the politic’ O2y 2 Y& | LILINRIF OK f SR (2 GKS O2yOf dzaJ
WdzZNDB | yQ KI R vy 2, addthis broGghfiteNiBeful@ebst ofitihe AuigBan binary as a form of

Oft FaaAFTAOIGAZY Ayi(d2 [dzSadGA2yd | 233FNI 6mMbppno X F2N
FyFfeaAra Ay NHNIf NBaSFNOKI pysedirira) dtribitds | rasearcherd Bave2 F (0 S
assumed that places are equivalent to one another when they are dominated by very different causal pro-
0SaasSaé¢ oOLI HnpO® !'a &dzOKZI KS O2yGSYRSRZ alGKS ONRI
tion or theoretical evaluation, since intmaral differences can be enormous and rurddan similarities can

0S AKIFINLlLYX OAOAR®DPOD® ! OO2NRAy3If &z |1 233FNL OFtfSR T2
dzND Iy &SiGGAy3az itheda pyrarieisrioy selectnyabil sfudes or &s asexplanatory varia-

ble.

Such reflections within rural studies, however, arguably simply reflected a caiphivith mainstream soci-

2f 238 YR KdzYly 3S23NIF LKEI ¢ KBNS catdotediorfatlysis yyRatéd dzND
gories such as class, gender, race, ethnicity and age, examined within the context of what was assumed to be
I LISNDIFaA@S diNbly az20ASGed ¢KAa FaadzyLliazy fF GSNJ
tioyQ 0. NBYYSNE wnanmnl 03X gKAOK |R2LJia yR RS@St 2L
dzND I yAT SRé o[ STFSoONBE modTtno G2 LINRBLRA&AS GKIFG Fff L
researched through the lens of urban studima. This trajectory can be read as the urban subsumption of
0KS NUzNJ £ o6dzi AdG |fa2 | NHdzFrofe& OoONARy3Ia GKS y2iAiz2y
physical entity of the city (Lefebvre, 1970). Cacciari (2004), for example, thafliésities are everywhere

then there are no cities anymore (see also Pascale, 2009); whilst Brenner (2014b) presents the concept of
LX FySGlF NB dzNBF yAT I (A 2 y-urbaa dividdzhasagilGhganghareddhé &pBtenuaiNdy I Y
of urban resarch, and on this basis, to develop a new vision of urban théthrgut an outsidé 6 LJF 3S mp U

,SGx G0KS FLIWI NByd RAaYraAaalf 2F GKS WNIzZNIfQ & | Y
uing cultural and emotional significance aarce of identity and way of making sense of everyday experi-
SyoOS o. Stttz mMpprHO® wSO23ayAlA2YyY 2F GKSasS |awLsSoia O
of concepts from posi (i NHzO G dzNJ £ Aa Y3 Ay Of dzRA y Fe socklSonatrRess| thatlisk |
that they have no objective, inherent essence, but are brought into being by discursive practice (our use of
language and representation in art, literature, media, policy etc) and social convention (that people might act

in catain ways to fit expected norms for the city or countryside) (Cloke, 2006; Halfacree, 1993; Woods, 2005,
2011a). This had a number of implications for thinking aboutuubain relations:

1) 1'a WNHzNI £ Q yR WdzND I yQ | NBasuieauAriad rurdDéng dbiarNdzO G a
spaces cannot capture an objective reality but are themselves mechanisms through which the
rural and the urban are created.



2)1a a20Alt O02yaidNHzOG&as WNHz2NI £ Q YR WdzNBlFyQ Yl
alIN} OGAOSs || Odzad2Yr Iy SELISNASYOSs || LISNAZ2Y:
a spatial context considered to be urban, and vice versa.

3) There are multiple different social constructions, or discourses, of the rural (and of the urban),
which each imagine and understand the country (or the city) differently. Power imbalances be-
tween social groups mean that some groups are better able to articulate and impose their dis-
O2dzNES& 2F (GKS NHzNI £ X o6dzi y2anzZngbtheRA aO02dzNBES A

4) As there are contradictions between different discourses of the rural, conflicts can arise over
whether particular places or sites are rural or urban, and over what it means for a place to be
WNIOzNI £ Q> SaLISOAL f £ & lang maadgénient Ssties (MbrinonR BEYS £ 2 LIY' S
1990).

The cultural turn inspired a new wave of rural research, especially (though not exclusively) in British rural
geography, that focused on these issues, examining the construction and performance of rutialsidamdi

the articulation and contestation of lay, media and official discourses of rurality, as well as the experiences and
RA&A02dzNESa 2F W20KSNBRQ 3INRdzLJA S6AGKAY NHzNIf az20AixS
and Little, 1997 Haartsen et al., 2000; Jones, 1995; Murdoch and Pratt, 1993; Philo, 1992; Woods, 2005).
However, Cloke (2006) summarises a series of critiques that have been directed at the cultural turn for deso-
cializing, dematerializing and depoliticizing the soci@hses in general, which he argues could also be applied
specifically to rural studies. One response to these critiques has been a turn back towateriadizing the

rural, which Woods (2009) suggests has involved three parallel elements. Firsp|dnation of the material
conditions associated with the geographical context of rural localities, without attributing typicality or causal-
ity, for example in work of peripherality and marginality (e.g. Conradson and Pawson, 2009; Lang et al., 2015;
Novotny, Mazur and Egedy, 2015; Paulgaard, 2008); Second, a renewed effort to define, categorize and map
rural space according to material characteristics and functions, employing new GIS, remote sensing and
georeferencing technologiesas discussed further section 3.1 below; Third, the conceptualisation of rural
space as hybrid and -@omnstituted by human and nemuman material and discursive entities, drawing partic-
ularly on actometwork theory and assemblage thinkings discussed further in section 4&low.

¢KS O2yOSLlidzZfAalridAzy 2F WNHzNIQ |YyR Wdz2NbBIyQ KI &
examples of all of which can be found in contemporary research. Halfacree (1993) classified these into four
categories; descriptive definitios; sociecultural definitions; the rural as locality; and the rural as social rep-
resentation; whilst Cloke (2006) similarly categorizes functional, pediticabmic and social constructivist
approaches, and points towards a fourth approach representéidebyoncept of hybridity (see Table 1) (also
Hruska, 2014).These different ways of framing the rural, andutlyah relations, are crosaut by different

objects of enquiry and empirical concerns in the study of-tutan relations, which are discugsa the next

section.



Tablel: Summary of key conceptual approaches to defining rural space and society

Halfacre_e (.1993) AoE (200.6) Main Features Examples Critique
categorization categorization

Descriptive Function& Rural as a bounded space defined by materie Beluszky (1965), Chapuis ¢ 5 Sa ONR LJi A @S Y S
approaches concepts functions, landscape type or physical and Brossard (1986), the rural, they do not dine it
characteristics of territory (e.g. population siz« Cloke (1977), Clokeand G KSY & St @dSaé¢ o1l |
and density, agricultural land use, agricultural Edwards (1986), Clout
employment). (1972), Derruau (1967), 4 SYLIA NRX Ol £ 42 NJ
Dion (1934), Hart (1975), basis is often flawed because of
Influential in Geography and Planning up to  Larrubia (1998), Mathieu arbitrary spatial boundaries of
19805 (1990), Rosenqyvist (2002 available data, or because of the
arbitrary nature of supposed
AYRAOFG2NB 27F N

22).
Sociecultural Functional Rural society defined by social and cultural ~ Bonnamour (1973), Chivi { dzLJLJ2 & SR WNXzNJ f
approaches concepts characteristics, values and behaviours, in (1958), Erdei (1974), found in cities and supposed
contrast to features of urban society (e.g. Frankenberg (1966), WdzND | ufeQ caff & ffolind in th
agrarian society, Gemeinschaft or community Glenn and Hill (1977), countryside (Pahl, 1966).
selfreliance). Parain (1970), Redfield
(1941), Ténnies (1957),  Other social categories such as
Influential in Sociolggand Anthropology up to  Wirth (1938) class, gender, ethnicity more
1980s. significant.
Rural as locality ~ Politicaleconomic  Rural localities defined by particular political Bradley and Lowe (1984) & ¢ KS NMzNI} € | & f
concepts economic functions or characteits associatec Camarero (1993), Cloke faltered because none of the
with primary production or collective (1989), Cloke and structural features claimed to be
consumption and linked into wider political Goodwin (1992), Cloke  rural could be proven to be
economic structures and processes. and Little (1990), Mosele' uniquely or intrinsicallildzNJ- f €
(1980), Newby et al (Woods, 2005: 10)
Influential and debated in 1980s and early ~ (1978), Newby (1986).
1990s. Sotte et al (2012).



Halfacre_e (.1993) cos (200.6) Main Features Examples Critique
categorization categorization

Rural as social
representation

Social
constructivist
concepts

Rural as hybrid

wdzNJ £ | a | Owa 2DNI wa @l Cloke and Little (1997),

Many differences between
ddzLJLJ2 a SRf &  WNIzN.
inter-dependencies and
O2YY2ylLtAGASE ¢
localities (e.g. Hoggart 1990)

Social constructivist approaches &

produced through discourses, practices and Halfacree (1995), Frouws de-socidized, dematerialized and
representations that associate certain (1998), Bell (1992, 1994) de-politicized (Cloke, 2006)

meanings, appearances, values and identities Haartsen et al., (2000);
gAOGK WoSAYy3I NHzNI £ Qd  Jones (1995), Philo
(1992).
Ada y2 2yS Wi Nz
-t 02y &l Nue@lilya Q

pd

DR

¢ KSNS
waz oAl
Influential from early 1990s, especially in Briti

rural geography
Rural places are hybrid assemblages of diver Murdoch (2003), Heley

Qritics argue that relational

human and nofhuman ©omponents and and Jones (2012), Rudy approaches undestate the

entanglements o$ocial relations that transcen (2005), Woods (2007)
locality. The discursive coding of assemblage

WHzNT £ Q NBFE SO0a GKSA

there is no one fixed meaning of rurality and t

hybrid rural may appear differently from

different perspectives.

Emerges from early 2000s

significance of macrstructures
and social forces such as capital,
and are overly empirical (e.g.
Brenner et al 2011 on urban
assemblages).



3 Contemporary Themes
Rurlariban Rel atil ons

Across the various theoretical and methodological approaches discussed above, social science research on the
intersection and interconnection of rural and urban spaces, and rural and urban societies and economies, has
tended to focus around four key themetassifying and mapping rural and urban space;-tukan interac-

tions and linkages; the ruratban interface; and processes of urbanization and ruralisation. All of these are
areas of ongoing research. They are examined further in sequence below.

3.1  Clasffying and Mapping Rural and Urban Space

The classification and mapping of rural and urban spaces, and thus of the boundaries between rural and urban
space, has been repeated focus of geographical research and is closely tied to the functional apfireach to
conceptualisation of the rural and the urban. Research particularly developed with the recognition that official
FRYAYAAUNI GADBS RSFAYAGAZ2YEA 2F WdzNDIFyQ |yR WNHzNI £ Q
density were not suffient as a basis for analysis, and with the adoption of quantitative techniques in human
geography and sociology that permitted more sophisticated modelling. Significantly, this tended to produce
classification systems that reflected the idea of the furban continuum, or the ruralrban gradient, with

multiple categories ranging from rural to urban, rather than a simple binary.

In some cases, this work was sponsored by government departments and agencies to provide a spatial frame-
work for policy developm and implementation. In the United States, for example, a system of(Rbeai
Continuum Codes (RUCC) were developed by the Economic Research Service (ERS) of the United States D
partment of Agriculture (USDA) in the 1970s (Hines et al. 1975). Th8sB@ 8aNA 4 SR WY S G NR L2 € A (
LJ2 Lddzt F G A2y -aSd SELRfyARI Wy yO2dzy A Sa o6& LRLMzZ FGA2y A
proximity to metropolitan areas to produce ddd classification (Table 2). The rationale for developing the

RUC was need to capture the increasing integration of rural and urban spaces, with the economic diversifi-
cation of rural areas away from agriculture and the expanded significance of larger towns and cities as centres
for employment and service provision.€lo NIIA S 6HnamMc 0 20aSNWSa (GKIFG GKS
rural demographic publications at the time to explicitly recognize the rethinking of rural in terms of nonmet-
ropolitan space and the growing inadequacy of the Censusutlah definition ér tracking and explaining
420A2S02y2YAO OKFIy3aSé¢ 6L mpnos FyR O02YYSyida GKI G
Fd GKS GAYS 0SGsSSy tS@Sta 2F NH2NIfAGE FyR 1S& R
Cromartiealsos@®Saida 0GKIG aaz20A2S02y2YA0 O2yRAGA2YA | YR |
GKS w!/ /¢ 6unnmcY mMpmMOI YR y20Sa GKFG GKS w!// KI
mented by additional classification systems including Urbflreihte Codes (which differ from the RUCC pri-

marily in distinguishing between large and small metropolitan @rses Table 2), and Rutatban Commut-

ing Area Codes (RUCA) and Frontier and Remote Codes (FAR), which are discussed further below (see als
Isserman, 2005; Schaeffer et al., 2013).



Table2: RuratiUrban Continuum Codes and Urban Influence Codes in the United States of America

Rural-Urban Continuum Codes (1975) \ Urban Influence Codes (1993)

Metropolitan Counties Metropditan Counties

1 Counties in metropolitan areas ¢ 1 In large metro area of 1 million or more
1 million population or more residents

2 Counties in metropolitan areas ¢ 2 In small metro area of less than 1 million
250,000 to 1 million population residens

3 Counties in metropolitan areas o

fewer than 250,000 population Norrmetropolitan Counties

Nonmetropolitan Counties 3 Micropolitan area adjacent to large metro ar:

4 Urban population of 20,000 or 4 Non-core adjacentd large metro area
more, adjacent to a metro area

5 Urban population of 20,000 or 5 Micropolitan area adjacent to small metro ar
more, not adjacent to a metro
area

6 Urban population of 2,500 to 6 Non-core adjacent to small metro area and
19,999, adjacent to a metro arez contains aown of at least 2,500 residents

7 Urban population of 2,500 to 7 Non-core adjacent to small metro area and
19,999, not adjacent to a metro does not contain a town of at least 2,500
area residents

8 Completely rural or less than 8 Micropolitan area not adjacent to a metro ar:

2,500 urban population,dgacent
to a metro area

9 Completely rural or less than 9 Non-core adjacent to a micropolitan area anc
2,500 urban population, not contains a town of at least 2,500 residents
adjacent to a metro area

10 Non-core adjacent to a micropolitan area anc
does not contain a town of at least 2,500
residents

11 Non-core not adjacent to a micropolitan area
and contains a town of at least 2,500 residel

12 Non-core not adjacent to a micropolitan area
and does notontain a town of at least 2,500
residents

(Source: Cromartie, 2016)

In a similar exercise, Cloke (1977) constructed an index of rurality for England and Wales, using local govern-
ment districts as building blocks and modelling data from the 1971 UKsGeclsiding not only conventional
measures of rurality such as population density and distance to urban centres, but also population change, in
migration and oumigration, age profile, household amenities (percentage of households with hot water,
fixed bahs and inside WCs), occupational structure (percentage of workforce employed in agriculture) and
commuting patterns. These indicators were fed into a model that placed districts in five categatiesne

rural, intermediate rural, intermediate nemral, extreme noeNJHzNJ £ = 'y R dz2NBFy o /[ f21S
policyrelated, but was to develop a framework for case study selection and analysis. As such, it recognized
that rural and urban areas could no longer be simply defined by basic land use atipomhiaracteristics,
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but still made the assumption that rural localities could be differentiated from urban localities. It was also
notablec and differed from the RUCC in the United Stgtes/ @ NS I G-NJzHI i RS #y @ KS NB a |
not the non-urban.

The index was revised by Cloke and Edwards (1986) with data from the 1981 UK Census, and as Woods (2005
shows, comparison of the two resulting maps reveals a fundamental limitation in the approach, with the clas-
sification of particular spacest@rmined at least partially by the scale of the analytical units selected: between

the two censuses an amalgamation and reorganization of local government units had taken place, which
YSEyd GKFdG Ylye avlftt (2gsya Oe tlassiiddinihd RI8E irdex @siphid | y Q
2F £ NBSNI WSEGNBYS NHzNF £t Q 2NJ WAYGSNYSRALFGS NHzNI £ Q
and weighting of the indicators and the drawing of boundaries between categories, all of whichsgare es

tially arbitrary (Cloke 1994, 2006; Woods, 2005, 20Xl loke (1994) later reflected:

Given my view now that this work is an inappropriate way of addressing the idea of what

and where is rural, | have often asked the question of why | did thim@addy empirical

work on evaluating key settlement policies was focusing on parts of Devon (which | con-
A0NHzZOGSR Fa | WNBY2GSND NHzNIE FNBFO Fy 21 NBAC
hough | persuaded myself otherwise, the index was not neckssselecting case studies.

LI NI FNRY (KS WLINBGIFAfAYy3 a20AFt a0ASyOS Od
sitated this sort of thing, | can only suggest that | was expressing a rather naive interest in

GKS 1jdzSadAizy 27T oMylway thatatialtirhe® had theiakatiemicand K S
cultural competence so to do. | think that | knew that by selecting a number of variables to

represent, collectively, the rural | was-getermining the outcome, but the interest was in

the emerging geogrdpes of that predetermination. (Cloke, 1994: 156)

55aLIAGS GKS O0ly26f SRISR ONRGAOAAYA 2F /t21SQa Ay
9yt tyR FYR 21 fSa 6.Sey2y Sl |t®X wnmpT niekeddR y 3§ 2
rurality have been constructed for countries including Czechia (Perlin et al., 2010), Hungary (Beluszky and
Sikos, 1983), India (Bhagat, 2005), Spain (GRe& and Sanch&zantalejo, 2005; Prietoara and Ocana

Riola, 2010), and Turkey (Og@@10), among others, each involving the modelling of severalsoaimmic

variables to produce a muftold typology along a rurairban continuum.

The scientific significance of modelling and mapping rural and urban spaces was diminished by theynove aw
from functional concepts of rurality with the politidonomic critique and the cultural turn. However, as
Woods (2009) notes, there has been a revival in efforts to categorize and map rural space, which has had both
political and technological driverPolitically, the impetus for revised and more sophisticated typologies of
rural and urban areas has come from the development of new spatial planning and territorial development
approaches, and in response to criticisms of the perceived political elaagfiion of rural districts. In Britain,

for instance, new classificatory schema for rural and urban space was commissioned by the government fol-
lowing a wave of protests by rural pressure groups in the late 1990s and early 2000s, and was later employed
2N 0 KS WNHzNF £ LINRP2FAY3IQ 2F LRf{AOASAa (2 lFaasSaa (KS
also Woods 2008).

At an international level, interest in the comparative analysis of the-sooimomic condition of rural regions

and evaluatia of rural development programmes has prompted the erag®bnal comparison of ruralrban
typologies employed in different states, and the formulation of new transnational typologies (Copus et al.,
2008; Dax, 1996; De Beer et al., 2014; Eurostat, 20h6se exercises have highlighted the diversépd
sometimes incompatibility of ruraturban typologies, with Copus et al (2008) identifying examples of 24 dif-
ferent spatial typologies in use within and across EU states (Table 3). Transnationaksy/patotfius tend
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to be relatively crude and largeale, especially if they are constructed from data generated for national pur-
L2aSazr gAGK GKS ho9o/5 (GelLkRtz23esr F2NJ SEFYLI S LINXYI N
dominantly ruralre@ y 8 QY WLINBR2YAY I yifte AYOGSNYSRAFGS NBIA2YSE
(see also Dax, 1996). The OECD has been extensively used for EU policy purposes, however, when appliet
across the EU the OECD typology is distorted by variationssiz¢hef local administrative units (LAUs) and

by variations in the surface area of NUTS 3 areas and in the criteria used to define NUTS 3 regions in different
countries (Eurostat, 2017). Accordingly, Eurostat, the Joint Research Centre (JRC), D@GéRBgoAgricul-

ture and Rural Development collectively developed a new typology as a modification of the OECD model.
Whilst still employing the same categories as the OECD, the new methodology uses gddtsdlhse rather

than LAUsand follows a threstep procedure to classify areas (Eurostat, 2017):

1) Clusters of urban grid cells are created with a minimum population density of 300 inhabitants
per knf and a minimum population of 5,000. All cells outside these urban clusters are consid-
ered to be rural.

2) NUTS 3 regions of less than 500 km2 are grouped with one or more adjacent regions. All NUTS 3
regions in a grouping are classified in the same way.

3) NUTS 3 regions or groupings of NUTS 3 regions are classified based on the share of population in
rural gridcells into three categories: Predominantly rural (More than 50% of the total population
in rural grid cells); Intermediate (Between 20% and 50% of the total population in in rural grid
cells); Predominantly urban (Less than 20% of the total populatiaraingrid cells).

The new methodology has resulted in a number of NUTS 3 regions beatggerized, as shown in Figures
2 and Z

The new EU ruralrban typology also shows the influence of technological innovations in facilitating the de-
velopment of mee sophisticated models, including new GIS technologies, and the availability of georefer-
enced and remotely sensed data (Muilu and Rusanen, 2004). In particular, this has allowed the distortions
created by variations in local government or census tractsai@ be overcome, with categorisations of rural

and urban spaces detached from these territories or initially calculated for smaller scale units and aggregated
dzLJs I NR&a @ ! f 2s/uSeioh giibceld nwbh® ke rurah@ban typology, hectare gristjuares also

formed the basic units for the new runalban classification in England in 2004. In this, each grid square was
FyFrfeaSR F2NJ Ada WaShdatSYSyd FT2NMXOFIraSaA8RARERYR HLK
dwellings, hamlet, vill&g small town, urban fringe or urban (grid squares in settlements of over 10,000 pop-
ulaton)¢cl YR F2NJ Ada WwWalLl NAAGe Qs OFfOdA FGSR FTNRBRY (KS vy
to a distance of 30 kilometres (Countryside Agency et al4)Z6@ure 4). Grid squares were subsequently
aggregated to census output areas, local government wards and local government districts, which were clas-
sified according to the predominant category at grid square scale as urban, sparse town and frirgje, spars
village and dispersed, less sparse town and fringe, or less sparse village and dispersed (Gallent et al., 2008).

2The full classification of EU NUTS 3 regions according to the new typology can be downlbdipefdeateuropa.eu/eurostat/sta-
tisticsexplained/images/7/76/Urban_rural_typology_of NUTS_3_regions_new.xls
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Table3: Examples of spatial typologies of rural and urban areas used in the European Union

Typology Country Geographical Units Methodology

Spatial structure according to 2005 Germany Raster GlSbased accessibility zoning
access to central spaces and
population density

District classification based on 2005  Germany NUTS 3egions Disaggregative: settlement size and population

functional areas and population density

density

Territorial classification based on 2005  Germany 97 planning regions Unclear

functional areas and population (Raumordnungsregionen)

density

Austrian Spatial Development 2001  Austria Not known Unclear

Concept

Austrian National Strategic 2007  Austria Not known Unclear

Reference Framework

Rural and Urban Area 2004 UK (England & Census Output Areas and wards Rulebased methodology using population densit

Classification Wales) (SUBNUTS 5) at vaious scales

Scottish Executive Urbd&ural 2006 UK (Scotland) Census Output Areas (sbhlJTS  Rules relating to settlement size and-G&Sed

Classification 5) accessibility zoning

Typology of the level of Not Belgium Municipalities (NUS 5) Not specified

urbanization known

City Districts Not Belgium Not known Not specified
known

Typology of rural centric approac Not Belgium Municipalities (NUTS 5) Weighted average of 6 soeg@zonomic variables
known

Degree of urbanization of Not Netherlands Postcode areas Density of addresses per square km

postcode areas known

Finnish rural area typology 2007  Finland Municipalities (NUTS 5) Not specified
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Typology Country Geographical Units Methodology

National typology of Finnish rural 2007
areas

Typology of pay 2006

Urban areas zoning scheme and Not
rural employment areas (ZAUER known

Rural typology of local territories 2003
New rural area typology 2005

Rural typology (OECD + Land cc 2007
criterion + peripherality)

OECD rural typology 1994
Eurostat rural typology 1997,
2004

Typology based on the degree o' 1997
urbanizatia

Typology of accessibility in 2001
European regions

Settlement structure of th EU 2001,
territory 2003

Espon 1.1.2 urbarural typology 2004
Source: adapted from Copus et al., 2008

Finland

France
France

France
Spain

Belgium, France
and Portugal

OECD
EU

EU12

Not known

EU25

EU25

Municipalities

Principal component analysis

Local development areas (Pays) Cluster analysis

NUTS 5 areas

Local territories (bagss de vie)
NUTS 4 regions
LAU2

Territorial level 3 (NUTS 2/3)
NUTS 3

Municipalities (NUTS 5)

Territorial level 3 (NUTS 2/3)

NUTS 2/3

NUT 3

Principal component analysis

Cluster analysis
Deductive method for distinguishing types
Deductive method for distinguislgriypes

Two stage procedure based on population densi
Two stage procedure based on population densi

Grouping of municipalities according to populatic
density thresholds

GIS based accessibility zones
Rulebased procedure settlement size and

population density
GIS based classification
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Figurel: EU NUTS 3 regions classified according to OECD typology
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(Source: Eurostat 2017)

Figure2: EU NUTS 3 regions classified as more urban in th&dewpology than in the OECD typology
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Figure3: EU NUTS 3 regions classified as moré iruthe new EU typology than in the OECD typology

NUTS 3 regions classified as more rural
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(Source: Eurostat 2017)

Figured: Classification hierarchy fRuratUrban Classification in England

Settlement
Urban Rural
Sparse Less Sparse Sparse Less Sparse
Town & Village Dispersed
Fringe
Town & Village Dispersed
Fringe

(Source: Adapted from Countryside Agency et al. 2004)

The use of smaller scale units to aggregate Hun@dn classifications has also been followed in the United
States in a move away from the traditional use ohties as the building blocks from typologies that has also
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placed more emphasis on the dynamics of rurbbn interconnections. These include the Ruhddan Com-

muting Area Codes (RUCA), developed in the 1990s at the census tract scale to prodoickcia®sification

based on the position of the area in commuting flows to towns and cities (Cromartie, 2016; Morrill et al., 1999),
and the Frontier and Remote Codes (FAR) developed in 2012 that classify&@e according to travel time

by car to the dge of nearby urban areas of varying size (Table 4) (Cromartie, 2016).

The methodological innovations above have produced more granulated classifications of rural and urban
space, however they all continue to assume that rural localities can be diffigedrftiom urban localities on

the grounds of functional or physical characteristics, and all may still be critiqued over their selection of varia-
bles and the setting of rules and thresholds that produce the typology. Moreover, all result in a singgilar, fix
categorization of space.

An alternative strand of work that has also emerged from advances in GIS has instead emphasized the uncer-
tainty intrinsic to the modelling of rurarban classifications to advocate mulitmensional or probabilistic
typologies. Séy2y SiG Ff®d onHnmp0Z FT2NJ SEFYLX ST Ay NBOJOAAAI
more nuanced, mukilimensional model in which the individual rauaban weighting of each component is
YIRS @ArAaArotsS Ay | BOR tiédakadnplésishipwndnFigda\s; thercapitabeiy ofardiis
GIANI LK F0 Aa OfSFENIe& WdzNblyQ |y ff AYRAOIG2NREI ¢
scale on all indicators, but the ruaban position of Powys (graphdnd Ceredigion (graph d) vary signifi-

cantly depending on the variables used.

Tabled4: Frontier and Remote (FAR) Codes used in the United States

Population Rural areas and  Rural areas and  Rural areas and  Rural areas
urban areas upo  urban areas up to urban areas up to
50,000 25,000 10,000

Travel time to 60 minutes + 60 minutes + 60 minutes + 60 minutes +
urban area of
50,000 + people

Travel time to X 45 minutes + 45 minutes + 45 minutes +
urban area of

25,000¢ 49,999

people

Travel time to X X 30 minutes + 30 minutes +
urban area of

10,000¢ 24,999

people

Travel time to X X X 15 minutes +
urban area of

2,500¢ 9,999

people

(Source: Cromartie, 2016)
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Figure5: Constellation graphs showing rurality indices based on Population and Housing Dynamics, Migration
Dynamics, Social Dynamics, aggregated tfaetr index, ondactor index and Cloke regression
index, for four local authority areas in Wales: (a) Gatd)f Powys, (c) Anglesey, (d) Ceredigion.
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from Beynon et al. (2015).

Pagliacci (2017), meanwhile, draws on the concept of fuzzy logic that links observations to their probability of
belonging to a given class to construct a Fuzzy Rural Indicatom@&fd)for NUTS 3 regions in the EU. As

such, Pagliacci employs fuzzy logic to translate data relating to a series of indicators concerning agriculture,
population density and land use into values that reflect the probability that the characteristiedsrfaural

areas. A weighted average method is then applied to produce a FRI score, which is a precise figure between 0
and 1. As a final step, Pagliacci classifies the territories in-Bofduypology according to their FRI score, as

urban (FRI = <@®2, slightly urban (FRI = 0.2%.5), slightly rural (FRI = G;®.75) or rural (FRI = >0.75).

t 3t A OOA | NBdzSa (KIdG GKS | LILINRBIFOK LINRPGARSa || a0
168) that provides more information on urbaural cantinuities than ordinal categories, and which is more
accurate in capturing the degree of rurality of heterogenous regions. However, it may still be critiqued over
the selection of variables and for continuing to be constrained by the territorial uadsndfiistrative regions,

thus giving the impression of significant changes in degree of rurality at regional borders.
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Figure6: Fuzzy decision tree for the construction of a Fuzzy Rurality Indicator, from Pagliacci (2017)
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Finaly, technological innovations in GIS and remote sensing have also led to experiments with the use of non
numerical data to identify and delimit urban and rural space. N&atiice and Collett (2003), for example,
O2YO0AYSR SNAIf LKAD2 RENAIKS Rischsed v SaREy i -Nogdh&show-

ing buildings or physical structures and the other vegetationtyped G K LJ G G SNy a 2F WY (K
238 GSEGAINBQ RSNAGSR FNRBY (KS LINBA&Sy thédiskiButio®afy ( A 3 d
WdzND FyQ YR WNUzNI £ Q FSI GdzNBa Ay LISNR dzND | y-sehseédy Sa o
satellite data struggles to record low density exurban or periurban settlement due to the lack of correspond-
ence between landover and land use). The Global Ruidlan Mapping Project (GRUMP), has similarly con-
structed a global database to delimit rural and urban areas drawing primarily on satellite recordings of
nightime permanent light (Balk et al., 2003; Balk 28GQ)ontrols for temporary variations in light by using

the NOAA dataset of stable clights, crosseferenced with historic data for urban extents (see also Zhou et

al., 2015, for similar but independent analysis of global urban extent using night lighindaButteon et al.

2010 on using nightime satellite imagery to delimit urban areas in Australia).

The use of satellite data on night light to delimit and quantify urban areas is argued to have particular benefits

in parts of the global south where relialdnd upto-date maps or landise and population data may be diffi-

cult to obtain, but it is not unproblematic. Dorélien et al. (2013) compared GRUMP models of urban extents
with categorizations of urban and rural areas produced from geocoded surveyrdataritries in the global

south by the Demographic and Health Surveys projEeey found that the GRUMP urban extents data iden-
GAFASR GKS YlI22NAGe 2F KAIKEe& St SOGNATASR OAGASaAc:
414),butalsai K G GKSNB gl a 2yfe WY2RSNIGS F3INBSYSyiQ Ay
and DHS models:

While GRUMP urban extents detect most of the locations defined by urban by DHS, they
also identify as urban many locations identified by rural by Dpts$h closer inspection,

these locations tend to be pemban and possess many functional urban characteristics.
(Dorélien et al., 2013: 414)

3 For more information, data and maps $etp://sedac.ciesin.columbia.edu/data/dettion/grumpvl
4 For more information selettp://www.measuredhs.com
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Dorélien et al accordingly propose that satellite night light data and geocoded survey data can be combined
topNBE RdzOS | Y2NB | OO0dzNI 4GS | yR ydzZ- yYOSR YS l-uibdzNsBnY Sy (i
GAydzdzYé OAO0ARY nonvd ¢NIyalLlaSR (2 | 9dz2NRLISIyYy Oz2y
presented to GRUMP in the global south may \a@d®d, but there are nonetheless critiques around the
interpretation of satellite night light data and the inferences that can be drawn. Pritchard (2017), for instance
critiques both the methodology involved in preparing images of gttt (such as disiguishing between

Wy GdzNF £ Q YR WENIGAFAOAITQ fA3IKGT YR | NBdzySyida
FSAGKSGAOa 2F LINBaSydalridiazy 2F GKS AYlFI3ISasz gKAOK &
Fd yAIKGE 6L onnd YR AYLEASE | Y2NIf 3IS23INFLIKE A
AYF3ST YR REFEN] F NBIF A& I NBbsandoSartifichlTdghiing idomeiteditodes is, X { K
GKSYZ NBYIFIN]l baMmd dPLNRES Y IiF2081IAyaldl yOSs da! FNRAOF f A
g2NRAYX WGKS 5FN)] /2YUAYSYyliQé O0AO0ARDPOD a2NB2OSNE 4
way of describing the extent of urban landscapes and tnfisares, it provides little insight into the qualita-

tive use of the spaces it shows, the nature of the interactions within them, or the processes and forces shaping
the observed patterns.

3.2  RuralUrban Interactions and Linkages

The study of interactions beeen rural and urban areas is deeply rooted in social science research, with early
Y2RStfa adzOK a 2y ¢KNySyQa O2yOSYydiNRO NAy3Ia 2F f
senting attempts to capture rurarban connections and int@S LISY RSy OASad® ¢ KS 02y OS LI
FYR GKS WdzNBlFy &ALIKSNB 2F AyFfdzSyO0SQ 46SNBE RS@GSt 2 LIS
towns and cities in which there are intensive interactions between the urban centre and ruraépgriph

instance in daily commuting, use of services and economic transactions (see for example Berry and Lamb,
1974; Friedmann and Miller, 1965). Urban fields or spheres of influence were modelled and mapped for spe-
cific towns and cities through the apsik of quantitative data, often employing techniques such as the dis-
tance-decay model and bregboint theories to establish firm boundaries. The functionalist tendency of these
models led to them being marginalised in human geography and sociologyghlthey continued to have

more influence in planning and economics. Indeed, research interest kurbaal interactions more gener-

ally has fluctuated, influenced by cycles of political interest. For example, Muilu et al. (2017) and Saartenoja
(2012) bothdescribe how interest in ruralrban interactions in Finland in the early 2000s faded into in the
2010s, with a diminishing number of articles published on the subject.

At the most simple level, studies of rumgban interactions have documented the régguflows of people,
commodities, resources and capital between urban centres and normally adjacent rural areas, revealing a
general trend of consolidation as rural communities have become more dependent on urban areas for em-
ployment and service provisiofhe expansion of larggeale retail units, such as supermarkets, hypermarkets

and commercial centres, and the rationalisation of public services, have both been associated with spatial
concentration, with fewer larger units usually located in urban aeagcing populations over a more exten-

sive mixed rural and urban catchment area. As such, rural residents have been increasingly required to travel
to towns and cities to access schools, further education, banking, health services and retail stottés for bo
convenience and comparison goods (Burilitk and Logan, 2017; Woods, 2005). Analyses of commuting
patterns similarly show increased numbers of rural residents travelling into towns and cities for work, and
doing so over longer distances (Champion.e809; Dax, 1996, 1999; Goetz et al., 2010; Nielsen and Hov-
gesen, 2008). These dynamics are linked in turn to demographic interactions, as captured in the concepts of
urbanization and counteurbanization, both of which are differentiated by age andscl@hus, in relation to

age, the observed pattern across much of the global north is of young people moving from rural communities
to urban areas for higher education, training or employment; households moving from urban areas-nto peri
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urban and rural ammunities later in life, for retirement, or for lifestyle or consumption reasons; and finally,
the very elderly sometimes moving from smaller rural communities into small and intermediate towns for
better health and care provision (Walford, 2010; Wood8520Socieeconomic class has also been demon-
strated to shape commuting and migration patterns between rural and urban areas, as household capital and
disposable income influences decisions in relation to daily travel costs and property prices (Oli\ar2010
tridge and Rickman, 2008).

As discussed later in section 5, the documentation and mapping clurbead interactions along the lines

2dzif AYSR 02@0S KIa 0SSy SyYLX28SR G2 02y adNuzOd G4SN
force ared Q | Y Ro-g42(NVI A-SNBregiots. Met2soo@disdiehce research has demonstrated that in-
teractions of these kinds occur not just across adimeensional plane between a dominant city and its rural
hinterland, but within more complex mufiblar landscapes. The modelling of commuting patterns, for in-
stance, has become increasingly sophisticated to encompass more differentiation of groups and sites within
O2YYdziAy3d FAStRa o6D2SGT SiG Ff d®X wnwmnTO PaBridge2nalSy S
2007, 2010). Renewed attention has also been directed towards small and nseziddinmiowns that occupy

an intermediate position in employment and service provision dynamics between large towns and cities and
rural communities (Courtneand Errington, 2000; Courtney et al., 2007; Csurg6 and Megyesi, 2016; Powe and
Shaw, 2004; Powe et al, 2007; Van Leeuwen, 2010; Woods, 2011b). Courtney et al. (2007) and Powe and Shaw
GHNNNOZ F2NJ SEI YL S5 020K SELI MarkétSowtskEnghdzint@nsihold WT
commercial transactions and service use, revealing highly varying patterns between different town. These var-
iations can to some extent be explained by the size of the town and its proximity to larger urban centres, but
as Woods (2011b) shows these relationships are not precise and it is possible, for example, for small towns
relatively close to larger towns to retain a fairly high degree of local service provision but also to be targely by
passed by residents from surmling rural communities who travel into the larger settlement for work and
services. Accordingly, Woods (2011b) proposesfalditypology of small and market towns and their inter-
actions with neighbouring rural areas, based on research in Wales (Jlable 5

Tableb: Typology of Small Towns and Interactions with Rural Hinterlands

SubRegional Perform service functions to fairly extensive rural areas, with relativehptdgh

Centres public services and facilitiegch as hospitals with emergency departments, furth
education colleges and courts, and a wide range of retail opportunities includir
large supermarkets, comparison good stores and branches of national chains.
have a strong employment base, with #igantly more jobs than working residen
and a relatively high level of commuting into the town to work from rural
communities and other towns.

Anchor Towns Provide commercial, social and administrative functions for an identifiable rura
district, butrely on sukregional centres for higherder functions. They provide
middle-order public facilities such as community hospitals, large secondary sct
police stations, local government offices and minor courts, and have an establi
retail core, buwith fewer large stores and chain stores than-segional centres.
Residents may need to travel to sigional centres for comparison shopping, bt
the town draws customers from the rural hinterland for convenience shopping.
have a significant empyment base relative to their population and tend to be th
major provider of employment for their rural district, with a high level of commu
into the town for work.
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Island Towns Retain a strong degree of independence, despite often being locatedtal@sger
centres, but do not have an extensive functional hinterland. May have sufficier
SYLX 28YSyid 2LIRNIdzyAGASa F2NJ I € NE
to work in the town, but with relatively few workers commuting into the town.
Publc services typically include secondary schools, police stations, public libra
and small supermarkets, with retail provision meeting the regular convenience
shopping needs of the town population but not attracting significant trade from
wider area.

Doughnut Towns Towns with strong industrial or retail activity on their periphery, but relatively
limited town centre provision. Businesses and facilities in the hinterland provid
employment and/or retail services for town residents and for a wider rural
population, as well as potentially from neighbouring towns. These may be
established industries (e.g. factories, mines, quarries, power stations, ports) or
newer developments, including business parks anebbtawn shopping malls or
retail sites.

Satelite Towns Located close to larger centres on which they are dependent for employment ¢
services. The number of jobs in the town will typically be lower than the size of
working population, such that relatively few residents are employed in the tagvr
there is a high net outflow of commuters. Services in the town will typically by
limited and loworder (e.g. primary school, post office, convenience stores), witt
residents travelling to other towns for shopping and leisure and to access publ
service.

Niche Towns Have responded to the decline of their traditional service function by capitalizir
specialist attractions or markets, enabling them to sustain a higher than anticig
level of services and employment, with custom from visitors fraisidrithe
immediate local area. Examples may include tourist resorts, centres for outdoc
recreation, locations of large annual festivals or events, and towns with reputat
for specialist retail sectors (e.g. antiques, books).

(Source: based on Woo@911b)

A further development has been an increased focus on environmental interactions between rural and urban
spaces, including inputs such as food, natural resources, energy and water, and discharges from the city in-
cluding waste, sewage and pollutiomg@ord et al., 2003; Bulderberga, 2014; Corsi et al., 2015; llbery and
Maye, 2015 Lynch, 2005; Repp et al., 2012). Material flow analysis (MFA) has been employed to systematically
assess physical flows to and from urban areas (Bai, 2007; Hammer, 20@@{ykatral., 2007; Schulz, 2007),

though Castan Broto et al. (2012) notes that its application has faced methodological limitations, especially
with regard to data availability. With a similar aim, but different methodology, ecological footprint studies
have calculated the amount of land required to provide resources and absorb waste from specified cities (Rees,
1992; Rees and Wackernagel, 1995; Wackernagel, 1998). Such studies have been framed by the concept of
WdzNb 'y YSGlFo2f AaYQtoessyslris, andsseks t@adnayseStide fldwa and §xdhghge
processes that produce the urban environment, with the aim of establishing how cities can be made ecologi-
cally sustainable (Castan Broto et al., 2012; Decker et al., 2000). As Castan Bratetat,a¢he urban me-

tabolism approach encompasses several dimensions, including ecological, economic and social relations (Table
5); however, its analysis of riuaban interactions is ultimately partial, as it considers rural environments only

in relaton to the urban, and as studies tend to be focused on mapping whole system dynamics rather than
the interactions between cities and particular rural spaces.
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Table6: Key themes of urban metabolism

Theme Key question Emphasis on

The city as an What lessons from the functioning of  Natureinspired models of developmen
ecosystem ecosystems can be applied to design a in urban planning and design
plan better cities?

Material and What methods can accourdrfmaterial Comparative analysis of cities and

energy flows in  and energy flows through the city and models of urban planning in relation in

the city can these provide suggestions for their their efficiency in allocating materials
optimization? and energy

The material basi: What policy measures can break the lir The material limits of the economy anc
of the economy  between urbanization, economic growt macroeconomic models to achieve

and resource consumption? economic and resource stability
Economic drivers How do economic relations shape the Forms of territorial organization in
of ruraturban distribution of flows between urban relation to different modes of economi
relationships regions and their surroundings? circulation
The reproduction How do existingnban flows distribute  Patterns of unequal access to resourci
of urban resources across the city and who and the control of these patterns by
inequality controls these processes? urban elites
Resignifying What socioecological practices have th Alternative visions and models of
socioecological  potential to reimagine and reconfigure socioecological flow in cultural
relationships existing socioecological flows? production, everyday practices, and

policy innovations

(Source: from Castan Broto et al., 2012)

A more helpful framewrk for integrating analysis of rumalban interactions across social, economic and en-
GANRYYSyYyGltf R2YFAYya> Aa LINRPLRASR o0& 2dz SG Ff® 6HnN
of the spatial economy including linkages between urban antNii f S O2y 2YA O& | YR dzNDB |y
465). The framework comprises several components, including centripetal forces that drive urbanization and
centrifugal forces that promote decentralization (including falling commuter costs, information infragtruct
property prices, and quality of life factors such as urban congestion, pollution and crime); the economic, social
and environmental impacts of ruratban relocation (including spatial inequalities, shifting local tax bases for
public service provisip and disturbances to rural environments from urban development, among others); the
feedback effects and dynamics of redlaNb I 'y NBf 20l GA2Yy o0Sd3Id GOKIFy3aASa A
ruraklurban relocation can affect the relative levels of amesiand quality of life in rural and urban places,

which in turn affect ruratizZND 'y NBf 20F A2y € 6L nTHOOT FyR AyidSNI
nomic, environmental and social processes); as well as the influence of broad external foincas tschno-

logical change and globalization (Figure 7). Wu et al. (2016) argue that their framework can provide insights
into the interplay between urban and environmental economics and how these have social and community
impacts, and as such that it cierfiorm policymaking and governance in areas such as-wrtsn collabora-

tion in natural resource management and ecosystem service provision. However, as the illustrations they pro-
vide are derived from literature not case studies, the model is still éoripérically tested.
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Figure 7: A framework for understanding the drivers and consequences ofumoah relocation and
interdependencies
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(from Wu et al., 2016)

The conceptualisation of ruratban interactions and their driv& has also been critiqued and modified in a

move away from conventional functionalist and economistic explanations that tended to emphasize transpor-
tation and land costs. In particular, critiques have highlighted the dissonance between the hypothietical ou
comes that would be expected if patterns of rergdan interactions uniformally reflected gradations in trans-
portation and land costs, and actual empirical observations (Burchfield et al., 2006; Castle et al., 2011; Nechyba
and Walsh, 2004). Some resdaars, writing from a politicaconomy perspective, explain such anomalies by
stressing the mediating role of the local state and the exercise of influence within the local state by class frac-
tions seeking to protect their own capital and property intesgstee for example Murdoch and Marsden
1994), whilst others focus on human behaviour.

[ adtsS SG Ftd onnmmMO-ZNK NI BER ¥ YINSE LILINEaddE@diidns, W YJE £ 1

in which the decisions made by people are understégod & Y Ff dzZSy OSR o6& GKS alF GadAd
aAtGA2ya GKFG GKS LISNAR2Y K2fR& (G261 NRa LJX | OSax Ay (
AKFLISR 08 ylGdNIE FyR 220ALf SY@ANRYYSyAoAlL B (i KS
Place orientations may take the form insmgside (10), outsidenside (Ql) or insidenside 4L 0 = ' YR d& |

son with a dominant® orientation may be more inclined to make external linkages or migrate to an outside
lace than a person i a dominant orientation, who tends to stay and interact with people living in the
alkYS LI OS¢ O0A0OARPOUD® /FadtsS Si It adza3asad aGKEFG
cross ruraluirban boundaries in everyday mobiltier social and economic interactions, and may also be
scaled up to analyse the interactions of households or businesses:
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affects the economy. This opens the door tsickering decentralization. To illustrate, con-
sider three types of® orientations of a rural firm and a rural household:

A (FO): this rural firm grows and exports grain to an urban area.

B (+O): this rural household includes several youths who expetgtate to an urban
place later in life.

C (Y0): this rural firm (or household) is attempting to persuade outside interests to invest
in rural real estate they own or control.

In cases A and B, the() orientation exerts a centralizing influence,ibutase C, the-(l
O) orientation is decentralizing.

In a similar fashion, the orientations of urban households and firms can exert either cen-
tralizing or decentralizing influences. For examgleptientations of urban households,
together with decreasingansportation costs, exert a decentralizing influence in the form

of suburbanization. When transportation costs fall below a certain level, some urban house-
holds with a dominant® orientation may decide to move to a rural community to live.
Thus, therifluence of orientations is affected by external forces, such as advancements in
transportation technologies and the information superhighway. (Castle et al. 2011: 194)

Ly O2yySOilAy3a SO2y2YA0a |yR 0SKI @A 2 dshility thaflifci§asNE >~/
from cultural or social constructivist research on the outlooks, perceptions and discourses of individuals living
in rural communities could be incorporated in a framework that would be quantifiable and reproducible, yet
there is ale the danger that this act of translation itself could impose an inappropriate rigidity on individuals.
a2NB2@3SNE ljdzSatdArAz2zya Oy oS FaiSR 2F /lLadtsS Si Ffa
K @A Yy-HQl ¥ QW Kilfetadid®, and to the relative neglect of structural factors that constrain the
options of individuals.

The guestion of agency is also flagged by Hidle et al. (2009) in research erutabemeractions in Norwe-
gian cityregions, in which they suggest that rewalban interactions may be interpreted in two different ways:

First, ruralurban flow as functional integration may leave the everyday regional actors

without agency, but instead treat human actors as moved by the general global integration
which producepaths of cultural and economic opportunities. Second;udoah flow can

be viewed as boundagyossing practices whereby human agents produce and use bound-
aries in their pragmatic orientation to fulfil purposeful ends and n@diie et al., 2009:

415).

The first interpretation follows the stricter ndarxist strands of politicadconomic theory in which the po-

tential for locality factors is limited such that increased rurairban integration is an expression of global

social and economic forces thmaight include, for example, the consolidation of markets for urban commercial
activity, or the commodification of rural land and experiences for consumption by-lba@lsad consumers

whereas the second interpretation positions rewgban interactionss being produced by the actors who are
engaged in the flows and exchanges. For Hidle et al., this produces not only functional intefpagxam-

ple, urban shopping centres attracting customers from neighbouring rural @easalso symbolic integra-
GA2yZ a GAYLERNIIFIYyG F2NOSa OKFtftSyasS FyR G2 | OSNJ
650688y (KS NHNIf FyR GKS diNBlIy +Fa 68ttt a 08G6568
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{ A3y ATAOI yANREA MO P@lbylRaleNebl. Sshot KeSessarily the same as erasing boundaries.
Rather, they suggest that runatban interactions can involve a conscious transversal of theatitytry binary
Ay aSIFENDK 2F GKS W2iKSNRDY

A central dimension is that everyday mobdliggpecially mobility concerned with pleasure
and leisureg is motivated primarily as a result of the search for difference, otherness, and
diversity. In a context of everyday mobility, the hinterland and the city are typically con-
structed as different eities; mobility in the cityegions can best be understood as com-
muting in difference. Once conclusion that can be drawn is that everyday mobility must be
explored with an approach that shifts the attention from the centre of the geographical
and social etities towards boundaries and borderand further towards a perspective of
diversity and otherness. (Hidle et al., 2009: 416)

Ly 20KSNJ 62NRax AU A& AYLRNIFYyG F2N) adzOK Ff26a |
NB Y Ay atleddbrhhk pefzé&ptioh of the individuals involved, and do not become homogenized or

0f dZNNBR 0aSS Ifaz2 [ AOKUGCON alayAR/ FaA £oAY RNNIDHZEITEND NBYY RUBC
types of ruralurban interaction may be mapped on to wais discourses that differently construct the rural

in counterposition to the urban, thus defining its perceived function. As Lichter and Brown (2011) outline for
GKS 'YAGSR {dFiSazx GKSasS YlIe AyOfdRS2RRaORANBEAX 2
AG2NE 2F yIGdz2NI f NBaA2dzNOSEAQ FyR WRdzY LI Yy J-crasbli®dzy RQ>
Fa ¢Sttt a RAaO2dz2NESE &4dzOK a GKS NHzNIf Fa | Wwol (
urban boundary crasng.

The distinctions between different conceptualisations of furbén interactions are significant when analysis

is extended from describing and explaining rurélan interactions to considering their implications for issues

of economic developmenna of governance. Conventional functionalist accounts tended to see cities as the
engines of economic growth, and thus to understand the futures of rural economies as dictated by the trajec-
tories of the urban economies that they supplied and supportetthelitontext of the global south, this was
translated into models of development that prioritised urban industrialization, often at the expense or rural
agrarian societies (Lipton, 1955; Lynch, 2005; Rostow, 1990), but the same strain of thinking aadh ibe fou
urban-centric regional development policies in the global north, as discussed further in section 5.

An actororiented approach, in contrast, permits rutaiban economic relationships to be seen as-tvay

and coconstituted, and for agency to be ezised primarily by rural actors. Mayer et al. (2016), for example,

F NBdzS GKIF G &Sy i NS LiMgaryliSkdgedmay ek thOpadsritial t5 debidadklspatial dispar-
AGASa GKNRdAzZZK GKSANI FoAfAGe (2 QNS Sa aSd@K 21Y ATONI2yL:
is only possible through rural change agents like entrepreneurs who are rooted in the rural context, yet also
L2aasSaa aaNRy3a ftAy{lF3Sa gA0GK dzaNBFY FNBFag oL HOo®
entrepreneurs enhancing their business by linking with urban actors in order to assess market demands, place
values on rural assets, and enrol urised knowledge and innovation expertise (for example in universities)
(Figure 8). These interactions may be witliacent cities, or more distant urban areas, or may make us of
urban knowledge and expertise in one city to gain access to urban markets elsewhere (see also Cabiddu and
Pettinao, 2013; Dubois et al., 2012; Grillitsch and Nilsson, 2015) for relatedesampl
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Figure8: How rural entrepreneurs use runalban linkages
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(from Mayer et al., 2016)

Indeed, it is noteworthy that the majority of research on rurlan interactions has been conducted from an
urbancentred perspectiveeither as case studies tracing and mapping the rural linkages and relations of a
single town or city, or as more general analyses of rural inputs into urban economies. Studies that start with
rural areas and trace relations outwargisommodity sales, comming flows, temporary labour migration,

tourist origins, energy and water supplies, etm what will commonly be multiple urban areas, are much less
numerous (see Rudy, 2005, for one exception). Accordingly, the balance of flowunbamahteractbns can

0S YAANBLINBASY(iSRd !'da [AOKGSNIFYR %AtALF]l OHAMTO 2
2ye 2F daNbBlFy FFNBlFra X ¢S az2ySaAaySa F2NHSG:Z K24SOSN
FNBFa | NS KINRft &coffeding e éamplas®f Waimart) Wwith conpdrate headquarters in
NHzNF € ! NJFyalas FyR D223ftSs dal LINRPRdzOG 2F |y dzNDB I
NHzNJ £ O2YYdzyAlASa¢ 0L my0 d a@-dkh shgipiBganalls @rd erfteéain- § K S
ment hubs, as well as pearniban industrial estates and enterprise parks; the decentralization of seleeted hi
0§SOKZ ONBIFGAGS IyR aSNWAOS AYRdzAGNRSA FHOM2 dzii @ § SR
commutingto remote mines and oil fields; all are beginning to challenge assumptions that towns and cities
will be the dominant provider of employment and services in a region, and that commuting is primarily rural

to urban. For example, analysis has suggestedatteige proportion of commuting in the London region is

from one part of the city periphery to another (Nadin, 2017), whilst Barski (2017) has documented the reloca-
tion of industry to periurban locations in Poland, drawing in commuters from both urbaorahdommuni-

ties.
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3.3 The RuralUrban Interface

A third area of research on runadban relations has focused on spaces that found the boundary between rural

and urban area, variously referred to as the rurélan interface, the ruralirban fringe, or as peurban

spaces (MacGregdiors, 2011). Interest in the runatban interface emerged from the concept of the rural

urban continuum, with attention directed to communities that in effect formed an extended belt of suburban-
ization beyond the city edge, ahdl NJi A Odzf | NY 8 SEKAOAGSR O2YoAylAz2ya
OmMpcpy addzRe 2F | SNIF2NRAKANBE O6F f &42-dzNB YVRAENMPESIOG
fined and studied primarily in relation to land use, characterisedzase with a shifting mix of land uses,
including largescale urban amenities (such as airports, reservoirs and water treatment workgjration

and high levels of commuting, and conflict over land use planning and community integration (Bryant et al.,
1982; Herington, 1984; Martin, 1953; Pryor, 1968, also Hoggart, 2005a; Noguera and Freshwater, 2016). Re-
searchers differed, however, over the precise location of the fringe, Hoggart (2005a) notes. Some focused
specifically on the actual edge of the buitt urban area, with Elson (1987), for example, defining the-rural
dzNB Yy FNAYy3IAS &4 dadKS daNbBlFy &aKFER263 +y |NBI 2F FNI
19), whilst others applied the term to an extended area which Furuseth and L&a§989 flaced 680 km

FNRY dzNBly O2yOSYyiGN)I GA2ya olfaz NBFSNNBR (2 Fa (K
by Herington (1984)). Pryor (1968), in one of the seminal papers defining the concept, accordingly differenti-
ated betweS y (0 K SNUPNINGD | FNA Yy ISQ GKSNB K2dzaAy3a RSyairide Aa
YR U KENBUINHZNFNRAYISQY gKSNBE Al A& 0St2¢ | @SN 3aASo

Research on the ruralrban fringe in Anglophone geography diminished with the move away from functio
FfAad O2yOSLIia 2F dzNDBFy FyR NYHzNI f I O-ddianiktgfface was G0 S 2
I WF2NH2GGSYQ 9dz2NRPLISEHY GSNNAG2NES A4 NBYFAYSR | Y
and in development studies worktire global south. These studies, however, employed a variety of terminol-

ogy to describe the ruralrban interface, with the termeriurbaindzd SR Ay CNJ y OSI WNXzNXz!
FyR O2y O&NbE y2AF YRRy Q | YR WS E dzNinlGgrinany (fdggayt, 200542 NB ¢
The FrenclRSNA SR WLISNAdzZNB FyQ KIF & | NHdzZrofé& 6S02YS GKS
erature, though again with a range of definitions and emphases, as summarised by Mbiba (2001) (reproduced
by Lynch, 2005Table 6) (also Caruso et al., 2007; MacG+#egrs, 2011; Murgante et al., 2008).

Table7: Examples of definitions of the parban concept

Spatial/locational Based omlistancefrom the city centre and relative to the lwenvironment, e.qg.
peri-urban as those zones at the edge of the kuypliareas.
Draws orland use valueand proportion of noragricultural activities in the land
uses.
Considers an area or activity in terms of the legal or administrative boundary o
city, those just outside being peniban.

Temporal Areas recently incorporated into the city or that are contiguous to the city and
whose use (usually built development) is recent or below a certain age (magbe
years).

Functional Areas that may beutside the city boundary but are functionally integrated or lin

to the city on the basis of certain criteria and-otftpoints, e.g. supply of fresh
produce to the city, daily commuting to the city, labour participation, etc.
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Social exclusion A defintion also based on linkages, but looking at areas and social groups with
city. The perurban are those areas and social groups located within the city
boundary but are socially, economically and functionally excluded from the res
the city.Criteria could be:

Infrastructuresuch exclusion is usually assessed on the basis of infrastructure
provision (water and sanitation being the most common)
Informal settlementare also used as an indicator of exclusion.

Conflict A view that is analytical amonsiders perurban areas as places of conflict where
two or more different systems clash, as opposed to the convergence and
harmonisation of different systems:

Rural vs. urban

Agriculture vs. built development
Modern vs subsistence

Formal vs. informal

(Source: Lynch, 2005, adapted from Mbiba, 2001)

As Hoggart (2005a) discusses, research on periurban areas in Europe has focused variously on processes 0
social and demographic change and mixing (Entrena, 2005; Entrena Duran, 2005; Kraemer, 2005; Pascale,
2009; Zarate, 1984), and on the extension of urban land uses and economic activities (Bauer and Roux, 1976;
Berger, 2004; Cadene, 1990; Chevalier, 1993; Heineberg, 2003; Nicot, 1995 u€npsan comparative re-

search was undertaken in the EU FramewbiPA N} YYS ¢ LINP 2SO0 Wt SNRAzZND | v
REL) (Totzer, 2008), and the-RIQuality of Life and Management of Living Resources Programme project,

W' NDbFYy tNB&adzNE 2y wdzNF £ | NARDBAY wdzil & A 2 NBBOBHR S5 QY
and Kreibich, 2006; Hoggart, 2005b). These comparative analyses highlighted certain common dynamics and
challenges (e.g. the tendency for jobs to be increasingly separated from residences; attraction of socially se-
lective inmigrant groups), lit also diversity both within and between parban zones (Briquel and Collicard,

2005; Loudiyi, 2010; Noguera and Freshwater, 2016; Serra and Pinho, 2011). From analysis for the NEWRUF
LIN2E2SOGs . NARIjdzSt |yR [/ 2f f A OldiNdRences2age iinlyRiGe tdiednamic & T dzy
relations with cities, with other kinds of relationship deepening or diversifying, or even in some cases mitigat-
Ay3as AYGSANI GA2YE OownnpY on0 MzNDYR AT KGR 20/@ 1 NPADIRER DA

A comnon thread through research on peniban areas has been the tendency to see-pdyanization as a

spatial planning problem, involving issues of land use planning, development control, conservation and eco-
system protection, infrastructure provision and iasbexclusion (Bertrand and Kreibich, 2006; Busck et al.,
2008; Gallent et al., 2006; Scott et al., 2013). Briquel and Collicard (2005) argue that the diversityliperi

areas means that pedrban communities are not equally placed to deal with shetienges, and that diver-

sity needs to be recognised in regional planning or development policies. In the same vein, Hoggart (2005c)
critiqued the treatment of pesurban zones within European Spatial Development Policy (ESDP), noting the
uneven applicay 2F 9{ 5t LINAYOALX Sa |IyR IINBdAy3 (KIG aoK
hinterlands is not providing the kind of outcomes for environmental sustainability, landscape coherence, social
inclusion or access to services that the ESDPiid8 4 ¢ 0 LJ McT O @

At the same time, more positive accounts have positioneduplean areas as a zone of opportunity for de-
velopment new models of integrated and collaborative governance, or of participatory democracy (Hamin and
Marcucci, 2008; Noguera anceBhwater, 2016; Puig 2016), or have argued thatymdan communities need

not necessarily be oveshadowed by urban pressures. Aragau and Charvet (2010), for instance, contend that
new transport infrastructure enabled economic growth in-pebian commuities around Paris and the de-
velopment of new service and employment centres in the-ysdan zone, rather than further subjugating
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the communities to the dominance of Paris. They describe the patterns clirbaal interactions around

poles withintheperidzNB I 'y T 2y S & WLINREAYAGE GSNNAG2NRAS&AQ: &d
NBaARSydGa G2 YSSG ySSRAIN T2 Ni S INRIE RN GsRatfigRyhabykiRizy | LIS
travelling to more distant urban regional centresuston (2005), meanwhile, argues that the significance of
agriculture in perurban areas has tended to be ungstated and poorly served by policy and planning, sug-
gesting that perurban areas in Australia account for at least 25% of the total natiarss galue of agricul-

tural production.

In parallel to the largely Europedocused body of research on perban areas, the concept of -exban

areas has developed as a focus of study in North AntéFlemdefinition of exizZNB | 'y | NBl & 6 2 NJ WS
torsky, 1955)) differs from that of panban areas in that it generally focuses on land use and settlement form

and density rather than on geographical proximity to urban areas. Exurban landscapes are conceptualised as
exhibiting relatively dispersed detnent forms, with a lower population density than urban or suburban ar-

eas, but a comparatively high density relative to rural areas (Clark et al, 2009; Lamb, 1983; Larsen et al., 2007;
Nelson, 1992; Patel, 1980; Taylor, 2011; Theobald, 2005; Woods, .Jathéjual residential properties of-

ten have fairly large areas, and land use in exurbia areas is dominated by residential and recreational purposes.
Exurban areas are commonly associated with urban sprawl, as well as with features such as gated communi-
thSaxr WEtATSadetsS 6f201aQX YR WNI yOKSGG Sanigration, | 8 RSy
often for lifestyle factors (Cadieux and Hurley, 2011; Carruthers and Vias, 2005; Larsen et al., 2007; Morrill,
1992).

Although some definitiongosition exurban areas within the commuting fields of larger urban centres (Clark

et al., 2009), other studies have identified exurban landscapes in more peripheral locations, distant from met-
ropolitan regions, including resort areas, for example adjdoerdtional parks. Larsen et al., 2007, go further

08 RSTAYAY3I SEdaNBFY FNBlFa +a &aoll i s8eBifancédnianht | (G SR
dzNB 'y OSYGSNI Ay IINBla LRraaSaaiAyd KAIK | Sadig&siiAr0 o
larly, ecologist MacGregéiors (2011) suggests that exurban areas are distinguished from rural areas by con-
GSEGST aoAGK FINAROdzE (1dzNF f FASE RE &dzNNRdzy RAYy 3 WNHzNI
YI GNREE 6 laMarziugf ét al.o 2085 MacGregeors (2011) indicates that rural areas and exurban
FNBFa YIe 6S F2dzyR 620K Oft2asS (42 FyR RA&AGFIYUdG FNRY
GSNY WNHzNI £ &l GSttAGSQ | yemenwSlecddBvithii thé dariedniictestetr S Q 6 K
shed where a major urban area is present, has well defined economic and social links in relation to a major
dzNBFy FNBFS FyYyR AGa aAaAil S Aa avrfttSNI GKFYy o 2F (KS

Regardless ohe precise definition, research on exurban areas has described them as facing the same key
challenges as peurban areas, including land use change and fragmentation, development control, conserva-
tion and ecosystem protection, provision of infrastructsegial exclusion and governance challenges (Car-
ruthers and Vias, 2005; Larsen et al., 2007; Lichter and Brown, 2011; Masuda and Garvin, 2008; Taylor, 2011).
They are frequently identified as sites of conflict or contestation between different econcengstator dif-

ferent social groups, reflecting contrasting urban and rural values, or contrasting discourses of rural place
(BIrzZ (011; Larsen et al., 2007; Masuda and Garvin, 2008; Walker and Fortmann, 2003).

In perhaps a response to the lack of presjsatial definition of exurban areas, a more recent development in
b2NIK ! YSNAOIY 3IS23aNI LKE KIFIa 0SS¢ND | WEHNNYy I8 NR
(2008), for example, recover the term for its utility in emphasizing the positiba fringe/exurban/periurban

5The concept of exurbia has been much less used in Europe, though s&evahdolnarova et al. 2017 as one exception.
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zone in relation to both the urban and the rural. Shakiellace (2016), in turn, calls for a more explicit anal-

ysis of environmental (in)justice in the ruuaban fringe, arguing that the specific dynamics of the fringe
WAGKAY aO02YLX SE aLl ALt LINROSaasS 178 e nefaiehubtelycgpR k 2 NJ
tured by existing environmental justice studies.

A further, final, step is taken by Hiner (2016), who draws on social constructivist and relatEpedtpes to

call for a move beyond afocusontherdaND 'y FNRARY IS & | 2-ObadiktefgcE I NH
encompasses both the physicahterial and the socipolitical and situates contrasting people and places in

an ongoing negotiati6 2F LI I OS | yR SY@ANRYYSyllt YSIyAy3a¢é ol
ruralurban interface as a multidimensional concept, comprising meaning, model and meddptetech-

nical definition of the ruralirban fringeg through statistics or landse mapping constitutes its meaning: the

point where rural and urban space meet. The concept of exurbia, Hiner suggests, represents a model of the
ruralurban interface, specifying its parts and interactions, and translating the definition into a useable
(recognizing that there may also be other models of the quntzdn interface). Finally, Hiner notes that the
rurakdzND 'y AYOGSNFI OS Aa ftaz2 dzaSR Fa | YSGFLK2NE al
imaginaries, which can sifjoantly affect the policies and management strategies adopted in rural areas along
G§KS dzNbFyATAy3 SRIASE 6L pHcod !'a adzOKY

The outcome of this analysis is that the rurdlan interface cannot be simply described in
terms of physical or social charactecs It must be understood as a complex geography

of functions and processes across time and space. How people view the landscape and how
that landscape in turn alters them create mutually reinforcing social categories with which
people identify. Socialfftrence is constructed through the process of identity formation
though counterposition. In other words, it is through the process of defining oneself (indi-
vidually and socially) in contrast to others that difference is created. As such, political ideo-
logies paired with environmental imaginaries, as enacted in land use planning and man-
agement, create defining moments that not only physically shape the landscape but also
shape identities and, iteratively, imaginaries and ideologies. (Hiner, 2012&27

Accordingly, the ruralrban interface is not only a place where rural and urban spaces meet, it is a place in
gKAOK YSIFyAy3a FyR dzyRSNAGIFYRAY3Ia 2F WNHzNI £ Q FyR
WRSTAYAY A Y2Y Sef,bayancuge, deelbidizenidr GSrdsenztidn. The-udoain interface is
consequently somewhere the urban and the rural are blurred, with multiple rural and urban identities co
existing in the same space. As Garner (2017) puts it, from researchunagban fringe of Atlanta:

communities located along the ruaban fringe can provide residents with the symbolic

and social resources to construct alternatively urban, suburban, or rural identities. Despite

how government authorities drscholarly gperts impose official rurarban boundaries

onto space, people living in local communities make sense of ecological and demographic
OKIy3aS G2 O02yaiNHz i GKSANI 246y AYF3ASE 2F dzNDB Iy
based identities are sociallyhstructed through interactions in their own communities, not

inherited from demographers and statisticians. (Garner, 2017: 61)

Therefore, Garner argues that pohoykers should seek to understand how residents of the-tuben
fringe make sense of urbigynand rurality in their everyday lives, thus shifting attention away from land use
and settlement forms to questions of identity, culture and lifestyle, as examined in the next section.

6Inthis, Hiner(20d 0 A& F2ftf2¢gAy3 tAO01SG0 YR /I RSylFraaz2Qa ouwnnuHo 02y 0S|
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3.4  Urbanization Reurbanity and Rurbanization

The final major theme osearchonrurallzNB 'y NBf F GA2ya KlFa O2yOSNYSR (K
O2dzy iNEAARS® ¢KS GSNY WdNDBFYyATFGA2yQ OFy KIF@S |y
the overall balance of the population, with more people liintpbwns and cities, and used in contrast to
counterurbanization as a shift in aggregate population back to rural areas. Secondly, urbanization can refer
to the expansion of urban land uses and bujitlandscapes into rural space. Thirdly, urbanizat@malso
NEFTSNI 12 GKS RAALI FOSYSyld 2F WNHz2NI £ Q Odzf GdzNBa | yi
definitions can be linked, and frequently were in early rural sociology and rural geography. Landis (1940), for
example, in a sociologicstudy of rural America documented the increasing concentration of the American
population in urban areas and connected this to societal and cultural change that permeated into rural com-
munities:

The trend of American life is toward the urban. The sihakkmulates the metropolis and
wants to become one; the small town worships the city and hopes someday to develop in
that direction; the rural hinterland reveres that which is urban and borrows heavily from
the city. (Landis, 1940: 16)

Cultural urbanizaon thus in part occurs through the aping and imitation of urban fashions and lifestyles by
the rural population, especially as urban culture is disseminated and promoted through globahsnEdiidke
(2006) observes:

The urbanization and indeed globadiiaa of cultural dissemination through broadcast and
print media and especially the Internet, means that most seemingly rural places in the
Western world are effectively culturally urbanized. Although distinctive cultural traits are
formed in particular gbalizations of the local and localizations of the global in rural areas,
the allpervading messages of Hollywood, MTV and Google mean that the idea of rurality s
an isolated island of cultural specificity and traditionalism has become anachronistic.
(Clole, 2006: 19).

¢CKS WdzNBFYyATFGA2YyQ 2F NH2NI £ a20AS0GASa Kra faz2z oS
tion of former urban residents into rural communities over the last forty years (confusingly also referred to as
WO2 doybarfirdil2 y Q0 0/ £ 21ST HnncT 222RAX HnnpLud CKAA KI &
rural and urban places, as daily commuters to the city, or as periodic visitors to second homes or holiday homes
in the country (Jean and Perigord, 2009; also Mith® and Kitchen, 2014; Rannikko, 2009), as well-as in
migrants who live and work in rural areas but remain embedded in urban social networks, and who retain
urban mindsets, viewpoints and expectations (see for example, Bell, 1994; Hiner, 2014). Irdeptkrth

gence of enclaves composed primarily of second homes is a distinctive aspect efutabaglations.
Medvedev (2017), for instance, has identified several hundred settlements around the fringe of Moscow that
are only periodically occupied at weeldlsrand in holiday periods by second home owners who primarily live

in the city. Such patterns are a characteristic of regions where the rural economy is not sufficient to support
substantial permanent populations and where transport infrastructure is gueade to support daily com-

muting. Elsewhere, however, countries with traditions of second home owning can also produce rural localities
that are dominated by second homes of urlsasidents, with the Stockholm archipelago in Sweden being a
prime example (&lent et al., 2005)

Relatedly, the urbanization of rural societies has additionally been conflated with the decline in significance of

' ANR Odzf G dzZNBd® W2y Sa ompppo I F2NJ AyadlyOoSz ljdz2idiSa |
fewofoi KS @GAf 1 3S6 LIS2LX S ¢2N] Ay | ANKROdA Gdz2NB a2 A
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this elision of rurality and agriculture is not as deeply historically rooted as commonly assumed. It was ampli-
fied as a reaction to urban encrdment in the mid twentieth century, including the consolidation of the
pastoral myth of the rural idyll in popular culture (Bunce, 2003), but also the efforts of rural geographers and
NHzNJ f a20A2f23Aa0a (2 RSTAY Surbankdionyak distzNded earfrer inifeS  WN
tion 2. Linking rurality to agriculture not only ignored the substantial sections of rural economies that had
historically not been agricultural, but disallowed the possibility of forms of rurality developing betwee
agricultural society and an urban society.

The narrative of the urbanization of the countryside has acquired hegemonic status, not only in rural social
science literature, but in popular discourse. Yet, arguably, the characterization is highly proble@ ® L F Wi
FYR WdzNDBlFyQ FNB a20Alft O2yaidNdzOGazr Al F2fft26a GKI
2F GKAY1AYy3dZ 4 06SAYy3T SAGKSNI WNHzNI £ Q 2NJ WdzNB |y Q A
that make it inherently rural or urban. There is thus no necessary reason why, for example, electrification, or
pop music, or coffee shops, oraftidzy G Ay 3 2LIAYA2yas akKz2dZ R 0SS NB3IINRS
communities.

Rather than speaking tife urbanization of rural society, it might arguably be more accurate to speak about
the convergence of rural and urban lifestyles and of the hybridization of rural and urban cultures. This is hinted
Fd Ay [ €£21S8SQa& 0 H nracoghizeBMN3NdzE & 2 Vi A2y ERS (fKSa &zND | y €
that he cites.

¢KS FTANRBRG SEFYLX S O02yO0OSNya GNBYyRa Ay | NOKAGSOG dzNE
theme parks, executive estates, tourist development and the like which destéd#las about city and coun-

try by producing city/country hybrids which owe as much to a briningitge-into-the-city as to a spreading
the-city-into-the-O2 dzy G NB ¢ o6/ € 21SZ HnncY mMpoOd /£21S NBFSNAR &
Mall inCanada, described by Wilson (1992), as a hybrid construction of a gsealdandscape in an urban
aSGGAYy3s o0dzi O2dzt R Slidzrft& KIF@S ORAI( SsRle ot ddiRniuy OA i
nities, and urban parks (Woods, 2011a).

/] £t28808yR SEIFYLXS F2tt26a ! NDFAYQ& O6nHnnuHO | 4aaSNIA
ONBIaSR 02YYdziAy3d FtyR (GKS RSOSYyiGNrtaAlFGA2y 2F OSN
temporary urbanity can now be found in the villagied that the urban form thereby now encapsulates very
AONRY3 NHzNI f OKINIOGSNRaAaGAOA YR AyTFfdzSyoOSae o/ f2
and urban practices into rural space is as much a ruralization of the urban asuitdaranation of the rural.

As Woods (2011a) describes, further examples of the ruralisation of the city could include the growth of urban
agriculture, including the proliferation of city farms, community gardens, community supported agriculture
schemes, wan dairiesand inne®A 1 & FIF NYSNBQ YIN]SGa o0asSSsS taz2 ! dzNJ
2015); and the presence in cities of community of rural migrant workers who remain involved at a distance in
the life of their home rural communities anaintinue to practice elements of traditional rural culture in urban
settings (see Englund, 2002; Velayutham and Wise, 2005).

A further point of hybridization of rural and urban is in the blending of civil society and forms of governmen-
tality. On the one hah more informal and paternalistic structures of rural community leadership and social
organization have been replaced by more formalized governance institutions and ways of engaging with civil
society, and the rise of professional technocratic cadresjvifoulle and Gorgeu (1997) describe as the emer-
3SyO0S 27F | MWOdAND  yOuENS 2MBNIESQS ¢ R D2 NBHSdzQa & inteReé T2 C
communualitéas an illustration, but more broadly aspects of the rural urbanity they descrilzegrably be
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found in the partnerships and governance arrangements that support comnrbethineeendogenous rural
development. On the other hand, Urbain (2002) contends that urban managers have sought to propagate sets
of virtues in urban communities thaave more traditionally been associated with rurality, such asedielf

ance, solidarity, community spirit and identity, as part of new urbanist and localist ways of governing (Cloke,
2006).

Lacour and Puissant (2007) describe the twin processes oftieization of the rural and the ruralisation of

G§KS dzNDb Iy I & -deiNDO2YYARIARIOS2 v KATO KWadiBkil&ien oLuSaiilyShkodd rutala i K
localities. Rather than seeing urban and rural values and attributes in competition, theytamtignem as

iterative, entwined, and mutually reproducing. Migrants from the city are attracted to rural communities by
ideas associated with the rural idyll, including closeness to nature, solidarity and community spirit, but rural
communities are madecaeptable for urban imigrants by the presence of urban features such asduigh

ity public services, cultural activities and cultural diversity. Vibrant rural communities reanimatecidpain

tion generate forms of cultural expression more commonlytified with urbanity, and produce new com-
Y2RAGASE YR SYGSNILINRA&ASa (GKFd RSLISYR 2y daNbly O2y
attractions, festivals, etc.). In turn, drawing on Urbain (2002), Lacour and Puissant observeet aif \&aili-

darity, community spirit and identity are applied in urban development in an attempt to match the revitaliza-
tion of rural areas with the regeneration of urban neighbourhoods.

The hybridization of the rural and the urban is also finally eludadyfo 4 KS 02y OSLJi 2 F WNXz
consciously fuses the two terms to describe the imargling of rural and urban forms and the emergence of

I ySg aLlk oS GKFG A& YySAGKSNI Fdzf £ & NHNIE y2MN Fdzf €
deployed as a synonym for perban to describe territories at the ruratban interface (Busck et al., 2008,

2009; Zaleskiene and Grazulevicivieniske, 2013), the concept has also been employed with broader ap-
plicability to capture hybrid formbat defy easy classification as rural or urban (Aureli, 2016; Kolhe and Dhote,
2016)
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4 ( ReConceptual i si ng S
Ur ban Dichot omy

4.1  Conceputalising Space and Locality Research

The preceding sections have presented an overview of conceptidPappOK Sa G2 GKS RSTAYA
WdzND | Yy Q JunfaR intéractioNstizMdl df social science research on various dimensions -ofsaral

relations. These have exhibited considerable diversity from attempts to firmly delimit distinctionsrbttevee

rural and the urban, and thus to precisely map rural and urban space, through to approaches that emphasize
thecoYAYIEfAy3 YR FdzaAz2y 2F (GKS dzNDlyYy YR (KS NUzNJ f 3
evasive categories. In this §en, we suggest that these different approaches reflect fundamentally different
underlying conceptualisations of space. In other words, how we understand the nature of space (and place)
shapes how we understand the nature of rural space and urban spacteainteractions between them.

There is an extensive literature in human geography that has explored, theorised and debated the nature of
YaLI O0SQs YR Ala NBfllA2yaKALA (2 O2yOSLiia 2F WL
Duna@an and Savage, 1989; Harvey, 1969, 1973; Jessop et al., 2008; Jones, 2009, 2010; Jones and Jessop, 201
Massey, 2005; Merriman et al., 2012; Pierce et al., 2010; Thrift, 1983), but we here draw particularly on the
framework outlined by Jones and Woods12)) and the subsequent referencing of this framework with re-

gard to the ruralrban interface by Brown and Shucksmith (2017).

In a distillation of the broader literature, Jones and Woods (2013:35) outline three commonly understood, but
different, notionsof space that are applied in locality research:

Absolutespaceq Space understood as a bounded territory, in which different spaces and places are treated
independently, and the local is understood as distinct from the global. Spatial determinism {dea tthat
social and economic outcomes are determined by where they are located) has some purchase.

Relative space Space understood as continual and connected, which may be divided into territories or local-
ities, but where the boundaries of these urate porous and contingent such that different places are-inter
connected with each other, and the local is connected with the global. Places or spaces cannot be considered
as truly independent, but territories or localities can be regarded as connect&iheosa for spatial analysis.

Relational space Space understood as fluid and dynamic, space does not just exisimesional Cartesian

form (as represented on the flat plane of a map), but can be twisted and compressed, such that points that
are disant on a 2dimensional place may be proximate in networks of information exchange or cultural affinity.
Places or localities are not bounded, but are nodes or entanglements of social, economic, political and cultural
relations in networks of interaction drspaces of flow; and the local and the global are collapsed into each
other. Places or spaces cannot be seen as independent but are inherently interconnected.

As Jones and Woods note (following Harvey, 1969, 1973), these are not competing or mutusil ebeft
initions of space, but rather can-egist at the same time as different perspectives emphasizing different at-
tributes of space. However, the three approaches do offer different and distinctive starting points for research
and analysis, and indeéar spatial planning and governance.
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Starting from the perspective of absolute space leads to governance structures of precisely bounded adminis-
trative territories with discrete governance institutions with spatially constrained authority, as welkeas to r
search that accepts these bounded territories as the buidiogks for analysis (for example, case studies

that are defined by local government territories, or analysis that compares data for different local government
units). As Jones and Woods (2083 &8 SNI3S> &dzOK GSNNAG2NARAS&E alF NB y2a
may be contiguous with natural features such as islands), but they do have a stable and precisely delimited
materiality that can form the focus for traditional, singlacebased2 NJ 02 YLJ NI} G A @S Ol aS &
35).

In contrast, starting with the notion of relative space emphasizes the interconnections between spaces and
LI I OS&a> &adzOK (GKFG af 20t AGASAE NB ARSY (A hdiseR o0&
GAOGK F2NXIFE FTRYAYAAOINr 0AOS IS23INI LIKASaéd O6AO0ARDO P
sions of space may lead to spatial planning practices that are focused on the connections and interactions
between places, possiblyempyl y2 G A2y a adzOK | & WTdd 1 & 62dzyRI NRSa
territorialities (Heley, 2013), and to governance arrangements that transcend traditional local government
boundaries, such as citggions. For research, a relative space perdgp€e6 f S Ra G2 &aiddzRASA
nective forms of enquiry, including, for example, work ondly3IA 2y & YR ySaidSR KASN
Woods, 2013: 35).

The concept of relational space, however, has the most radical implications for reseam@esndrgge. From

GKAa GASoT t20FtAGASE Gl NB y20 062dzyRSR Ay lye 02y
GKFG Aa RSAONAOGSR o0& fAySa 2F O02yySOGAQAGE |yR 02
necessarily discrtz & Kl NAy 3 LI2Ayida 2F O2SEAaGSYyOSé O6A0ARDO
perspective might start from a particular locality (a city or town or rural district), but is not constrained by it,
rather expanding to follow flows and networR#is characteristic presents significant methodological chal-
lenges for research design and practice, as discussed further below, and even more significant challenges for
the framing and delivery of policy and governance, as discussed in section 5.

4.2  RuralUrban Interactions from the Perspectives of Absolute, Relative and Re-
lational Space

The framework of absolute space, relative space and relational space outlined by Jones and Woods (2013) for
locality research can also be applied more specifically toutliah relations, where the different starting

points offered by the three perspectives similarly lead to different empirical and analytical foci. Table 7 sum-
marises examples of how the different perspectives on space are reflected in different reseaticimsjaad

concerns within the four broad areas of work on rumdlan relations discussed in section 3. These relation-
ships are explored further in the remainder of this section.
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Table8: Expressions of absolute space, re@agpace and relational space in research on-trban relations
(italics indicate particularly notable applications)

_ Absolute space Relative space Relational space

Identifying boundaries RuralUrban Continuum Coexistence of rural and

Classifying and
mapping urban and
rural space

Ruralurban
interactions

The ruralurban
interface

Urbanization and
ruralisation

of urban areas

Categorising space as
rural or urban by local
authority territories

Transactions and
exchanges between
bounded urban and
rural areas

Precise delimitation of
the urban edge.

Definition of periurban
or exurban areas as
bounded spaces.

Urbanization as
conversion of land
from rural to urban
uses; or incorporation
of rural arean urban
administrative
territory.

and RuralUrban
Gradient

Classification schemes
based on interactions o
rural and urban areas
(e.g US RUCA codes)

Identification and
analysis of functional
areas of urbasnural
interactions (e.g. urban
field; travelto-work
area; cityregions)

Urban metabolism,
material flow analysis
and urban ecological
footprinting.

Ruralurban fringes as
space of gradual (&
contested) transition.

Blending of rural and
urban forms.

Links to both rural and
urban areas.

Degrees of urbanizatior

Urbanization as
migration into rural
areas, commuting etc.

Ruralisation of urban
life.

urban space.

Coding ofural and urban
identities as socially
constructed.

Flows of networks of
people, objects and ideas
between and across
multiple rural and urban
places.

Ties and proximities
between rural and urban
places that are ot
physically adjacent.

Ruraturban interface as &
hybrid space.

Coexistence of multiple
urban and rural identities

Hybridization of rural and
urban.

Urban in the rural, and
rural in the urban.
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Table9: Summary of official definitions of rural settlements used in EU member states

Member State Territorial unit Criteria Threshold

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Germany

Denmark
Spain
Estonia
Finland
France

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy
Lithuania

Luxembourg

Communes
(Gemeinden)

Communes

Municipalities

Not specified

Municipalities

Regions

Address

NUTS 5 regions
Municipalities
Municipalities
Municipalities

Municipalities and
communes

Settlement (NUTS 4)

District Electoral
Division (DED)

Communes
Postcode areas

Communes

Settlement size

Commuting and sectore

structure of
employment

Population density,
settlement size

Geographical context

Number of permanent
residents

Population density and

settlement size

Settlement size
Population size
Population size
Vaious

Population size

Population size

Population size and
population density

Population size
Population density

Population size;
characteristice®f towns

Population size

< 2,000 inhabitants

20% employed in
agriculture

< 150 inhabitants per km:
< 30,000 inhabitants in
largest town

All areas outside Nicosia
and district towns
covered by Local Town
Plans as defined by the
Department of Town
Planning

< 2,000 inhabitants

Population density >150
persons per km2 or 8D
if region includes an
urban centre of 100,000
inhabitants

< 200 inhabitants
< 2,000 inhabitants
< 2,500 inhabitants
n.a.

Settlements with less tha
< 2,000 inhabitants

< 2,000 inhabitants

Pop size < 10,000
inhabitants

Density < 120 persons pe
km2

Outside clusters of >
1,500 inhabitants

< 100 persons per km2

Small towns = <3,000
inhabitants, villages =
other areas having no
characteristic features of
towns

< 2,000 inhabitants in
administrative centre

38



Member State Territorial unit Criteria Threshold

Latvia Parishes and rural Total land area n/a
areas excluding urbamareas
Malta Not specified Settlement size Areas outside towns

>1,500 inhabitants and
outside district centres

Netherlands Subdistricts within Density of addresses < 500 addresses per kmz
municipalities
(buurten)
Poland (Parts of) Population density < 150 inhabitants per km:
municipalities
Portugal Communes Population density < 100 inhabitants per km:
Romania Villages / Settlement size, Not specified
municipalities agricultural employmen
Sweden Geographical Settlement size Two definitions: (1) <
coordinates or addres: 1,000 inhabitants; (2) <
200 inhabitants
Slovakia Municipalities Population size, Size: < 5,000 permanent
population density inhabitants; density < 10(
inhabitants per km2
UK¢ England and Settlements Settlement size OutsideCensus Urban
Wales Areas (> 10,000
inhabitants)
UK¢ Scotland Settlements Settlement size < 3,000 inhabitants

(Adapted from Copus et al., 2008)

The notion of absolute space underpins efforts in the descriptive andagdtical traditions to identify the

dish Yy OUA PGS SaaSyO0S 2F WNHzNI fQ YR WdaNbIFyQ SY@ANRYyY:
rural and urban spaces, especially where the absolute spaces of local government areas are used as the units
for analysis and classification (TableNoreover, the logic of absolute space is reflected in approaches that
have held that features of rural and urban economies and societies can be explained by their rural or urban
f20FfAGRT AYyOfdRAYI FGGSYLIiattie RAATSMNBuzA & €2 WNHzZND
cussed in section 2, such approaches have been extensively critiqued, however the influence of absolute space
persists in case study selection and methodology, with many otherwise critical studieswhamatlations
continuing to uncritically employ the bounded absolute spaces of local government districts as case study
areas or as units for comparative analysis. Kile (2008), for example, describes that in Latvia, research on rural
and urban areas have genllyanot questioned the relevant of administrative territories or their traditional
classification as rural or urban:

Cities are considered in their administrative, not their functional boundar@sg2001;

" boliga and anns, 2002; Donis, 2003; Hazans, 2004&and Priedja-Klepere, 2004).

In the classification of urban and rural areas, indicators are compared with respect to such
issues as population demography and mobility at the natiowkirendistrict level (&g,

2000; Bauls and Kiine, 2000), indicators describing the development of towns and cities
at the local government level § is and Stankega, 1999; Kfnne, 2001), or the statisti-

cal territorial unit from the perspeativf the formal boundaries of the city of Riga (Francis,
2000). Without evaluating the concept of rurality or the formal boundaries of rural areas,
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Latvian researchers see changes in the spatial subcategories of rural territories over a
longer period of the¢ population numbers, changes in forested and agricultural territories

in various places, et(Perize et al., 2004; Nikodemus et al., 2005; Bell et al., 20018, (K
2008: 14).

Approaches starting from the perspective of relative space, in contrast, see rural and urban as relative not
absolute categories. The concepts of the Rurblan Continuum anthe RuralUrban Gradient as such em-

body notions of relative space, as do studies of exurban and periurban areas that see these as transition zones
between the city and the countryside. The notion of space as relative also underpins researchushamral
interconnections and interdependencies, as this work recognizes that the rural and urban are not independent
and that boundaries between the two are porous. This includes work on population movement and commut-
ing, use of commercial and public services, thrdecological networks of food provisioning, water supply,
waste disposal etc.. As such, the geographical settings for research amlarainteractions from a relative

space perspective should not properly be a local government area, but a funatemdefined by the terri-
torialization of the observed interaction, such as a commuting field or-eegityn, or a watershed or river
catchment. Indeed, research to identify functional regions around cities for the purposes of research and gov-
ernance istself an articulation of the notion of relative space (see Box 1). At the same time, a relative space
perspective recognizes that the boundaries of functional regions are not discrete, that different functional
regions with different boundaries may eXist the same city for different processes, and that the functional
regions of one city may overlap with those of another. Nonetheless, functional regions tend to be imagined
on a twaedimensional plane, emanating out from a central city to the adjacetgrtand.

This is where the concept of relational space departs from relative space, by envisaging spatial relations in
multiple dimensions. As such, it recognizes that suntadn interactions do not only occur between a city and

its adjacent hinterland, i may connect geographically distant places in different parts of the world. For ex-
ample, satellite communications and air travel may mean that a remote rural periphery is more intensely con-
nected with a distant metropolis than with a supposed regiohala@ivhich road or rail connections are poor;
patterns of migration may connect rural communities in Asia or Africa to European cities; and urban economies
may be dependent on natural resources imported from distant rural mines or oil fields, more ttt@ on
resources of the immediate hinterland. These relations transgress not only the boundaries of local government
territories, but also of nation states.

Yet, relational space can be an elusive concept to grasp because it is difficult to represerdligrapha
operationalise in practical research. In spite of these challeymamay be because of theqrelational space

has been extensively debated and discussedstt@itury geography. Relational perspectives have been ap-
plied to the city (for eemple Amin and Thrift, 2002, 2016; Massey, 2007, 2011; McCann and Ward, 2010;
Pierce et al., 2010) and to rural areas (Heley and Jones, 2013; Murdoch, 2003; Rudy, 2005; Woods, 2007), but
rarely specifically to rurairban interactions.

Analysis of Developemt Potential and Modelling of Functional Regions in Slovenia

An example of research that applies the concept of relative space to-untzdinteractions is a study
O2YYAaaAz2ySR Fta LINI 2F GKS HiNnamYbIQS iNPiadd/ywyS:
functional regions in Slovenia as a basis for regional development policy. The regions were definel
the basis of historical administrative units, natural features or geographical characteristics, but on t
basis of services and sogiconanic needs to form coherent development areas. Several models of
functional regions were constructed and tested.

WSTFSNBYOSY t23Fr6yAl Sd Ff®d® wnamn
Weblink:www.dlib.si/2URN=URN:NBN:SI:BS0JIV3
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The introduction of relational perspectives into rural studies is particularly associated with the work of Jona-
than Murdoch, who through a series of interventions drew on aspects ospasturalist theory, notably
actor-network theory, to develop aonceptualisation of the countryside as a hybrid, networked, relational
aLJ OS 06adzNR2OKX MPPTI HAANANZE HANOX HANcO® adzNR2 OKC
described as the internal relationality of the countrygjdiee hybrid ceconsitution of the rural as a hetero-

genous assemblage comprised by relations between human aradunosn entities (Murdoch, 2003). These
NBflFidAz2ya YIeé O2YoAYyS RAFTFSNByG asSia 2F StSySyida
NEaLISO0adky GKEaARS YAIKG 0S aSSy Fa || RAaAGAYyOGA@S:E
not to say that there is any one essential view of the rural, rather there are many rurals:

The countryside is hybrid. To say this is to emphasize thatfinisddby networks in which
heterogeneous entities are aligned in a variety of ways. It is also to propose that these net-
works give rise to slightly different countrysides: there is no single vantage point from which
the whole panoply of rural or countigsirelations can be seen. (Murdoch, 2003: 274)

az2NB2JdSNE G0SOldzaS GKS O2dzyiNEBAaARS O2yidlAya az
O2YoAylLdAz2yazs AG gAff KIFI@S | aLl GAIFf F2 NNpeidtike, & A &
adzNR2OK 20aSNBSazr aLl 0SS Aa O02YLX SEX FyR aAd-Aa O3
SEAaGAY3 aLl O0Sa yR 06S50FdaAasS GkKSasS ySig2N1a O2yaidl
capture this complexity, Murdoch plieys three spatial metaphors from acteetwork theorists Mol and Law

(1994) that resonate with the typology presented by Jones and Woods (2013). The first metaphor, space as
NEIA2YyST GNBFSNE (2 aLl O0Sa 2F NIB fwithithe@dhifdig afidcBt&R O2 2
rising of rural spaces, and broadly corresponds with the notion of absolute space. The second and third meta-
phors, network space and fluid space, may be associated with different aspects of relational space. Network
spacerefersi 2 aNBf I GA2ya GKFG fAy]1 (23S0KSNIANNSH AORRINR ANV
(ibid.), in other words, they are not constrained by-tliimensional Cartesian space. Objects exist not only in
relation to their immediate environment, balso as part of networks in which they may be proximate to other
elements from which they are geographically distant:

Y

The consolidation of heterogenous relations within the livestock sector provokes a greater

intensity of production, the arrival of largeale feeing lots in rural areas and the gradual

diminution of animals in the fields. A spatial arrangement accompanies the construction of

GKS ySig2N] YR AG FOdGa (2 WF2ftRQ GKS NHzNI f A
ments, thereby detaching ése elements from previously consolidated sets of relations

(e.g. fields as part of landscapes and grazing animals as part of fields). (Murdoch, 2003:

273)

Fluid space is also aligned with network relations, but conceives of the connections betweenaenlitiese

and unstable, such that multiple identities are possible. This means that elements in rural space may simulta-
neously be part of the spatial configurations of multiple networks, may be detached and moved between net-
works, and may be constructedfdrently in different networkg creating the potential for conflict and con-
testation. Taken together, these perspectives present rural space as a place where multiple proesses co

a4 WYSSGAyYy3I LI I OSspaiid relationk BebbBe 2B\ DISINBSS B 2OMBK 2y S | v+
GY2NB FtdzAR aSia 2F NBtlFiAz2ya oAff dzyF2fR AYy oI &
GA2yé¢ 6adzZNR2OKI HAanoY HTNOO®

In a similar but more grounded analysis, Rudy (2005) draws on the met@pfiorsWNBE I A 2y Q3 WG I |
WORO0O2NHQ a4 glea 2F dzyRSNRAGEFYRAY3I GKS + 3ANAOdzt ( dzNI
tiqued the models of region and watershed for reproducing the separation of nature and society, Rudy em-
ploysthemdt LIK2NJ 2F | WO@062NHQ 602NNRGSR FTNRBY | FNrglex
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of the area by interelations of diverse elements, including Colorado River water, migratory wildfowl, the
intentionallyseeded food chain of the Salton Sea, 3@ Andreas Fault, Mexican field labour, university ex-
tension services, global markets and supply chains, international biotechnology, chemical and seed conglom-
erates, and state and federal regulation of water rights, regulations and markets. The rbkitigeen these
elements link the natural and the social, human andmaman, and also the local and global, and rural and
urban.

Murdoch and Rudy therefore apply relational perspectives to rural space, presenting rural places as entangle-
ments of relationshat are unbounded and thus implicitly transgress the rural and the urban, however, neither
explicitly addresses ruratban interactions. Woods (2011) gives this potential application more emphasis,
adz3aSadAay3a GKFG GKS NGB frécagiiz yhe diverselniiitaikd adKfBws dhadSriddy A  a
cross rural and urban space and the hybrid forms that result as being part of the very constitution of both the
NHzNF £ FyR GKS dzNBlFyé¢ 0L no0X 0dzi A &studiBsahatNBs@ibeS R 2
the blurring and intersection of the rural and urban without necessarily being conducted from a relational
standpoint. Heley and Jones (2012), similarly discuss relational approaches as a theoretical means to examine
the spatial entaglement of rural and urban identities, but primarily focus on the collapsing of the local and

the global in relational space, and the application of cotafgography as a methodology to explore affinities

and interconnections within the global countnssigee also Woods, 2007).

As such, despite recent excitements around relational theory in both rural and urban studies, the analysis of
ruraklurban interactions through the prism of relational space has arguably been underdeveloped. In consid-
erable partthis reflects the difficulties present in operationalising the concept for empirical research, and in
particular the problem of the absence of spatial boundaries. That space is not bounded is a fundamental prin-
ciple of the concept of relational space, ygthout boundaries it becomes difficult to define and describe

case study regions, to collate and analyse spatial data, to know when to stop in following connections, and to
make distinctions between those processes and outcomes that form part of onggpiddbose form part of

another. Relational approaches to space have also been critiqued for neglecting the continuing significance of
GSNNRG2NALFE ARSyiGAGe (G2 LIS2LKIS] ¥ViX@ dHEIKe (KBS D2YOSk
dressing thigPierce et al., 2010)).

NEgy |yR {KdZOl&a&YAGK 6uHnmTOZ F2NJ SEIFIYLX ST Ol1y26¢
AG NIXrA&aSa Ylye jdzSatdAz2ya F2N) 020K NXzNI £ FyR dzNb |
nature of mobilityhave increased in contemporary society and new forms of mobility are restructuring peo-

L SQa a20Alf YR SO2y2YAO tA@Sasx LIS2LX S adGgAaftt az2f
F2NJ 0KSYE oL Hyys> It &2 ndyKkiocpriingd: § K SG 1t ®X wHamMHO O

We reject a simple territorial versus relational dichotomy, and see theroaal interface

as a synthesis of platased relationships and broader relational processes, both of which
must be addressed. In other words, local govemamght draw upon and employ a range

of relational networks that stretch beyond the local jurisdiction, but these are still simulta-
neously lodged within their territories (Brown and Shucksmith, 2017: 288)

As Brown and Shucksmith note, the problem of lmgithe relational and the territorial is also addressed by
Jones and Woods (2013), who follow on from their articulation of the three conceptualisations of absolute
aLJ) OSsE NBfIGAGS aLl OS FyYyR NBEtI GA2Yy | fdoed hdtseek D adi 2 I R
2dzRAOF UGS 0SG9SSYy (GKSAS RAFTTFSNBYd NBLNBaSydaldazya
work for locality research that can accommodate the different perspectives.
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Jones and Woods follow the relational approach inri@ag localities as multifaceted and multidimensional,

a4 o GEKKRAIFLOSNAREQ oK2aS F2N¥Y OKIFy3aSa gAGK GKS Fy3atsS 1
GKIFIG GKS ARSYUGATAOFGAZ2Y 2F Ol aS a i dzR k Bgid tefidrdlityNBS a S I
2F FTRYAYAAUGNI GAQPS 3S23aANILKEeé O6AO0OARPODP | SGx GKS& |
namic spatial entanglements of relations need to be stabilized into meaningful territories:

The new localities approach @8cblRA y 3t & F20dzaSa G SY AV QIYy LINE
or the ways in which sessiabilized and popularly recognized representations of locality

are brought back into being through the moulding, manipulation and sedimentation of ab-

solute, relative ad relational space within ongoing social, economic and political struggles

X LYRSSRZ Al A& -YAY] Ayraa S KWHiO ifa2 O | Afd2AGBlat AFONS
points of location (a description of where research was conducted) teesonmmiepo-

litical assemblages that provide an analytical framework for research. (Jones and Woods,

2013: 36).

W2ySa |yR 222Ra adzZ33Said GKIG G2 0S YSFEyAy3ITFdzZ 20
AYSR O2KSNByOSQd al (i Snhshitutidnal Sracku@NBay HOI8 a INGEITFy Soydiher gl (1 K ¢
provide vehicles for collective action, which may be local governments, economic development zones, travel
to-work areas, the catchments for schools or hospitals, or the reach of a supermarkeppinghcentre.

Imagined coherence indicates that residents of the locality have a sense of identity with the place and each
other, with shared geographical points, such that the locality has meaning as a space for collective action.
Territories can have nexial coherence, but not imagined coherence (such as artificially amalgamated local
government areas), or imagined coherence but not material coherence (possibly because they are split be-
tween different administrative regions, or because they are subsimb@darger urban fields); but strongly
functioning localities require both.

Applied within the context of the rurakban interface, it is possible to envisage several configurations of ma-
terial and imagined coherence, including, though not limited to:

3 Towns and cities with material and imagined coherence that corresponds to urban municipal bound-
aries, and which thus adelineatedfrom surrounding rural areas;

3 Localities based on cities with material and imagined coherence that extends over a rurahiinte

3 Urban fields combining urban and rural areas with a strong material coheydased for example
on commuting and service provisighut limited material coherence as rural residents do not identify
with the city;

3 Extended city areas with imaginesherence and some material coherence based on social economic
interactions, but whose material coherence is also limited by the area being divided between different
local government territories;

3 Rural communities and small towns that have strong imagioleerence, but limited material coher-
ence as they are integrated into the social and economic fields of an adjacent large town or city;

3 Rural districts that have relatively strong material and imagined coherence without the presence of a
sizeable town ocity;

3 Extensive rural areas without a sizeable town or city, but in which material and imagined coherence is
fragmented,;
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3 Rural areas that share degrees of material and/or imagined coherence with more than one urban cen-
tre; or which have material coherenag&h one town, but imagined coherence with another;

3 Regions or provinces that contain both cities and rural areas and have material and imagined coher-
ence at a scale of governance that transcends the rural and urban;

3 Regions or provinces containing bottiesi and rural areas that have a strong imagined coherence,
but limited material coherence.

The potential to combine relational and territorial perspectives in analysis of theirogal interface is also
explored by Brown and Shucksmith (2017), whoseeaganalisation parallels that of Jones and Woods (2013),

but who also draw on further politic8 02 y 2 YA O 02y OSLJia Ay Of dzZRSR waLld OS
RSOSt2LIYSYi Qo ¢ KSe -uib8rSintetfazeds tekationally Tondegfed WitkriSus biadiaJ €
SO2y2YAO YR LRtAGAOFE &araiasSa FyR LINRPOSaaSazr odzi |
governance might draw upon and employ a range of relational networks that stretch beyond the local juris-
diction, but these are dtisimultaneously lodged within their territories (Brown and Shucksmith, 2017: 288).
Ly GKA& (KSe S@21S /2EQ& omddyv Y2RSt 2F walLl 0Sa
A2y Lt YR yEFEGAZ2YIFE AyaldAldadik2ySresoidivedBeciblire@tvas 2 F
upon which we depend for the realization of essential interests and for which there are no substitutes else-

g KSNB ¢ (KI Gspecifc@anditipre foldurlm@é&ial well being and our sense of sigifiati 6/ 2 E X
1998: 2).

Brown and Shucksmith present spaces of engagement as relational and spaces of dependence as territorial,
and further suggest that spaces of dependence are imbued with democratic legitimacy where they are con-
ONBGS O2YYdzy KinraaSiz NWShaE & SIIgOA Sa yR ARSyGAGASaé
GKSe TFdNIKSNI FfA3IdYy GAGK W2ySa FyR 222RaQa YIFGSNAL
framework in which both the relational and territorial dimensions ofspae recognized, in which notions of
material and imagined coherence can be deployed to establish the territorialized localities in which fluid and
dynamic relations are stabilized to facilitate governance and political engagement, and conceptsmdlrelati

ity, networks and flows can be utilised to understand how these localities are enrolled in wider structures and
processes and exist in relational space.

Moreover, Brown and Shucksmith in particular emphasize the challenges and consequences that follow
the governance of the ruralrban interface from this conceptualisation, noting that:

Many institutions such as council are still plaased and places still have meaning for
those who live there. The challenge for governance in theurbigah interfice is to simul-
taneously acknowledge the legitimacy of plaased interests while also engaging with
transcendent inteplace relationships through constructing spaces of engagement. (Brown
and Shucksmith, 2017: 288).

The implications of this statementeaexplored in the next section.
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5Transl ating Concepts
Governance

5.1 Concepts and practice

The sections above have focused primarily on social science academic engagement witharuralations

and the conceptual and methodological apptwes that have been employed in research. There are, how-
ever, strong iterative connections between social science research omtmal relations and the practical
organization and delivery of governance and policy. Academic research has often beed wiirstie ob-

jective of informing policy, including as studies commissioned by governance bodiesn&dicyhave in

turn drawn on academic studies and concepts in formulating policies and plan, structuring governance ar-
rangements and deliveringprograh® 8 = SA G KSNJ SELJX A OA (Gt & 2 NENDBY-LyE ATOMRUYE:
WNHENDEF Yy O2 y i A Y dzdzY QNBFBRIG N dzKD B Q iRy R 2¥8A REINBS Sy
course, whilst other concepts are less visible but nonetheless niapletly employed. For example, policy

makers and practitioners do not engage directly with theories of space (except perhaps for some spatial plan-
ners), but the notions of absolute space, relative space and relational space as different ways afpadiaing
relations are nonetheless present both in institutional structures and in policy. In particular, they can be ob-
served across the three domains of governance arrangements, spatial planning and territorial development in
which governance and poligydommonly required to engage with the problem of rurblan relations.

This section discusses how governance and policy arrangements with regard to administrative units, spatial
planning and territorial development reflect the actualisation of concejp&bsolute space, relative space

and relational space, and how they have drawn on other concepts from social science analysisrbarural
relations.

5.2  Absolute space: Local government areas

Administrative geographies tend to follow the framework of albs@pace as local government need to have

a precisely delineated territory in order to establish the limits of their authority and responsibility and to define
the electorate to which they are responsible. In most countries, this has involved a sepafratici and

urban areas, as urban authorities tend to have been established much earlier than rural authorities, often as
historic cities or boroughs with mediaeval charters, and may have greater powers or different structures to
rural authorities. As thboundaries of urban authorities in many cases reflect the historic edges of the town

or city, and usually may only be changed through legislation, they commonly aspitiedrby urban resi-

dential and industrial expansion. The presence of suburbaressiadustrial areas, infrastructure such as
airports, and satellite communities in the ruuaban fringe, beyond the formal boundaries of the city or town
council presents one of the major challenges for governance at theurbeai interface. These camvolve

issues for planning, economic development and service planning and provision, with fiscal pressures arising
when public facilities in an urban centre are serving populations from adjacent rural communities that make
no direct contribution througtaxation. At the same time, the capacity of rural authorities may be weakened

by the loss of independent services, businesses and working daytime populations to concentration in nearby
towns and cities (Douglas, 2016).

One major instrument that has beenedsto address these challenges has been the periodic restructuring or
reorganization of local government, in effect a redrawing of absolute space with new boundaries and local
authority territories. Douglas (2016), for instance, cites examples of lo@hgwmnt amalgamations that
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have reduced the number of municipalities or local government areas in Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Norway,
Poland and Sweden. These reforms have commonly involved the amalgamation of smaller rural municipalities
or districts, thancorporation of suburban and periurban municipalities in expanded urban authorities, or the
creation of new larger local government districts that encompass both urban and rural areas. In Ireland, for
example, local government reforms in 2012 abolish@dtoouncils (which were tightly focused on the his-

toric builtup areas of small and medium sized towns) and replaced them with nevognty, towncentred
municipal districts (Douglas, 2016). In Finland, a voluntary process of amalgamation graduaity theduc
number of municipalities from 560 in 1945 to 432 in 2005, but were followed by the mandatory PARAS reform
process (2002010) that further cut the number of municipalities to 336, frequently by combining smaller
rural municipalities with larger @8. As Zimmerbauer and Paasi (2013) record, the proposed mergers were
2FGSy O2y(iSaitSR:Y (Kdza KAIKEAIKGAYy3T GKS aGNBy3aidK 2
confront newly created local authority areas in establishing imaginedesulesr

The expansion of urban municipal areas by annexing adjacent rural areas is conceptualised by Rusk (1993) with
0KS y2GA2y 2F WStLFLaGAO0 OAGASaAQd !'a aStAINI YL OHAnN
to capture new suburban amakeriurban developments, but also to strengthen their own capacity to act by
increasing their population and tax base and by acquiring space for further development. Accordingly, Rusk
O2NNBfiSa GKS Straitarorie 27F ©Oadffdcivengss of 2ediph& planding,s A K
I NHdzAy3 GKFG al yYSEIFGA2Y A-drbai fingiaxeh beyaiise k gfeat€seiisti? f A F
cities which can expand to include the entire geographic sphere of influence foNacE/A 2 Y€ 06 a St A
HANTY Tnnod 1 yySEFGA2Y KSyOS LINRPRdzOS&a WOAGASA A
agement, revenue, and political inequalities within aNfB IA 2y € OAOARDPO P | 25 SOHSNE
Rusk does not support his hypothesis witlhtdmNA OF f (SadGAy 3T yR aStAINF Yyl
O2y OSLIi G2 GKS Fylrfeara 2F OAGASA Ay . NAGAAK [/ 2f dz
0KS StlradAaAoOAaGe 2F | OAleQa o02dzyRIENE YR INBGgGK 2N

Moreover, both Bza { Q& Fdzy Ol A2yl fA&G Y2RSf |yR aStAINIYylI Q&
sideration of the politics of the process and the scope for resistance, as demonstrated by Zimmerbauer and
Paasi (2013) in their work on Finland. Indeed, Douglas)(@b4érves that restructuring involves competition
0SG6SSy GKS AyiSNBata 2F GKS adrasS FyR 2F t£20FKt O
attempts at restructuring have to be situated in this, at times volatile, intergovernmesftdl &yA O¢ 06 5 2 dz3
2016: 603). Thus, centripetal pressures from the central state or from cities towards amalgamation and an-
YSEFGA2Y YIe 0SS O02dzyiSNBR & aGNHNIt 201t I20SNYyY
represent their constituecies, acquire and sustain a viable financial resources base, influence the nature and
extent of services provided, and collaborate with other local governments, and other levels of government, as
NEIjdzA NERE OAOGARDO @

Douglas also notes that centradigiforced restructuring of local government is more difficult in states where
municipalities enjoy greater constitutional protection, mentioning specifically Germany, though France, Italy
and Switzerland could also be cited as notable examples. In these cdhteidéadency has been to focus on

the relative rather than absolute spaces of local government, by promoting forms ehiméipal or inter
communal collaboration and partnerships. The French system of intercommunalité is among the most ad-
vanced, encoipassing a range of different models for cooperation with varying degrees of integration, includ-
ing the communauté de communes combining small towns with adjacent rural communes, as well as looser
syndicats of rural communes for the joint provision of pubdirvices such as refuse collection (Poulle and
Gorgeu, 1997). In Germany, inrtmmunal cooperation has tended to focus more on specific functions and
services, yet Kopf et al (2014) report that most municipalities (rural and urban) are actively emgatged
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communal cooperation, particularly within the spheres of tourism and marketing, water and waste manage-
ment, IT, business promotion and spatial planning (Frick and Hokkeler, 2008). De Vries and Sobis (2013) iden-
tify forms of intercommunal coopett#gon in a number of other European countries, including Belgium, the
Czech Republic, Finland, Hungary and the Netherlands. Some of these will be examined further in the more
specific discussions of territorial development and spatial planning below.

5.3  Absolute and relative space: Territorial development

Programmes for economic development can display elements of both the absolute space and relative space
dimensions in their treatment of rurarban relations. On the one hand, economic development strategies
often articulate a relative view of space in articulating visions that recognize theontegction of rural and

urban spaces and which place an emphasis on transport and communications infrastructure and- on extra
regional networks. On the other handgethare often delivered through territorialyounded programmes

that are restricted to a particular defined region as an absolute space.

The problem of the territorial boundedness of economic development may be particular acute where it is
enacted primanit through regional or local governments who are restricted in their scope by boundaries that
may not reflect the functional connections between rural and urban areas. However, similar issues can also
be observed for programmes administered through sepaagtncies or partnerships, if the eligible area is
defined by local government territories, as is the case for EU Structural Funds. Here, situations may arise where
function regions of cities and hinterland are split by boundaries that are also thefiglitgbility for funding,

such that for example rural districts may technically be eligible for regional development funding, but not the
city that is their major provider of employment but lies across a regional boundary. Woods (2013) comments
0KFGA 200NBf3 RSOSt 2LIySyd LREAOASAE X adAatt GSyR G2 g21
I LISNOSAGSR ySSR (12 RSTAYS StAFA0AtAGE F2NJ Fdzy RAY
and that as such that the potentiallidt OG 2F 9! NBIA2y It LRfAOe:E aoOly

F LILINBF OK (2 RSTAYAY3I NBIA2ya GSNNRAG2NAIIfte&égd oL my
Y2NB NBfIFGAGA&G | LILINR I OKXZ SYo NI Oloyd terkitdridg] ahcBpermig dzy R |
GAYy3 aNBIA2Yy I RS@OSE2LIVSYyd LINRBANI YYSa G2 Sy3ar3as
RSTAYSR GSNNRG2NER odzi O2yiiNAROdziAy3d (G2 GKS NBIAZ2YI

Even where the territories for territorial developnt are not constrained to existing administrative geogra-
phies but specifically constructed, they still tend to be bounded spaces and thus can exclude key nodes in the
functional networks of the ruralrban interface. This is especially the case for dpuatnt programmes spe-

cifically targeted at rural areas, such as the previous Objective 5b programme of the European Structural Funds
before 2007, with Ward and McNicholas (1998) describing the construction of an Objective 5b region in east-
ern England that as designed to maximise the land area covered for the allotted population ceiling, and which
consequently excluded small and medium towns that were the major employment and service providers for
the area from being eligible for funding. LEADER local @agbaps, similarly, as schemes funded under EU
agricultural and rural development policy rather than regional policy, are constrained to just one side of the
ruraklurban interface. In several countries, LEADER local action groups (LAGS) have beeredarsinck

entirely new territories, larger than municipalities but smaller than administrative regions. In such cases, LAGs
can also be confronted with the challenge of establishing the material and imagined coherence for their terri-
tory, with the latter gpect involving efforts to build a new regional identity, as Messely et al. (2013, 2014,
2015) examine in the case of Flanders. Accordingly, Wellbrock et al. (2012) describe the participatory engage-
YSyG 2F 20t NBaARSY (develogmeny ptibrifies ang build matSial Mif inggmed (0 2
coherence in the periurban district of Westerkwatrtier in the northern Netherlands.
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The bifurcation of the rural and the urban in EU funding programmes is critiqued by Franzen et al (2008) as
contributing towards the perception of rural areas as a unified category rather than as individual regions with
diverse and specific combinations of strengths and weaknesses. Moves towards more integrated territorial
development strategies that focus more on fuoctl regions transcending rural and urban space are evident

in many countries, including projects based around the notion of theegjtgn, discussed further below.
Urbancentred regional development programmes have, however, also been criticised mmtugpg as-
adzvylLJiaAzya GKIG OAGASE FTNB (GKS S02y2YA O RNRIASNREG F ¢
AdzZNNR dzy RAy3 NHzNI f I NBlFaz gAGK GOAGASa +ta GKS 202
being pulled alongin® 61 1S 2F GKS 3INBIG Y2ZRSNY YSOUNRLIREA&E 6

The developmentalism critiqued by Shucksmith recalls earlier modernisation discourses, discussed in section

2, that positioned urbanization as the solution for addressing deprivation andmeimonoderdevelopment

in rural areas. This earlier thinking had been taken to its extreme in some aspects optamiial in eastern

EINR LIS SalISOAlLtte Ay GKS {2@ASG ! yA2yd® YntS 6Hnny
rurakdzZNB 'y RAFFSNBYOSaA Ydzald 06S fAljdZARFGSRE FyR LI I yy
aLJ GALFE ARSY A ,leten aslatithe Bafig thm8 Ebatrol® dr) mebility reinforced the-tuiken

binary by keeping urban and rural residents apart.

The challenge for economic development in the rurbhn interface in spatial terms, therefore, is striking the
balance of recogming the functional inteconnections between urban and rural areas, whilst avoiding the
trap of urban bias, and constructing policies and projects that can facilitate development in both rural and
space localities and be tailored towards specific localrostances.

5.4  From absolute to relative space: Spatial planning

The transition from thinking in terms of absolute space to thinking in terms of relative (or even relational
space) has also been evident in planning policy in Europe. Conventionally, ptanmamg European coun-

tries, and notably in Britain and the Netherlands, has emphasized the strict separation of urban and rural
space. In other words, the city and the countryside were perceived as absolute spaces with hard borders that
should not be trasgressed. As Murdoch and Lowe (2003) discuss, this thinking originated in response to con-
cerns about urban expansion in the intear period and the perceived disorderliness of the blurring of rural

and urban landscapes through ribbon development andritmasion into the countryside of urban features

such as billboards (see also Matless, 1998). The Town and Country Planning Act 1947 in Britain consolidated
this approach by introducing a system of development control designed at enforcing the sepanatiah of

YR dzZNBFy aLl OST (GKNRdzZAK AyadNdzySyida AyOfdzRAy3a GK
Ay3a 2F RS@OSt2LIYSyld WSy@St21L5aQ FNRdzy R avYlffSNI (2c¢
regulate new building, with new csinuctions in open countryside prohibited except for agricultural buildings
ODIFHfESYydG SG IfdX HancX Hnnyod {AYAfINI&@s Ay GUKS b
GA2yQ YR WaLl GALFE |jdzk £ A G & Qatighlof@Baniand FubaNariduRes ankd e a (i N
protection of rural character (spatial quality) through restricted development (Boelens, 2011; Busck et al.,
2009). Urban expansion has been rigidly regulated through the VINEX approach based on the exaondelineat

of urban expansion areas to accommodate projected population demands, combined with strict licensing of
development, and the designation of functional zones for land uses including housing, retail, industry, food
production and nature conservation.

Theimpact of the strict spatial separation of the rural and the urban is most apparent in tharhaalfringe,
where the urban edge is much starker and clearly delineated in Britain and the Netherlands than it is in North
America, or in some other partFo 9 dzZNR LJS® ! a DIttt Syd Sd td ownnco
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resulted in a sudden switch between urban and rural land uses, with housing abruptly giving way to rough
AN TAY3IE O6LI nco0® Ly . NRGI A yitikg ubgh sprawNdidzighttizEongi@iningl NB S
the builtup areas of major cities, but they have also in effect produced a displaced suburbanization-with out
migrants from cities jumping the protected area and driving settlement growth and housing develapmen

rural areas beyond the greenbelt (Murdoch and Marsden,1994). Moreover, Gallent et al. (2006) note that
even in the context of strict development controls, land use in the-wuban fringe is mixed, containing var-

ious activities unwanted or unable b® accommodated within urban areas, such as waste dumps, sewage
plants, electricity suistations, car breakage yards, shopping malls and open car storage. Gallent et al. suggest
that these activities were directed to the rutaban fringe not because pfoactive planning, but because

the transitional zone of the fringe was considered to be the least contentious site. Planning sought to keep
GKS&aS fFryR dzaSa aSLINIYGS FNRBY dzNbly dzaSa &adzOK | &
otheray R I NB NI NBf& AyidSaNIGSR Ayid2 GKS F2N¥YSNI FIANRO

More recently, land use planning has been complemented by the development of more strategic spatial plan-
ning, which is concerned not only with land use, butwaidoeconomic development, transport, service pro-

vision and ecosystem services (Allmendinger and Haughton, 2007; Haughton et al., 2010; Healey, 2004; Heley,
2013; Jensen and Richardson, 2001). Spatial planning is concerned with relative space, foocugediciog

the differences between spaces or land uses, but on the connections between places. It is strategic not only
in the sense of having a lotgrm vision, but also in adopting a panoptic view sitting above local government
territories. As such, sgial planning directly engages with rdsaban interactions and with the need to plan

rural and urban areas together. Since 1999, the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) has pro-
moted spatial planning at all scales within the European UnjoR a SY LK aAaSR G0 KS y SSF
rural relationship, as a means of overcoming the dualism between city and countryside and as an essential
LINBNBljdzA AAGS (2 | OKASOAY I GSNNRG2NALFE O2KSabe2y ¢ o
found across the ROBUST case study countries (Box 2).

{2YS @GSNBRAZ2Yy&a 2F aLIGALFf LXFYyyAy3d Fdz2NIKSN NB2SOi
ALl 0SaQ YR W¥dd Tl e o62dzyRFNASAQ (2 SYLKie dlwringof G KS
urban and rural territories (Allemendinger and Haughton, 2007; Haughton et al., 2010). As Brown and Shuck-
AYAUK OHAMTO &adzYYINARASS | RG20FGSa F2N 6KS&S | LILINE
address mismatches betweednainistrative and functional areas by creating bespoke spaces for dealing with
specific issues such as regeneration, integrating different sectors such as transport, infrastructure, and educa-
GA2YyZ Ay LINRPOS&aasSa 2LISNI (¢@mpleisthgWaks Spdiial PArOprddiéds o6
in 2004, which articulated a national spatial planning vision for Wales based on six functional regions encom-
passing both rural and urban localities, differentiated not by hard borders but by fuzzy bourkdguiesg).

Yet, as Heley (2013) describes, the translation of the spatial plan vision into policy delivery through existing
and territoriallybounded local authorities was confronted by the disconnect between absolute and relative
models of space, notingtlh & G i KS dzaS 2F Fdd 1 & 062dzyRIFNAS& Ay RAAI
O2y FdzaA2y a G2 6KAOK f20FftA0ASa yR 20t FdziK2N
trates a wider critique directed towards the concept¥af 2 F i a L)l OS&4Q |yR WTdd 1 & 062
indeterminacy has the potential to obscure power relations and escape democratic scrutiny (Brown and Shuck-
smith, 2017).
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BOX 2 Examples of Spatial PlanningRoBUSTase study countries

StadtLand-Partnerschaften [urbarrural partnership] (Germany} A demonstration project funded b
GKS . dzyRSAYAYA&AGSNAdZY FNNJ £SNJ SKNE . | dz dzy R {
t Ne2SO0a 27F { LiLanktl If NIt yf $ NB/ Qé¢tniseeyilledilg@R@ competitivene:
of regions by enabling urban and rural areas to take over responsibility for the whole region via ¢
LINEP2SOGa Ay LI NIYSNARAKALB® ¢KS RSY2yaidNF A 2re

giond partnerships; innovative projects for cooperation, networking and shared responsibility in cit
IA2yaQd ¢KS o0laArAl0 GKSaxa gla GKFEG INRSgOK |yl
the potentials of urban and rural areas are comhrand a region joins forces. A related aim was to |
mote sustainable development of larger eiggions. A central element in implementation was an |
proved and jointly coordinated communication and decisstrategy between public and private actor
Keyissues were the sharing of functions, the mutual benefits that can be obtained, effects on inno
and growth, the question of enabling legal, financial and infrastructural conditions, the most effecti
gional planning and spatial development politgtruments, the question how companies can be maobili
for taking over regional responsibilities, and the role of sectoral policies, as well as of the state and r
planning.(Reference: Obersteg et al. (201.3)

More information:
http://www.bbr.bund de/BBSR/DE/Veroeffentlichungen/BMVBS/Sonderveroeffentlichungen/2012/C
dtLandPartnerschaften.pdf? blob=publicationFile&v=2

Menukaart / Gerldersplussenbeleid [Menu card / Gelderland Plus Policy] (Netherandsproject in the
municipality of Ede /¢od Valley Region in the province of Gelderland that takes a novel spatial pla
approach to ruralrban interactions. Its underlying principle is that a socially and economically vi
countryside is required for the mutual benefits of rutaban rdations to be realised, which needs a b
FyOoS (G2 0SS adGNHz2O0] 060SG96SSy (GKS RS@St2LIYSyd 2
rural character of the countryside. Enterprises that request planning permission for new develop
thatdor2 & FAG 6AGK GKS t20Ff LI LY FNB NBI dzA NBR
O2YLISyal A2y d ¢KS WL dzaaSaQ NS RAaOdzaaSR ¢
of derelict farm buildings, development of natureserves, tree planting or other landscaping, restorat
of and cultural heritage. The Plus Policy was originally devised for intensive livestock farming but h
expanded to noragricultural enterprises. More recently, enterprises have also beemitted to make
contributions to social quality, such as offering employment to people with disabilities, or contributi
village amenities.

More information:https://www.qgelderland.nl/geldersplussenbeleid
https://www.gelderland.nl/Menukaastoor-ontwikkelingerin-ons-buitengebied
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Plan de Accion Territorial Metropolitano de Valencia (PATEVAL) [Metropolitan Territorial Action Pl
for Valencia] (Spain) PATEVAL is a comprehensive spatial planning instrument on a supramunicipi
designed to allevia issues arising from the absence of coordination of general structural planning fi
municipalities around Valencia. PATEVAL covers 90 municipalities in the metropolitan area of Vale
its surrounding functional region, including Serranos anglde Bufiol, with a total population of 1.8
million inhabitants. The main dimensions of the plan include: 1) the definition and characterization
green infrastructure with the objective of conserving land with environmental, territorial, landscape,
productive and cultural values; 2) establishing the frame of reference for the city system, including
identifying land sectors and defining strategic supramunicipal areas; 3) work on mobility infrastruct
enabling Valencia to connect with global nodes asing congestion; 4) landscape studies to determi
appropriate units for zoning nestevelopment land; 5) establishing regulations to coordinate all muni
plans in areas of rural land regulation, housing, public facilities and public transport.

More information:http://www.habitatage.gva.es/web/planificacidarritorial-e-infraestructura
verde/plande-accionterritorial-metropolitancde-valenciapateval

Plano Regional de Ordenamento do Territorio do Oeste e Vale do Tajo (RRQ) [Regional Spatiald

for the West and Tagus Valley] (PortugalThe West and Tagus Valley Regional Plan, approved in

establishes the territorial development strategy for the West and Tagus Valley Region, integrating
tions established at national level and catesing the sub regional and municipal strategies of local de
opment. The strategy outlined for the West and Tagus Valley is based on the valorisation of the |
advantage of proximity to the great urban area of Lisbon, preserving and valuing ¢neainbatural sys-
tems (acting as a big Green Belt), promoting the strengthening of the economy of the West and the
Valley and the green products and activities. One of the four strategic axes of this Plan is focusec
New Ruralities, having asime objectives: 1) Increase and consolidate, in a sustainable way, the co
itiveness of the agricultural, forestry and agricultural production ranks, valuing products with a high ¢
of differentiation and quality, and guaranteeing an environmertaidscape, biodiversity and natural r
source valorisation, and exploitation of rural tourism; 2) Requalify and consolidate irrigated agric!
associated with the promotion of sustainable mechanisms for the management of infrastructure an
ural resouces, and by r@limensioning the transformation and commercialization structures; 3) Inno
at the urbanrural articulation, diversifying the economy and the agricultural and-agricultural func-
tionalities associated with the rural area, directed bsustainable use of natural resources and rural t
itage and betting on a qualified rurality, through the development of technical skills, Improving the ¢
ization of productive sectors, and broadening the range of collective and public interest ssoppested
on the Internet and in the use of ICT.

More information:
http://www.ccdr-lvt.pt/uploader/index.php?action=download&fielaktp://www.ccdr-
Ivt.pt/files/5521f64c7e495a3226c5e81bddad2.pdf&fileDesc=PROTOVT

Vislon Rheintal [Rhine Valley Vision] (Austria)/islon Rheintal is a spatial planning initiative acros
municipalities in the Rhine Valley in the Austrian province of Vorarlberg. It emerged from discussioh
the turn of the millennium, and since 2004 has involved the analysis of themes includingukocib de-
velopment, settlement structure and mobility, landscape and open space, business locations, cor
facilities and regional cooperation. Thesalgges have promoted new paths of development and coc
ation in the region. In 2013, the cressrder Agglomeration Rheintal project was established with tw
communities in the Swiss canton of St Gallen, involving measures for the management andtooadi
settlement and landscape planning, public transport and traffic development.
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http://www.ccdr-lvt.pt/uploader/index.php?action=download&field

More information:
http://www.visionrheintal.at/downloadsa-z/publikationen.html
https://www.regionrheintal.ch/de/fachgruppen/agglomerationsprogramm.html

Figure9: The Wales Spatial Plan National Vision

The National Vision

North West Wales (Eryri & Mon) Q
North East Wales (Border and Coast)

Central Wales

Pemibrokeshire -« The Haven

Swansea Bay (Waterfront and Western Valleys)

South East (The Capital Network)

W Areas with Soclo-economic Hubs

:> International/Interregional Links X S?
ﬂ Regional Links (
\\? ;>

¥y Key Settlements with National Significance
% Primary Key Settiements ﬁ
®  Cross-boundary Settiements p

#=#& Linked Contres represonting
asingle *Key Settlement”

(Welsh Government 2004, from Heley, 2013)

5.5 Relative space: City Regions

Related to spatial planning is the concept of the-reigion, which has also gained prominence in European
policy in ecent years. The origins of the term are often traced back to the British planner Patrick Geddes, who
Fa SIENIeé Fta mpmp KIR OFftftSR F2NJ al (GK2NRddzZZK NBJA
(26yé¢ 6DSRRSaAT coinepthp tf HARB HE 2y Q (12 RSAONAGS (GKS SEL
I NHdzZSR aK2dzZ R 0S GKS F¥20dza 2F 3I20SNYyIyOS ot GK2dAa
now carries a clearly different meaning) (Coombes, 2014). The Hueshiyentury renasance of the concept

reflects its utility for addressing all of the policy challenges outlined in the section above: it fits the approach
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of spatial planning, identifies a space for integrated pofiaking and delivery, is seen as a model for eco-
nomic development, and can be the basis for new structures of administration and governance. The term can
be used descriptively or analytically to examine the region around a city, but can also denote the territory that
is the subject of a plan, a policy intenient or a governance structure. In some cases, administrative regions
are aligned with cityegions, whilst in others ciHggions have been given new swjweal forms of govern-

ance. In England, for example, directly elected mayors have been introdusedht® cityregions, with spe-

cific powers in relation to areas such as strategic planning and transport and a coordinating role with the
continuing local authorities (Etherington and Jones, 2016). More ofterregins are managed through
groupings or grtnerships of autonomous local government bodies (see box 3) (see also Etherington and Jones,
2009; Healey, 2009; Korcélllenjniczak, 2015; Rodriguense, 2008; Turok, 2009).

As such, as ciegions are converted into territorial units of governanieeyttend to become bounded

spaces, with firm delimited borders (Coombes, 2016). The territories-oégions usually reflect rurakban
AYGSNI OGAz2ya |yR FFLILINRPEAYIGS GKS WdzNbly FASERQ 21
territories are used as buildifjocks the boundaries may be constrained by their imperfect territorialities.
Furthermore, as Coombes (2016) demonstrates for England, the boundaries-oégicitymight be different
depending on whether they are defined by sitag with the core cities and working outwards, or by starting

with the region first. Harrison and Heley observe that spatial planning strategies in England and Wales have
dodzy3d 0SisSSy (KSaS (g2 Y2RStasr I&LYIBAY IRYEAGE YL N
NAazy FyR | StS@X HaAaMpY MMHOU® LY W2ySa | yRe-222R3
gions tends to mean that they have material coherence, but branding strategies may be needed to build im-
agined coherence, wtth may be easier if territories are constructed from the regions first.

Cityregions are promoted as a solution to the problem of managingutvah interactions (OECD, 2011),

yet critics have argued that they have a strong wteamtric bias (Harrisoand Heley, 2015). Problems of
service provision, housing supply and transport tend to be framed around flows grounded in the city, with
transport policy, for instance, focused on access to the city from the rural hinterland. Moreover, as tools for
economicdevelopment, cityegions reproduce the assumptions that cities are the engines of economic
growth, critiqued earlier by Shucksmith (2008) with his locomotive metaphor. As Ward summarises, in a cri-
tique of cityregionalism in England:

The city region appach reproduces a rural development problem. It establishes and rein-
forces owof-date notions of geographical centrality and hierarchies, and it actively mar-
ginalises places, consigning them to the periphery, dividing and polarising. City regions are
taking root in regional economic development and spatial planning across the UK, and they
are raising profound challenges for those involved in the economic development of rural
areas. (Ward, 2006: 52)

Here the spatial imaginary of citygions and their ecomoic model are linked, with Harrison and Heley (2015)
FNHdzZAy3 GKFG GKS&@ RAANBIFNR GKS SO02y2YAO | 3Syoe 2
GK2aS AYGSNBOGAGAIE aLl O0Sa KI @S Ay O2y anfabrgdey 3
WINRBGOGK Ay (GKS YSUGONRLRfAA&AQE O6L) mmmcO 64SS Ffaz t S
propose the adoption of more relative or relational perspectives of space integity planning, in order to

more fully recognizehie complex matrix of rurairban relations and their engagement in global networks. In
particular, they highlight three alternative models for framing the relative functions of urban and rural areas
within city-regions (p 1128):

3 Spokes with a hub (or hubscognising those key urban centres which are generating a dispropor-
tionate amount of national economic output;
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3 Spokes with a formerly dominant hub (or hulvkgre functional economic linkages relating to former
industrial town and cities persist;

3 Spoles with an emerging hub (or hub®cognising the important contribution to growth by smaller
functional economies that are otherwise marginalised or excluded biirsitagglomeration ap-
proaches.

Harrison and Heley argue that this approach can produmere inclusive approach to ciggions and spatial

LX FyyAy3d GKFG aR2Sa y20 NBIdzZANBE &Ll O0S 2 0SS OF NI
non-cities¢ market towns, tourism hotspotsto be duly recognised and considered as farety’ | £ € € A Y LJ2 N
(ibid.), as well as introducing an important temporal dimension that acknowledges that relations between
places may change over time, with some (urban) hubs decreasing in significance (possibly due to deindustrial-
isation) and new (urbapériurban/rural) hubs emerging and gaining significance as employment and service
centres.

BOX 3 EXAMPLES OF CREGION APPROACHEROBUST CASE STUDY COUNTRIES

Oulu City Region, Finlan@ulu is the fifth largest city in Finland, with over 200,88@bitants in 2017,
located in Northern Ostrobothnia surrounded by extensive rural areas. 1rR22A@9 five neighbouring
rural municipalities were amalgamated with the city of Oulu to form a new administrativegitg. The
new cityregion has formedhe territory for spatial planning, including the Living Countryside in the C
Development and Marketing Program for Rural Areas of Oulu forZ@plan, published in 2009, anc
the KatriOulu project for development and marketing, implemented in-2014.

More information (in Finnish):

Living Countryside in the Cihttps://www.ouka.fi/c/document library/get file?uuid=848c2edt2d
4bdd-9d31-152b62c80f99&groupld=64417
KatriOuluhttp://www.oulu.fi/sites/default/files/content/KantriOuluLoppuraptirpdf

Metropolitan Region of Styria, Austri&ityregion comprised by the city of Graz, the surrounding distr
of GrazUmgebung (created through the amalgamation of 36 municipalities in 2015) and the district
Voitsberg. The cityegion is one afeven regions in the Province of Styria (Steiermark), which are usi
spatial planning and economic development purposes. The governance of 4tegicityis managed by ¢
regional board and regional assembly, which form the political and strategioftibéyregion. In
addition to planning and economic development, the region also has a regional mobility plan conce
with developing a sustainable and efficient transport system. Specific projects include the GUSTM!
hailed sharedaxi scheme operatg in the district of Gradmgebung. The Metropolitan Region of Styri
participates in the Kooperationsplattform Stadtregion (Ritgion Cooperation Platform) network of
Austrian metropolitan regions, also including Vienna, Linz, Salzburg and Bregenz).

More information (in German):

http://www.zentralraumstmk.at/fileadmin/user_upload/03 PROJEKTE/Folder_Leitbild neu.pdf
http://www.zentralraumstmk.at/fileadmin/user_upload/RELB STZR Bericht.pdf
http://www.raumplanung.steiermark.at/cms/dokumente/12482302 33333/50bb239e/REPRO SZR

016.pdf
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Swansea Bay City Region, UK Wate® S { gl yaSlI .l& /Ade wS3IAzy
been signed in Welsh, following the Cardiff Capital City Region, broadly following a model impleme
EnglandThe initiative is focused on economic development, with eleven projects across the theme
YWSO02y2YAO | OOSEtSNIGA2y Q> WEAFS a0ASyOS yR ¢
crosscutting emphasis on digital infrastructure. The pamgme is supported by a package offeoding
from the UK and Welsh governments, other public sector agencies and private sector investment.
region is focused on the city of Swansea and includes neighbouring industrial towns but also the
substantidly rural counties of Carmarthenshire and Pembrokeshire, roughly following the Wales Sp
Plan. Unlike cityegion deals in England, the eiggion has not assumed any public service delivery
functions, and there is no directly elected mayor. Instbéadcttyregion is managed as a partnership of
local authorities. The Welsh Government has however proposed that thregityn should form the
FTNF YSSH2NIE2FSNYWZ208500 | NN yaSYSyida 6A0K akKl NB
authoritiesin the region.

More information:http://www.swanseabaycitydeal.wales/about/

5.6  Toward relational space in policy and governance?

As discussed in the above sections, elements of notions of both absolute space and relative space have been
incorporated into geernance and spatial planning policies and structures, but designing systems of govern-
ance that can reflect relational space is more challenging. Thethwwreerritorial character of relational

space and its rejection of boundaries is difficult to accodate in administrative structures that require
some definition of the scope and limits of authority and accountability. There are examples of governance
structures that display relational features, for example with regard to commaodity or supply chaitisesm

can involve connecting distant urban and rural contexts. For instance, the regulatory management of super-
market supply chains involves the decisions and preferences ofloialsad supermarket executivesr even

urban consumersg dictating the faming practices, environmental standards and labour conditions in rural
communities, often on different continents, sometimes with unintended consequences (Freidberg, 2003;
Konefal et al., 2005). However, these tend to be privatised regulatory struatvmgirig private corporations

and thirdparty certification bodies, rather than stasanctioned government.

Similarly, relational forms of governance may also be identified with regard to elements of natural resource
management, ecosystem services or fpoolvision, focused on specific networks of relations and commonly
controlled by partnerships, potentially involving local government bodies but also private and civil society or-
ganizations (see box 4). Like supply chain management, these relationarssace possible because they

are tightly focused on a specific resource or sector and do not attempt wider territorial governance.

However, to more comprehensively incorporate relational dimensions of space into governance models re-
quires some form of liyid amalgamation of territorial and relational space. Jones et al. (2013), for instance,
consider whether aspects of relational thinking can be combined with the territorial spaces of conventional
local government by exploring how local government offiéia G KAy { F 62dzi G KSANJ WLI |
FOGA2Y FTYRKk2NI NBalLRyaAoAfAleed 6L mpovI dzyRSNARG22R
GA2yade . NRgy YR {KdzO1aYAGK OHAMTO 32 WIdINIKSHES NIJT
at the ruraturban interface, which they argue is able to engage with-¢otia social and economic flows and
relations whilst drawing authority from its grounding in a particular territory (see also section 4). Referring to
examples fromi KS | yAGSR {GF0Sa AyOfdzZRAY3I WAYINI 3INRFEKQ
suppression around Flagstaff, Arizona and the New York City watershed (see box 5), they outline a model of
governance in which local government actors have thiineary and capacity to act because they are
grounded in particular bounded territories, but use cooperation and collaboration with other actors and agen
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BOX 4: WATER WITH INTEGRATED LOCAL DELIVERY (WILD) PROJECT, UK

The Water with Integrated Local Deliw@NVILDproject is an initiative involving the-governance of
ecosystem services in the Costwold Hills area of Gloucestershire and Oxfordshire in southern Eng
WILD involves a payment for ecosystem services programme in which farmers are niiettiljised to
reduce applications of metaldehyde (slug pellets) that have created serious water pollution probler
the upper Thames river catchment, affecting downstream water quality including in cities such as L
Oxford and Reading. Under théasme the private water company, Thames Water, provides funding
farmers to devise and implement alternative management practices, in collaboration with local pari
councils and the Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG). The project is bethgsreatle
alternative to developing complex (and expensivejtach engineering solution.

Reference: Short et al. (2014)
More information:http://www.ccri.ac.uk/ffcurrent/pes/

cies to manage relations that transcend local government (andutvah) boundaries. Brown and Shuck-
AYAUGUK ARSYy(GATe aAYAfINRGASA 0SG6SSy GKAAa Y2RSt |
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model incoporates accountability through the political grounding of its key actors in specific territories.
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296-297). The approach, they argue, can produce effective governarice miralurban interface across
policy areas including waste management, infrastructure development, land use planning, natural resource

management and local food systems.

BOX 5: THE NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED, USA

New York city obtains drinking water fransystem of reservoirs located in the Catskill Mountains anc
Hudson River Valley in upper New York State, outside of the territorial boundaries of the city. The®
of high quality and requires little filtering or treatment, but is vulnerabt®taamination linked to land
use activities on the watershed. New York City authorities have therefore attempted to control lanc
on the watershed by purchasing conservation easements and restricting some activities such as d
farming. These actiorigve provoked tension with local rural communities in the watershed area, wi
SYGNBYyOKSR f20Ff LISNOSLIIAZ2Y 2F bSg 2Ny [/ Al
of the reservoirs. Tensions were heightened by proposals by NeWioitk the late 1990s to extend its
influence through significant land purchases, restrictions on new sewer constructions, and the des
of buffer zones around water sources. In response,-fumg/rural communities in the area formed the
Coalitionof Watershed Towns which collectively negotiated with New York City Council, reached a
mutually beneficial memorandum of agreement in 1997. The agreement permits New York City to
purchase land and conservation easements subject to voluntary controlsvahdxercises power in
relation to this land, and established the Watershed Protection and Partnership Program to protect
g1 GSNAKSRQa SO2f238& FYyR LINRBY2GS GKS &a20ALFf |
and Wagenet (2003) commén G KF G GKS | NNJ y3ISYSyid aSyO2YLJ :
protection for downstream consumers, and the social and economiovilh y 3 T 2 NJ dzLJa i
114).

References: Brown and Shucksmith (2017), Pfeffer and Wagenet (2003)
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6 Sumnyjarand Next Steps

This paper has surveyed previous social science research earbamalrelations, the definitions, conceptual
frameworks and methodological approaches employed, and how these have informed and been reflected in
policy and models of goveance. Interactions and comparisons between rural and urban spaces and societies
have been a focus for research for over a hundred years, and whilst there are differences of emphasis and
timing between different disciplines and in different national comstetkte broad trajectory over that period

has been a movement away from assumptions that the rural and the urban are separate and distinct categories
with fundamentally different essences, to recognition that the rural and the urban are socially constructed
OFiS3I2NASa |yR GKIFG WNH2NIEQ FyYyR WdzNbFyQ aLJ O0Sasz
characterised as a move from a predominant notion of absolute space, comprised by bounded territories, to
incorporating relative and relational peespives of space.

Within this body of literature a great many concepts have been generated and employed, including, but not
restricted to the ruralirban continuum and urbarural gradient, urbanization and ruralisation, urban fields

and cityregions, theruralurban interface and the ruralrban fringe, and exurban, periurban and rurban
spaces. Each of these concepts may individually be useful for ROBUST within specific contexts, but reviewed
critically together they can also point towards a conceptuahdraork for ROBUST which might build from

the following key points:

3 Rural and urban spaces, societies and economies are not discrete, separate entities but interact with
each other and are inherently blurred and entangled in multiple, complex ways.

3 There imo essential definition of either the rural or the urban that can quantified and precisely de-
limited on a map. Rather rurality and urbanity are social constructed categories that have different
meanings for different people, but which serve a purposefamming the ordering and regulation of
land, landscape, economic activity and social relations.

3 The blurring and hybridisation of rural and urban influences and entities is particularly pronounced in
the perturban or exurban spaces that extend aroundies, where different rural and urban forms
and claims to meaning jostle and compete, but are not restricted to these zones and may also be
found in locations distant from urban centres.

3 The matrix of ruralirban interactions around a city may be perceiasd cityregion or urban field,
but does not have fixed and firm geographical boundaries. The spheres of influence of cities have fuzzy
boundaries, overlap and @xist in complex mu#polar fields, and may extend along repatially
contiguous relatios to distant points and localities.

3 The multiple forms of relations between rural and urban spaces may be viewed through the prisms of
absolute space, relative space and relational space, which conceptualize the nature of space in differ-
ent ways, but whicmay be used in parallel to reveal different perspectives.

3 Local government territories are constructed from the notion of absolute space, with firmly bounded
territories, and as such are commonly transcended and-spied by ruralirban relations andatk
the capacity to adequately govern or regulate these relations.
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3 Effective governance of ruratban relations requires approaches that are grounded in the demo-
cratic legitimacy provided by the association of governance institutions with territoria, sp&c
which are also able to engage with relational flows and interactions between the rural and the urban.

The subsequent tasks in Work Package 1 will continue to refine and develop this conceptual framework, to be
further articulated in Deliverable 1,3cluding consideration of its implications for research methodology and
for policy development and implementation.

As next steps, Task 1.2, will focus on a synthesis of the conceptual framework with theories-oragiigy
governance and interegioral growth. This will pick up and expand discussion in section 5 of this paper on
how ruraturban relations are understood in policy discourse, reproduced through governance structures, and
inform strategies for economic development. In particular the ganaesmart growth will be examined as a
potential model for a more integrated or holistic approach to rural and urban economic development. These
topics will be discussed through an expert workshop (Deliverable 1.2) and feed into the elaboration of the
R@UST analytical strategy (Deliverable 1.6).

Task 1.3 will further develop the methodological strategy for ROBUST, again building on a number of questions
and topics touched on in this paper. These include the potential use of innovative and novel éatasofl

data collection, including for example remotegnsed data; questions of how to define case study areas to
FO1ly26ftSR3IS || NBtFliA2y RAYSyaAzys | a& RA&AOdzAaSR A\
methodological challenge of follavg relations, including approaches such as coduof@vgraphy. The meth-
odological strategy will be presented in Deliverable 1.4.

Finally, particular attention will also be paid to the translation of academic concepts, as presented in this paper,
into terms and ideas that can be employed in pefiaking and implementation. The glossary at the end of
this paper is designed to assist this process, and will be expanded as guidance forgbelisyin Deliverable

1.5.

58



/I References

02t AT I Y ®O0R)¥E\RIuEtm bf mrfad Sustdindbility in specific sectors in Latvia, Environment, Development and Sustain-
ability, 4: 299314.

Allmendinger, P. and Haughton, G. (2007) The fluid scales and scope of UK spatial planning, Environment and Plamiigg A, 39: 1
1496.

Amin, A. and Thrift, N. (2002) Cities: Reimagining the Urban. Cambridge/Oxford: Polity and Blackwell.
Amin, A. and Thrift, N. (2016) Seeing Like a City. London: Wiley.

André, M., Mahy, G., Lejeune, P. and Bogaert, J. (2014) Vers une synthésackpigon et une definition des zones dans le gradient
urbainrural [Towards a synthesis of concepts and a definition of zones in therurbhgradient], Biotechnologie, Agronomie, So-
cieté, Environment, 18: 624.

Aragau, C. and Charvef?.J(2010) Raving small towns in the Paris periurban fringes, in Halseth, G., Markey, S. and Bruce, D. (eds)
The Next Rural Economies, Wallingford: CABI, pfi929

Aureli, D. (2016) The Third Way, Rurban Way of Life, in SGEM 2016, Book 4: Performing ArtsjréyeimiteEresign Conference
Proceedings, Volume I, pp 88%50.

Bai, X.(2007) Industrial ecology and the global impacts of cities, Journal of Industrial Ecoleyy, 11: 1

Balk, D. (2009) More than a name: why is global urban population mapping a GRUMSlign@pn Ali, G., Hasson, S., and Khan, A.
M. (eds) Global Mapping of Human Settlement, New York: Taylor and Francis1pf.145

Barnett, A. (1998) Securing the future, in Barnett, A. and Scruton, R. (eds) Town and Country, London: Jonathan3=a4i, pp 32

Barski, J. (2017) Peasansformation industrial suburbanisation in main agglomerations of the f&dishan border region, paper
presented to the Warsaw Regional Forum, October 2017.

Basile, E. and Cecchi, C. (2001) La trasformazioningastrid S RSt € I OF YLI Ayl Y REff QFINKAO2fE i dazh

industrial transformation of the countryside: from agriculture to local rural systems], Torino: Rosenberg & Sellier.

Bauer, G. and Roux, J. (1976) La rurabisation ou la ville épaRalise Seuil.

Clbdzfax ' d YR YNRO2nyS: %d 6wann0 [FAOGALY LJ35dz | GA2Y Y20Af Al
Bell, M. M. (1992) The fruit of difference: the remighan continuum as a system of identity, Rural Sociology, 5882.65

Bell, M. M. (1994) Childerley, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

.Sttt {0 tSYTiSs %oy bA12RSYdzAZ hos az2ydl NI Ay23 |, 8pek VR DNy
Terknelli, T., Plieninger, T. and Hochtl, Fied® dzNR LISy [ yRaOlFLSa |yR [AFTSadetSay ¢KS

Universitiris Lusofonas, pp 33882.
.Stdzal 182 t® 6mdcpy Clfdzaia (St SLINESaSayl 2aldt t1es2it al o/ 1 aa

BeluszkyP. and Sikos, T. (1983) Typology of rural settlements in Hungary, Budapest: Hungarian Academy of Sciences Geographical
Research Institute.

Berger, M. (2004) Les périurbains de Paris: de la ville dense a la metropole éclatée? Paris: CNRS Editions.

Berry,B. and Lamb, R. (1974) The delineation of urban spheres of influence: evaluation of an interaction model, Regional Studies, 8
185-190.

.SNI NI YR bd | YR YNBA O ARBGORS CompetibivBriess0Grodvth, lRagalation iR JSiManaget G &
ment, Assen: Royal Van Gorcum.

.TNIAEOE ad 6wnmmO LSRTIo@2inedz fS2aINhFTA&INE Y20Af AyinsublB-a f 2 Y

banisation processes of Latvia], Doctoral Thesis, University of Latvia.

59



Beynon, H.@d Hudson, R. (1993) Place and space in contemporary Europe: some lessons and reflections, Antipod8025: 177

Beynon, M. J., Crawley, A. and Munday, M. (2016) Measuring and understanding the differences between urban and roxél areas, E
ronment and RIinning B: Planning and Design, 43: 11864.

Bhagat, R. B. (2005) Ruuaban classification and municipal governance in India, Singapore Journal of Tropical Geograpii@, 26: 61

Bibby, P. and Shepherd, J. (2004) Developing a New Classification afridrBamal Areas for Policy Purposééethodology, Rural
Evidence Research Centre Working Paper, London: RERC. http://www.statistics.gov.uk/geography/downloads/Methodology Re-
ports.pdf.

Bodiguel, M., Buller, H. and Lowe, P. (1990) Concepts, definitiomesaadch traditions, in Lowe, P. and Bodiguel, M. (eds) Rural
Studies in Britain and France, London: Belhaven, {5237

Boelens, L. (ed.) (2011) Compacte Stad Extended: Agenda voor toekomstig belied, onderzoek en ontwertp [Compact City Extended:
Outline br future policy, research and design], Rotterdam: Uitgeverj 010.

Bonnamour, J. (1973) Géographie rurale, méthodes et perspectives, Paris: Masson.

Bonner, K. (1998) Reflexivity, sociology and the-tuben distinction in Marx, Tonnies and Weber, Camadiview of Sociology and
Anthropology, 35: 16489.

Bradford, A., Brook, R. and Hunshal, C. S. (2003) Wastewater irrigation-Dhidubéid, India: implications for health and livelihoods,
Environment and Urbanization, 15: 1570.

Bradley, T. and Lowe, (eds) (1984) Locality and Rurality: Economy and Society in Rural Regions. Norwich: Geo Books.
Brenner, N. (ed) (2014a) Implosions/Explosions: Towards a Study of Planetary Urbanization, Berlin : Jovis.

Brenner, N. (2014b) Introduction: Urban theory withan outside, in Brenner, N (ed) Implosions/Explosions: Towards a Study of
Planetary Urbanization, Berlin : Jovis, pj334

Brenner, N., Madden, D. and Wachsmuth, D. (2011) Assemblage urbanism and the challenges of critical urban theorg5City, 15: 2
240.

Briquel, V. and CollicardW) 6 H nnp 0 S5ABSNEAGE Ay GKS NHz2NI f KAYGSNIlFyRa 2F 9dz
YAAY YR 5A@SNHE QupanTerdtofies AtiNghdtIdshdgate t pADRR

Brown, D. L. and Shucksmii. (2017) Reconsidering territorial governance to account for enhancediroaal interdependence in

America, Annals of the American Academy for Political and Social Science, G0 282

Bryant, C., Russwurm, L. H. and McLellan, A. G. (1982) Th& City 2 dzy i NE &A RSY [ | YR I YRankringe. al y I 3
New York: Longman.

. dzf RSNDSNHI 2 chbddwn WA @ASRE NP@lod a AT ST NI T 2 dovadintdraktiond i Bgians oS f A 2 Y
Latvia], Doctoral Thesis, Unisity of Latvia.

Bunce, M. (2003) Reproducing rural idylls, in Cloke, P. (ed.) Country Visions, Harlow: Pearson.

Burchfield, M., Overman, H. G., Puga, D. and Turner, M. A. (2006) Causes of Sprawl: A Portrait from Space, The Qabdkrly Jour
Economics, 41: 58%633.

BurdickWill, J. and Logan, J. R. (2017) Schools at theurbead boundary: blurring the divide? Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, 672:-285.

Busck, A. G., Hidding, M. C., Kristensen, S. B. P., Perssmth,R€aeatholm, S. (2009) Planning approaches for rurban areas: case
studies from Denmark, Sweden and the Netherlands, Geografisk Tidsskrift,-329: 15

Cabiddu F. and Pettinao D. (2013). External Knowledge, Territorial Inertia and Local DevelopnmotatonyERase Study, European
Planning Studies, 21: 129316.

Cacciari, M. (2004) Nomadi in prigione [nomads in prison], in Bonomi, A. and Abruzzese, A. (eds) La citta infiniiee[Titg]Infin
Milano: Bruno Mondadori Editore.

60



/' 1 RSY S t de demapghoes péfudalns, lune géographie régionale des conflits, Etudes Rurales, 1182B19: 225

Cadieux, K. V. and Hurley, P. (2011) Amenity migration, exurbia, and emerging rural landscapes: global natural aceaitd as pla
process, Geojournalf6:297302.

Camarero, L. (1993) Del éxodo rural y del éxodo urbano: Ocaso y renacimiento do los asentamientos Rurales en Espaéiae Madrid:

Estudios, Ministerio de Agricultura, Pesca y Alimentacion.

Carruthers, J. I. and Vias, A. C. (2005) Urbanrtsrband exurban sprawl in the Rocky Mountain West: evidence from regional ad-

justment models, Journal of Regional Science, 48821

Caruso, G., Peeters, D., Cavailhes, J. and Rounsevell, M. (2007) Spatial configurations in a periurban city: aretimmsadt
microeconomic model, Regional Science and Urban Economics, $67%42

Castan Broto, V., Allen, A. and Rapoport, E. (2012) Interdisciplinary perspectives of urban metabolism, Journal &cioldgytriks:
851-861.

Castle, E., Wu, J. anceiér, B. (2011) Place orientation and runddan interdependence, Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy,
33: 179204.

Cattivelli, V. (2013) Between city and countryside: reading the territory thanks to TV series, in Piccinini, L. Cnanill . TEalsy

Three Keywords for Utopia in Landsc&petural Mosaic, Proceedings of the XVII IPSAPA Interdisciplinary Scientific Conference, Vol-

ume V., pp 28B2.

Champion, T., Coombes, M. and Brown, D. L. (2009) Migration anddistgace commuting in rural Eagd, Regional Studies, 43:
12451259.

Chapuis, R. and Brossard, T. (1986) Les ruraux frangais, Paris: Masson.

Chevalier, M. (1993) NedHzNI f LIKSy2YSyl = Ay ¢¢2 5SOIFIRSa 2F [ Q9aL) OS- DS23IANI

191.

Chiva, 1(1958) Les communautés rurales: Problemes, méthodes et exemples des recherches, Unesco Rapports et documents de Sci-

ences sociales, no 10, Paris: Unesco.

Clark, J. K., McChesney, R., Munroe, D., and Irwin, E. (2009) Spatial characteristics of exumeam gatteyn in the United States,
Landscape and Urban Planning, 90:-188.

Cloke, P. (1977) An index of rurality for England and Wales, Regional Studie4611: 31

Cloke, P. (1989) Rural geography and the political economy, in Peet, R. and Téu#), New Models in Geography, London: Unwin

Hyman.

/1 £218 td omdphpny 69y 0 Odz GdzNAyYy I LRfAGAOLE SO2y2YeDy,PhilipsiMS Ay

and Thrift, N., Writing the Rural, London: Paul Chapman.

Clok& t ® Oo6mMdppT O / 2dzy iNE ol Ol 6 GSNJ 2 @GANLdZ € @At 388 wdzNI ¢
Cloke, P. (2006) Conceptualizing rurality, in Cloke, P., Marsden, T. and Mooney, P., Handbook of Rural Studies, Lgmti®28Sage,
Cloke, P. and Edwards, G. (1986) Rurality in England and Wales 1981: A replication of the 1971 index, Regional &806és, 20: 2

Cloke, P. and Goodwin, M. (1992) Conceptualizing countryside change: fréfnoisth to rural structured coheremcTransactions
of the Institute of British Geographers, 17: 33b6.

Cloke, P. and Little, J. (1990) The Rural State? Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cloke, P. and Little, J. (eds) (1997) Contested Countryside Cultures, London and New York: Routledge.
Cbut, H. (1972) Rural Geography: An Introductory Survey, Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Cooke, P. (ed.) (1989) Localities: The Changing Face of Urban Britain, London: Unwin Hyman.

Conradson, D. and Pawson, E. (2009) New cultural economies of marginality:gehesitWest Coast, South Island, New Zealand,
Journal of Rural Studies, 25:8G.

61

l‘j

aid



Coombes, M. (2014) From ciggion concept to boundaries for governance: the English case, Urban Studies, 52442126

Copus, A., Psaltopoulos, D., Skuras, D., Terlaind Weingarten, P. (2008) Approaches to Rural Typology in the European Union, JRC
Scientific and Technical Reports, Seville: Joint Research Centre.

Corsi, S., Mazzocchi, C., Sali, G., Monaco, F. and Wascher, D. (2015)-famdhkggtems in metropddin regions: analysis based on
case studies of Milan and Paris, Cahiers Agricultures, -38.28

Countryside Agency, Department of Environment Food and Rural Affairs, Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, Office &t&dational
tistics, and the Welsh Assemtibovernment (2004) Rural and Urban Classification 2004: An Introductory Guide, Cheltenham: Coun-
tryside Agency.

Courtney, P. and Errington, A. (2000) The role of small towns in the local economy and some implications for developnieragboli
Economy15; 280301.

Courtney, P., Jones, P., Mayfield, L. and Tranter, R. (2007) Small townpaessubEnglish rural development? An investigation of
rural urban linkages using stdgional social accounting matrices. Geoforum, 38: 112B2.

Cox, K. (188) Spaces of dependence, spaces of engagement and the politics of scale, or: looking for local politics, Political Geography
17: 1-24.

Cromartie, J. (2016) Historical development of ERS-Bumah classification systems, Appendix B in National Acad@usgdRation-
alizing Rural Area Classifications for the Economic Research Service: A Workshop Summary, Washington DC: Nationdl Academies ¢
Sciences, Engineering and Medicine, pp16¢&

Csurgd, B. and Megysei, B. (2016) The role of small towns indoeahyaking, European Countryside, 4:-423.
Dax, T. (1996) Defining rural areas: international comparisons and the OECD indicators, Rural S@8iety, 6: 3

Dax, T. (1999) The emergence of new uses for rural spaces angliatiens of rural and urbaabour markets, in Crampton, G. (ed.)
Regional Unemployment, Job Matching and Migration, London: Pion, #8221

De Beer, J., van der Gaag, N. and van der Erf, R (2014) New Classification of Urban and Rural NUTS2 Regions in &@kinge, NIDI W
Paper 204/3, The Hague: Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute, https://www.nidi.nl/shared/content/output/pa-
pers/nidiwp-2014-03.pdf

Decker, E. H., Elliott, S., Smith, F. A., Blake, D. R., and Rowland, F. S. (2000) Energy and material flonutbesughdsgstem,
Annual Review of Energy and the Environment, 257885

Derruau, M. (1967) Précis de géographie humaine, Paris: Armand Colin.

De Vries, M. and Sobis, I. (2013) Consolidation in local government: an international comparison of aagdrpeatsices, Admin-
istration, 61: 3150.

Dion, R. (1934) Essai sur la formation du paysage rural francais, Tours: Arrault.
Donis, J. (2003) Designating a greenbelt around the city of Riga, Latvia, Urban Forestry Urban GreeB@ry, 2: 31

Dorélien, A., BR] D. and Todd, M. (2013) What is urban? Comparing a satellite view with the Demographic and Health Surveys, Popu-
lation and Development Review, 39: 413D.

Douglas, D. J. A. (2016) Power and politics in the changing structure of rural local goveri®hacksmith, M. and Brown, D. L. (eds)
Routledge International Handbook of Rural Studies, Abingdon: Routledge -p4601

Dubois, A., Copus, A. and Hedstrdom, M. (2012) Local embeddedness and global links in rural areas: Euclidean andcelational sp
business networks, in Hedberg, C. and do Carmo, R. (eds) Translocal Ruralism, Dordrecht: Sprind@d.pp 103

Duncan, S. (1989) What is locality?, in Peet, R. and Thrift, N. (eds) New Models in Geography, Volume 2, London: Upywin Hyman,
221-254.

DuncansS. and Savage, M. (1989) Space, scale and locality, Antipode,-206179
93f oSz t® 6wnnnd ¢KS ReylFYAOa 2F [FGGAIFIQa dzNDB |y I6¥6R NIUzNI f L

62



Englund, H. (2002) The village in the city, theiwithe village: migrants in Lilongwe, Journal of Southern African Studies,-284137

Entrena, F. (2005) Urban spread effects and rural change in city hinterlands: the case of two Andalusian cities, i teabpatie
[ AdGeQa | Ay (tSANigate/pp2a18.f RS NE K 2

Entrena Duran, F. (2005) Procesos de periurbanizacion y cambios en los modelos de ciudades: un studio europeo desoasos sobre
causas y consecuencias, Papers: Revista de Sociologia888: 59

Erdei, F. (1974) A Magyar falu [Thedhrian Village], Budapest: Akadémai Kiado.

Etherington, D. and Jones, M. (2009)-@tjons: new geographies of uneven development and inequality, Regional Studies; 43: 247
265.

Etherington, D. and Jones, M. (2016) Thereigyon chimera: the politic@lconomy of metagovernance failure in Britain, Cambridge

Journal of Regions, Economy and Society, 93891

Eurostat (2010) Eurostat Regional Yearbook 2010: A RevisedRintzdiTypology, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/produsta-
tisticatbooksHRY_E115_2010

Eurostat (2017) Urbarural typology, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistiexplained/index.php/Urbarural_typology
Frankenberg, R. (1966) Communities in Britain, Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Franzen et al. (2008) Herausforerung VietfalindlicheRaume in Strukturund Politikwandel [The Diversity Challeqdural Areas
in the Context of Structural and Policy Change], Hannover: ARL.

Freidberg, S. (2003) Cleaning up down south: supermarkets, ethical trade and African horticulture, Sociatar@eogitaphy, 4,
27-43.

Frick, HJ. and Hokkeler, M. (2008) Interkommunale Zusammanaghdénreichnung fiir die Kommunalpolitik [Intermmunal
Cooperation: Guidance for local policies], Bonn: FES.

Friedmann, J. and Miller, J. (1965) The urban fieldhdioof the American Planning Association, 31:3A2
Friedland, W. H. (1982) The end of rural society and the future of rural sociology, Rural Sociolog¥$087: 589

Frouws, J. (1998) The contested redefinition of the countryside: an analysis dfstoatses in the Netherlands, Sociologia Ruralis,
38: 5468.

Furuseth, O. and Lapping, M. (eds) (1999) Contested Countryside: THarBamaFringe in North America, Aldershot: Ashgate.
Gallent, N., Mace, A. and Tewddanes, M. (2005) Second Homes: peam Perspectives and UK Policies, Aldershot: Ashgate.

DFftSyidz bodr . AlyO2yAzI ad | yR ! yRS Niubsahyfidge AMdthedspatigiaoning agéntlay’ y A y 3
Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design, 337457

Galent, N., Juntti, M., Kidd, S. and Shaw, D. (2008) Introduction to Rural Planning, London: Routledge.
DFNYySNE . @ 6uHnmMT0O Wt SNFSOGteEe LRaAGA2YSRQY (GKS of dzZNNJokfie 2 F  dzN

American Academy obRtical and Social Science, 672:686

Geddes, P. (1915) Cities in Evolution: An Introduction to the Town Planning Movement and the Study of Civics, LondamdVilliam
Norgate.

George, P. (1963) Précis de géographie rurale, Paris: Presses UnigedsitBiance.

Glenn, N and Hill L. (1977) Ruredan differences in attitudes and behaviour in the United States, Annals of the American Academy
of Political and Social Science, 429586

Goetz, S., Han, Y., Finderis, J., and Brasier, K. (2010) U.8ticgmetworks and economic growth: measurement and implications
for spatial policy, Growth and Change, 41:-208.

Grillitsch, M. and Nilsson, M. (2015) Innovation in peripheral regions: Do collaborations compensate for a lack of ledgé know

spilloves?, The Annals of Regional Science, 543239

63



Haartsen, T., Groote, P. and Huigen, P. P. P. (eds) (2000) Claiming Rural Identities, Assen: Van Gorcum.

Halfacree, K. (1993) Locality and social representation: space, discourse and alternative defithiéonsal, Journal of Rural Studies,
9: 2337.

Hamin, E. and Marcucci, D. (2008) Ad hoc rural regionalism, Journal of Rural Studies}Z4: 467

Hammer, M. (2006) Die 6kologische Nachhaltigkeit regionaler Metabolismen: Materialflussanalysen dem Regibnrg, Wien und
Leipzig [Ecological sustainability or regional metabolisms: Material flow analyses of the regions of Hamburg, Vierziglah@iLgip
und Kultur, 7: 628.

Haraway, D. (1991) Simians, Cyborgs and Women. London: Free Association.

HaNA y 332y s +d YR hQ52y23KdzST 5 omdphpyd wdzNIfAdGe Ay dexdt I yR |
Sociologia Ruralis, 38: 1Z263.

Harrison, J. and Heley, J. (2015) Governing beyond the metropolis: placing the rurakgiotitgdevelopment, Urban Studies, 52:
11131133.

Hart, J. F. (1975) The Look of the Land, Englewood Cliffs, CA: Prentice Hall.

Harvey, D. (1969) Explanation in Geography, London: Arnold.

Harvey, D. (1973) Social Justice and the City, London: Arnold.

Harvey, D. (1987) Three myths in search of a reality in urban studies, Environment and Planning D: Society and S{3@ée, 5: 367

Haughton, G., Allmendinger, P., Counsell, D. and Vigar, G. (2010) The New Spatial Planning: Territorial Managemedoamd: Fuzzy
aries. London: Routledge.

Hayden, D. (2004) A Field Guide to Sprawl, New York: Norton.

Healey, P. (2004) The treatment of space and place in the new strategic spatial planning in Europe, Internationalllbarmahdf
Regional Research, 28-@3.

Healg/, P. (2009) City regions and place development, Regional Studies,-833831

Heineberg, H. (2003) Grundrif3 Allgemeine Geographie: Stadtgeographie, www.millennium.fran
ken.de/fsi/html/skripte/HeinebergStadtgeo.pdf

Heley, J. (2013) Soft spaces, fuzzyndaties and spatial governance in pdstolution Wales, International Journal of Urban and
Regional Research, 37: 13P548.

Heley, J. and Jones, L. (2012) Relational rurals: some thoughts on relating things and theory in rural studies, Jalr@atliglSRu
28: 206217.

Herington, J. (1984) The Outer City. London: Harper and Row.

Hidle, K., Farsund, A. A. and Lysgard, H. K. (2009}rUrakflows and the meaning of borders, European Urban and Regional Studies,
16: 409421.

Hiner, C. C. (2016) Beyat@& edge and in between: (re)conceptualizing the rurbbn interface as meaningodetmetaphor, Pro-
fessional Geographer, 68: 5262.

Hines, F., Brown, D. L. and Zimmer, J. (1975) Social and Economic Characteristics of the Population in Metro ranGdloriest
1970, Washington, DC: United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service.

I 233FENIZI YO dmppno [ SiQa R2 | gk287. gAGK NHzNI £ X2 W2dz2NYFf 2F wdzNI
I 233 NI Y 6SRPO oHnnpl v ¢KSS/ AYe Qaznbagdddoids |2dsiot: DshgateY A a4 Y |y

| 233FNIZI YO OHnnpoO /Aded KAYGSNIFYRa Ay 9dzNRBLISIyYy &yl ORBNR IN§Q4E ;
Periurban Territories, Aldershot: Ashgate, pp8l

64



Hoggart,K. (2005c) Convergence and divergence in European city hinterlands:-aati@ssl comparison, in Hoggart, K. (ed.) The
/I AGeQa 1 AYGSNIFYRY 5@yl YAubdn TersictiessMdershotEAShgaieSpop 45P. 9 dzNR2 LISQ& t S NA
llbery, B. and Maye, [2015) The changing dynamics of alternative-fagid networks: a European perspective, in Robinson, G. and

Schmallegger, D. (eds.) Edward Elgar Handbook on the Globalisation of Agriculture, Cheltenham: Edward Elddb.pp. 425

Irwin, E. G. and BockstaBl. E. (2007) The evolution of urban sprawl: evidence of spatial heterogeneity and increasing land use frag-

mentation, Proceedings of the National Academy of Science, 104:-20672.

Isserman, A. M. (2005) In the national interest: defining rural esehworrectly in research and public policy, International Regional
Science Review, 28: 4859.

WEHyS6120t az2fyt NR@tY Y YR {{nAgdly20ts %oy YI{AG2REHEa: hd |y
some issues to resolve froa Central European perspective, Moravian Geographical Reportsl 25: 2

Jarosz, L. (2008) The city in the country: growing alternative food networks in metropolitan areas, Journal of Rura S23dies,
244,

Jean, Y. and Périgord, M. (2009) GéogeaRlurale, Paris: Armand Colin.

Jensen, O. and Richardson, T. (2001) Nested visions: new rationalities of space in European spatial planning, Regi@bal S3udie
717.

Jessop, B., Brenner, N., and Jones, M. (2008) Theorizing sociospatial relatimmsné&mvand Planning D: Society and Space, 26:
389401.

Jones, L., Mann, R. and Heley, J. (2013) Doing space relationally: exploring the meaningful geographies of local goalesient i
Geoforum, 45: 19Q00.

Jones, M. (2009) Phase space: geograglstional thinking, and beyond, Progress in Human Geography, 330837

Jones, M. (2010) Limits to thinking space relationally, International Journal of Law in Contex256: 243

Jones, M. and Jessop, B. (2010) Thinking state/space incompossibbdeAritdy 1119149.

Jones, M. and Woods, M. (2013) New localities, Regional Studies427: 29

Jones, O. (1995) Lay discourses of the rural: development and implications for rural studies, Journal of Rural Skudiges, 11: 3

Katz, C. (2001) On the grosnaf globalization: a topography for feminist political engagement, SIGNS: Journal of Women in Culture
and Society, 26: 1213234,

Kennedy, C., Cuddihy, J. and EiYgel, J. (2007) The changing metabolism of cities, Journal of Industrial Ecolog$911: 43

Kolhe, N. P. and Dhote, K. K. (2016) Rurban cegifnesnew dimension of urbanism, in Viswanathan, C. and Kumar, R. S. (eds) Inter-
national Conference on Emerging Trends in Engineering, Science and Technology Proceedings, Amsterdam: Else%i&5pp 1699
Konefal, J., Mascarenhas, M., and Hatanaka, M. (2005) Governance in the gletoaldagystem: backlighting the role of transna-
tional supermarket chains, Agriculture and Human Values, 23381

Kopf, T. et al. (2014) Administration 2@18tudie mr interkommunalen Zusammenarbeit in Hessen [Administration 2B818tudy of
inter-municipal cooperation in Hessen], Mannheim: Tearmwerk.

KorcelliOlejniczak, E. (2015) On aiggion relations: towards the urbaaral region of Warsaw, Mitteilungen dest®rreichischen
Gegraphischen Gesellschaft, 157:-129.

Kraemer, C. (2005) Commuter belt turbulence in a dynamic region: the case of the MudiEB &t 2y S Ay | 2331 NG X Y
Hinterland, Aldershot: Ashgate, pp-é8.

YNRAO2nySsy v Hainmwda WHiddil gazcla YT 2 LAf&aTGdz FddA&dadAon wbSe N
graphica, 9: 331.

YAtST [® 6nunnyOd [/ 2y0SLIia 2F NHzNI tAGe yR dz2NDIl yAleatkiadAchdy | £ & G A
emy of Sciences, 62:19.

65



Lacour, C. and Puissant, S. (2007)Ranity: urbanising the rural and ruralising the urban, Environment and Planning A,-387728
Lamb, R. F. (1983) The extent and form of exurban sprawl, Growth and Chang&g8L4: 4
Landis, F. (1940) Rural Life in Process, New York: McGraw Hill Book Company

Lang, T., Henn, S. Sgibnev, W. and Ehrlich, E. (eds) (2015) Understanding Geographies of Polarization and PeriBasnagjzation,
stoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Larrubia, R. (3B) El espacio rural: concepto y realidad geogréfica, Baética: Estudios de arte, geografia e histe8i, 20: 77

Larsen, S., Sorenson, C., McDermott, D., Long, J. and Post, C. (2007) Place perception and social interaction oaraseapeban |
in cental Colorado, Professional Geographer, 59:4123.

Lefebvre, H. (1970) La Révolution Urbaine, Paris: Gallimard.

Lehtonen, O., Wuori, W. and Muilu, T. (2014) Tyoéssékaynnin varaan rakentuvan maaseutuasumisen mahdollisuudet [Omgortunities f
rural housing bsed on commuting] Maaseuden Uusi Aika;3L5

Lehtonen, O., Wuori, W. and Muilu, T. (2015) Comparing the extent of the spread effectagbamatommuting in Finnish working
regions, Journal of Geographic Information Systems-4229

Lichter, D. Tand Brown, D. L. (2011) Rural America in an urban society: changing spatial and social boundaries, Annual Review of
Sociology, 37: 56592.

Lichter, D. T. and Ziliak, J. P. (2017) Theutbah interface: new patterns of spatial interdependence and iakgiun America,
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science2672: 6

Loudiyi, S. (2010) When rutaban fringes arise as differentiated place: the secionomic restructuring of Volvic Sources et Volcans,
France, in Halseth, G.alkey, S. and Bruce, D. (eds) The Next Rural Economies, Wallingford: CAROpp 193

Lynch, K. (2005) Rwdtban Interaction in the Developing World, London: Routledge.

MacGregoifFors, I. (2011) Misconceptions or misunderstandings? On the standardifdiasic terms and definitions in urban ecol-
ogy, Landscape and Urban Planning, 100:3347

Marsden, T., Murdoch, J., Lowe, P., Munton, R. and Flynn, A. (1993) Constructing the Countryside, London: UCL Press.
Martin, W. T. (1953) The Rutdtban FringeA Study of Adjustment to Residence Location, Eugene: University of Oregon Press.

Marzluff, J. M., Bowman, R., and Donnely, R. (2001) A historical perspective on urban bird research: trends, termschied dppro
Marzluff, J. M., Bowman R., and DonnBly(eds) Avian Conservation and Ecology in an Urbanizing World, Boston: Kluwer Academic,
pp 1-17.

Massey, D. (2005) For Space, London: Sage.
Massey, D. (2007) World City, Cambridge: Polity.

Masuda, J. R. and Garvin, T. (2008) Whose heartland? The gifitaxse in a ruralirban interface, Journal of Rural Studies, 24: 112
123.

Mathieu, N. (1990) La notion de rural et les rapports-edl@pagne en France: des années cinquante aux annees-gungte, Econ-
omie Rurale, 197, 3%0.

Matti-Gallice, C., Cell, C. (2003) Contribution of remote sensing to the definition of an indicator for the analysis of periurban dynam-
ics, 2nd GRSS/ISPRS Joint Worksop on Data Fusion and Remote Sensing over Urban Afets, pp 182

Mayer, H., Habersetzer, A. and Meili, RLE®Ruralrban linkages and sustainable regional development: the role of entrepreneurs

in linking peripheries and centers, Sustainability, 8: #745.
McCann, E. and Ward, K. (2010) Relationality/territoriality: toward a conceptualization of citiesarldh&aoforum, 41: 17584.

Medvedev, A. (2017) Counter processes: rural shrinkage and expansion of second homes in Central Russia, paper presented to th

Warsaw Regional Forum, October 2017.

66



Meligrana, J. (2007) Testing the elasties concept withim nonmetropolitan environment: evidence from British Columbia, Canada,
1971 to 2001, Environment and Planning A, 39:720Q

Merriman, P., Jones, M., Olsson, G., Sheppard, E., Thrift, N. and-FugQI?) Space and spatiality in theory, Dialoguesrirahl
Geography, 2:-22.

Messely, L., Rogge, E., and Dessein, J. (2013) Using the rural web in dialogue with regional stakeholders, Jourualies,R2al S
400-412.

Messely, L., Schuermans, N., Dessein, J. and Rogge, E. (2014) No region wiitlaat gadalysts? Exploring region formation pro-
cesses in Flanders (Belgium), European Urban and Regional Studies;330. 318

Messely, L., Dessein, J. and Rogge, E. (2015) Behind the scenes of place branding: unravelling the selective nailibeaofliagion
Tidjschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie, 108021

Milbourne, P. and Kitchen, L. (2014) Rural mobilities: connecting movement and fixity in rural places, Journal ofd,@x4 .S306i
336.

Mol, A. and Law, J. (1994) Regions, ngt&/and fluids: anaemia and social topology, Social Studies of Science;&24t.641

Mormont, M. (1987) The emergence of rural struggles and their ideological effects, International Journal of Urban andRBegiona
search, 7: 55%75.

Mormont, M. (1990) Wa is rural? Or, how to be rural. Towards a sociology of the rural, in Marsden, T., Lowe, P. and Whatmore, S.
(eds) Rural Restructuring: Global Processes and their Responses, London: David Fulteh, pp 21

Morrill, R. (1992) Population redistribution withmetropolitan regions in the 1980s: core, satellite and exurban growth, Growth and
Change, 23: 27293.

Moseley, M. (1980) Rural development and in relevance to the inner city debate, Inner Cities Working Party Paper, liahdon: Soc
Science Research Coilnc

Muilu, T. and Rusanen, J. (2004) Rural definitions andtehertdynamics in rural areas of Finland in 2989 Environment and
Planning A, 36: 1498616.

Muilu, T., Kotavaara, N., Hintsala, H. and Puska(Z2D17) Maaseutkaupunkivuorovaikutus tutimuskohteena Suomessa vuosina
19902013 [Ruralrban interaction as a research object in Finland 48218], Keskenerainen kasikirjoitus (unfinished manuscript).

Murdoch, J. (1997) Towards a geography of heterogeneous associations, Progress in HuraphyG2hg821337.
Murdoch, J. (2000) Networksa new paradigm of rural development? Journal of Rural Studies, 181807

Murdoch, J. (2003) @mnstructing the countryside: hybrid networks and the extensive self, in Cloke, P. (ed.) Country Vidmms, Lon
Pearson, pp 26382.

Murdoch, J. (2006) Networking rurality: emergent complexity in the countryside, in Cloke, P., Marsden, T. and Moorayoék, Han
of Rural Studies, London: Sage, pp-194.

Murdoch, J. and Lowe, P. (2003) The preservationigatdpar modernism, environmentalism and the politics of spatial division, Trans-
actions of the Institute of British Geographers, 28:-338.

Mudoch, J. and Marsden, T. (1994) Reconstituting Rurality, London: UCL Press.

Murdoch, J. and Marsden, T. (1995) 3jpatialization of politics: local and national agtpaces in environmental conflict, Transactions
of the Institute of British Geographers, 20: 380.

adZNR2OKXZ Wod FyR tNIGGZ '@ dmdpdod wdzNNHzNEB §i Oz RUBBSIaNI®E ORI A & YV =

Murgante, B., Casas, G. L. and Danese, M. (2008) The periurban &tatigéoal methods for its definition, in Coors, V., Rumor, M.,
Fendel, E. and Zlatanova, S. (eds) Urban and Regional Data Management, Boca GROR1eks, pp 4483.

Nadin, V. (2017) The state of spatial planning systems in Europe and their capacity to meet the challenges of intems$ eagioaala

flows, paper presented to the Warsaw Regional Forum, October 2017.

67



Nechyba, T. J., and WalshPR(2004) Urban sprawl, Journal of Economic Perspectives, £30077

Nelson, A. C. (1992) Characterizing exurbia, Journal of Planning Literature3@B.350

Newby, H. (1986) Locality and rurality: the restructuring of rural social relations, Retidiesl 30, 20215.

Newby, H., Bell, C., Rose, D. and Saunders, P. (1978) Property, Paternalism and Power, London: Hutchinson.

Nicot, BH (1995) La périurbanisation dans les zones de peuplement industriel et urbain, SIRIUS-B&drar@5 Universide Paris
XII.

Nielsen, T. A. S. and Hovgesen, H. H. (2008) Exploratory mapping of commuting flows in England and Wales, Journal of Transpor
Geography, 16: 909.

bA12RSYdzaz hoxr .Sitts {dX DNbySsz Loz IJitisabfadiorg dnihe lanbiscapa strochune of¢ KS A
the Vidzeme Uplands in Latvia, Landscape and Urban Planning:670: 57

Noguera, J. and Freshwater, D. (2016) Rulan in a perurban context, in Shucksmith, M. and Brown, D. L. (eds) Routledge Inter-
nationd Handbook of Rural Studies, Abingdon: Routledge, pi433

bg@gz2iyeéezr [ X | NUzO1lZ o 93SRez ¢ FyYyR allTdiNE ad o6H3IMAO 5SFA
33

Novotny, L., Mazur, M. and Egedy, T. (2015) Definitiondafimitation of peripheries of Visegrad countries, Studia Obszarow
Wiejskich, 39: 388.

hQ. NASYyYX hod ounmp0d ¢KS /Ade 2F [2yR2y 02YYdzi ST { dzLIN} ®2S2 I NI LI
city-of-londoncommute/

Obersteg, AKnieling, J. and Jacur@kda, M. (2013) Urbamural partnerships in metropolitan areas (and beyond), paper presented
to Regional Studies Association Winter Conference 2013, slides available at: http://www.regionalstudies.org/uplogisfUrban
ral_Partnershis_in_Metropolitan_Areas_(and_beyond).pdf

OcanaRiola, R., and Sanch@antalejo, C. (2005) Rurality index for small areas in Spain, Social Indicators Researeb663: 247
OECD (2011) OECD Rural Policy Reviews: England, United Kingdom. Paris: OECD.

Ogdd, H. G. (2010) Urban and rural definitions in regional context: a case study on Turkey, European Planning Studid$418: 1519
Oliva, J. (2010) Rural meltipgts, mobilities and fragilities: reflections on the Spanish case, Sociologia Ruralis;28. 277

Pagliacci, F. (2017) Measuring EU waal continuum through fuzzy logic, Tidjschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie, 108:
157-174.

Pahl, R. (1965) Urbs in Rure. London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson.
Pahl, R. (1966) The ruaban continuum, Suologia Ruralis, 6: 2229.

tIENFAYS /& omdpTtn0 [ 2yiNRodziA2y t dzyS LINRO6f SYFGAldzS R34t O2Y
60.

Partridge, M. and Rickman, D. (2008) Distance from urban agglomeration economies and/eungl jmurnal of Regional Science,
48: 285310.

Partridge, M., Ali, M. D. K., and Olfert, R. (2010) ®utaban commuting: three degrees of integration, Growth and Change, 41: 303
335.

Pascale, A. (2009) Coi concetti di urbano e rurale non si ristepnso del luogo, Agriregionieuropa, 12 (45), 16 June 2009.
Patel, D. 1. (1980) Exurbs: Urban Residential Developments in the Countryside, Washington, DC: University Press of America.

Paulgaard G. (2008) ®Rentering Periphery. Negotiating IdentitiesTime and Space, in Granas, B., Beerenholdt J. O. (eds.), Mobility
and Place. Aldershot: Ashgate.

68



Pemberton, S. and Shaw, D. (2012) New forms ofeggibnal governance and implications for rural areas: Evidence from England,
Planning Practice and Reseaizh, 441458.

t TYST1 Sz %ds bA12RSY2dzZAS hds DNoySs Lo whkalz Lo | yke20dt s { o
century, Folia Geographica, 12:G6

t SNIAYS wodI YdzSNRGt I { & | yR Ydz5 SkeIGEogradi®, 116HIMBYN 0 ¢ & LRt 23AS @Sy

Pfeffer, M. and Wagenet, L. (2003) Communities of interest and the negotiation of watershed management, in Wright lsladton, L.
Brown, S. (eds) Pathways for Getting to Better Water Quality: The Citizen Effect, New Yoek; 3pd0§119.

Philo, C. (1992) Neglected rural geographies: a review, Journal of Rural Studie208: 193

Pickett, S. and Cadenasso, M. (2002) The ecosystem as a multidimensional concept: meaning, model and metaphor, Edesystems, 5:
10.

Pierce, J., Mén, D. G. and Murphy, J. T. (2010) Relational ptedéng: the networked politics of place, Transactions of the Institute
of British Geographers, 36:-50.

t23F6YyA1E ! @ {AGINE ads [FONI 6T LOT Y20l f3I WOI et, BIDMIKAYZ ad
andPichlea Af I Y2 BA8S bd O6HAMAOD Ly FEATE NIT @22y A K si@af NRepmient poa OSy | N.
tential and modelling of functional regions in Slovenia], URN:NBN:S1ISmJ0/V3 available from http://www.dlib.si.

t2dz £t S Cod YR D2NHSdzZ |, ® O6mppto 9aal A &dzNIJ f QdzNBFyAGS NHzNI £ S

Powe, N. and Sha T. (2004) Exploring the current and future role of market towns in servicing their hinterlands: a case study of
Alnwick in the North East of England, Journal of Rural Studies, 20t 8.05

Powe, N., Hart, T. and Shaw, T. (2007) Market Towns: Rolésn@dsand Prospects. Abingdon: Routledge.

PrietoLara, E. and Ocaiftiola, R. (2010) Updating rurality index for small areas in Spain, Social Indicators Researe28@5: 267

t NAGOKINRZ {® . onnamT0 ¢KS NP dsdfESrth athighk EnRidoriddenfabHistory, 20-330.! Q& { dz
Pryor, R. J. (1968) Defining the runddan fringe, Social Forces, 47, Z15.

Puig, S. H. (2016) Rerban areas: a strategic space of opportunity, BiblieB&f¢elona, 21, article 160.

RannikkoP. (2009) Kyl&a kaupungin laidaksi: autoetnografinen tutkimus paiallisyhteiséjen ja identiteettien liikeista [From tioe village
the edge of the city: an autethnographic study of movements of local communities and identities], Maaseudun Uusi Aika, 1.

Rdlfield, R. (1941) The Folk Cultures of Yucatan, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Rees, W. (1992) Ecological footprints and carrying capacity: what urban economics leaves out, Environment and Urbdrézation, 4
130.

Rees, W. and Wachernagel, M. (19@&ir Ecological Footprint: Reducing Human Impact on the Earth, Gabriola Island: New Society
Publishers.

wSY2dzyR2dzZ2 Y® FyR D]lFNIGTA24Y ad 6HnamMT0O DNBS| NBLINBa@pehl GA2Y:
presented to the fansAtlantic Rural Research Network meeting, Aberystwyth, sy 2017.

Repp, A., et al (2012) Urbaurale verflechtungen: analytische zugange und Goverrrsteirs [Urbamural linkages: analytic access
and governance discourse], Mincheberg: Leibmirdm fur Agrarlandforschung.

Rodrigeuz 2 4S% | ® oHnny NEEKEZ YRR HE yDB LIKS yROAG& RSO
10251046.

f2LYSyd L}t AOe

w2aSylj@graads hod o6wnnud dal l &SdzRdzy ¢ tadamambdrittelyjdrgeRustyrdssa MilickeikodsdzY A y S
WetKS O02yaidNHzOGA2Yy 2F WNHNJIfQ yR WOAGEQ Ay | NBINag i 3F NI YS§
12.

Rostow, W. W. (1990) The Stages of Economic Growth:-&dtomunist Manifesto, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
w2l 0SSy adrfl$IBSNBEA SRIM2dH nnn0 ¢KS AYLER2NIIYyOS 2®83[ | GGAl Qa OAGA

69



Rudy, A. P. (2005) Imperial contradictions: is the Valley a watershed, regiborgfclournal of Rural Studies, 2£399
Rusk, D. (1993) Cities Without Suburbs, Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press.

Saartenoja, A. (2004) Kaupungin ja maaseudun vuorovaikutus alueellisessa kehittdamispolitiikassadUirieraction in reignal

development policy], Turun Yliopiston Julkaisuja C124.

Schaeffer, P. V., Kahsai, M. S. and Jackson, R. W. (2013) Beyonduhearudithotomy: essay in honor of Professor A. M. Isserman,
International Regional Science Review, 3G@&1

Serra, MI YR t AYK23X t® OonHnmm0 58yl YAO&a 2F LISNAAZNDBIFY &aLI GALFE  &d Nz

urban fringe, Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design, SB2359
SharmaWallace, L. (2016) Toward an environmental jesifahe ruralurban interface, Geoforum, 77: 1-147.

Sharp, J. and Clark, J. K. (2008) Between the country and the concrete: rediscoveringuhzarufahge, City and Community, 7:
61-79.

{KdzO1&A&YAUKEZ ad 6unnys bSg il oINS DR INEAK RS2 ANEA A YA SNy EROG
Policy in Britain since 1997, Bristol: Policy Press,{38.59

{OKdzt T = b 6nHnnT0 ¢KS RANBOG YFGSNALFE AyLidzia AWh2 {Ay3IlFLR2NBQA
Short, B(2006) Idyllic ruralities, in Cloke, P., Marsden, T.and Mooney, P. (eds) Handbook of Rural Studies, London: Sfe, pp 149

Short, C., Phelps, L., Henehan, D., Staddon, C., Wells, S. and Turvill, J. (2014) Cotswold Catchment Payments fenbmesystem S
Pilot: Catchment Based Approach Collaborative Project Demonstrating the Integrated Local Delivery Framework, DefradProject Re
NEO0144, Gloucester: CCRI.

Short, J. R. (1991) Imagined Country, London: Routledge.

~tATtAAZ t® YR §aGrFNSOWNBTZTdde dMGPAppOA [FSsANHFAAIna GOt ANWOI
Folia Geographica, 7:945.

Smith, N. (1987) Dangers of the empirical turn: some comments on the CURS initiative, Antipoe8.19: 59

Sotte, F., Bwsti, R. and Giachini, D. (2012) The evolution of rurality in the experience of the Third Italy, Paper presented to Workshop
on European Governance and the Problems of Peripheral Countries, Ancona: Universita Politecnica delle Marche.

Spectorsky, A. C.985) The Exurbanites. Philadelphia: Lippincott.

Sutton, P. C., Goetz, A., Fildes, S., Forster, C. and Ghosh, T. (2010) Darkness on the edge of town: mapping wirdarand peri

Australia using nighttime satellite imagery, Professional Geographer, 623319

Taylor, L. (2011) No boundaries: exurbia and the study of contemporary urban dispersion, Geojournsd3%6:323

Theobald, D. M. (2001) Lande dynamics beyond the American urban fringe, Geographical Review,-865544

Thrift, N. (1983) On the dataination of social action in space and time, Environment and Planning D: Society and Sp&de, 1: 23

CA&ASY12LFar ¢dr ~naYFYyS:E {dX YdzyRIFIE LdT tAf GSNBI WRIITBT SSHMIES A
ence of small farms in Latvia], RURAGRNERAProjekts, Eiropas Komisijas 7, letvara programma, SIA JelgavastTip@t &

Tonnies, F. (1957) Community and Society, Mineola, NY: Dover Publications.

Totzer, T. (2008) Relationships between uspanurbanrural regions: First findings from the EU project PLUREL, http://citese-

erx.ist.psu.edu

Turok, 1. (2009) Limits to tmeegacity-region: conflicting local and regional needs, Regional Studies, 486845
Urbain, J. (2002) Paradis Verts: Désirs de campagne et passions résidentielles, Paris: Payot.

Van Leeuwen, E. (2010) UrbRaral Interactions: Towns as Focus Pointsiial ®evelopment. Dordrecht: Springer.

Velayutham, S. and Wise, A. (2005) Moral economies of a translocal village: obligation and shame among South Indaraftransnati
migrants, Global Networks, 5:-27.

70



Wachernagel, M. (1998) The ecological footprirgaritiago de Chile, Local Environment;35.7

Walford, N. (2010) Connecting rural and urban places: enduring migration between small areas in England and WalesGn Halseth
Markey, S. and Bruce, D. (eds) The Next Rural Economies, Wallingfordo 62B4, p

2 f1SNE t®d YR C2NIYlIYyYyX [® 6unno0 2K2a$S tFyRaOl LISK-491. L2t AGA

Ward, N. (2006) Rural development and the economies of rural areas, in Midgley, J. (ed) A New Rural Agent,IRBRddstth,
pp 4667.

Ward, N. and McNicholas, K. (1998) Reconfiguring rural development in the UK: Objective 5b and the new rural goverr@nce, Jour
of Rural Studies, 14: 20.

Wellbrock, W., Roep, D. and Wiskerke, J. C. (2012) An integrated peespecural regional learning, European Countryside; 4: 1
15.

Wilson, A. (1992) The Culture of Nature, Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Wilson, G., Mose, |., Robinson, G. and Schmied, D. (2009) British and German Rural Geography in Perspectivie4.Rural, 3: 1
Williams, R. (1975) The Country and The City. St Albans: Paladin.

Wirth, L. (1938) Urbanism as a way of life, American Journal of Sociolog2444: 1

Woods, M. (2005) Rural Geography, London: Sage.

Woods, M. (2007) Engaging the global countryside: gtaltialn, hybridity and the reconstitution of rural place, Progress in Human
Geography, 31: 48507.

Woods, M. (2009) Rural geography: blurring boundaries and making connections, Progress in Human Geograps§333: 849
Woods, M. (2011a) Rural, AbingdonufRazige.

Woods, M. (2011b) Market towns in rural Wales: a differentiated geography, in Milbourne, P. (ed.) Rural Wales in #@ér3iwenty
Century, Cardiff: University of Wales Press, ppl68

Woods, M. (2013) Rural development, globalization and Earopgional policy: perspective from the DERREG project, Geographia
Polonica, 86: 9910.

Wu, J., Weber, B. and Partridge, M. (2016) Ruban interdependence: a framework integrating regional, urban and environmental
economic insights, American JouroBAgricultural Economics, 99: 4880.

Zaleskiene, E. and Grazulevicidtkeniske, I. (2013) Rurban landscape classification: case of Lithuania, in Atkociuniene, V. (ed.) Rural
Development 2013: Proceedings, Volume 6, Book 1, pd@b3

Zarate, A. (198 El mosaico urbano: organizacion interna y vida en las ciudades, Madrid: Editorial Cincel.

Zhou, Y., Smith, S. J., Zhao, K., Imhoff, M., Thomson, AL&Baberty, B., Asrar, G., Zhang, X., He, Chunyang, and Elvidge, C. (2015) A
global map of urban exte from nightlights, Environmental Research Letters, 10, 054011.

Zimmerbauer, K. and Paasi, A. (2013) When old and new regionalism collide: deinstitutionalization of regions anddestfitaimnce i
municipality amalgamations, Journal of Rural Studge3140.

71



8 Appendi Xx: Gl ossary o

Absolute SpaceA concept of space that considers that space can be divided into discrete territories with firm
boundaries (see also relational space; relative space).

Central Place TheogyA model of the sizdyunction and distribution of settlements around a central place, or
dominant city, based on assumed rational behaviour by consumers over the distance they will travel to buy
goods and access services. Developed in two variations by German economichgen§kigiter Christaller

and August Losch.

Cityregiong A region encompassing both urban and rural areas focused on a central city, which exerts eco-
nomic and political influence over the region. The term has been employed as a synonym for an urban field,
but more recently has acquired meaning as a concept in spatial planning that emphasizes the relational con-
nections between a city and surrounding districts, and as a unit for newmatgcipal forms of governance.

Commuting field, The area from which p@te will travel on a daily basis to work in a central city or town, also
referred to as labour market area or a tratework area.

Compact city; A Dutch spatial planning concept that aimed to restrict the spatial expansion of cities and to
separate rurband urban spaces and land uses.

Counterurbanizatiofor counterurbanisationy Technically a shift in the overall balance of the population of
a nation or region between urban and rural areas, with an increased proportion living in rural areas, but also
used to refer to migration from rural areas to urban areas (see also urbanization)

Discourse; A collection of ideas and representations that articulate a way of seeing and understanding the
world. As a social construct, rurality is defined by the ide@silated in discourses. Indeed, there are multiple
different discourses of rurality, including policy discourses that shape the governance of the countryside; me-
dia discourses that include the representation of rural life and landscapes in film, tejeésis reports etc;
academic discourses that are formed by social science research and theories; and lay discourses through which
rural residents make sense of everyday life. Differences between discourses can stimulate rural conflicts (see
also social awstructivism).

Ecosysterservices; The functions performed by environmental features such as forests, rivers, peat bogs and
farmland that support the operation of larger ecosystems, but which are often intangible and which have
conventionally not been pbaof an economic transaction. Examples include carbon sequestration, water puri-
fication and flood alleviation. In the last two decades, efforts have been made to place a value on these con-
tributions, and to introduce payment for ecosystem services schtomesvard land managers for practices

that maintain and enhance these functions. Payments for ecosystem services have been presented by some
writers as representing a new rui@ban compact.

Elasticcity ¢ A concept developed in North America to descalgrocess by which cities respond to growth
and increased need for land and resources by expanding their administrative boundaries and incorporating
neighbouring periurban and rural districts.

Exurbang A descriptive term applied to areas that are chanaseel by urban architecture or social or eco-
nomic forms within rural settings, also referred to as exurbia. In some usages, these are identified as areas
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close to major urban centres that are subject to urban investment and migration in a form of exigvated
ATFGA2YS Ay 20KSNJ dzal 38a WS E dzNJdike ye@elopnient B ¥emtite2 iarél R~ { 2
areas, such as districts close to national parks that attract urban migrants for recreational purposes. Exurban-
ization (or exurbanisation) fiers to the development of such areas. The concept is more commonly used in
North America than in Europe.

Fordismg A form of economic organization based on mass production and mass consumption, supported by
government intervention, including in Europe #dafetynet of the welfare state. Economists and economic
geographers and sociologists argue that since the 1980s there has beerrandasttturn, which economies
restructured to place more emphasis on flexibility, niche specialisation ard-fiuse production. In rural
contexts the move from productivist agriculture to a more diversified economy has sometimes been charac-
terised as a shift from Fordism to pésirdism.

Functionabegmentatiorn; A planning approach, notably in the Netherlands, thaassps different types of
land useg e.g. for residential, industrial, recreational and conservation purppisgés different zones.

Fuzzyboundaries; An idea in spatial planning that considers regions, localities or territories as having indefi-
nite or porous boundaries rather than firm borders (see also relative space; soft spaces; spatial planning).

Gemeinschaft W/ 2 YYdzy A& QX | GSN)XY dzaSR 0608 CSNRAYIFIYR ¢l yyaA
structure based on personal ties that he assted with rural life (see also Gemeinschaft).

Georeferencedlata ¢ Digital data that is coded with an indication of geographical location, and which there-
fore can be used to map distributions within a GIS analysis. Georeferenced data may come from afnumber
sources, including satellite observations, but also locational data from mobile devices and computers (see also
GIS).

GesellschatW{ 2 OASGe Q> I GSNXY dzZaSR o0& CSNRAYIYR ¢l yyAsSa
ties that he associatewith urban life (see also Gemeinschaft).

GIS; Geographical information systems, the use of digital data from a range of sources to produce maps and
other visualizations of spatial patterns.

Greenbelt; A defined area around an urban conurbation, paldidy in Britain, where new building develop-
ment is severely restricted in order to preserve the rural appearance of the land and to constrain the expansion
of urban buildup areas.

Hybridity¢ The mixing together of different elements to produce new fdiona. In relational spatial theory,
places are referred to as hybrid in that they are comprised by heterogeneous components, including both
human and nofhuman components (i.e. local residents, but also plants and animals, or buildings and machin-
ery), andboth social and natural components. Hybridity might also be used to describe the mixing of urban
and rural characteristics in a place (see also relational spatial theory).

Localityc A defined sulnational spatial unit that is an area of social, econocnitiral and political life, and

which can be used as a unit of analysis in geographical research. A locality may be a-cégianciycounty,

a local government district, a small town, a village, or another geographical unit. Jones and Wodds (2013
argue that a locality should have material coherence (i.e. be a single labour market or commuting field, or a
local government area) and imagined coherence (i.e. that people who live there identify with it).

73



Material flow analysigs A method for mappin@nd quantifying the flow and storage of materials (including
water, energy resources, carbon, waste etc) through a defined system, thus revealingptimgskmal proper-

ties of human systems. Material flow analysis has been applied by urban ecologé&isdgoantify and assess

the material inputs and outputs of a city and the relationships that these represent between cities and other
regions (see also urban metabolism).

NUTSegions- The standard geographical regions used by the European Union fsticsthimonitoring and
policy delivery, organized in a scalar hierarchy, with NUTS 1 regions divided into NUTS 2 regions, which are
divided into NUTS 3 regions, which are divided into Local Administrative Units (LAUS).

Periurbang Description of geograptal areas immediately encircling towns or cities, but beyond the edge of
the builtup urban area, normally characterised by a mix of urban and rural land uses and social and economic
forms. Periurbanization (or periurbanisation) refers to processes ofgimpugrowth in periurban areas and

the relocation of industry, retail or other services to periurban locations (see alsanhaalfringe; exurban;
rurban).

Planetaryurbanization; The assertion that urban society and urban ways of life have peraigexdts of the
g2NI R &adzOK GKFG GKSNB FINB y2 f2y3aSNI OKF NI OG0 SNR al
and cultural phenomena can be analysed through urban theory.

Politicaleconomictheory ¢ Approaches in social science resedhat emphasize the economic and political
structures that underpin capitalism, and which tend to look for explanatioreb&zrved phenomena in the
functioning of these structures, associated practices such as class struggle, and supporting state policies. Po-
liticakeconomic analyses as applied in social science tend to be informed-Mandst theory.

Relationabpaceg A concept of space that rejects the Cartesian perspective of space as a-flanemsional

plane and instead considers that space can be twisted in different ways through social, economic and political
relations, such that points in space can be closmath other without having geographical proximity. Cyber-
space is sometimes cited as an example of relational space (see also absolute space; relative space; relational
spatial theory).

Relationakpatialtheory ¢ An approach within human geography that drapizes the interconnections be-

tween places, and sees places (or localities, or regions) not as discrete territories but as nodes or entangle-
ments of wider social, economic and political relations, as well as heterogeneous humarn-hnchanrcom-

ponents (ge also hybridity; relational space).

Relativespaceg A concept of space that emphasizes the hat@nnection and intedependency of different
points in space and the blurring of boundaries between different places or localities (see also absolute space;
relational space).

Remotelysenseddata ¢ Data sourced from satellite monitoring or aerial observation and employed in GIS
analysis and mapping (see GIS).

Ruralizatior(or ruralisatior) ¢ A term occasionally used to refer to either the incorporation cdlroultural
references (e.g. clothing;wheeldrive cars) or practices (e.g. urban agriculture) into urban lifestyles, or the
relocation of urban lifestyles and cultural practices to rural locations.

Ruralurban continuuny; A model describing the graduehnsition of social formations and ways of life over
space between the two poles of a truly rural society and a truly urban society. The model was popularised in
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mid 20th century rural sociology as a rejection of sharp delimitation of rural and urletiespbut was itself
critiqued by Ray Pahl and others as too simplistic.

Ruralurban fringe(or urban fring@ ¢ The transition zone between the continuous buptarea of the city and

the countryside, usually characterised by a mix of urban and rachukes and urban and rural social and
economic forms, and by the location of infrastructure and services supporting the city that are considered
dzyadzA GF 6t S FT2NJ dzNbly aAradSaod {2YS dzal 3Sa RAARAYy IdzA
former referring to suburban areas immediately adjacent to the edge of the city (see also periurban; rural
urban interface).

Ruralurban gradient; see urbarrural gradient.

Ruralurban interfaceg The zone of interaction between the city and the cousitly, or between rural and

urban economic or social forms. It is sometimes used specifically to refer to the geographical area at the mar-
gin of cities (see also the ruaban fringe), but may be applied over a wider area where interactions between
ruraland urban forms take place.

Rurbang A descriptive term used to refer to places or practices that combine rural and urban elements or
characteristics. It is sometimes applied to periurban districts or to theutrah fringe, but may also be used

in a less geographically specific way. The term rurbanization (or rurbanisation) is sometimes used to refer to
the mixing of rural and urban forms, or to the extension of urban cultural forms or ways of life into rural areas
(see also periurban, ruratban fringe, urbanization).

Social constructivism The idea that objects and entities do not have any inherent identity or meaning, but
rather given identities and meanings through their imagination, description and representation in everyday
language, art, mediand policy. From this perspective, rurality is a social constrincother words, rurality

does not just exist in an objective, essential form, but rather place, people, objects and practices are described
as rural through representation and as such #ribated with certain imagined qualities (see also discourse).

Soft spaceg An idea in spatial planning that captures areas of space that have some unifying feature, but
which do not have hard boundaries and which may cross conventional administraitivgede (see also fuzzy
boundaries; relative space; spatial planning).

Spatial planning An approach to planning that adopts an integrative perspective encompassing land use plan-
ning, infrastructure, economic development, service delivery and ecosysi@aigement, paying particular
attention to relationships and interactions across space. Spatial planning has been promoted through the Eu-
ropean Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP).

Territorial development, Policies and strategies for economic developnikat focus on the integrated de-
velopment of a defined territory, rather than, for example, a particular sector.

Urbanfield ¢ The area of influence of a town or city, usually defined in terms of commuting patterns, public
service and retail provisionné media consumption. Also referred to as the urban sphere of influence.

Urbanfringe¢ see ruralurban fringe.

Urbanmetabolismg The idea that a city can be compared to an ecosystem as a complex system that requires
a balance between material inputs amaterial outputs. (see also Material Flow Analysis).
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Urbanruralgradient¢ A model describing the gradual transition between rural and urban places, usually based
on land use or population density, similar to the rurdan continuum, but more commonhged in econom-
ics and ecology.

Urbanization(or urbanisation ¢ Has several meanings: (i) the shift in the balance of the overall population of
a nation or region between rural and urbans areas; (i) migration from rural to urban areas; (iii) the xtensio
of urban builtup areas into rural areas; (iv) the adoption of urban lifestyles by people living in rural areas (see
also counterurbanization).
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