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Abstract

This doctoral study is situated within key debates concerned with how new urban
and regional spaces are being produced in globalisation. Emphasising the
weaknesses of ‘orthodox’ techno-economic interpretations of the ‘rise of the
region’, the state space approach conceives the emergence of new regional
governance spaces as the result of political processes in which the state plays a
key role (Brenner, 2004). While this framework highlights the role of existent
scalar/institutional arrangements (and their political orientations) in channelling
and delimiting political economic change, it also raises crucial questions on the
role of agency. There is the need for a more developed understanding of issues of
political agency and struggle in particular in relation to the shaping of particular
regional governance spaces. This study explores the rescaling of economic
governance in England from the early to the mid-2000s through a process of
‘central orchestrated regionalisation’ involving the creation of new regional and
city-regional institutions and supports shaped by tensions between national
political objectives and regional and local interests. In particular it considers the
establishment and development of these frameworks in the context of a particular
region, the Yorkshire and the Humber.

The PhD contributes to contemporary research on new regional governance
spaces in two key ways. Firstly, it develops an enriched formulation of the state
space through the engagement with the complementary notions of a ‘politics of
scale’ (Cox, 1998) and regional ‘armatures’ (Liepietz, 1994). The value of this
reformulation is in its capacity to inspire a type of multi-dimensional and multi-
scalar regional research through which empirically rich, theoretically driven
accounts of regional (trans-)formation can be developed in order to advance
knowledge of state space.

Secondly, it provides a more nuanced account of the formation of new
geographies of governance in the interplay between inherited and emergent
arrangements where the tensions that emerge in this process pertain only in part
to the difficulties in absorbing extant local institutional circumstances in the
trajectory of emergent state initiatives. Crucially, different governance actors, at
different spatial scales, frame these problems in different ways as they. attempt to
calibrate governance arrangements that can assist them in better pursuing their
interests.
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1. Introduction

Scale is neither an ontologically given and a priori definable geographical territory
nor a politically neutral discursive strategy in the construction of narratives. Scale,
both in its metaphorical use and material construction, is highly fluid and dynamic,
and both processes and effects can easily move from scale to scale and affect
different people in different ways, depending on the scale at which processes
operates. Similarly, different scalar narratives indicate different causal moments
and highlight different power geometries in explaining such events. Scale is
consequently not socially or politically neutral, but embodies and expresses power
relationships...

(Swyngedouw, 1997, p. 140)

Over the past 20 years economic geography has moved progressively away from
the study of uneven development, the geographies of socio-economic inequality,
and the role of power and politics in shaping the space economy. In our view
recovering a sense of political economy is one of the most urgent tasks confronting
economic geographers.

(Martin and Sunley, 2001, p.155)

1. A brief overview of the thesis

This study explores the rescaling of economic governance in England from the
early to the mid-2000s through a process of ‘central orchestrated regionalisation’
involving the creation of new regional and city-regional institutions and supports
shaped by tensions between national political objectives and regional and local
interests. In particular it considers these issues in relation to establishment and
development a particular region, the Yorkshire and the Humber (YH).

This thesis is situated within key debates concerned with how new urban and
regional spaces are being produced in globalisation. Emphasising the weaknesses
of ‘orthodox’ techno-economic interpretations of the ‘rise of the region’, the state
space approach conceives the emergence of new regional governance spaces as

the result of political processes in which the state plays a key role (Brenner, 2004).



This framework has value in emphasising the role of existent scalar/institutional
arrangements in channelling political economic change. At the same time, its
abstract nature leads the state space approach to privilege a focus on broad
processes that generate new configurations of state power over the complex
politics associated with the restructuring of particular places. The danger is that
such analysis remains exposed to the accusation that from its structuralist-oriented
position, new regional and urban spaces are simply ‘read off’ as some inevitable
outcome of a hastening trajectory towards a globalising economy and hollowing
out of the state. This study argues for added sensitivity towards the ‘politics of
place’, and towards the contingent and the contextual when analysing the
reconfiguration of national state spaces and new geographies of urban and
regional governance. Not that this is to advocate the drift towards a morass of
descriptive and empirical ‘mapping’ of regional and urban partnerships. Rather,
this study argues for the adoption of a set of suitable meso-level concepts with
which to abstract from empirical forms and engage in explanation.

This thesis contributes to advance knowledge of the circumstances in which state
rescaling occurs by utilising and developing a framework for analysing the re-
production of a particular region focusing on struggles that involve actors operating
in and through different scales. Disposing of a genuine multi-scalar framework
allows to contribute to the debate on the new regionalism allowing explore the
impact of the new state-led regional agencies in relation to its impact vis-a-vis sub-
regional policy and politics of economic regeneration.

Underpinning this is an overall interest in better understanding how the dynamics
of uneven development are institutionally mediated, politically acted on and
discursively narrated. In relation to this, the approach adopted in this thesis
reflects the view that rescaling research does not need to be an exercise of
political fatalism but has the potential to stimulate the geographical imagination
around how scale may come to matter in different ways.

As much as looking backwards to a ten years cycle that encases a political phase
that has now drawn to an end, this study embeds also an outlook towards the
future. It provides the basis for future evaluations of the spatial policies of the new



coalition government that came into power in 2010 associated with new practices
and discourses of crisis recovery, for considering whether they effectively

challenge, consolidate or reproduce the previous arrangements and their effects.

2. Theoretical context and approach

This section presents the wider theoretical context of the thesis and sets out the
research approach. The thesis reformulates Brenner’'s state space approach in
order to provide a better grasp political agency and struggles (re-)shaping

particular regional spaces.

2.1 The production of new regional spaces

Some scholars have argued that the primacy of the nation-state as the key scale
for economic management, the delivery of social welfare and the treatment of
political subjects as citizens has been critically challenged by the emergence of
new state spaces (Brenner, 2004). In regulation theoretic terms, these shifts are
conceptualised as challenges, in a context of increasing global integration of
capital, to the Fordist-Keynesian structure of institutionalised compromises
(Jessop, 2000, 2002). Linked to this is the acknowledgement that the scalar
structure of the state is significantly modified in connection with each round of
crisis-induced capitalist restructuring; in other words: 'scale matters'. This notion
increasingly directed the attention of geographers towards the processes involved
in the production of new scales and geographies of rescaling, shaping a research
agenda focused on grasping the connection between new urban and regional
policy and transformations in the governance of capitalism and its territorial form.
A shared tension towards disclosing the mechanics involved in the production and
transformation of space has triggered a lively and on-going debate in human

geography articulated around three key themes: human geography with or without



scale (Marston et al. 2005; Collinge, 2006; Jonas, 2006; Leitner and Miller, 2007),
relational versus scaled territorial understandings of space (Bulkeley, 2005; Allen
and Cochrane, 2007; MacLeod and Jones, 2007) and nation-state rescaling
versus beyond nation-state rescaling (Brenner, 2004; Mansfield, 2005). These
debates have pushed scholars to further clarify and refine the concept of scale,
placing increasing emphasis on its processual and relational character such that:
“the theoretical and political priority” in scale research “never resides in a particular
geographical scale, but rather in the processed through which particular scales
become (re-) constituted” (Swyngedouw, 1997, p.169). As scholars attempted to
come to terms with a reality of fluid and changing spatial relations, two processes
have come to dominate the geographical imagination: ‘globalisation’ and
‘regionalisation’. Popular discourses represent globalisation as the spreading out
of economic activity with a transformation of the economic system in a borderless
space of flows designing a trajectory of upward convergence and homogenisation.
Another significant, if less popular, discourse associated with that of globalisation
is the ‘new regionalism’. The latter encapsulates the belief that the process of
globalisation proceeds in parallel with one of regionalisation. In contrast to claims
of a transition to a ‘borderless’ world, the new regionalism is focused on how,
through endogenous and heterodox development strategies, places can benefit
from the increasing agglomeration and dense clustering of socio-economic activity.
For most of the 1990s the new regionalism was the dominant discourse detailing
how the region came to represent the reference point for knowledge creation,
learning and innovation (Florida, 1995; Storper, 1997; Cook and Morgan, 1998;
Scotf, 2001; Scott and Storper, 2003) as well as key site for the promotion of an
open and plural society based on participatory democracy and active citizenship
(Amin, 1999; Keating, 2000).

Identified as the focal point of the Post-Fordist political economy, what conferred
this new regionalism of the mid-1990s its extraordinary relevance was the fact that
it also sparked intense policy activity across Europe and beyond, as policy makers
attempted to situate their regions on the path towards global competitiveness

transferring economic development capacity towards new regional institutions. The



Labour Government that came into power in 1997 in the UK showed it was not
immune from this trend when it concentrated on the formuiation of a new system
of decentralised governance for the English regions to complement the devolved
arrangements in Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and London. Seven years later
however, in 2004, the rejection of the first referendum for elected regional
assemblies held in the North East, not only pushed the construction of a
democratic tier of regional governance firmly off the political agenda (Prescott,
2004) but also sanctioned a wider crisis of the region and Government’s interest
shifting towards the ‘city-region’. Despite a large number of studies produced on
New Labour’s regional policy, including two books on the subject (Sandford, 2005;
Hardill et al. 2006; Parkinson et al., 2006) the debate around the reasons for such
clamorous defeat was crowded with policy centred discussions® and oriented
towards the search for a new ix’ to the territorial governance of England. The
“lamentable lack of theoretical and conceptual grounding” denounced in 2002 by
the political scientist Nash (2002, p.30) in relation to the proceedings of the
process devolution of the UK continued to characterise the debate on sub-national
governance in England in successive years. The ‘empiricist’ focus of many of the
contributions that shaped the sub-national governance debate can be contrasted
with the more ‘abstract’ concerns of another body of research that, taking English
regionalism as an empirical reference point, emphasised the continued
significance of the role of the national state in underpinning regional (and city-
regional) competitiveness strategies, and particularly their dynamics and future
trajectories (Harrison, 2006; Hudson, 2005, 2006; Lovering, 1999). In the same
way as conceptually ‘thin’ approaches had shifted the focus too far in the direction
of regions, these political-economic approaches shifted it too far in the direction of
the state effectively risking to lose sight of the region. Both these perspectives can
provide only limited insight into how and why, in England the region was

' See for example, the series of quarterly reports produced by University College London’s (UCL)
Constitution Unit as part of the English Regions Devolution Monitoring Programme, for example: Tomaney
et al. (2005); Hetherington and Pinkney (2004).



successfully challenged and the city-region could not provide a solution to such
failing.

2.2 New State Spaces, political agency and struggle

Focusing on the successive scalar-organisational re-configurations taking place in
one specific region, in the period from 1999 through the mid-2000s, this study
contributes to a wider agenda concerned with advancing knowledge of
contemporary state rescaling through an engagement with the agents and different
forms of agency that shape particular regional spaces. The endeavour to fully
amend the inadequacies of new regionalism’s techno-economic interpretations of
the rise of these emergent governance spaces drive an engagement with
Brenner's spatialised SRA to state space and the search for a more ‘flexible’
formulation of the latter. The strength of Brenner's SRA approach for this study
resides in particular in two aspects. The first is the distinction between ‘state
spatial projects’ and ‘state spatial strategies’. The second is the emphasis on the
temporal dimension of state rescaling, stressing the interaction between inherited
scalar arrangements and emergent strategies. The weakness of the state space
approach relates to a limited conceptualization of issues of political agency and
struggle in particular in relation to the shaping of particular regional spaces.

Developing further the indications provided by MacLeod (1999, also MaclLeod and
Goodwin, 1999), assistance to address this weakness comes from Cox's (1998)
ideas on local dependence and the politics of scale in connection with Lipietz’s
(1994) work on the social relation of space. Through this enhanced SRA, new
regional spaces can be seen can be investigated as products of struggles between
different groups coalitions that operate through different scales rather than as the
product of processes that operate ‘behind the backs’ of actors as often implied in
the work of Brenner and other writers. It also this allows to understand those

variegated contours which constitute the current ‘world of regionalisms’ (2002).
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This leads to identifying the following broad aim for the thesis:

e To explore the multi-scalar and multi-dimensional production of a particular
regional space, leading to some advancement in the knowledge of state
space.

Beyond this broad aim the following objectives are identified.
Objectives:
e To examine the interaction between regional and sub-regional scales
focusing on how, in this interaction, some ideas, strategies and institutions

are ‘selected' and others discarded.

e To explore the significance of path-dependency or of the orientation of

existing institutions in relation to the realisation of new institutional initiatives.
e To develop a set of dimensions that can be utilised a framework for
exploring new regional spaces so as to contribute to the advancement of an

‘enriched’ state space approach more sensitive to contingency and politics.

Finally, these objectives are translated into the following research questions to
better guide the empirical analysis.

Research Questions
e How did the establishment of new centrally-led regional agencies impact on

local and sub-regional coalition and strategies and related spaces of
dependence?
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e To what extent and how the orientation of existing institutional
arrangements and the strategies of local actors can modify or subvert
regional strategies and priorities? ‘

e How did the new city-regional agendas impact on sub-regional working and

processes of sub-regional alliance formation?

3. A Single Region Case Study Methodology

This Conceptual re-formulation of the SRA in this study is accompanied by
methodological reflections around the role of concrete forms of enquiry for
demonstrating and advancing knowledge of the new regional state spaces. The
YH region and the Sheffield City Region (SCR) define an apt site of research for
its explanatory power with respect to the key theoretical dimensions and objects of
interest in this study.

3.1 Concrete rescaling research and the single region case study methodology

If questions of method or, more generally, methodology as the philosophical study
of methods, are intrinsically related to the nature of our conceptualisations of the
object of study, then the two, conceptualisation and methodological reflections,
should naturally proceed hand-in-hand. Theoretical advancements on the
production of new state spaces however have been undermined by a crucial
missing link in terms of systematic methodological reflexivity. This study suggests
a route for bridging this gap that involves the reconsideration of the critical realism
paradigm in connection with the methodological stance of intensive case study
research. Brenner (2009) recently acknowledged the need for a much clearer
distinction in rescaling research between the different levels of abstraction on

which this research is organised. In the context of this research, thinking about the
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position of the region along the ‘dialectical spiral’ assists in highlighting the
importance of the region as an ‘in between’ space as well as the continued
relevance of regional research as a tool for combining knowledge of the economic
and the political in the endeavour to advance our understanding of state space. A
single region intensive case study provides an apt methodology for this research
investigation of how different policy frameworks with their different scalar
dimensions interact or come into conflict in or around the region: these type of
multi-scalar and multi-dimensional connections cannot be grasped through
‘chaotic conception’. The method of ‘rational abstraction’ allows us to preserve
sensitivity towards the uniqueness of the region, and to establish the necessary
connections with other scales. This research strategy defines a process of case
selection based on explanatory power with respect to the key theoretical
dimensions and objects which are the focus of this study.

3.2 The Yorkshire and the Humber Region

The YH region and the Sheffield City Region provide an appropriate site of
research for considering the historically embedded nature of state spatial
restructuring. The new regional policy framework of the New Labour Government
faced peculiar challenges, in terms of both extent and nature, in encountering the
political, institutional and economic structures of the YH region.

When the new RDA in 1999 pronounced its aspiration to produce a radical
improvement in the YH economy (Yorkshire Forward, 1999) it faced the challenge
of an economic landscape that accounted for the 7.5 per cent of the UK’'s GDP
and an average GDP per capita of only 88 per cent of the UK average (ONS,
1998). South Yorkshire's (SY) deteriorating GDP per capita, having fallen below
75 per cent of the EU average, had qualified the area for £740 million of EU
Objective 1 Structural Funds assistance. The main socio-economic challenges in
the areas affected by the new regional institutions remained those related to the

deindustrialisation of the 1980s and 1990s. Economic restructuring had traced an
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increasing polarisation in economic resources and quality of life, with the wealth
gap manifesting especially within cities (Bruff, 2002; Gore and Jones, 2006).
Crucially, the region struggled to perform competitively on each of the drivers of
regional productivity identified by the Treasury: skills, enterprise, innovation and
investment (see ONS, 2004).

Research conducted in the region noted that, prior to 1999, a fragmented polity
characterised by dispersed urban and sub-regionally based policy networks was
giving way to embryonic levels of regionalisation in connection with the instalment
of the new Government Office for YH (Bache, 1999). The policy developed by the
Labour Party in opposition first, and in Government later, contributed to reinforce
such tendencies (While, 2000). However, other developments, such as the
conferment of Objective 1 status to South Yorkshire, strengthened underlying
contradictory tendencies, reinforcing close-knit networks and territorially defined
identities at sub-regional and local level. These unique circumstances have led to
define the YH as a “hybrid region” (Lee, 2002) and drove a case choice and
design based on its explanatory power in relation to the key dimensions of the
study’s theoretical framework rather than on criteria of ‘typicality’.

4. Thesis Structure

The thesis is organised into three sections in a relatively conventional manner.
The first two chapters are concerned with setting the research questions and the
broad ‘angle of attack’. In Chapter 2, a brief discussion of the ‘new regionalism’
and its weaknesses sets the scene for an engagement with another body of work
in which the place-specific and custom-made institutions traditionally seen as
triggers of a ‘regional renaissance’ are grounded in wider state strategies and
projects. It is argued in particular that Brenner's state space approach has value
for its emphasis on the path-dependent and historically embedded nature of state
restructuring. Its abstract nature however implies that the task of fully amending

the inadequacies of the new regionalism, remains somewhat ‘unfinished business’.
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The core research agendas are set out in the conclusions based around the need
for a shift in focus, away from the broad processes underlying new configurations
of state powers and towards the complex politics associated with the restructuring
of particular places through more concrete based approaches. Chapter 3 is
concerned with delineating the analytical framework through which carry out the
agendas delineated in the preceding chapter. Holding on to the strengths of the
state space approach while allowing for a stronger purchase of issues of political
agency and struggle, a more ‘flexible’ formulation of the approach is elaborated.
MacLeod's (1999) notions of ‘regional armatures’ and ‘politics of scale’ are
developed in relation to their capacity to anchor Brenner's abstract modelling to
specific institutions and initiatives leading to the development of ‘concrete’ multi-
scalar and multi-dimensional regional research capable of fully overcoming the
problems of the ‘new regionalism.

Chapters 4 and 5 deal with the practical matter of carrying out the research.
Chapter 4 unpacks the methodological choices and rationales that shaped the
research approach based on a single case study focused on the YH region. It
discusses the significance of the fracture between theoretical advancement and
methodological reflection in state rescaling research and proposes a route to
merge the two. Chapter 5 reflects on the process of ‘doing’ the research in terms
of the methods of data collection, the experience of actually carrying out the data
collection and methods of data analysis.

Chapter 6 opens the way tothe final part of the research account that focuses on
research findings and analysis of the contingent forms of agency and politics (re-)
shaping the YH as a regional space of governance. Chapter 6 encapsulates, in
many respects, a consolidated perspective on the UK (city-)regionalism, one
focused on a National ‘politics of scale’ where powers and resources are
negotiated between the nation state and the (city-)region. Moving beyond these
somewhat familiar processes of nation state orchestration, Chapter 7examines
the struggles that developed around the emergent RDA state spatial project as this
interacted with the existing patchy sub-regional institutional landscape in the YH
region. The focus is on the configuration and functioning of the RDA’s investment

15



planning system for the delivery of the regional strategy based on four sub-
regional partnerships (SRPs). In particular, this Chapter concentrates on
interpreting the appearance of a ‘crisis’ in the functioning of this governance
mechanism, the way it unfolded across the region and considers the role path-
dependencies came to play in this. Chapter 8 further develops the theme around
contested regionalism based on a struggle between the RDA with local and sub-
regional policy actors. It is concerned with the re-configuration of YH region in
connection with the attempt to advance new economic development partnerships
geared towards the networked city-region. The focus is on the re-positioning of the
RDA and sub-regional and local agents as these articulate their responses to the
developing city-regional agenda. Chapter 9 provides a concluding discussion of

broader themes and research agendas that emerge from the thesis.
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2. The New Regionalism and the
Production of New State Spaces

1. Introduction

The theoretical framework of this study is based on recent regulation theory re-
interpretations that have challenged 'orthodox' understandings of the ‘rise of the
region’ as a strategic site of economic governance (Jones, 1999; MacLeod, 2001;
Brenner, 2004; Harrison, 2006). Grounded in a pervasive and widely shared
critique of ‘orthodox’ new regionalist literature, this approach is not designed to
unravel new regionalism completely but aimed at igniting a 'second wave' of
regional research through the development of new conceptual tools (MaclLeod,
2001). The appeal of the regulation approach for studies of local and regional
governance relates to its capacity to articulate economic restructuring to political
and institutional processes and local and regional governance changes to
transformations at wider levels(Jessop, 1990, 2002; Peck and Tickell, 1995; Peck,
1998). In the attempt to establish such connection however scholars confront the
difficulty of providing interpretations of local and regional development capable of
overcoming tendencies to 'read off' these scales from broader macro-structural
shifts (Jones, 1997).

Similarly to the way in which the original identification of critical weaknesses in
‘orthodox’ new regionalist literature had sparked a first round of re-
conceptualisation, it was now criticism of regulationists’ understandings of space
and scale that sparked further conceptual advancements providing additional
impetus to the emergent reformulation of new regional state spaces. A strategic
relational understanding of the state provides an appropriate backdrop against
which the relations between multiple dimensions, processes, structures, flows,
networks, agencies and institutions, that constitute regions as relational and

political constructs can be explored. For all its contribution to the conceptual
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advancement of a second wave of regional research this framework failed to
express its potential for fully addressing the weaknesses of ‘orthodox’ new
regionalism. It is argued that systematic failure to connect theoretical
advancement to methodological reflection in recent rescaling research has meant
that the endeavour to fully amend these weaknesses remained something of an
‘unfinished business’.

2. The New Regionalism: moving beyond the ‘orthodoxy’

The development of a pervasive critique of ‘orthodox’ new regionalist
interpretations of the 'rise of the region’ provided the theoretical impetus for a new
generation of regional researchers to pursue new avenues of research. In
particular, the theoretical reflections developed around two key lines of criticism
have been central: first, the accusations that the new regionalism had failed to
effectively engage with its basic category, the region, and second, that it
represented a poor framework through which to grasp the real connections
between the regionalisation of business and governance and the transforming role

of the state.

2.1 The new regionalist ‘orthodoxy’

From the mid-1990s debates around contemporary capitalism and its geographical
manifestation were dominated by claims of the emergence of a ‘new regionalism’
(Lovering, 1999; Jones and MaclLeod, 1999; Deas and Ward, 2000; Macleod,
2001; Rossi, 2004). Such claims related to the belief that far from representing the
‘end of geography’, economic globalisation entails new forms of territorialisation
which anchor capital, people, institutions and technology in place and nurture
nodes of dense economic, political and social activity (Storper, 1997; Scott, 1998;
Scott and Storper, 2003; Cooke and Morgan, 1998). The processes of

globalisation and regionalisation, it was argued, unfold together. Focusing on the
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success stories identified in the uneven patterns of regional development that
have emerged since the crisis of Fordism, economic geographers pointed to the
increasing significance of regions as building blocks in a new globally articulated
economic hierarchy, key arenas for pursuing global competitive advantage and the
privileged sites of strategic economic governance (Storper, 1997; Scott and
Storper, 2003). Regions (or ‘industrial districts', 'learning regions', 'regional
innovation systems') were represented as focal points for knowledge creation,
learning and innovation. This body of work, known as new regionalism,
reconsiders patterns of regional uneven development in relation to new Post-
Fordist models of socio-economic development. These place key importance on
local production milieus and stress the territorially embedded capacities for
learning and innovation as prime determinants of socio-economic development
(Cook and Morgan, 1998; Lagendjik, 2001; Moulaert and Sekia, 2003). These
territorially embedded assets and the institutions and policies through which these
are advanced and governed are the driving forces behind the economic regions
the new regionalists see as platforms for leading edge developments in the
contemporary capitalist economy (Scott and Storper, 2003).

More than three hundred regional economic development agencies were
established in Western Europe during the 1990s reflecting the widely held belief
among political actors that regional institutions were capable of activating
processes of economic development (Lovering, 1999). This argument resonated
also with a long held view within EU regional policy thinking that found its clearest
expression in the discourse of a ‘Europe of the Regions’, popularised in the early
1990s. Though the latter never materialised in a policy plan for a Federal Union of
the Regions, it contributed to promote and legitimise the multitude of institutional
experiments which proliferated throughout the Union, many of which were
supported by the EU Structural Funds and the principles of partnership and
programming (Bache, 2004).

From the mid-1990s however increasing academic concern started building
around the conceptual foundations of the new regionalism, fuelled also by

reinterpretations of events unfolding in the Emilia-Romagna, Baden-Wirttemberg
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and the Silicon Valley and by the outcomes of those policies which had aimed at
reproducing the experiences of these ‘exemplar’ regions. While a general
consensus formed around the identification of the weaknesses of the new
regionalist orthodoxy, less unambiguous were indications on which route to follow
in order to overcome such weaknesses.

Amid criticisms emerged the endeavour of a new generation of scholars to push
the new regionalism beyond its lines of weakness. The theoretical reflections
developed around two key lines of criticism of new regionalism can be seen as
providing impetus to a 'second wave' of new regionalist research: first, the
argument that a general lack of clarity and coherence characterised the application
of their principal concept of study signalling how new regionalists effectively failed
to engage with their basic category; and second the accusation of failing to fully
appreciate the crucial role of the state in shaping regional processes and the
related weakness in examining the asymmetries of power which frame the
governance of space economies (Lovering, 1999; MacKinnon et al., 2002;
MacLeod and Jones, 2001; Moulaert and Sekia, 2003). As will be shown in the
following sections in the course of attempts to amend its weaknesses, the new
regionalism faced other more encompassing threats. Indeed the new regionalism
and more widely, the notion of the region as territorially bounded scalar entities
came under vigorous attack from the theoretical perspective of those scholars who
have advocated a relational approach to spatiality (Allen et al., 1998).

2.2 The whereaboults of the ‘region’

Regional research has often been accused of a tendency to employ some of its
key terms loosely, leading to imprecision and loss of meaning (Markusen, 1999;
Martin 2001; McCann and Sheppard, 2003). In the context of her methodological
critique Markusen (1999) coined the popular metaphor of 'fuzzy concept' to refer to
characterisations lacking conceptual clarity which are difficult to operationalise.

Somewhat unsurprisingly, the debate around this theme developed largely around
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new regionalist ideas such as ‘institutional thickness’, ‘institutional milieu’,
‘agglomeration’, and ‘clusters’. McCann and Sheppard (2003), for example,
stressed how most new regionalist research employed such conceptual
terminology in an interchangeable fashion, with little understanding of origins,
differences and meaning. Lovering (1999) summed up these concerns in his
critique of the ‘chaotic’ nature of new regionalism and its implications in terms of a
lack of engagement with its supposedly foundational concept. In most new
regionalist analyses the region appears as a ‘medium’, a context for processes
related to ‘learning’, ‘knowledge’ and ‘innovation’, principal analytical concerns of
new regionalist scholars (Paasi, 1998, 2004). Focused on problematising a
selected set of processes rather than the region itself, it is hardly surprising
that these new regionalists steered clear from questions of crucial interest for
regional geographers such as: What is a region? What makes a region? How does
it function? Such questions should not be read as aimed at a universal definition
of the region. But as a call to delineate more clearly the object of study, what it is
that is included/excluded from analysis as “[rlegions only exist in relation to
particular criteria. They are not ‘out there’ waiting to be discovered, they are ours
(and others’) constructions” (Allen et al., 1998, p.2). It is such relations that often
lacked recognition in the new regionalism and, in this sense, the region can be
seen as the epitome of Markusen's ‘fuzzy concept’, a “slippery and somewhat
meaningless concept for discussing differently scaled and territorialized
assemblage of processes” (Jones, 2004, p. 62). The notion of “regional directorate”
in the work of Scott (1998) is a particularly effective example of the new regionalist
tendency to bring together entities of very different nature, in terms of physical,
political administrative and economic form. The latter are conceived to
approximate empirically a cluster of economic activity coinciding within one or
more metropolitan areas and its hinterland. However, the examples he then uses
to illustrate such notion do not match to these economic regions, spanning from
the Belgian regions and Spanish autonomous communities to the ltalian Lega
Nord.
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It is important to consider some implications of the new regionalism's failure to
problematise its basic category. For example the emphasis on coherence and
integration associated with the notion of territorial embeddedness produces a
tendency towards reification where necessary relations are assumed between the
region, innovation, and economic prosperity (Jones, 2004). This tendency leads to
accounts where regions appear to be treated as firms, endowed with the ability to
act, learn and compete. Such slippage is encapsulated in another ‘fuzzy’ notion,
that of ‘regional competitiveness’ (Bristow, 2005; 2011). The popular work on
clusters of 'business guru' Michael Porter (2003) provides an especially striking
example of the transfer of the notion of competitiveness from a unit of analysis
based on the firm to one based on regions and localities®. Here, and in other new
regionalist work, the equation of 'regional competitiveness' with the productivity of
the firms in a territory nurtures a tendency towards a shift from the rationality of the
firm as instrumental actor to the rationality of the region as instrumental actor
(Hadjimichalis, 2006). These aspects of new regionalism have been extensively
dissected in a rich body of critical work. But, if the limitations of new regionalism
with respect to its capacity to engage with its object of study came to be
universally acknowledged, less consensual was the identification of what path to
follow to overcome this lacuna.

Regulationist scholars Jones and MaclLeod integrated the endeavour to
‘reconstruct new regionalist geography’ with a related attempt to ‘renew the
geography of regions’ (MacLeod and Jones, 2001; Jones and MacLeod, 2004,
MacLeod and Jones, 2007). In the context of the latter, it was argued that issues
relating to political struggle and contested social and cultural practices through
which societies assume their regional shape needed to retake centre stage in the
new regionalism. Paasi’s geo-historical approach presented as a natural route for
reconsidering  ‘conventions’,  ‘institutional  thickness’ and  ‘untraded
interdependencies’ as historical, political and cultural constructions (Macleod,

2001). However, when confronted with the experience of new regionalism in

?For more extensive critical examination of the work of Porter and the concept of clusters see Martin and
Sunley (2003). ’
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England or other areas where regional agencies and partnerships were
orchestrated through the strategies of nation-states, supra-national institutions like
the European Union, or trans-territorial actors like  multinational
corporations,Paasi’'s approach manifested its limitations. In particular, the geo-
historical approach had little grasp on those processes shaping regional
economies and polities that might be located beyond the regions themselves. In
this respect, the contribution of proponents of a ‘relational’ approach to spatiality
proved more useful (Allen et al., 1998; Amin, 2002, 2004;Massey, 2005). Warning
against the tendency to reify the region, these scholars emphasised the need to
bring out the wider networks of political, cultural and economic processes out of
which regions and cities are produced and governed. Regions, it was argued,
needed to be understood as “open, discontinuous, relational and internally diverse”
rather than self-contained (Allen et al 1998, p. 143). Therefore, “[T]hinking ‘a
region’ in terms of social relations stretched out reveals, not an ‘area’, but a
complex and unbounded lattice of articulations” (p. 65). Overshadowing the
‘regional world' imagined by new regionalists (Storper, 1997), it was claimed that
what mattered were connections between regions and not simply the
characteristics of single regions (Massey, 2001). Therefore, Amin made the crucial
point that:

in a relationally constituted modern world local advocacy ... must be increasingly
about exercising nodal power and aligning networks at large in one’s own interest,
rather than about exercising territorial power ... There is no definable regional
territory to rule over

(Amin, 2004, p.36).

This shift in the academic debate towards a fluid and relational conception of
space appeared to crystallise also in the ‘soft’ boundaries of new city-regional
and/or inter-regional spaces of governance increasingly promoted by practitioners
and politicians. In the UK, since the mid-2000s, when the door seemed to close on

New Labour's new regionalist project, the regional policy discourse was
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increasingly permeated by the language of networks and flows and the role played
by political-administrative regions a decade earlier appeared destined to be
replaced by a new relational focus on cities and regions (HMTreasury, 2006).
These policy developments provided a strong basis for relationalists’ arguments
that the governance of regions “now works through a looser, more negotiable, set
of political arrangements that take their shape from networks of relations that
stretch across and beyond regional boundaries” (Allen and Cochrane, 2007, p.
1163). In this form the relational approach came to represent a critical challenge to
the new regionalism.

The first decade of the new century was characterised by something of a
theoretical dead-lock expressed in the debate between those for whom a grammar
of networks and flows puts into question the usefulness of other forms of socio-
spatial organisation (territory, scale, boundaries) and those calling for a retention
of territorially-oriented readings of political-economy and, when appropriate, their
conjoining with this non-territorial, relational approach (Hudson, 2007; MaclLeod
and Jones, 2004, 2007; Morgan, 2007). The arguments of the latter camp stood
on the conviction that while economic flows conformed more to a relational
grammar, acts of political mobilization and cultural identity are often territorially
articulated. Ultimately, it was argued, the extent to which a region was relational or
territorial had to be a matter to be defined ex post through empirical work. In some
respect, the relational approach’s hasty dismissal of ‘geography’ mirrors the hasty
dismissal of the state by part of the new regionalist literature and, perhaps, more
generally, a tendency to dismiss ‘old’ categories through rushed claims around
new ‘orthodoxies’ in human geography. Currently, we appear to be witnessing the
emergence a new phase, one situated beyond the either/or vs. both/and stand-off.
Scholars sympathetic with the latter position, moving from their argument that the
methodological privileging of one dimension (networks) presented as an essential
feature of any socio-spatial landscape, ignored the role of other forms of socio-
spatial organisation (scale, place and territory), have begun to reconceptualise
socio-spatial relations as inherently polymorphic and multidimensional (Jessop et
al., 2008; Jones and Jessop, 2010). From this position, the privileging of any one
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single dimension needs to be replaced by an approach which recognises that what
really matters is how the relative significance of the multiple dimensions of socio-
spatial relations comes together in different ways, at different times, and in
different contexts. The impulse to move beyond the either/or vs. both/and debate
underlies a stance focused on re-conceptualisation attuned to the evolving
material and discursive meanings of scale, geography and boundaries in a
transforming world (Paasi, 2004). But it also presented with the critical challenge
of outlining how all this works in practice, how flows, connections, processes,
structures, networks, sites, places, settings, agencies and institutions combine at

the regional scale.

2.3 The place of the state

In some new regionalist writings which can be seen as standing under the
category Lovering (1999, p.383) labels as “vulgar new regionalism”, arguments
around regional resurgence were pushed to claim that new regionalism constituted
a distinct post-national phase in capitalist territorial development (Hirst, 1997;
Ohmae, 1995, 1999). Not all new regionalist scholars positioned themselves along
these lines. Exponents of so-called associationalist regional approaches
maintained the importance of retaining a macro-economic perspective (as well as
a commitment to a progressive social policy) (Gough and Eisenschitz, 1996;
Cooke and Morgan, 1998; Scott, 1998). This approach presented us with a re-
conceptualisation of the state whereby, taking a distance from the dismantling of
the previous phase of neo-liberal ideology, the state must be reconstructed in
order to perform effectively as ‘animator’ of economic development. This role, the
shift from direct intervention to indirect animation, it was emphasised, did not need
to imply a weakening of the state. The regulated delegation of state competencies
to local and regional actors might in fact result in policy goals being met more
effectively, with the state possibly becoming stronger from its new enabling stance
(Cook and Morgan, 1998). The problem with this body of regional research

however was that it failed to follow further the indication that descended from such
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insights: that the relation between the nation state and the region constituted a
crucial feature of new regionalism and, as such, it certainly deserved more
systematic exploration. Instead, the focus of these new regionalists' analyses
remained on the supply-side infrastructures of regions and their ‘unique’
characteristics; it was not enough to simply acknowledge the role of the state from
the ‘outside’, “if state activity, based on complex politics and inter-bureau issues is
central to the evolution of regions, it must be built into our
theories”(Markusen,1999, p. 71). Considering the region ‘in isolation’ and ignoring
the connections with other scales in the wider system of the state can thus only
provide a partial understanding of the region. In fact, following Brenner (2001), it
could be said that these perspectives are concerned with a socio-spatial arena, a
territory, a locale, a place rather than with the more complex construction of the
region. Another generation of new regionalist scholars took on the challenge of
bridging the gap between the separate conceptual rubrics, or ‘islands of practice’
(Purcell, 2002), of the new regionalism and ‘state space’. The second part of the
chapter delineates the development of this new tract of regionalist research that
established “the changing functional and territorial contours of the state, and its
intricate connections to the globalization-regionalization dialectic, ...as a definitive
object of inquiry” (MacLeod, 2001, p. 806). While asserting the imperative of
moving beyond approaches that considered the region in isolation in favour of a
focus on scalar inter-relationships represented an important development it is not
the same as producing a full developed analysis capable of explaining how such
relationships are produced and reproduced.

3. The production of new State Spaces

Recent reformulations of the new regionalism extended their focus well beyond the
geography of regions, placing at the centre of the analysis the changing
configuration of the state and how the restlessness of the state in some ways

mirrors that of capital in its search for the ‘perfect’ spatial fix. This new academic
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endeavour encountered further obstacles and criticisms. It is argued that while the
latter have triggered further advancement and re-conceptualisation through a
strategic relational approach, the reformulation of the new regionalism remained

something of an ‘unfinished business’.

3.1 The political economy of scale

The regulation approach has a long-standing tradition of seeking to integrate
analysis of civil society and state institutions with analysis of economic
restructuring (for an overview, Boyer, 1990). The appeal of regulation theory for
studies of urban and regional governance resided in the way it provided a route to
connect urban and regional governance transformations to wider transformations
at national and extra-national levels. Regulationists address state restructuring or
the ‘hollowing out’ of the state in terms of three key trends (Jessop, 1990).The first,
‘denationalisation’ referred to the rescaling of the state, entailing the territorial and
functional reconfiguration of its economic and political responsibilities along a
series of spatial scales, supranational, sub-national and trans-local. Second,
‘destatisation’, indicated the shift from government to governance as a range of
state functions are transferred outside the formal state structure to NGOs,
quangos, and the private and voluntary sector. Third, ‘internationalisation’ referred
to the intensification of the international constraints placed on the definition of
national policies. These related to the increasing importance of the international
and global contexts in which the state operates, the influence exercised by
international networks and policy communities and international processes of
policy transfer (Peck and Theodore, 2001). This account was criticized for its lack
of explanatory power with respect to the processes indicated, as providing nothing
more than descriptive generalisation (MacLeod, 1997). In this and other accounts
rooted in the same theoretical tradition, the analysis was prevalently conducted
against the background of the Fordist crisis, conveying a portrayal of state

restructuring as an attempt to respond to the new imperatives commanded by
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economic restructuring. In other words, economic change creates the need for
state restructuring to better meet the needs of accumulation: capitals’ enhanced
international mobility is seen to impose territorial non-coincidence on the state
thereby weakening the states’ capacity to implement macro-economic policies and
regulate economic activities on a national scale. Hence new ‘fixes’ are sought and
one outcome of this is the scalar restructuring of the state (Peck and Tickell, 1994;
Painter and Goodwin, 1995; Brenner, 1999). From this perspective Brenner (1999,
p.66) for example, argued that: “the current wave of state re-scaling can...be
interpreted as a strategy of political restructuring that aims to enhance the
locationally specific productive forces of each level of state organization” and that

‘glocal’ scalar organisation arises out of a

tendency towards a fusion of state institutions into the circuit of capital [that] is
crucially enabled through strategies of state re-scaling, which in turn translate into
reconfigured forms of local-regional regulation that enable capital to extract and
valorise surplus. The resultant, re-scaled configurations of state territorial power
are tightly intertwined with capital on differential spatial scales

(Brenner, 1999, p.441)

Thus urban and regional scholars in this tradition increasingly focused on the links
between the state and the political economy of scale with regions and cities
located in a wider politics of crisis management (Jones and MacLeod, 1999; Jones,
2001; Larner and Walters, 2002). In establishing these connections regional and
urban schoiars faced the critical challenge of overcoming the tendency to 'read off'
these scales from broader macro-structural shifts.

These accounts of the production of new spaces of governance can be held in
contrast with the continuous developments that were taking place in the
theorisation of the social construction of scale from a political economy
perspective. As stressed in the influential contribution of Swyngedow (1997, p.141)
the political economy of scale is concerned with “the mechanisms of scale
transformation and transgression through social conflict and struggle”; this process

based conceptualisation aimed at replacing the focus on global-local relations with
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one on “socio-spatial processes that change the importance and the role of certain
geographical scales, re-assert the importance of others and sometimes create
entirely new significant scales" (p.142). Scales are seen as objects, outcomes and
media of political-economic struggle (Smith, 1993). Critiques from a post-structural
position highlighted how despite these claims that scales are never fixed
(Swyngedouw, 1997), accounts of the transformations that took place from the 70s
tended to privilege scale 'per se' over the processes through which it is produced
(Collinge, 2005). This critique was concerned in particular with the characterisation
of scale prior to social activity as “an already partitioned geography” (Smith, 1993,
p. 101) where such activity unfolds. This is contrasted with a vision of spaces and
sites as ‘always emergent’ and subject to continuous 'becoming' through social
practices (Marston et al., 2005). On this basis, it is argued that from a political
economy perspective scales are treated “every bit as real and fixed as ontological
givens” (Moore, 2008; p. 208). In fact from a political economy perspective scale
was considered as both ‘progenitor’ and ‘outcome’ of social processes (Smith,
1993). The studies mentioned above of the transformation of the state clearly
reflect the privileging of the latter aspect, scale as outcome underlining also how
the post-structural critique of scale was somewhat off target.

The problems and criticisms encountered by early regulationist accounts of state
restructuring triggered further advancement and re-conceptualisation as
encapsulated in the SRA.

3.2 State Space in a strategic relational perspective

The advances in the political economy of scale literature and the insights
developed by Jessop (1990) in a strategic relational theory of the state were
fundamental influences for the development of Brenner's (2004) state space
approach. Jessop’s strategic relational approach (SRA) is based on two key
concepts. First the state is conceived as a system of strategic selectivity. While

state structures are endowed with specific selectivities that make them more easily
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accessible to some interest groups than others, a specific group’s prospects of
gaining access to the resources and capabilities of the state are defined by the
strategy they adopt towards it. Second, Jessop draws on Poulantzas' (1978)
conception of the state as a social relation that derives its specificity from the
interplay between state structures and the endeavours of social forces to advance
their interests through particular structures. Thus the state as such has no power,
the power of the state can only ever be realised by the forces acting in and
through its internal structures, representational frameworks, and modes of
interventions. From this perspective the state has no essential unity but must be
unified through ‘state projects’ that mobilise these apparatuses behind some
coherent line of thought (Jessop, 1990). States also intervene more broadly on
civil society and the economy through ‘state strategies’ aimed at regulating the
economy or shifting the balance of social forces in society (Jessop, 1990). The
SRA emphasises the state as a “peopled organisation” (Jones et al. 2004) and the
forces “acting in and through the state” (Jessop, 1990, p. 269); in doing so it raises
the critical issue of how to conceptualise structure and agency. The SRA
examines agency and structure in relation to each other and stresses differential
capacities of actors. Through the notion of ‘selectivity of the state’ it is argued that
the fact that any specific state form is more permeable to some types of social
forces and more suitable to some types of political strategies than to others, is the
contingent outcome of the strategies adopted by different sets of forces at a
specific time and place. Although Jessop recognises the need to specify the scalar
dimension of the processes touched upon by his work, the relation between actors
at different scales was not explored in his work. Brenner’s (2004) state theoretical
analysis of contemporary state rescaling was effectively a spatialised version of
the SRA and represents a significant advancement in relation to regulationist
understandings of space and scale. In spatialised terms ‘state spatial projects’ are
directed at “spatially differentiated state structures” (2004, p. 91) and attempt to
endow states with a coherent and workable spatial and scalar division of
regulatory labour. State projects are generally shaped by the tension between
centralisation and decentralisation of the state system and the promotion of
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territorial uniformity or partition. The notion of ‘state spatial strategies’ then refers
to attempts to influence, transform, and sustain the geographies of economic
development and socio-spatial struggle within one’s territory. These are shaped by
the contradiction between privileging particular scale or distributing responsibilities
more widely and between concentration or spread of economic activity and assets.
In Brenner's account, the emergence of new state spaces from the 1970s was
underpinned by a process of decentralisation and the associated differentiation of
economic activity across state space related to the management of inter-scalar
relations. Thus devolution is understood as a state spatial project that involves the
concession of state power to selected sub-state governments underscoring the
nature of the state as a "political process in motion" (Peck, 2001, p. 449). This
‘transformationalist’ perspective provides a more subtle understanding of state
restructuring as an ongoing process of qualitative adjustments (Peck and Tickell
2002). All this can be seen as beginning to the delineate a framework grounding
the place-based institutions traditionally seen as propellers of the ‘rise of the
region’ in a wider political economic analysis of the increased spatial targeting of
regions by contemporary state intervention in the economy and society and/or the
regionalisation of the state form.

A crucial aspect associated with this notion of state space concerns the emphasis
on the temporal dimension of state restructuring. The geographies of the state at
any given moment in time are seen as the spatial-institutional condensation of the
relation of between different economic and socio-political actors as shaped by
previous struggle (Brenner, 2004). A new state spatiality is formed under the
influences of the dialectical relationship between the existing spatiality of the state
and the emerging political forces to change state spatiality.

Two critical aspects should be stressed in relation to this. First, the emphasis on
the temporal dimension of state rescaling, highlighting how scale exists prior to
emergent activity only as the outcome of preceding processes, is critical for
solving the issue, mentioned in the preceding section, of the tension underlying a
conception of spatial scale as both 'progenitor' and 'product' of social processes.
For MacLeod and Jones (2001) argued that England’s regional scale, which
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originated in the 1940s in the context of the governance of a Fordist economy,
should be considered both as object of state action and ‘active progenitors’,
channelling or delimiting political-economic change; this does not mean that

regions are out there, waiting to be discovered as:

[tihere is no pre-given set of places, spaces or scales that are simply being
reordered. For in addition to the changing significance of old places, spaces,
scales and horizons, new places are emerging, new spaces are being created,
new scales of organisation are being developed and new horizons of action are
being imagined.

(Jessop, 2000, p.343)

These advancements thus have an important function as they help to refute the
charge of reification targeted at the political economy of scale, suggesting that this
is based on selective reading of the literature that dissolves the tension between
fixity and fluidity in favour of the latter. Furthermore they underline how those
relational accounts that tend to characterise state space as always fluid and open
(Amin, 2002; Marston et al., 2005; Allen and Cochrane, 2007; Moore, 2008) might
have pushed the pendulum too far in the effort to move beyond traditional
characterisations of space as bounded and static (Jones, 2009; MacKinnon, 2011).
But, second, this does not mean that the SRA to state space is immune from
criticism. The temporal dimension of state restructuring calls for attention to be
paid to, first, the impact of pre-existing structures of state spatial organisation and
intervention (such as the scale division of labour, and urban and regional policies,
spatial selectivities etc.) on the shape of newly constructed spatial forms of the
state; second, to how these structural influences are transformed in the dialectical
interaction with emergent political projects and strategies to change existing
spatiality. However Brenner (2004) stopped short from filling this framework with
further content providing a more detailed explanation of how the dynamics he
conceptualises unfold in relation to actual spaces.

While the dimension of state spatial strategies concerned with maintaining
hegemony within civil society (the need to build a social basis of support) is
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extensively discussed in the context of the development of the analytical
framework of the study, the subsequent empirical analysis tends to gloss over this
aspect. Here, state spatial strategies are considered primarily in relation to the
requirements of accumulation (see for example, p. 131). This underlines a
discrepancy between questions of methodology and actual analysis, one that has
also critical theoretical implications. Indeed, as effectively pointed out by Paasi
(2008), questions of methods or methodology, as the philosophical study of
methods, are intrinsically related to the way in which new regional spaces are
conceptualised. The ‘trial and error’ nature of the processes behind a specific
spatial-scalar fix and the ‘actors that act through the state’ are central to the SRA
(and to its capacity to assist in overcoming the weaknesses of the new regionalist
interpretation of emergent regional spaces). However, Brenner's analysis of state
restructuring is characterised by a lack of mention of other political agencies and
uniform references to ‘national governments’ or ‘local states’. This gives the
impression that it is the state itself that acts in the pursuit of the new glocalisation
strategies. It is true that Brenner’s interest lies with capturing macro-change and
identifying trends; this does not however justify the omission of a more developed
methodological commentary on the position of his research on state rescaling in
relation to different levels of the dialectical spiral (from abstract to concrete).
Significantly, only recently Brenner (2009) has come to acknowledge this as a
lacuna and this acknowledgement has proceeded in parallel with a call for more
‘concrete’ rescaling research.

General models, when rigorously accomplished, maintain an important function for
elaborating ‘big picture’ generalisation; they have value especially in periods of
volatility, with institutional readjustment, political struggles and policy realignment
occurring in apparent isolation and inchoate ways. Rather than as a point of arrival
in terms of explanation, they should considered more as something of a
springboard for more empirically oriented research through which to advance
knowledge of how particular scalar-institutional forms are contested, challenged
and reproduced through political agency and struggle.
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3.3 Reformulating the New Regionalism, an unfinished business.

As suggested above, a transformationalist perspective provides an understanding
of state restructuring as a continuous process of qualitative re-adjustments (Pack
and Tickell, 2002). A rescaling project tends to proceed on a 'trial and error' basis
and, as argued by Gualini (2006), this "experimental regionalism" (p. 899) requires
more empirical investigation of the array of sub-state spatial projects and
strategies that proliferate beside a more general model.

McGuirk (2004) considered the production of the Sydney city-region stressing the
importance of analysing the political drivers of processes of (city-) regionalisation
"connectfing] theoretically informed explanation of the practical accomplishment of
urban governance to its broader politico-economic embeddedness and to the
territoriality of the state" (p.1039). Fixing the analytical focus on discursive
practices she considered the production of Sydney as ‘competitive city’ and how
this "is being advanced as a hegemonic project and a consensus around it
tendentially secured through a practical politics and pursued through a prevailing
discourse of partnership” (p.1020). The problem with this analysis however is in
how the focus was on the contingent construction of city-regional governance
through discourse in a context of wider neo-liberalisation. Preventing the full grasp
of its contested nature, what remained under the radar however were the political
struggles concerned with the spatial definition of the (city-)region®.

Based on a study of the construction of the South West region in England.
MacLeod and Jones (2004) elaborated the distinction between the political
mobilisation of ‘spaces of regionalism’ and the economic production of ‘regional
spaces’, arguing that the production of regions requires recognition of “both a
political economy of scale and a cultural construction of scale” (2004, p.448
original emphasis). Beyond this acknowledgement, there is little indication of how

3MacGuirk (2007) subsequently recognized the need to expand the scope of the analysis of the formation of
the Sydney city-region by focusing on “state orchestration, practical acts of discursive production and active
mobilization by a range of actors pursuing strategic-spatial interests” (p. 180).
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to proceed to understand how the ‘political’ and the ‘economic’ articulated in
practice in the production of their region. As will be discussed in the next chapter,
echoing what said in relation to the work of Brenner (2004), there are fundamental
tensions incorporated in these scholars’ endeavour to ‘renew the geographies’ of
regions solely from a theoretical point of view.

A themed issue of European Planning Studies (2006) contains studies of territorial
governance restructuring in various European regions including the post-
devolution British regions. In each case, the authors trace the rescaling of state
space within the region under study with reference to the contested evolution of
institutions as well as emergent strategies of political-economic intervention.
Goodwin et al.’s (2006) study of devolved territories in Britain recognises how, in
line with a transformationalist perspective on state rescaling, it is no longer
sufficient to refer to a unilateral ‘hollowing out’ of the state with power being
displaced away from the national state. To complement 'hollowing out' they
developed the notion of ‘filling in’, providing a framework for assessing the re-
organisation of governance within particular territories, involving the establishment
of new organisational forms and / or the reconfiguration of old ones. Rather than
offering a direct explanation of the specific forms of state restructuring that occur in
different regions, filling in provided a conceptual tool for examining these
processes empirically (Jones et al., 2005). Like hollowing out, filling in should not
be interpreted in literal terms; it does not refer simply to the creation of new state
structures within devolved territories, and it can also involve a reduction in the
number of organisations operating at the regional scale. Neither should the
process be seen as a direct replacement for hollowing out, simply exchanging one
metaphor for another. Instead, the two processes are linked in a dialectical
relationship through the hollowing out of the national scale and the filling in of the
regional scale. It is argued however that the dualism between a hollowing-out state
and a filling-in region manifests some discrepancies between this framework and
the transformationalist perspective that takes seriously issues of political agency
and the role of empirical research in unveiling the extent to which one form of state

restructuring represents 'devolution'.
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These issues are considered in the next chapter in relation to a re-formulation of
the state space approach capable of providing a more ‘flexible’ multi-scalar
analytical framework through which to develop an empirically rich, theoretically

based, approach for advancing knowledge of new state spaces.

Conclusions

This chapter has unpacked the theoretical underpinnings of this study focusing on
attempts to amend the weaknesses of ‘orthodox’ new regionalist interpretations of
the ‘rise of the region’. This focus could underline a continuous trajectory of

development of the new regionalism attuned to the observation that

the discipline is replete with attempts to undermine, reject and abandon the
concept [of the region] altogether. Yet time and again the ‘region’ reasserts itself
and each time the way we write about the ‘region’ changes so that we no longer
think of it as a fixed geographic scale but more as a relational and political
construct

(Jonas, 20086, p. 402).

The critical debate that has emerged around some of the assumptions of
‘orthodox’ new regionalism stimulated a new generation of theorists’ attempts to
provide further insights into the 'rise of the region'. In contrast with most new
regionalist interpretations this new body of research stated that the rise of the
region is not necessarily at the expense of the naticn
'spatial selectivity' of the state. However, it was emphasised how, by shifting the
focus of attention well beyond the geography of the region onto the wider
reconfiguration of the state in a context of increased globalisation, the risk became
one of losing sight of the region. Scholars have responded to this challenge and
attempted to provide increasingly rich and dynamic understandings of central-local
relations. This chapter has emphasised the significance of the advances
encapsulated in Brenner's spatialised SRA for consolidating political economy of
scale perspectives. In particular, the way this approach captures the temporal
dimension of state rescaling has assisted in further addressing the charges of

36



reification and throws into relief how relational accounts that tend to characterise
state space as always fluid and open might have pushed the pendulum too far in
the effort to move beyond traditional characterisations of space as bounded and
static. If the SRA has strengthened political economic perspectives on state
restructuring it does not mean that this approach is immune from criticism. Notably,
such advances are undermined by the systematic under-evaluation of the
importance of the link between conceptualisation and concrete forms of enquiry.
This acknowledgement shapes this study's choice to hold on to the strengths of
this perspective while also seeking to expand its focus through the use of
additional notions capable of grounding abstract modelling in actual spaces,
initiatives and institutions. The next chapter develops this critique and proposes a
regional research framework that can be employed for advancing knowledge of

new regional governance spaces.
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3. Towards a Concrete ‘Second Wave’
of Regionalist Research

...this‘new regionalism’ is not just about trying to explain the production of a
particular scale of economic and social life but also represents a new way of
approaching ‘regions’ theoretically as strategic sites in the geography of capitalism
after Fordism.

(Jonas, 2006 p. 402)

1. Introduction

One of the key advantages of the state space approach compared to relational
perspectives is its emphasis on the historical dimension of state spatial processes.
Howeverwhile conceiving state rescaling in the terms of a “conflictual layering
process” (Brenner 2009, p.134) raises critical issues of agency, these tend to be
underplayed in accounts that remain focused on broad processes at the expenses
of the complex politics through which regional spaces are formed. Therefore the
state space approach provides only the beginning of a framework for exploring the
emergence of new regional spaces as the outcome of political processes in which
the state is centrally implicated. An enriched conceptual vocabulary is needed
through which the ‘forces acting in and through the state’, or the spatialised social
forces that shape particular regional spaces, key elements of the SRA, can be
better conceptualised and analysed. These considerations drive this chapter’s
engagement with Cox’s (1998; Cox and Mair, 1991) work on the 'politics of scale’
and Liepietz’'s (1994) complementary insights on ‘regional armatures’ or coalitions.
These additional notions in particular can be employed to enrich accounts of how
regions were differently embedded in the Fordist and Post-Fordist political
economy through a more developed sense of how regions often perform as actors
in the context of processes of state rescaling. This does not mean that it is the

region itselfthat acts, in the way some new regionalist accounts seems to imply,
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but that territorially sensitive (or ‘place dependent’) actors endeavour to mobilise a
‘regional interest’, often one that mobilises sectional interests, but ‘in the name of
the region as a whole (Cox, 1998; Liepietz, 1994). When there is an embedded
hegemonic social bloc or a coalition of elite groups acting in the name of a region
we can say that we are in the presence of a 'space for itself' with the capacity to
act. Although in the past these notions have been employed largely in relation to
attempts of local actors to obtain resources and power from higher institutional
levels, they include also the attempts of national actors to manipulate ‘lower’
scales.

This chapter discusses the development of this more rich formulation of the state
space approach and its adaptability a truly multi-scalar framework for exploring the
restructuring of sub-national economic governance in England as a serious
political question. It does by analysing the re-making of political agency, its
geography and the multiple ways in which state spatial strategies are mobilised
and attempts tore-work the state spatial-institutional architecture.

2. State Space, Political Agency and the Region

This section reassesses the strengths and weaknesses of Brenner’s formulation of
state space and emphasises and discusses its adaptability as a framework for
theorising and exploring the shaping of particular regional spaces. In making the
case for the need for a new theoretical synthesis it reviews the terms of a regional
debate that has proceeded in a disconnected and fragmented manner
undermining a full understanding of the institutionalisation of regions in England
and beyond.

2.1 The limits to State Space

As said in Chapter 2,Brenner’s spatialised SRA encases the institutions

traditionally seen as propelling the ‘rise of the region’ in a broader political
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economic analysis of the increased spatial targeting of regions by state
interventions in the economy or society and/or the regionalisation of state form.
The rescaling of state strategies and institutional capacity represents here a
deliberate attempt on the part of the nation state to regulate dynamics of
contemporary capitalist development; crucially, this is never a neutral matter.
Overall this approach provides the beginning of a framework for re-conceptualising
the ‘rise of the region’ not just as of a techno-economic process but as one which
results from political strategies and in which the state is centrally implicated. From
the viewpoint of this study one of the advantages of this approach with respect to
relational perspectives on the institutionalisation of regions is its sensitivity to the
question of time. As noted by Jones (2009), relational accounts appear to
characterise state space as something of a ‘blank slate’ prior to its production by
actor-networks. The impulse to portray space as ‘always emergent’ and fluid is
associated with a ‘flat’ sense of time that necessarily cuts out from consideration
the potential influences and effects from the previous occupation of state space.
The question of time-space seems to receive a more satisfactory treatment where
the state spatial structures at any given moment in time are seen as the layered
spatial-institutional condensation of relations of power between various economic
and socio-political actors that results from previous struggle (Brenner, 2004, Peck,
1998). This makes such structures ‘strategically selective’, that is, not structurally
pre-determined, but more favourable towards particular strategies, projects and
subjects than other. If, on the basis of this, the stance in this study is one that
rejects the relational critique of reification it is also recognised that it is important
not to stop here as many from a political economic perspective have tended to do.
Indeed, rejecting this critique should not distract from the need to give more
serious consideration to the way more agency-centred accounts of state spatial
dynamics highlight crucial weaknesses of the state space approach specifically as
a framework for theorising and exploring the ‘shaping’ of particular regional spaces.
For example, it remains somewhat unclear the extent to which the approach is
actually concerned with opening up the theorised ‘layering processes’ and engage
with the complex politics through which these take place and, in this way, being
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able to effectively delineate the contradictions and ambiguities of state
restructuring as a 'trial and error' process. The state space approach has
concerned itself with broad processes and the re-organisation of institutions rather
then with the activation of the latter through the utilisation of available capacity and
resources. In this respect the approach could benefit from a reordering of its focus,
assigning greater conceptual and analytical centrality to the forces ‘acting in and
through the state’ or, in relation to state space, the spatialised forces shaping
particular places.

Another key issue, closely related to this, regards the adaptability for use beyond
simple perspectives set on the orchestration and negotiation of competencies
between the state and the region and the extent to which this approach has
effectively delivered on its stated aim of exploring changing interrelationships
among various scales effectively examining a range of scales at once (rather then

focusing on a single scale alone) (Brenner, 2001).

The state space approach appears to offer a starting point for theorising and
exploring processes of space formation that are multi-dimensional in nature and
characterised by the interaction between emergent spatial strategies and existing
scalar arrangements. Key concerns remain however and a reasonable amount of
further development is required in order to gain sufficient utility as a robust

theoretical and analytical framework.

2.2. Fillineg the gaps in the regional debate

There is a large body of literature available on the institutionalisation of the English
regions under the New Labour Government. For long this regional debate has
proceeded along separate axes that seemed as not meeting in any meaningful
dialogue (abstract vs. empiricist and scalar vs. networked: see Table 1).

The majority of discussions on the crisis of the region highlighted by the 2004

referendum and the emergent solution in the form of networked city-regional
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governance, tended to reflect largely ‘empiricist’ concerns in the form of policy
centred discussions (Sandford, 2005; Hardill et al. 2006; SURF, 2003, 2004,
Parkinson et al., 2006). This policy-oriented strand of work remained concerned
almost exclusively with “superficial questions” (Lord, 2009, p.81) refraining in
particular from questioning the basic belief that a reconfiguration of policy delivery
apparatuses around the city-region was conducive the economic growth.

Table 1: The Regional Debate

‘Concrete’ ‘Abstract’

‘First wave’ or ‘orthodox’ new Political economy of state

regionalism (i.e. Scott, 1998; Cook rescaling (i.e. Brenner, 1998;

and Morgan, 1998); Jessop, 1999)
Scalar/territorial

‘“Thin’ policy oriented regional

research (i.e. Parkinson et al.,

2006)

Relational regional research (i.e.

Networked
Allen and Cochrane, 2007)
‘Concrete’ second wave ‘Second wave’ regionalism (i.e.
.. .. regionalism (i.e. Gualini, 2006; Brenner, 2004; MacLeod and
Scalar/territorial
and Networked Jonas, 2006; Harrison, 2008) Jones, 2004).

The requirement for greater conceptual depth was incorporated in another strand
of regional research that has taken English regionalism as an empirical reference
point to emphasise the continued significance of the role of the national state in
underpinning regional and city-regional competitiveness strategies, and
particularly their dynamics and future trajectories (Harrison, 2006; Hudson, 2005,
2006; Lovering, 1999). In the same way in which ‘thin’ approaches had previously

shifted the focus too far in the direction of regions, these accounts} now shifted it
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too far in the direction of the state. In this context, Jones and MacLeod’s (2004)
research on the South West region appeared to be particularly important in
relation to the wider endeavour to reinsert the geography of regions at the centre
of the concerns of critical regional studies. Through the distinction between
political ‘spaces of regionalism’ and economic ‘regional spaces’, these scholars
convincingly argued for the importance of conceiving regions as political-economic
as well as socio-cultural constructions. However this contribution appears also as
emblematic of the limitations of a developing ‘second wave’ new regidnalist
research. In particular, it highlights a missed opportunity for these scholars to
develop and utilise the tools developed elsewhere in their work (MaclLeod, 1999;
MacLeod and Goodwin, 1999) for exploring how, in practice, political, cultural and
the economic factors combine in the multi-dimensional institutionalisation of
regions.

Harrison (2007, 2008, 2012) has recently contributed to develop empirically the
work of MacLeod through a series of articles focusing on the emergence and
evolution of regionalism and city-regionalism in England. For example, in one of
these articles Harrison (2008) set to integrate accounts of ‘centrally orchestrated
regionalism’ exploring the regionally specific struggles that developed around
emergent regional institutions in the North West region. However also this attempt
at developing second wave regionalist research remains somewhat unconvincing
as, for example, regional analysis seems to remain over preoccupied with the
relation between the state and the region at the expenses of a deeper
engagement with the relation between the latter and the inherited path
dependencies and emergent strategies at sub-regional and local level.

In the light of this, it is perhaps unsurprising that the momentum behind relational
accounts of regionalisation has remained strong. A decade on from their
pioneering study of South East England (with Massey), Allen and Cochrane’s
(2007) contribution seems to epitomise this as they renewed their longstanding
interest with the South East region to further develop their argument. As testified
by the reference to the ‘politics of scale’ (p.1171-72), although critical of scalar-

territorial approaches for restricting the analysis within a rigid hierarchical
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framework, in this account, national-local relations are prevalent with respect to
‘horizontal’ linkages with actors in other local spaces. Proceeding from a relational
perspective critical of the political economy of scale, this research recognises that
governance practices are focused upon the region though they entail the
mobilisation of wider networks.

There is a significant area of overlap between the two perspectives above in
relation in particular to a shared concerned with the construction of spatial scales
and how wider social relations and networks shape these.

From the perspective of this study, one that, as explained in the introduction, is
oriented towards a more ‘open’ political economy of scale, the focus on the critique
of reification, or rather its rejection, seems to have overshadowed the opportunities
for a more serious engagement with some of insights from more agency oriented
accounts and ultimately for the advancement of knowledge of new regional state
spaces.

Rather than examining the muitidimensional institutionalisation of the region
through a single scalar lens (and then build the steering role of the state), like
relational scholars do, it is argued that what is needed is a more developed,
‘concrete’ understanding of ‘how’ functions and powers are attacked, defended,
institutionalised, up-scaled and down-scaled in the course of political economic
struggle (Peck, 2001).

2.3 Spaces of dependence/engagement, territoriai coalitions and ‘spatial imaginaries’

As indicated in section 2.1, accounts from a political economic perspective have
been concerned mostly with broad strategies and the organisation of institutions
rather then with the ‘dynamism’ of the latter or how the available capacity and
resources are utilised. In this respect the approach could benefit from a reordering
of its focus, so as to assign effective conceptual and analytical centrality to the
forces ‘acting in and through the state’. In this context, the work of Kevin Cox

(1998; Cox and Mair, 1998) on the ‘politics of scale’ can be employed for analysing
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the geographical dimension of this or the spatially constituted social forces that
shape and mould particular state spaces. For Cox (1998), territorially articulated
coalitions of interests are for the realisation of their interests dependent on
localised social relations for which there are no easy possibilities for substitution
elsewhere. In order to secure the re-production of these “spaces of dependence”
they construct networks of associations with other centres of social power, which
Cox calls “spaces of engagement’. Whereas the term ‘space of dependence’
seems to refer thus to the structural moment relating to the role of forces located
elsewhere, ‘space of engagement’ refers to the strategic moment of the
organisation of interest groups in space.

In order to fully escape spatial fetishism it is important to excavate the
underpinning political projects emphasising that is not regions or localities
themselves that ‘act’ but particular social forces claiming to act in the name of
particular local or regional areas: here the representative dimension of space or
the role of 'spatial imaginaries' is key (MacLeod, 1999). In this respect, Liepietz's
(1994) notion of 'regional armatures' or coalitions can provide important
conceptual insights. It emphasises the actions of regional elites in regulating
conflictual social relations through the mobilisation of distinctive political and
ideological apparatuses. In some cases the role of these apparatuses are crucial
for reproducing the leadership of a particular coalition of elite groups or, in
Gramscian terms, “hegemonic social bloc”. The activities of the latter, Lipietz
argues, are instrumental in the transformation of a ‘space in itself, defined by the
social relations associated with specific forms of production, into a ‘space for itself,
one with the capacity to intervene in processes of economic and social change.

As noted in the preceding section, the reference to a ‘politics of scale’ was utilised
by Allen and Cochrane (2007) to show how ostensibly local actors participated in a
range of networks. MacLeod (1999) employed the same notion for analysing the
construction of Euro-regional partnerships in relation to the endeavour of local
political leaders to liaison with EU institutions for securing funds for their area.
Although to date it has been mostly concerned with ‘upward’ movements of local

actors, the constitution of a politics of a ‘local form’, as stressed by MacKinnon
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(2010), the broad concept of ‘politics of scale’ naturally comprehends the national
and super-national forces seeking to manipulate ‘lower’ scales.

In this way, rather than emerging pre-formed as the outcome of abstract
processes as often implied in accounts of state space, the region can be seen as

an object of struggle involving actors at different spatial scales.

3.Towards a multi-scalar and multi-dimensional approach: a ‘concrete’

second wave regional research

Recent work from regional and urban researchers has informed increasingly
‘pluralistic’ understanding of new state spaces, it remains however still
unconvincing as it does not engage thoroughly with the multiple manifestations of
a ‘politics of scale’. In conveying a general view of government as 'generator' and
local or regional actors as 'recipients' of strategies, state rescaling research has
yet to analyse with a sufficient level of depth the circumstances in which state
rescaling occurs. The discussion below develops a set of dimensions that together
can provide a genuinely framework for developing empirically rich, theoretically
driven accounts of new regional spaces through which advance knowledge of
state space. These dimensions are derived from the Brenner's spatialised SRA,
the notion of a ‘politics of scale’ and the complimentary ideas on territorial

coalitions and spatial imaginaries.

3. lAnalysingthe construction of new regional state spaces

Accounts of how regions are differently embedded in the scalar configuration of
the Fordist and Post-Fordist political-economy,'énd the urban and regional arena
that has become a strategic site for economic governance, can profit from a
greater historical appreciation of regions as actors in processes of state
restructuring. This does not mean that regions themselves can act as actors as
some new regionalist accounts do. Territorially sensitive (or place dependent)
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actors might ‘act in the name of certain regionally based and ‘imagined
community’ of interests (Cox, 1998; Liepietz, 1994). Whenever there is a regionally
embedded coalition acting in the name of a region, we are in the presence of a
'space for itself', one with the institutional capacity to engage in particular projects
such as one of competitiveness.

In contrast with the idea, central to much theorizing on state space, that regions
emanate from projects first developed at National state level and subsequently
implemented regionally or locally, local and regional actors seek to manipulate the
environment in which they operate. They are capable of constructing a political
vision for the area in which they operate as an imagined community of sorts. If it
might be wrong to assume that national policies determine local and regional
outcomes, it is equally simplistic to assume that they simply emerge from struggles
at these levels and processes of ‘contagion’ (Sayer, 1989). The argument
developed below is that central state may be presented with instances articulated
in preceding local and regional struggles and tries to manipulate their outcomes
through strategic intervention.

It continues to be important to articulate the role of the state in relation to non-
national institutional frameworks as it ‘orchestrates’ some of the conditions that
underpin the emergence and viability of certain spatial coalitions and visions. Not
only a location but also a vehicle for political strategy, the institutional
infrastructure of the state can be manipulated by actors at lower spatial scales
attempting to increase their power and influence on the decisions of the state. The
institutional infrastructure of the state provides institutionalised power positions or
‘capacity to act’ in relation to the shaping of the regional process. Even often
formulated in state centric terms, zooming on national policies rather than the
forces that mobilise these, notions of strategic and spatial selectivity of the state
provide key insights into the asymmetric (inter) dependencies underpinning the
interactions between national and sub-national actors. These interdependencies
define how, at a particular moment in time, the scalar-institutional architecture of
the state affects the relative power position of social forces and spatially defined
projects.
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Localities or regions, or the coalitions that seek to represent them, may be able to
get the ear and cooperation of central actors when they are in some sense
important for them. Space of engagement may then be forged, which enables
these coalitions to project their localities beyond their administrative boundaries,
effectively ‘jumping scale’. Ways in which increased importance may be gained
include, for example: firstly, economic reasons, when some regions and cities are
of importance for the economic strategy of the nation state; secondly, political
reasons, where local actors have relatively close ties to national policy makers and
thus may be better able to draw attention to the perceived needs of their areas;
and thirdly, electoral concerns, where regions or localities represent a significant
part of the electoral basis and the voting behaviour is seen as depending on
national policies; politicians and civil servants will be more likely to attend to the
issues of those areas.

Local and regional actors are thus able to transcend spatial boundaries as this
politics of scale involves the mobilisation of networks and alliances that link them
to more distant actors. However, underpinning this is a dependence on particular
institutional forms, vehicles for mobilising resources and power, which curtails
strategies somewhat.

This frames a more dynamic understanding of centre-local relati.onships where
different degrees of inter-dependencies define the level of interaction and
collaboration between the centre and localities and regions.

Let's consider these interactions from the viewpoint of non-central actors first. As
said above, these have the capacity to develop political visions for the areas in
which they operate and which they may seek to manipulate. In addition to this, it is
important to stress that competing visions may emerge. These might reflect
interests rooted in different territorial coalitions as well as nested across wider
extra-territorial allegiances.

In this respect, the strategies of national actors will be thus subject to a level of
pressure from ‘below’ these as well by ‘sideways’ pressures. The latter include the
pressure to compete on a global stage but also, perhaps even more critically,
those deriving from tensions between different departments, political parties and
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undercurrents as each of these forces compete with others for influence or
legitimacy. The state’s ‘spatial selectivity’ is the outcome of pressures on National
policy makers, the gains they expect and the extent of power available to them, all
of which relates to the particular ‘power geometries’ within the particular spatial-
temporal context.

Finally, even as a particular spatial vision is ‘selected’ and translated in a strategy
pursued by significant social forces, it can always be modified or subverted. Here
there is the need to consider the orientation of existing institutional arrangements
and the strategies that might be enacted by competing coalitions as legitimised by

previous rounds of state reforms.

The framework above has the advantage of pushing the focus beyond the agency
of the nation state on to those scales where regulatory institutions and
mechanisms are implemented. It has done so in order to decline the suggestion
that the state space approach is limited by a view of regional or local governance
frameworks as passive receivers in relation to wider regulatory tendencies. This
does not mean denying that in particular instances this may happen, scalar
initiatives can be developed directly or in isolation by the central state. However
there are at least two key reasons for advocating for a genuine multi-scalar
approach that places greater emphasis also on political agency at local and
regional.

First, the failures of state policy that are addressed through new state spatial
strategies tend to be ‘felt’, almost by definition, in more local contexts at a previous
moment in time. The forces that operate in these contexts are those to first
experience problems associated with political and economic dislocation and
develop distinctive understandings of these problems. As local actors attempt to
build coalitions, both horizontally and vertically (in the ways examined above), in
order to develop their influence, gradually, issues specific to particular regional
and local contexts can translate into more generalised problems that call for
further policy intervention.

49



A second reason concerns the recognition that the state cannot 'fix it' or, as noted
by Hudson (2000) some ten years ago, a growing disjunction that now exists
between the intentions and outcomes of state intervention. Previous rounds of
rescaling and seepages of power have licensed multiple sub-national forces and
scales of decision-making. The task of the central state is to ‘select’ and to support
the strategies of those forces that are expected to operate in line with central
actors' perceived interests. Central actors can manipulate and capitalise on these
relations they have increasingly less opportunity to simply impose their plans upon
others scales and actors.

The dimensions discussed above do not intend to add up to a simple recipe for
case studies, the intent is, more loosely, to apply this framework and show the
general usefulness of the approach, especially where interactions between actors

at different scalar levels are concerned.

Conclusion

Starting point for this chapter was the observation that the state space approach
provides only the beginning of a framework for re-conceptualising the ‘rise of the
region’ not just as of a techno-economic process but one which results from
political strategies and in which the state is centrally implicated. One of the key
advantages of this approach with respect to relational accounts of state spatial
processes regards its more satisfactory treatment of the historical dimension of the
latter. While this raises fundamental issues of agency however these have been
systematically overlooked so that it remains unclear the extent to which the
approach is effectively concerned with the circumstances in which particular
spatialities are produced.

If more recent work, in particular from regional and urban researchers, has
informed increasingly ‘pluralistic’ understanding of new regional spaces, it remains
unconvincing as it generally failed to engage thoroughly with multiple

manifestations of a ‘politics of scale’.
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The chapter has proposed the development of a new synthesis as a contribution to
the theoretical understanding of the state space.

Jessop’s (1990) SRA provides a meta-theoretical framework that emphasises the
dynamic interplay between state structures and the strategies of social forces to
advance their interest in a particular spatial-temporal conjuncture. Brenner (2004)
effectively spatialises the SRA through the distinction between state spatial
strategies and state spatial projects; new state spaces emerge from a process of
'institutional layering' where emergent state spatial strategies interact with existing
arrangements. Further insights on the spatialised social forces shaping particular
regional spaces can be gained through notions of a ‘politics of scale’ (Cox, 1998),
‘regional armatures’ or coalitions (Lipietz, 1994) and related ideas of ‘spatial
imaginaries’ (MacLeod and Goodwin, 1999).

The significance of this enriched formulation as a framework for analysing the
multi-dimensional institutionalisation of regions relies in particular on its
adaptability beyond the simple focus on a given state project and its
implementation; including increased awareness of strategies from above, below
and across networks.

The chapter has developed a set of dimension that together can inspire a multi-
scalar, multi-dimensional regional research capable of producing empirically rich,
theoretically driven, accounts through which advance knowledge of state space.
First, policy failures which trigger new state spatial strategies manifest first in local
and regional contexts and are given meanings therein; local and regional actors
attempt to build coalitions, both horizontally and vertically in order to develop their
influence. Gradually issues specific to local contexts translate into more
generalised problems that require policy intervention.

Second, in contrast to state space accounts where the motivations of the groups
that control the state seem to have unified scalar goal, the state can be seen as a
coalition of various regionally-based groups with interests that produce different, at
times competing ‘spatial imaginaries’ of the region. Competing visions reflect a
combination of the respective interests of the coalitions of forces involved and the
broader ideology reflected in wider cross-territorial alliances.
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Third, state intervention selects both partners and particular ‘spatial imaginaries’.
This ‘selectivity’ is the outcome of pressures put on National policy makers, the
gains they expect and the extent of the means available to them, all of which
relates to ‘power geometries’ in a particular spatio-temporal context.

Finally thus, even as a particular spatial imaginary is ‘selected’ and developed in a
strategy pursued by significant social forces there is no guarantee that it will

become stabilised in new institutional arrangements.
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4. New Labour and a New Regional
Policy for England

1. Introduction

The economic and democratic deficits that characterised the regional landscape in
England (Tomaney, 2000) provided a strong rationale for the Labour party, first in
opposition, and later in Government, to engage with new regionalist claims that an
economic dividend could be harnessed from greater devolution of decision-making
and implementation around the regional and local levels. Established in 1999,
RDAs established by the Labour Government represented the centre piece of a
new regional policy for England. The first part of the chapter focuses on the debate
that took place around the extent of the functions and powers that were provided
to the new Agencies and explores the different ideologies that underpinned this
debate. It highlights in particular the role that ‘regional competitiveness’ and the
related discourse that ‘every region can be a winner’ play in promoting a new
model of regional governance. The events that surrounded the development of the
proposal submitted to the North East electorate in the 2004 referendum allow to
reflect further on the role of the state; in particular not only in terms of its continued
influence on the developmental trajectory of the regions but also of its impact on
the outcome on the process of regionalisation.

A consequence of the demise of the plan for an elected regional tier was that
emphasis shifted on partnership working, inter-institutional and public-private
cooperation, as a way to find agreement and managing the complexities involved
in developing multiple strategies. Given their institutional constraints, the Agencies
were contingent on these mechanisms and in all regions extensive links were
established with the sub-regional partnerships (Pearce and Ayeres, 2009).
Although the various actors might share a commitment to collaborate across

institutional boundaries, they were also influenced by different agendas. These
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interdependencies are considered examining the relationship between RDAs and
sub-regional partnerships. Finally, the likely impact of emergent state intervention
through the 2007 SNR (HM Treasury et al., 2007) on regional/sub-regional
relationships is considered.

2. The establishment of RDAs and Regional Assemblies in the English

regions

This section examines the circumstances in which RDAs were established in the
English regions in 1997. It examines the debate that has taken place around the
extent of responsibilities assigned to the new agencies and highlights the distinct
ideologies underpinning this debate. Particular attention is placed on the
mobilisation of a discourse of ‘regional competitiveness’ and the gap between the
latter and the reality on the ground. In this gap the strategic role played by the
state is located.

Although RDAs are provided with even increasing resources, such resources were
tied to strict government’s targets. The circumstances around the development of
a proposal for elected Regional Assemblies to submit to the North East electorate
can shed further light on the extent to which ‘state orchestration’ was prominent in
England.

2.1.The establishment of RDAs

The new regional agenda in England emerged as a complex synthesis of many
different determinants (Jones and MaclLeod, 1999) but four elements can be
isolated as important drivers. The emergence of RDAs certainly reflected the
pervasiveness of the contentious arguments that that traditional interventionist
regional policy was no longer adequate to the requirements of a globalised and
liberalised economy. Replicating the competitive circumstances in a narrow set of

vibrant thriving 'exemplar’ regions in the context of the sluggish economies of the
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English peripheral regions, it was asserted, could best be effected by developing
new regionally based institutions (Harding et al, 1996; Morgan, 1997). This
voguish argument was juxtaposed with a longstanding concern with regional
disparities. The establishment of regional agencies, it was argued, would provide
both a means of bolstering economic development and allowing regions of
England’s north to compete more effectively in the global economy.
Simultaneously, these agencies would help offset interregional socioeconomic
disparities (Labour Party, 1995).

Another key driver was a desire to align the UK to the call for a ‘Europe of the
regions’ that in the early 90s had reached its zenith®. On a more pragmatic level,
national policy makers acknowledged the need to develop significant regional
institutional capacity for the design and delivery of Single Programming
Documents to secure European Structural Funds (Musson et al. 2005).

The period from the early 1990s also saw attempts by the then Government to
promote new regional institutional structures, to develop a stronger regional
dimension to National policies, and to encourage greater institutional collaboration
on a regional basis. After several years during which spatial policy and planning
were organised almost exclusively around narrowly drawn intra-conurbation and
sub-regional areas, the early to the mid-1990s saw a cautious and partial
rediscovery of the regional question. In this context the establishment of
'Government Offices' in 1994 and comprehensive coverage of Regional Planning
Guidance for the English standard regions were the most significant innovations.
The developing new regionalist orthodoxy found expression also through the
development of some forms of bottom-up regionally based economic development
partnerships and indirectly elected associations of local politicians, in many cases
as precursors to the later establishment of RDAs and Regional Chambers. This

* In this context, regionally allocated structural funds were distributed amongst under developed and
declining regions while a series of community initiatives INTERREG Ilc and TERRA) encouraged regional
partnership within and across EU member states. On-going efforts were also carried out to develop a
European Spatial Perspective with the aim of guiding future EU plans and policies to address spatial
inequalities and boost competitiveness (European Commission, 1991, 1994).
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somewhat tentative resurgence of regionalism acquired more impetus under the
first Blair Government.

With regards to the policy debates internal to the Labour Party, a distinction soon
emerged between the constitutional issues relative to English devolution and the
economic issues relative to the inadequacies of traditional regional policy (Harding
et al. 1999). When committed regionalist John Prescott first championed the cause
of English regionalism during the 1980s, the region was still perceived as the most
appropriate level for interventionist policies, with the question of democratic
accountability coming as something of an afterthought. Throughout subsequent
debates, the distinction between economic and democratic deficits persisted with
the key concern being one of how best to ‘bridge the gap’ between the institutional
reforms required to tackle them (Harding et al.,, 1999). In particular, while
addressing the economic deficit via the establishment of RDAs gained wide
support, addressing the democratic deficit via a process of full regional devolution
remained a well-documented source of internal conflict within the Labour Party
(Tomaney and Hetherington, 2006).

Animated by the new intellectual climate a new regional policy coalition formed in
the early 90s around the Deputy Prime Minister John Prescott. The vehicle for
drafting Labour’s new regional policy was the Regional Policy Commission formed
in 1996 and chaired by Bruce Millan, at the time influential former EU
commissioner of regional policy. The ‘Millan Commission’ proposed three main
institutional innovations:: first, that RDAs should be in charge of English regional
policy; second, that RDAs should be created in all the English Regions and third,
that indirectly elected regional chambers should be created to steer the
development agencies and make them accountable to the region (Regional Policy
Commission 1996). These three recommendations formed the basis of Labour’s
legislative agenda when it came into office in 1997.

If the Regional Policy Commission was the instrument for the delineating the
regional policy vision of the Labour party in opposition, it was the team behind the
Department for the Environment Transport and Regions (DETR) that took charge
of delivering the legislative agenda in Government.
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The White Paper, ‘Building Partnership for Prosperity’, published in December
1997 confirmed the establishment of “new structures and opportunities” in and
through which the English regions could “punch their weight in the global market
place” (DETR, 1997, p. 1). Formally launched in 1999, the objectives of the RDAs
were fivefold: first, to promote regional economic development and regeneration;
second, to advance business investment, efficiency and competitiveness; third, to
increase employment levels; fourth, to assist with the development of ‘relevant’
skills and fifth, to encourage sustainable forms of development.

Provided with a budget of 750 million RDAs were granted a range of powers to
meet these objectives, the majority of which came from existing government
programmes and agencies; key among these was the Single Regeneration Budget
Challenge Fund, responsibility for the management of which was assumed from
the GOs. Furthermore, powers and resources for assisting in land assembly and
the development of commercial and industrial premises were acquired from the
regional offices of English Partnership and resources for the regeneration o rural
areas were inherited from the Rural Development Commission.

Many commentators noted that the White Paper reflected a narrow conception of
the RDAs as strategic bodies with limited funds, exercising control and influence
over a limited range of areas (Deas and Ward, 1999); their work was restricted to
physical regeneration, land development, business support and advice (in
collaboration with Business Links) and the attraction of inward investment
(plausibly in collaboration with existing regional development organisations).

The 1998 Regional Development Agencies Act confirmed that strategy building
and steering the work of sub regional implementers through the development of a
RES was to become central to the role RDAs role. This would involve each RDA
preparing a regional economic strategy (RES) required to support and enhance
national policies, while addressing the needs of the region (DETR, 1999). To
ensure that the process delivered RES that reflected region-wide support,
partnership working was a further requirement. RDAs were instructed to proceed
through dialogue and to foster regional partnership and co-operation. The

Statutory Guidance issues in 1999 stressed that the fundamental purpose of the

57



RES was to “improve economic performance and enhance the region’s
competitiveness” (DETR, 1999, p.12).

A preliminary observation that can be made in relation to the process of definition
of the RDAs programme and its implementation is that while earlier initiatives for
regional cooperation involved a variety of issues (ranging from environmental
policy to transport policies), RDAs were primarily established to promote economic
growth and to increase regional competitiveness. Competitiveness, not social
exclusion or more broadly defined economic development, was seen as the
central element of RDAs strategies. This predominant business logic permeates
the structure of the RDAs through the requirement that they would be led by small
business dominated Boards made up of unelected local dignitaries appointed by
the Secretary of State.

The subject of severe criticism on the part of numerous commentators, in
academic literature (Gibbs, 1998; Morgan, 2001), this narrow focus inscribed in
the RDA’s aims and structure, reflected New Labour's wider belief that the
prioritisation of the pursuit of competitiveness goals is seen as in no way as
conflicting with the pursuit of social justice and environmental goals®.

Second, it is not difficult to recognize the infusion of New Regionalist ethos into the
new regional development structures. One can point to the influence of
endogenous growth theory and to the emphasis on indirect measures to boost
local economic competitiveness like programmes to stimulate innovation and
learning within firms, and to upgrade the infrastructure for training, education and
communication (DTI,1998a; 1998b; 2001). RDAs have been asked to plan for
clusters and innovation systems (DT, 1998a; 1998b).

It is important to notice also how the discourse that informed the set up of the
RDAs reflected more than just a mere interest for co-location, through references
to clusters, drawing heavily on the more sophisticated approaches of the

‘institutional turn’ and the ‘network paradigm’ (Lovering, 1999). Increased

5 In the words of Gordon Brown“in a modern, global economy, the policies necessary to tackle growing
inequality and social dislocation are the very same which are necessary to produce a dynamic and
competitive economy”(Brown, 1994, p. 17 cited in Webb and Collins, 2000).
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competitiveness was presented as being the result not only of co-location but also
of tacit knowledge, collaboration, knowledge sharing, trust relations (DTI, 1998).
The emphasis on regionally specific horizontal relations of reciprocity and
cooperation (Jones and MaclLeod, 2001) was echoed in the discourses of
democratic renewal of some Labour pro-devolution politicians (Caborn, 2000).

In fact, the objectives and functions of RDAs were closely prescribed by Central
Government

and the agencies are ultimately accountable to Ministers through boards that draw
their social base primarily from the business sector. Considering these
constitutional and representational limitations the potential for RDAs to nurture a
form of democratic renewal and associative democracy (Hirst, 1997) appears
questionable or, highly dependent on the assumption that regional assemblies
would be able to shape the material, representational and symbolic form of the
RDA.

Assemblies were nominated bodies including representatives of local government,
business, trades unions, higher education, faith and minority ethnic communities.
They were expected to provide a resemblance of regional democracy in advance
of elected regional bodies and were responsible for scrutinising the activities of the
RDAs and assisting in regional strategy coordination.

The discourse of ‘regional competitiveness’ (Bristow, 2010) played an important
role in the regional debate and in the transformation of UK regional policy from
Keynesian welfare policy concerned with issues of territorial justice to

Schumpeterian development tool to enhance the UK’s low productivity levels.

2.3 ‘All regions can be winners’

Many have exposed the fuzziness of the concept of ‘regional competitiveness’
(Krugman, 1996; Martin and Sunley, 2003; Bristow, 2010). The case of the RDAs
provides a particularly clear example of how ‘regional competitiveness’ worked as

an ‘enabling myth’ (Hudson, 2005), a powerful discourse which misrepresents
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reality and yet attains belief. Specifically, it is argued, such ‘myth’ has served the
important purpose of recasting the RDA programme as an innovative policy tool in
its own right rather than as the mere first strand of the Government’s proposal for
regional devolution (Webb and Collins, 2005).

Labour's new regional policy framework was delineated in a series of reports
carrying the signature of the Treasury (2001; 2003a,b, 2004). The crux of this
framework is that gaps in regional income levels (as measured by GDP per capita)
should be explained by the gaps in ‘productivity’ (as measured by GDP per
employee). The drivers of productivity then identified are five: skills, investment,
innovation, enterprise and competition. This emergent micro-economic, supply-
side focus drove a re-conceptualisation where lagging regional economic
performance, rather than from deficits in the demand as conceived in the
traditional Keynesian approach (Parsons, 1988), was seen as arising from
inefficiencies, rigidities, and inflexibilities characterising the supply-side of a
region’s economy. These weaknesses, in turn, prevent the region’s firms,
industries and workers from responding to the changing market conditions of a
globalised knowledge economy (DTI, 2001b). On the basis of the new terms of
interpretation of the ‘regional problem’, the five drivers’ framework inevitably
subverts the terms of the proposed ‘solutions’. The indigenous nature of the
causes of a region’s lagging competitive performance calls for policies directed at
improving a region’s supply-side features and capabilities. Such upgrading of the
local milieu for business is expected to couple the competitiveness of firms to the
competitiveness of regions, through local interdependencies and economies of
agglomeration (DTI, 2001).

The intellectual bias of the economists within the Treasury can be traced in the a-
spatial character of an analysis where a framework used to explain the lower
levels of growth of the UK's economy as a whole compared to the EU average
was un-problematically recast at the regional and local level. In other words, there
is nothing inherently ‘regional’ in this analysis. The regional dimension derives
mostly from the fascination within the Treasury, and other sectors of Government,

with the propositions of Porter (2003) and his theory on clusters and
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competitiveness. This, as observed by Martin (2005), was clear in particular in the
discussions on the drivers and indicators of regional competitiveness that were
regularly published by the DTI (BERR later) where the approach was one that
focused on the regional variations for each of the drivers in isolation (rather than
on variations in their interactions). This approach showed no consideration for
the regionally specific kind of interactions taking place in the supply-side
architecture of the regional economy and, more in general, the underlying region-
specific characteristics that produce, and are produced by, its specific pattern of
economic of activity and specialisation.

Therefore, government reformulated regional policy in terms of a discourse of
‘regional competitiveness’ which, to be effective, entails the delivery of
‘uniqueness scripts’ (Lagendijk and Cornford, 2000) calibrated towards the regions’
specific strengths and weaknesses. At the same time, such ‘scripts’ have been
transmitted by the centre through the use of various technologies (Hudson, 2005)
such as RDA competitiveness league tables, targets and milestones set by Central
Government constitute key technologies enabling DTI and the HM Treasury to
steer the activities of regional agencies and ensure they deliver the set national
policy objectives.

Corollary to the lack of consideration for the nature and significance of regional
contingencies is that in the Government regional policy framework the region is
conceived as the sum of the firms that happen to be located there. The focus on
firms within the region prescribes also relatively narrow policy route to
development. A frequent critique levelled at RDAs was that they tended to
prioritize a rather narrow private sector orientated agendas at the expense of
broader regeneration initiatives (Niven, 2004).

The link between firms’ competitiveness and regional prosperity is one that is also
highly contingent on the specific industrial structure of a region. Productivity as
measured by GDP per worker, wi'l'lﬂ'n'ec':essarily be higher in those regions that
have the higher concentration of capital-intensive industries with high value added
per head (Fothergill, 2005).
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However, the reconstruction of the regional problem above is based on the
assumption that regions compete on a level playing field, in other words that ‘all
regions can be winners’.

If the Treasury conceded that “a region industry mix plays some role in explaining
individual regions and localities’ economic problem” it also specified how “on the
whole it does not critically constrain a region’s growth potential” (HM Treasury,
2001, p.21). While not rejecting the existence of regional disparities,
Government’'s approach underplayed a reality in which of joblessness was
concentrated in some large part of the country in favour of a focus on intra-
regional disparities (HM Treasury, 2002b).

With the belief that regional economic failure was “turning Britain into a nation of
regional have’s and regional have not’s” (Caborn, 1996; DTI, 2000), RDAs were
exalted as the primary mechanism for addressing these concerns.

As an indication of the impact of the regional structures on inequalities in regional
economic performance, Figure 1 show that the gap in the share of total GVA
(workplace based) for the Northern regions (North East, and West, YH), Midlands
(East and West) and the South (South East and West of England and London).
From 1999-2004 the share of GVA of the Southern regions has seen increase by
some 1 per cent and the share of both Northern regions and the Midlands
decreased in equal proportions. In the successive four years this picture remained
essentially unaltered. In the whole 1999-2008 period the percentage of total GVA
of the Northern regions decreased by some 1.1 per cent and that of the South
increased by 2.2 per cent. These figures are only indicative (and can take no
account of added value) nonetheless they corroborate the suggestion that far from
levelling the playing field for the English regions, the failure to incorporate
macroeconomic issues may have served to emphasise the regional economic
chasm (Harrison, 2006).

Rather than being in the vanguard as “economic powerhouses” (DTLR and
Cabinet Office, 2002) for the regeneration of regions RDAs were more akin to
‘business incubators’ or to equivalent models of business support. The problem
was that of a distorted reality where RDAs found that they were pushed towards
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dealing with an agenda that was over and above their means. All this therefore
seems to provide further support to Morgan’s (2006, p. 158) contention that “there
appears to be no cause, neither sustainability in the South nor deprivation in the
north, that can rival the allure of higher economic growth as the top priorities of
Labour politicians”.

Figure 1: Percentage of total workplace based GVA (current basic prices) for the North (North East and
West, YH), Midlands and South (East of England, London, South East and West).
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2.2 Economic regionalism and the opportunity of a referendum on elected

Regional Assemblies

There are always tensions related to the role of existing institutions as these
attempt to defend their resources threatened by emergent bodies. In part this
underpinned the debate around the scope of RDAs responsibilities and their
conception narrowly as strategic bodies with limited funds, exercising control and
influence over a limited number of areas. In the years following their establishment,
RDAs were provided with increased sets of responsibilities as well as additional
resources and flexibilities. In 2003, the RDAs gained responsibility for preparing
‘Frameworks for regional employment and skills’, while the 2002 Spending Review
confirmed increases in the agencies’ budgets and strengthened their role in areas
such as housing, tourism and transport. In 2005, business support services
provided by Business Link were devolved to RDAs, proposals were made to
integrate further the planning of the agencies’ and the Learning and Skills
Council's (LSC) budgets and extend the agencies’ remit to comprise inward
investment, business-university collaboration and the delivery of socio-economic
objectives in rural areas (Pearce and Ayeres, 2009). As the RDAs gained new
functions, pressures mounted for their coordination. Prior to 2002 the agencies'
activities were dominated by ‘legacy’ programmes; thereafter they were granted
the flexibility to switch resources within three year 'single programmes', or Single
Pot, which pooled sponsor departments’ budgets in ways considered critical for
their ability to perform their ‘value added role’® (HM Treasury, 2000).These
developments were in part related to the Treasury’s emerging support for the
RDAs in connection with its ‘discovery’ of their potential in terms of their

contribution to increase productivity levels in the region (Tomaney and

5The notion of Strategic Added Value was formalised in 2006 by the consultants SQW in the context of the
development of the RDAs impact evaluation framework. It rationalises the role of the RDAs with respect to
regional partners and comprised five main components: strategic leadership and catalyst; strategic influence;
funding leverage; synergy; engagement or involving stakeholders in the design and delivery of regional
activities. Longlands and Markus (2006) argued that as a measure of the impact of the RDAs this notion is
characterised by ambiguities and flaws.
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Hetherington, 2004). The consolidation of the links with a significant centre of
power within Whitehall reflected also in new performance management
arrangements which raised significant concerns in relation to the effective impact
of the above measures in terms of reconfigurations of inter-state relations. For
example, for the House of Commons Committee on Public Accounts (2004)
targets developed by the centre with RDAs had led to tensions between regional
and national priorites and the Agencies focusing too much on short-term
contributions to Whitehall objectives and too little on long-term strategic impact in
the region. It called for improved targeting, a streamlining of funding streams and
action from Whitehall to align activities of different organisations including skills
and transport. The report provided the RDAs with the opportunity to apply
pressure on DTI to replace traditional top-down ways of Whitehall working with an
“emerging culture of greater trust, freedom and fiexibility” (RDA National
Secretariat, 2004, quoted in Pearce and Ayeres, 2009, p. 548). The 2005 Tasking
Framework held out the promise of securing greater complementarities between
the priorities identified in the RESs and PSA targets (DTI, 2005a).

This required that each RDA should show in their corporate plans how they
intended to address the priorities in their RES and contribute to the delivery of the
national public services agreements (PSA) targets on regional economic
performance, sustainable development, national productivity and reducing
productivity disparities in rural areas. PSA targets were also translated into more
specific ‘Tier 2’ (regional) and Tier 3 (core output) targets for individual RDAs’.

The new framework was characterised by significant complexity and unclear
accountabilities with multiple targets that were “vague...difficult to measure and
potentially inconsistent” (McVittie and Swales, 2007a, p. 275). Impacts remained

7 The RDAs were expected to make progress on targets related to a set of mandatory ‘core outputs’ within
agreed ranges; these focused on: employment creation (the number of jobs created or safeguarded);
employment support (the number of people assisted to get a job); business creation (the number of new
businesses created and demonstrating growth after 12 months and businesses attracted to the region);
business support (the number of businesses assisted to improve their performance); regeneration(public and
private investment levered,including reclaiming and redeveloping brownfield land; and skills (the number of
people assisted in their skills development)..
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difficult to judge in part due to the structural circumstances related to the problem
of identifying outcomes in policy areas where RDAs had a limited remit.

The Agencies’ main tasks continued to be related uniquely to the delivery of
economic targets: many of the headline targets remained unaltered with social
inclusion targets that were essentially economic and regeneration targets that
were mainly business-oriented. There were no core targets related to the
environment, social infrastructures, health and inequalities. Through the
prescription of a core group of uniform economic output targets Whitehall
encouraged the RDAs to pursue identikit competitiveness scripts based upon
improving regional institutional thickness, with no clear prioritisation or tailoring of
dominant prescriptions to suit local circumstances (Bristow, 2005). As state-
sponsored bodies the RDAs had access to (even increasing) resources, these
generally could be employed only in ways sanctioned by and within the
parameters established by Central Government (cf. Peck, 1995). This indicates
that RDAs were more a mechanism to enable Central Government intervention
than to support autonomous regional action.

If it is important to reiterate the significance of the influence of the nation state on
the process of devolving increased powers towards the regions; even more
important perhaps is to emphasise how the state can, in particular circumstances,
affect also the outcome of the process of regionalisation. Insights on these can be
provided through the events surrounding the development of the proposal for
elected Assemblies submitted to the regional electorate in 2004 (cf. Jones, 2001).

The 2002 White Paper (DTLR and Cabinet Office, 2002) and the agreement, at
the beginning of Labour’s second term, that the three northern regions of England
would have the opportunity to advance a referendum for elected Regional
Assemblies demonstrated that the regionalist component of Government had been
able to negotiate some of the key tensions embedded in the RDA model. In the
run up to the referendum, the coalition of regionalists led by the Deputy Prime
Minister attempted to negotiate a wide consensus around the proposal across
Government (Hetherington and Pinkney, 2004; Tomaney et al. 2005). This

consensus, necessary for the plan to go ahead, came at a price. However, as
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departments remained reluctant to devolve powers downwards, this coalition had
to concede substantial ground, agreeing that increasing responsibilities be given to
the regions. The negotiations underpinned the significant gap that opened in the
run up to the referendum between the original devolution proposal and the one
submitted to the North East electorate on the 4™ of November 2004.

This was demonstrated particularly clearly in the agreement for the integration of
the regions in the highly centralist frameworks of the Treasury’s Comprehensive
Spending Reviews and Performance Management Framework. The failure of the
central state to remove its influence meant that original and clear argument of the
‘Yes' campaign became enmeshed and finally lost in an array of complexities®.
The resulting ‘No’ vote inflicted a lethal blow to the regionalist component of
Government and its ‘vision’ exposing internal contradictions and external lack of

support.

3. From Regions to City-Regions?

The demise of the plan for an elected regional tier shifted emphasis on partnership
working, inter-institutional and public-private cooperation, as a way to find
agreement around collective priorities and managing the complexities involved in
developing multiple strategies. Given their institutional constraints, the Agencies
depended on these mechanisms and in all regions extensive links were
established wiih the sub-regionai parinerships based upon individual or groups of
local authorities (Pearce and Ayeres, 2009). The RDAs view these as a necessary
mechanism in linking regional strategy to local delivery and as a means for
strengthening the Agencies’ profile in the regions. The sub-regional partners
advise the RDA on sub-regional priorities and the RDAs devolve 70 per cent of

their funding for projects to local authorities and other delivery agents

®The long time lapse between the White Paper, or Labour election in 1997, and the referendum is an effective
indicator of the ambiguities around the ‘regional project’. In contrast, for instance, in the same period, in Italy
proposals to strengthen the regional infrastructure through increased democratic control were taken forward
within eight months from the appointment of the Prime Minister Massimo D’Alema (November 1998-July
1999) whose government saw this as a key to its political project.
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A partnership model was also reflected in Local Areas Agreements (LAAS)
between central government and local authorities. Furthermore, this model
| received further attention in connection with the interest in Multi Area Agreements
(MAAs) and ‘city-regions’ and which reflected the belief that the impetus for
economic development lies at the city rather than the regional scale.
A number of issues can be noted in relation to the potential over different visions
of developmental trajectories in this field. First, these visions might be rooted in the
different territorial interests but also nested across different extra-territorial
allegiances. For example, significant uncertainty surrounded the status of the
RDAs’ sub-regional partnership arrangements and ‘Local Strategic Partnerships’
(LSPs) that the GO and CLG perceive as the prime sub-regional partnership
vehicle (Deas and Ward, 2000).
Second, there is the need to consider how different local authorities might have
variable desires and capacities and to operate through partnership. This, finally,
read in connection with the on-going pressure on the RDA to deliver, through the
central targets, provides the sense of the challenges that RDAs faced in the
regions.
In part, the SNR published by Government in 2007 represents the
acknowledgement of the need for greater clarity and rationality in regional/sub-
regional relations in the governance of economic development. Before considering
the impact of the SNR, the next section explores the significance of the sub-
regional dimension of governance in England and the circumstances of the re-
emergence of the city-region.

3.1 The re-emergence of the city-region and the SNR

Alongside the reassertion of the standard region from the mid 1990s a second axis
of institution building revolved around geographically smaller city-regional areas
(Deas and Ward, 2000). This followed in the wake of the period of acute disruption
of metropolitan governance in England that unfolded from 1979 to 1997. During

this time, the Thatcher and Major Conservative governments had attempted to
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reduce and remove local powers and eradicate the domination of the Labour Party
in most of England’s large cities. At the heart of this were the extensively
chronicled attempts to limit the scale of resource transfer from the centre to
localities while concomitantly undermining the fiscal autonomy of local authorities.
At the same time, the attempt was made to transfer local authority functions to a
range of appointed non-departmental public bodies and to the private sector. All
this culminated in the abolition of the upper tier of metropolitan government and its
replacement by a set of unitary authorities within each of England’s principal
conurbations.

Part of local government’s response to these direct challenges was an effort to
compensate for the lack of a formal tier of metropolitan government by developing
working arrangements that straddled individual local authority territories and
embraced other public and private sector bodies (Deas and Hebbert, 1999). While
few of these innovations have sought directly to replace the old metropolitan
structures, their inadvertent impact has been to create a number of bodies with the
task to govern city-regions. As with the larger regions in which they sat, the
emergence of new city-regional institutions and alliances to some extent reflected
the modish, new regionalist argument that local or regional territories occupy
pivotal status within the global economy. As a result, these territories require the
resources to enable them to compete effectively against other units in the global
context. But they also reflect a belief that the success of the wider metropolis must
be built from a strong city core rather than the region.

Despite the abolition of metropolitan authorities, these actors appeared to retain a
level of influence as testified in particular by the activities of the Core Cities (Core
Cities Group, 2004), an assemblage of the local authorities of England’s eight
most prominent provincial cities. While the policy debate focused on the
development of the new regional policy in 2003-04, the city-regional agenda “was
slowly bubbling away under the surface” (Harrison, 2007, p.317) in particular
through the work of the Core Cities Group. The crux of the Core Cities argument
was that enduring economic under-performance in much of the English North and
Midlands (and particularly in their urban-industrial heartlands), and the not
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unrelated dominance of London and the South-east region, can only be addressed
by creating new institutional configurations that recognise city-regional boundaries.
Rather than a return to some variant of formal metropolitan government, new city-
regional partnerships (perhaps statutory, though possibly voluntary) of local
authorities and other institutional actors would be a solution. The political agenda
of the Core Cities made extensive use of the ‘economic competitiveness’ idea and
the related discourse of the need to “add more cylinders to the UK’s economic
engine” (ODPM, 2003, p.2).

With policy interventions targeted at regional level and the prospect of the further
consolidation of the regional project, following the announcement of the regional
referendum, local authorities and other stakeholders mobilised in the prospect that
the region would become more important in the distribution of development
funding, to promote projects and create alliances to push their interests. If the
outcome of the 2004 referendum left the regional project in a limbo, by this time
the argument for increased attention to sub-regions had taken its shape (Healey,
2007). These could be metropolitan areas or more rural areas with multiple towns.
In some cases, the pressure to create sub-regional alliances, was precisely to
counter-act the potential that major cities, the big players in the core cities
movement, would capture all funding available to regions.

Meanwhile at national level, the then ODPM was addressing the question of the
investment needs of growth promotion in the South through the ‘Sustainable
Communities Action Plan’ (ODPM, 2003) whose core proposal consisted in the
channelling national urban development investment in new growth areas in the
South-East. In this context, the pressure from the Core Cities campaign in the
North on the Ministry led to the launch of a new regional initiative, the Northern
Way. This encompassed most of the core cities and encouraged them to create
city-regional arenas within an overarching umbrella (Counsell and Houghton,
2006). Envisaged as being advanced by an alliance of the three Northern RDAs
and core cities, the Northern Way's spatial strategy recognised the importance of
inter-connections across the UK space economy for urban development

investment decisions. However, it soon became evident that it lacked capacity and
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resources or even a political base and it constituted little more than a momentary
political expedient. By early 2006, the Northern Way had been overshadowed by
the ‘new localism’ and the ‘city-regionalism’. The former would devolve more
financial and programmatic autonomy to municipalities and associations of
municipalities while the latter played more into the 'economic competitiveness'
argument. The Treasury proclaimed: “there is significant empirical evidence to
suggest that the co-ordination of economic policies across the city-region is
conducive to economic performance” (HM Treasury, 2006, p.13), while a similar
logic was used by DCLG (2006, p.73) to argue how “further devolution needs to
encourage and reinforce this co-ordination and coilaboration and so ensure
maximum impact by better aligning decision-making with real economic
geographies such as city-regions”.

As political responsibilities shifted at national level in the course of 2006, the city-
region itself appeared to lose ground in favour of the more politically neutral
reference to ‘sub-regions’.

The Government's SNR (HM Treasury et al. 2007) published in mid-2007
appeared to follow a middling course, emphasising the need for clarity, continuity
and local acceptability and advocating a combination of strong regional
coordination and increased local flexibility.

In terms of concrete proposals these included: a streamlining of arrangements at
regional level, bringing together economic development and spatial planning in a
‘'single’ strategy under the aegis of the RDAs and simplifying the Tasking
Framework through a single growth target; a strengthening of the local authority
role, including new instruments for them to promote local economic development;
and the introduction of a mechanism for developing greater sub-regional
cooperation in the form of MAAs which extended the model hitherto utilised for
LAAs (three-year agreements developed by councils with their partners and then
negotiated with the relevant Government Office) so as to cover a wider set of
organisations.

The Review stated that RDAs should delegate responsibility for funding to local

authorities and sub-regions “where possible, unless there is a clear case for
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retaining funding at regional level or there is a lack of capacity at lower levels” (HM
Treasury et al, 2007, p.8). However, the Review also left uncertainty about how

sub-regional groupings would demonstrate their capacity:

DCLG's preferred position is a presumption that RDAs will delegate funds
unless there are extenuating circumstances. DBERR’s preference is that
local authorities will need to make a formal case as to why they should be
delegated responsibility.

(p. 615)

Out of a total of thirteen sub- and city-regional groupings that had been working on
proposals that were considered in the first round of MAAs (DCLG, 2007), only
seven were signed by the Government's original deadline of June 2008. This was
widely interpreted in terms of the adoption of a ‘selective’ approa'ch, one which
favoured some coalitions and projects more in line with the agendas of RDAs and
their parent department. Furthermore, the idea that local authorities would be able
to play a significant role in economic development contrasted with the reality of
variegated sub-regional landscapes where local actors possessed variable levels
of capacities to play an effective role.

Following the sign off of the first wave of MAAs, DCLG (2008) announced:

in a contract with Government, councils working together with local
agencies ... will get more freedoms from Whitehall in return for pledging a
local, partnership approach to boost economic growth and tackle deprivation

and financial inequalities.

In fact the arrangements were such that sub-regional agents did not have a direct
line of contact with Whitehall and to achieve their objectives had to engage with
regional structures. In the case of MAAs these were approved by the GOs but the
amount of resources provided depended on their discussions with RDAs and them

buying in into the single strategy.
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Alithough the provisions in the SNR held the promise of reforming existing regional
arrangements so as to ensure greater sub-regional discretion, significant political
barriers remained as testified by the how the RDAs and MAAs were constrained
by the centrally-determined growth target.

In this context, as observed by Harrison (2007), re-organising the state could
merely add to an already tangled hierarchy and distract attention from the state’s
continued ability to steer subnational governance to meet national interests and
avoid tackling the economic disparities between and within regions.

A further step could be the establishment of statutory, legally binding city-regional
structures empowered to deal with economic development. This “would enable
funding and responsibility to be devolved or delegated directly to the sub-region,
rather than to individual local authorities” (Burch et al., 2008b, p. 6). This could be
viewed as an opportunity to strengthen MAAs and secure greater policy discretion.
On 22 April 2009, in the context of the 2009 Budget, Leeds and Manchester were
indicated as two forerunner statutory city-regions. However this indication
proceeded with no clear understanding in relation to scale, scope and timeline of
city-regional devolution. When the issue finally went through Parliament, the 2009
Act did little to clear the fog around the extent of enhanced powers the new bodies
would be guaranteed. In its assessment of the Government's proposal, the House
of Commons Business and Enterprise Committee (2009, par. 161) were "surprised
and disappointed with the lack of detail within the Government's proposals"
observing that it represented an "unnecessary addition" to the existing sub-

national organisations and strategies, rather than 'life after regions'.
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Conclusions

New Labour was ostensibly committed to the devolution of a range of economic
development powers and funding to enable stakeholders to identify and capitalise
on their unique strengths of their regions and provide greater coordination
between different policy initiatives and levels of government.

The RDAs were able to gain an important role in relation to the Government's
'agenda to increase regional productivity and, with time, gained increasing funding
and responsibilities. They also provided a channel for the concerns of regional
elites that previously were not always expressed and some levels of flexibility in
adapting national policies pointing to the potential not only to perform the ‘value-
added’ role envisaged for them by the Treasury but also that of mediators in multi-
scalar governance context between the agenda of Whitehall on the one hand, and
that of sub-regional interests on the other. This chapter, however, has brought
attention on the tensions incorporated in the RDAs as a result of Labour’s
idiosyncratic approach in which embryonic regionalisation proceeded alongside
traditional ways of Whitehall working and central-local relations.

RDAs were scrutinised by Assemblies and subject to the influence associated with
working in partnership with various regional and local partners.

In the absence of regional devolution, however the Agencies were regarded
principally as mechanisms for the delivery of a limited set of centrally determined
targets. Although they were provided with increased budgets and flexibilities these
did not fundamentally undermine the role of the nation state as key force behind
the definition of major aspects of local and regional economic governance
(Brenner, 2003).

The RDAs were super-imposed on a highly fragmented institutional landscape
where the majority of the funding for delivering economic development goals was
endowed to other institutions on which the Agencies had only limited influence.
The account in this chapter conveyed the sense of a highly complex institutional

environment created by previous rounds of state restructuring with repercussions
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on the relations between the RDAs and its partners as well as internal to the
agency.

More crucially, while emphasis is placed on the RDAS’ role in addressing regional
disparities and improve the economic performance of regions, they are
undermined by New Labour’s rejection for a spatial framework to address spatial-
political in England and the associated discourse that ‘every region can be a
winner’.

This is however only part of the story. From the mid-2000s the debate over the
governance of sub-national economic development was characterised by a
renewed emphasis towards the central-local axis through the focus on a
partnership model based on the ‘city-region’ and MAAs, in line with the argument
that the cities, rather than regions, were the competitive territories ‘par excellence’.
In the context of the UK particular brand new networked arrangements added to,
rather than replaced, the existing regional arrangements.

First, although the ‘city-region’ had been slowly bubbling under the surface for a
long time, in particular through the work of the Core Cities Group, it was the crisis
of the region and Government's search for a new scalar fix that licenced the shift
in focus. Second, there was a problem of definition that reflected in the oscillating
trajectory leading to the SNR; this was underpinned by multiple spatial imaginaries
promoted by a web of institutions and interests. Third, the continued ambivalence
of the New Labour government’s approach towards increased devolution to sub-
national territories characterised by the persistence of traditional accountability
mechanisms and divisions within Whitehall. Fourth and related, city-regional
alliances were unable to escape from the shadow of the existing regional and
national framework.

The provisions in the SNR and those concerning statutory city cah be seen as
emerging from the recognition of the need for plugging and/or bridging the gap left
by previous institutions, strategies and models of economic development. Yet,
they continued to be constrained and hampered by the same policies whose
problems they were mobilised to address. If one sees models, institutions and

strategies that the state leaves in place as being there to protect its control over
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the management of uneven development we can understand why the state shapes
its policies in the way it does.

It remains clearly critical to articulate the role of the state, and the re-scaling of its
functions across its different territorial branches, in relation to the endeavour to
understand the current restructuration of sub-national governance

It is argued however that if we are to take seriously the issue of political agency
and strategy and their significance, there is also the need to move beyond
perspectives that tend to focused on state/regional or state/city-regional dynamics
and shed more empirical light on the interactions between the region and other
scales such as the local and sub-regional.

76



5. Researching Regional Spaces

1. Introduction

This chapter provides the rationale for a single region case study methodology. In
1999, at the zenith of the new regionalist 'orthodoxy', Ann Markusen produced an
incisive methodological critique of urban and regional research, published in the
pages of Regional Studies. In 2003 and 2004 in the pages of the same journal, a
prolific debate unfolded around the principal arguments of that cfitique (Peck, 2003;
Hudson, 2003; Lagendjik, 2003; Markusen, 2003). Such debate provided some
crucial pointers for the methodological choices that have informed the research
approach in this study. This chapter takes the cue from some of the key terms of
this methodological debate. While many of the criticisms raised by Markusen with
respect to the methodological weaknesses of some regionalist research were
widely shared among scholars, marked divergences distinguished the diagnoses.
In outlining this position this study recognises, however, that it was weakened by
one missing link: the provision of a more clear and detailed framework capable of
specifying what these “better forms of case studies” (Lagendjik, 2003 p. 275) might
look like.

| argue that there is a need to strengthen the link between theoretical re-
constructions and methodological reflections in order to develop the empirically
based programme of research necessary to complete the reconstruction of
regional research.

The first part of the chapter reflects on the Regional Studies debate on case
studies. The second part outlines the main dimensions of focus in relation to this
thesis’ case study region, Yorkshire and the Humber.
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2. Case Study Methodology and Regional Research

This section develops the methodological debate triggered by the critique of
Markusen (1999). It responds to the methodological challenges concerning the
kind of knowledge, the standard of evidence and the conceptualisation of theory
raised through this debate. It traces the gap between theoretical and
methodological critique identifying a space for developing a form of regional case
study for advancing knowledge of state space. '

2.1 Fuzzy conceptualisation, policy relevance and ‘better forms of case study’ in

regional research

This research adopts a single case study methodology. The assumptions
underlying this methodological choice inevitably need to confront wider questions
relative to the kind of knowledge this research aims to produce. One question
regards the location of the research in the knowledge space that lies between
contemporary work of critical urban and regional researchers and the knowledge
policy-makers make use of in order to frame® day to day problems. Indeed an
increasing ontological and epistemological gap appears to separate the two
domains which has led some scholars to call for a ‘policy turn’ in geographical
research (Markusen, 1999; also Martin, 2001; Dorling and Shaw, 2002). For its
proponents, such a turn could take place only through drastic amendments in the
methods of contemporary urban and regional research. Such amendments, which
should be directed at making research more amenable to affect change in the ‘real
world’, were to involve a departure from intensive case study research
methodologies. The debate that developed around these arguments, in particular
around the questions raised by Markusen’s (1999), has provided useful guidelines

for this research’s design. Markusen's methodological critique was constructed

’Framing refers to the process whereby actors ‘frame’ policy problems and solutions in ways that correspond
to their beliefs, perceptions, and arguments (Fisher, 2003).
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around a set of interrelated themes that she considered as key to the declining
societal relevance and scientific rigour of regional studies. In the first place, she
coined the powerful metaphor of ‘fuzzy concept’ to indicate an entity, phenomenon,
or process, with two or more alternative meanings. Second, she argued that the
standards of evidence of regional research are slipping. Third, the ‘fuzzy’ character
of concepts make the job of coming up with evidence much more difficult. And,
finally, poverty of evidence results in toleration of ‘fuzzy concepts’ and in
misguided policy. Martin (2001) renewed this criticism arguing that the deficiency,
in terms of policy relevance, of much of contemporary human geography ‘“is
compounded by the theoretical and linguistic obfuscation that now characterizes
so much of the subject” (p.195). This, he argued, is at the root of a noticeable
retreat from empirical and explanatory rigour. The concerns of Markusen and
Martin can be seen as echoing the criticisms surrounding the conceptual
terminology that imbues a large part of new regionalist research with terms such
as ‘institutional milieu’, ‘intelligent regions’, ‘untraded interdependencies’, ‘social
capital’, and ‘institutional thickness’ (MacKinnon and Cumbers 2002). Markusen'’s
invitation to regional scholars to confront the question: “how do | know it when |
see it?” is certainly valuable for inducing further reflection on the standard of rigour
underlying the relation between concepts and evidence. A level of cautiousness
however is required when considering the call for greater policy engagement.
Focused exclusively on matters internal to geographical research, the advocates
of a ‘policy turn’ gave little consideration to how declining standards of evidence or
fuzzy conceptualisation, rather than being a cause of policy irrelevance, could
stem instead from the growing demand for, and supply of, ‘quick fix’ policy recipes
(Lovering, 1999; Imrie, 2004). This argument effectively shifts the terms of the
debate on policy relevance bringing the attention instead on issue of how material
reality and evidence inform or misinform policy and political debates. Rather than
by the concern to establish a connection with the ‘real world’, the perspective in
this study is underpinned by the acknowledgement that the same material reality

can give rise to different political constructions of regionalism.
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Markusen correctly emphasised the need for greater standards of rigour in the
relation between concepts and evidence but she also went further, suggesting that
by asking the question “how do | recognise them when | see them?” over and over,
concepts could be as associated with a checklist of “characteristics that could be
unequivocally posited and would be understood in the same way by all readers” (p.
703). Such an approach was deemed necessary to implement the principles of
“sound academic research”, where such principles imply that “someone else could
replicate [the research’s] field work and verify the validity of his conclusions” (ibid).
Though sympathetic to Markusen’s critique of prevailing research practices in
regional studies the responses of Lagendjik (2003), Peck (2003) and Hudson
(2003) express strong reservations in relation to what they see as an implicit
alliance with quantitative methods'®. In the most overtly critical of these responses,
Peck’s (2003) became ‘irritated’ by Markusen’s apparent implication that regional
researchers using interviews and qualitative methods were “avoiding the hard
work” and pursuing “flashy but insubstantial theory construction” (2003, p. 73). The
crux of Peck’'s argument is that rather than rejecting qualitative case research,
there remained scope for extending case-study research so long as the challenge
was met to develop rigorous research designs and validity checks “to set the bar
high in terms of standards of corroboration and triangulation, in a fashion that is
consistent with the methods and modes that are being employed” (p. 736). The
defence of qualitative case study research advanced by Peck and other scholars
was based on a discussion of the misconceptions with regard to the nature of
interpretation in case study research. Referring to the methodological literature
(Mitchell, 1983; Flyvbjerg, 2002) as well as their own work, these contributions
effectively clarified the methodological position of the case study contributing to
refocusing the methodological debate towards “not less but better forms of case
study” (Lagendjik, p. 725, original emphasis). However, concerned mostly with
deconstructing the arguments levelled against their own work, these advocates of
qualitative regional case studies refrained from engaging with the more
challenging part of suggesting, “how we should move forward” (Martin, 2001).

'%This is a point that Markusen (2003) refutes in her rejoinder.
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In fact the pointers to follow in order to move regional case study research forward
were already available in the methodological debate. First, Peck’s argument was
based on what is seen as a misconception of the role and value of interview based
case study research. Second, Markusen’s stance was supported by the increasing
emphasis on ‘process’ evidenced by the “preponderance of words which were
once nouns or verbs transformed into adjectives, process verbs and then again
into process nouns with —isation” (Markusen, 1999, p. 870). While this is a valid

argument so is Peck’s response that, referring to its own work, points out:

You can't see labour market segmentation, or at least | can't...Markusen would
apparently push such concerns out of bounds for critical regional studies, because
they are insufficiently concrete. This then, is strike one on her fuzziness test, failing
on ‘how would | know it when | see it?'

(Peck, 2003, p. 732 original emphasis)

Paradoxically the region seems to have been overlooked in this debate. Only once
for Hudson’s mention ‘the region' arguing: “proponents of relational conceptions in
the social sciences would challenge any suggestion that there is a single
‘essential' definition of a concept” (2003, p. 746). As essentially indeterminate
social formations, by definition, regions fail Markusen’s fuzzy test, as other
historically and geographically produced social phenomena do. This certainly
cannot be reason to turn attention away from the region and abandon qualitative
research methods. In dealing with this, the role of concrete research should not be

one of looking for one-tc-cne ¢

isolating causai processes
through replication. Rather, the challenge is one of navigating through complexity,
bringing clarity of conceptual understanding to how networks, structures,
processes, and institutions interact in the production of region as strategic sites in
the geography of capitalism. This study maintains that case study research
remains a crucial tool for addressing this challenge with the validity of any
associated theoretical claim deriving not from experimental replication but through
the logic of substantive argument, one that consolidates in the interplay between
the accumulation of experience ‘in the field’ and the knowledge synthesised in the

theoretical framework. Therefore the main issue is not case study research per se
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but the way in which some of it fails to attend to the standards of rigour evoked by
Markusen. The critical question of indicating how to ‘move forward’ case study
research to achieve high standards of rigour remained suspended in the gap
between methodological reflection and theoretical advancement in regional
research

2.3 Bridging the gap between theoretical advancement and methodological

reflection

If the methodological debate in regional studies highlighted the crucial question of
the need for ‘better forms of case study’, it did little address the question of how
these ‘better forms of case study’ should look like. Considering this issue in
connection with the reflections in chapter 2 and 3 on the work of Brenner and other
scholars serves to reiterate that advancements in critical regional studies have
long been undermined by the tendency for methodological reflection, concrete
inquiry and theoretical advancement to proceed on separate planes. A greater
level of methodological reflection in relation to the work on state rescaling is
needed to provide greater clarity to the distinction between the different levels of
the dialectical spiral (from the abstract to the concrete) around which this body of

work is organised.

~—

Thinking about the region in relation to these different levels of the spiral highlights

L]

its as an ‘in between space’ (Jonas, 2006} and the ¢
research as a domain for linking the ‘abstract’ to the ‘concrete’ in the context of
efforts to advance knowledge of state space. The reconsideration of the critical
realism paradigm, in connection to the methodological position of case study
research, is critical in this. Understood to be consistent with, and an extension to,
the strategic relational approach (Jessop, 2001), critical realism is noted for
placing emphasis on the requirement to establish retroductive connections
between structure and agency in a temporally sensitive manner (Castellacci, 2006).
Intensive research based on a single region case study allows multiple policy

frameworks, with their different scalar dimensions interacting or coming into
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conflict in or around the region, to be traced. These multi-scalar and multi-
dimensional connections cannot be captured through “chaotic conception [which]
arbitrarily divides the indivisible and/or lumps together the unrelated” (Sayer, 1992,
p.138). Through ‘rational abstraction’ it is possible to retain the necessary
sensitivity to the uniqueness of the region as well as establishing the links between
the region and other scales.

This study’s brand of ‘concrete’ second wave regionalist research develops a
multi-scalar multi-dimensional analysis of the trans(-formation) of a particular
region, the YH region in England; the case choice rather than on criteria of
typicality, is based on its explanatory power with respect to the key dimensions of
the theoretical framework.

3. The Case Study Region

This section presents the rationale for focusing this research on the YH region and
delineates the main dimensions that define the case study. These include
institutions, processes and actors at various levels involved in a sub-regionally

specific politics of scale.

3.1 Locating the research in the Yorkshire and the Humber Region

The YH region and the Sheffield City Region provide an appropriate site of
research for considering the historically embedded nature of state spatial
restructuring. In particular this study focuses on two successive sets of institutional
reconfigurations that coincided with first, the instalment of the new RDA, Yorkshire
Forward, in 1999 and, second, the attempt, in the post-2004 period to advance
new partnerships around networked city-regions in the region.

One question arising from this choice regards the 'proximity' of the case location.
Developing the argument that qualitative case study research provides an ‘easy
route’ on the part of researchers, Markusen identified a tendency whereby
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scholars privilege researching “their own back yard”, thereby promoting a form of
“provincial boosterism” (2003, p.713). In the context of this study ‘proximity’
undoubtly played a role in case selection. Crucially, it is argued, this in itself should
not suffice to conceal the fact that the YH region presented an ideal location for
this study. This, again, points us to redress the critique of Markusen: the focus of
attention in arguing for higher standards of rigour in regional case studies should
not be the issue of 'proximity' per se, but rather the wider reasoning behind the
choice of location. For example, when such reasoning is made explicit in regional
research it appears often a product of retroductive rationalisation, re-constructed
on the basis of the outcomes of the research. This research avoids this practice
through the endorsement of Mitchell's observation that “there is absolutely no
advantage in going to a great deal of trouble to find a typical case” andmaking
explicit why, despite its convenient location, the YH region was an ideal location
for its 'explanatory power' with respect to key dimensions that are the focus of this
study.

The YH region was one of the three northern regions designéted by government
as being at the forefront of the planned regional devolution process and chosen as
the sites for a first round of regional referendums. A preferential route was
provided to these regions on the basis of a supposed stronger ‘sense of
regionalism’ in comparison with the rest of the other English regions (Hazell, 2006).
At the outset these circumstances configured each of the three northern regions
as a potentially apt location for researching the dynamics associated with the
impact of the new RDA regionalism. A large body of regionalist work exists on the
North East region, considered the home of the regionalist campaign (Tomaney,
1999; Tomaney and Ward, 2001; Pike, 2002), while the North West is considered
as an especially contested region, with tensions crystallised around the large
urban areas therein (Deas and Ward, 2000; Jonas and Ward, 2002; Harrison,
2008). There is also significant body of work that has focused on the YH region to
explore issues of multi-level governance in the context of the management of EU
Structural Funds (Bache, 2000; Armstrong and Wells, 2006; Bache and Chapman,
2008). This strand brought into focus problems associated with complex social and
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spatial divisions of labour in relation in particular to the coordination of various
spatial scales and the economic development and the social sustainability
agendas. This study explores the multi-scalar production of the YH region from a
broader perspective that attempts to move beyond the focus on a single policy
issue to consider coordination problems across multiple agendas.

The new regional policy framework of the New Labour Government faced peculiar
challenges (in terms of extent and nature) encountering the specific political,

institutional and economic structures of the YH region.

3.2 The economic landscape

The YH region covers most of the historic county of Yorkshire, along with the part
of Northern Lincolnshire that was, from 1974 to 1996, within the former shire
county of Humberside. It embraces a population of approximately five million and a
workforce of 2.3 million or just under 9 per cent of the UK total (ONS, 2010). It is
worth looking at some socio-economic indicators that can provide a sense of the
landscape faced by the RDA on the eve of its establishment. Although the region
accounted for the 7.5 per cent of the UK’s GDP, the average GDP per capita was
only 88 per cent of the UK average (ONS, 2001). South Yorkshire’s deteriorating
GDP per capita, 74 per cent of the UK average, having fallen below 75 per cent of
the EU average, qualified the area for £740 million of EU Objective 1 structural
assistance. The main socio-economic challenges in the areas affected by the new
regional institutions remained those related to the deindustrialisation of the 1980s
and 1990s. Yorkshire’s remaining deep mines, including those of the Selby
coalfield, continued their decline throughout the first term of the new Labour
Government while the steel industry and engineering sector in the region
continued to face major restructuring (Gore and Jones, 2006). This picture reflects
also in a set of socio-economic indicators that show how, under many respects, in
the period when the RDA was established, only the North East prevented the YH

from being the most deprived region. In 2000, 24 per cent of individuals lived in
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households with incomes in the bottom quintile of income distribution in the UK
(ONS, 2001). Variations were also particularly pronounced across the region. The
Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004 showed the sub-regions of SY and North
Yorkshire (NY) presenting virtually a mirror image of one another: 37 per cent of
neighbourhoods in SY were classed as being in the most deprived quintile,
compared to 5 per cent for NY (ODPM, 2004). On the other hand, 7 per cent of
neighbourhoods in SY were within the least deprived quintile, compared to 31 per
cent in NY. Economic transformations and the transition to a post-industrial
economic order have traced an increasing polarisation in economic resources and
quality of life. The wealth gap has manifested especially within cities.
Disconnections from spatial, economic and social points of view have outlined the
emergence of twin—track or two speed cities, of which Sheffield and Leeds have
become paradigmatic examples (Bruff, 2002; Gore and Jones, 2006). For example,
Sheffield contains areas of high deprivation, with 36 per cent of LSOAs within the
top 20 per cent most deprived LSOAs. These are located largely in the east
reflecting the geographical polarisation of the city (Sheffield City Council, 2006).
The polarisation of living conditions of residents is distinguishable in other parts of
the region. In the east of the region data on household earnings and economic
activity show a picture of the lagging economy of Hull with respect to increasing
affluent East Riding (ONS, 2004).

Crucially for the new RDA, the region struggled to perform competitively on each
of the drivers of regional productivity identified by the Treasury: skills, enterprise,
innovation and investment (ONS, 2004). For example, looking at the regional
performance on the skills driver, low levels of educational attainment and
qualification present a crucial challenge for a region aspiring to compete in the
global knowledge economy. Only 41.9 per cent of the pupils obtained five GSCEs
or SCEs. Within the region, Kingston upon Hull scored the worst performance in
England with only 24.4 per cent of its pupils obtaining this standard. Only 12.2 per
cent of the region’s population were qualified at degree level and 17.2 per cent
possessed “no qualification” compared to the English average of 15.3 (ONS, 2004).
In terms of enterprise capacity in the region, ONS (2004) data on business
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registrations show that the YH was the only region in England where de-
registration outnumbered registrations in 1999, 2000 and 2001. With regard to the
investment driver, the number of successful regional projects that have attracted
inward investment almost halved from 1999-2000 to the 2000-2001 both in the
area of manufacturing and non-manufacturing, accounting for the biggest drop of
all regions and nations in the UK (ibid). In terms of innovation, research and
development expenditure accounted to only the 0.5 per cent of the regional GDP,
the lowest percentage of all the English regions at the time of the instalment of
RDAs (ibid). The picture painted above can give an idea of the extent of the
challenge faced by the new RDA Yorkshire Forward when in the aftermath of its
establishment declared the aspiration to lever a radical improvement in the YH
economy (Yorkshire Forward, 1999), an issue that will be subject in detail
exploration in chapters 7 and 8.

3.3 The political-institutional landscape

Patchy rounds of re-defining administrative boundaries and associated re-badging
highlight the nature of YH as a peculiarly “hybrid” region (Lee, 2002; p.49). The
1974 local government re-organisation replaced the ancient county of Yorkshire
and its Ridings with a fourfold division into the counties of Humberside, NY, West
Yorkshire (WY) and SY, the latter two constituted as metropolitan counties and the
former as shire counties. The Metropolitan Counties of SY and WY were short-
lived entities. Consistently under Labour control, the adoption of interventionist
stances in areas such as industrial and welfare policy and the inevitable
confrontations with Margaret Thatcher's Conservative government of the time,
culminated in their abolition in 1986 (Gore and Jones, 2006). The functions of the
Counties were devolved to the boroughs and to joint sub-regional boards covering
fire, police and public transport (Kingdom, 1991). Despite the presence of some
special joint arrangements, in SY and WY significant levels of inter-borough

activities will reappear only much later, catalysed by the governance requirements
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of EU Structural Funds in the former (Dabinett, 2005) and the RDA’s Single Pot in
the latter.

The abolition of the Metropolitan Counties was followed by a patchy re-
organisation of local government in NY and the Humberside in 1996. The origin of
the latter was in part related to a fashionable development idea of the 1960s, the
estuarine growth zones (DEA, 1969). With no history as a shire, and seen as
being imposed from the top, Humberside’'s spatial context had a history of
longstanding contestation (Lee, 2008). The physical connection, through the
Humber Bridge between the northern and southern banks opened in 1981, had
only limited impact in terms of the provision of greater coherence to the sub-region.
These tensions culminated when, in 1996, the county of Humberside was
abolished, replaced by a set of unitary authorities, along with the restoration not
only of the East Riding (in name) but also of the historic boundary between
Yorkshire and Lincolnshire. The issues of historical identity at the root of a popular
wave of opposition to Humberside co-existed with more pragmatic concerns for
maintaining a level of collaboration around economic development and
regeneration initiatives at a sub-regional scale. This seems to be proved by how,
in response to such concerns, in 1993, the prospective unitary authorities set up
the Humber Economic Forum as a voluntary private public partnership in charge
principally of regeneration activities centred on the Humber ports.

In contrast, the transformations in NY were relatively minor. Here the main
modification was the provision of expanded boundaries for the city of York, which
also became a unitary authority freeing itself from the dictates of the County
Council. The remainder of the area retained its two-tier set-up of county and
districts. Beside the rounds of local government re-organisations, different
experiences and intensities of regeneration funding regimes, EU Structural Funds
in particular, also played a crucial role in giving shape to the patchy political and
institutional landscape that characterised the YH region. From 1994 to 1999 parts
of YH were designated as eligible for Objective 2 funding. These included the
whole of SY and, typically, the urban former industrial areas of WY (the southern

part of the sub-region, including most of Bradford, parts of Kirklees, Calderdale
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and Wakefield) and the Humber (Hull, Grimsby and Scunthorpe). The peripheral
rural parts of North Yorkshire were instead eligible for Objective 5b. The European
Commission provided support to have strong single regional programmes in this
period; however it also recognised that in YH sub-regional delivery arrangements
were also required. In the 2000-06 programming period this pattern continued with
the significant difference that SY was designated Objective 1 area' and provided
with a bespoke set of delivery arrangements.

Prior to the establishment of Yorkshire Forward in 1999 researchers had observed
that, in the context of a differentiated polity, characterised by proliferating urban
and sub-regionally based networks, nascent levels of regionalisation could be
detected in connection with the creation of the new Government Office for YH. The
policy developed by the Labour Party in opposition first, and in Government later,
reinforced the momentum of these patterns of regionalisation (While,
2000).However, other developments contributed to reinforce existing contradictory
tendencies. In particular, in SY the Objective 1 EU Structural Funds assistance
was seen to mark the development of a distinct set of structures and opportunities,
raising important questions in relation to the constitution of the sub-region as a
‘space for itself’ in the context of the wider regional arrangements (Bache, 1999;
see also Bache and Chapman 2008).

These unigue circumstances underpin the choice of the YH region and the
Sheffield City Region as appropriate sites of research on the basis of their
potential explanatory power in relation to this study’s interest for issues of political
agency and struggle in the formation and transformation of the region.

3.4 The Sheffield City Region: the economic landscape

The Sheffield City Region covered two regions, and therefore prior to their
abolition, involved two RDAs, two sub-regional partnerships (SRPs), eight local
authorities and the Peak District National Park Authority. The metropolitan area

"For 2000-06, as a successor to Objective 5b, coastal and rural areas in North Yorkshire were designated as
Objective 2.
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that comprised the four SY local authorities has an estimated population of 1.3
million inhabitants (ONS, 2009). The authorities of Rotherham, Doncaster and
Barnsley surround the core city of Sheffield. Alongside the four Metropolitan City
Councils of the Sheffield urban area, the wider city-region comprising the four East
Midlands’ authorities of Bassetlaw, Bolsover, Chesterfield and North East
Derbyshire and has an estimated population of 1.7 million (ONS, 2009).

In the past the area was strongly associated with the coal and steel industries that
had dominated the less favoured regions of the UK and underwent fundamental
changes when it suffered acute problems through the 1980s and 1990s. These
impacted critically on the function and identity of the area, creating a new pattern
of uneven development within the urban structures of the sub-region but also
relative inequalities compared with other urban areas and regions of the UK and
Europe. Between 1981 and 1991 employment declined steeply by 12.4 per cent
and a further 5.4 per cent between 1991 and 1996; in this period employment
replacement occurred but tended to be based in retail, hotels and construction
(Dabinett, 2004, 2005). In contrast to the era of steel and manufacturing, with high
paid, highly skilled jobs for life, new opportunities have invariably been more
precarious and often based on part-time low-paid insecure contracts. In the last
twenty years the growth in unemployment has not necessarily coincided with a
relative increase in prosperity. The mid-term review of the South Yorkshire
Objective 1 Programme, for instance, stated:

The South Yorkshire economy continues to struggle with issues of productivity, the
stock of registered businesses, and the level of Gross Value Added in
manufacturing. Productivity levels remain below that of the region in regards to the
top ten South Yorkshire Employers.

(Leeds Metropolitan University and Sheffield Hallam University, 2003, p.17)
In relation to the employment or jobs gap that was at the centre of the 1999
submission for Objective 1 status, the Sheffield draft Employment Strategy

prepared by the labour market think-tank the Centre for Economic and Social
Inclusion (CESI) suggested that
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to reach the current UK employment rate of 74.9%, Sheffield needs to assist
17,000 unemployed residents into jobs . . . if the current trend in the employment
rate in Sheffield were to continue, this jobs gap would increase.

(CESI, 2005, p. 19)

Although levels of unemployment fell and employment increased within the area,
this labour market performance also conceals a residual inactive labour force.
There are significant numbers of claimants in the city-region, with the majority who
are ‘long term unemployed (South Yorkshire Partnership, 2006a). In 2006 the
inactivity rate remained stubbornly higher than the British average, at 26 per cent
compared with 22 nationally (ONS, 2006). Similarly, educational attainment has
generally improved supported by national programmes to improve the quality of
the labour supply but it still lags largely behind the more prosperous South East of
England and is deeply divided between parts of the city-region. There is a high
rate of people in the labour market with no qualifications, with people classed as
economically inactive being particularly vulnerable (65 per cent possessing no
qualifications whatsoever) (South Yorkshire Partnership, 2006a, p. 92). These key
ingredients of the economic landscape provide an indication of the extent to which
the Sheffield City Region struggled to ‘fit’ with a ‘knowledge city-region’ narrative
(Jessop, 1997) that dominated the debate in the context the UK state’s city-

regional agenda.

3.5 Yorkshire Forward and the Regional Economic Strateqgy

The majority of accounts that have examined the insertion of the new RDAs into
the fragmented political institutional landscape of the English regions have tended
to represent the new regional bodies either as individual agencies or as a National
collective.In line with a strategic relational perspective, this study incorporates a
focus on theregional agency, Yorkshire Forward, as both object and subject of
regulation in the relation with sub-regional actors. In particular, the research

account takes as its starting point the agency’s mechanisms and activities
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concerned with first, the delivery of the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) in the
post-2003 period following the provision of increased flexibility through the Single
Pot; and second, the re-configuration of these arrangements in connection with the
emergence of new city-regional partnerships in the region in the run up to the 2007
SNR (HM Treasury, 2007).

The new RDA set up in 1999 comprised a Board of 12 members; 4 allocated to
local authorities’ representatives, 5 to the private sector, 1 to the voluntary and
community sector (VCS), one to the Trade Unions and one to the education sector.
-The sub-structure of the agency reflected two main influences. The first concerned
the management requirements of the joining funding streams and structures
(initially the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB), the urban and regional
regeneration functions of English Partnerships as well as those of the Rural
Development Commission). The second referred to the functions of consultation
and research around the RES and its delivery. This resulted in five main
Directorates or Departments, each led by an Executive Director, with
responsibilities for writing and following the delivery of different chapters of the
RES. Directorates operated under the broad headings of Finance, Economic
Inclusion, Environment, Business and Strategy, the latter leading in the
development, delivery, review and evaluation of the RES and, subsequently, the
Integrated Regional Strategy (IRS). An ample majority of the staff employed by the
agency had a public sector background, principally brought in from the joining
structures (60 from English Partnerships, 33 from the Rural Development
Commission and 63 from other regional development organisations) (Robson et al,
2000). This could alert us with respect to the consolidated public sector ‘instinct’
rooted within the agency with respect to private sector/civil society presence
licensed through the agency’s Board. In terms of institutional capacity, Yorkshire
Forward was endowed with the second highest staff size (Robson et al., 2000) and
budget among the English RDAs (DTI, 2005), an encouraging premise from the
outset, but also one that should to be assessed in relation to the extent of the gap
between the level of direct institutional capacity granted to Yorkshire Forward and

the scope of the regional processes the agency was charged with influencing. As
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an indicative measure of this gap, in 2001 Yorkshire Forward controlled less than
1 per cent of total public spending in the region, equivalent to about 0.4 per cent of
regional GDP (HM Treasury and DTI, 2001, p.6). In subsequent years, as
suggested above, new responsibilities, additional resources and flexibilities
accrued to the RDAs in a way that seemed to reflect as well as produce an
increasing role in the regions. Despite this, as will be shown later in Chapter 6,
doubts remained in relation to the extent of the impact of successive re-
adjustments in terms intra-state relations (Harrison, 2006).

Understanding the evolution and shaping of Yorkshire Forward requires also a
perspective on the agency’s external relations. The institutional constraints that,
especially in its early days, burdened the agency meant that its capacity to act
depended in large part on the consent of other partners. The character and the
scope of these interactions are therefore of primary importance. The form taken
by these interactions was that of large-scale consultations with the myriad interest
groups across the region that especially in the early phases of the RDA's life were
crucial for forming consensus around the new agency in the process of
preparation of the RES (Robson et al., 2000).

Thus the formulation of the RES was one of the most important initial tasks
undertaken by the RDA. “Advancing Together: Towards a World Class Economy”,
sets out a vision for the region for the period 2000 to 2010 and was intended to
constitute “a common framework of common priorities around which businesses,
public agencies, voluntary groups and communities can focus their investment and
effort” (Yorkshire Forward, 1999, p 5). Commensurate to the task, the RES vision
was ambitious and wide-ranging, aiming at the creation of “a world-class,
prosperous region that is sustainable, has empowered partnerships and
communities, has a culture of enterprise and creativity, is self-reliant, has ladders
of opportunity for all, and has a strong, positive identity” (p.5). Numerous analyses
emphasised how the eight RESs were characterised by a number of
homogeneous traits and traced the common influence of dominant economic
development policy frameworks at national level and beyond (Robson et al., 2000;

Painter, 2005). An economic development discourse ran through them that
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referred to the challenges of the “global market place”, “knowledge driven
economy”, and role of “innovation and enterprise” and information and
communication technologies (in particular “e-business”, “e-skills”) and appeared
also in successive versions of the YH's RES (Yorkshire Forward, 1999; 2006)"2.
The extent of the new agency’s institutional constraints translated in a strategy
making process that consisted in sampling existing policy repertoires (through
extensive consultation), synthesising and casting them in the wider economic
policy framework designed by central guidance. The result is a strategy that,
abstaining from incorporating clear sectoral or spatial selectivities, acquired a
generic, omni-comprehensive quality. An especially telling example of this is in the
cluster strategy. Reflecting the terms dictated through the DTI guidance (DTI, 2001)
on cluster development, cluster policy was at the core of the competitiveness
strategy set out by the YH’s RES. In the original 1999 strategy, Yorkshire Forward
identified five priority clusters: Digital Industries, Advanced Engineering and Metals,
Chemicals, Bio-Science, Food and Drink. Two new clusters supplemented these in
2004: Health Care Technologies and Environmental Technologies. Although the
difference between cluster strategy and sector targeting was explicitly recognised
(p. 56), cluster definitions were so broad that this distinction appeared blurred.
Furthermore the selected clusters reflected emerging activities that resonated with
national priorities as well as the notable influence of pre-existing sectoral policies
and established ‘sector based’ interests'®. There appeared to be also a close
association between selected cluster activities and sub-regional specialisms as
throughout Yorkshire Forward’s documentation cluster targets are often identified
with specific sub-regions: advance metals technology in SY, digital industries in
WY and chemicals on the Humber (Peck and McGuinness, 2003). Although the

"The YH RES was underlined by an interpretation of the lagging performance of the YH region that
reflected the concerns of the Treasury and reflected in the five drivers of productivity framework (Yorkshire
Forward, 2006, p. 35). This interpretation was framed by a representation of the national and international
policy context that reflected the broad consensus about the role of the English regions within Europe and the
international economy. A discourse constructed around “the challenge of globalization” and the stance of the
YH region with respect to the economies of China, India, Brazil and Mexico was emphasized over and above
its position in the national context (p.12).

BIn particular, selected activities closely mirrored the 15 sectors identified in 1998/1999 in the context of the
preparation of the Regional Innovation Strategy (RIS) EU Programme by the RDA and the YH Regional
Innovation Network.
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cluster debate stresses the selectivity implicit in the evolution of cluster priorities
across the UK regions, in order to create consensus between sub-regions and the
interests of existing partnerships therein, Yorkshire Forward adopted a broad,
inclusive approach, from both a sectoral and geographical point of view. The
attempt to accommodate imperatives descending from the national policy
framework and regional interests underpinned also the commitment to the
potentially contradictory objectives of competitiveness, diversity and sustainability.
In this respect, successive re-drafting of the RES functioned as effective
instruments to maintain consensus and build (temporary) compromise. Additional
statements and targets related to both social and environmental sustainability
were added to the latest versions of the RES. There was however little evidence of
that overhaul in strategic direction that would have been necessary to achieve
them, suggesting that key tensions around economic and social objectives were
far from being solved.

For this study a focus on the RES and the process around its production as a
symbolic, performative document aimed at the construction of consensus certainly
carried a potential for enlightening some important aspects of the production of YH
as a regional space for the governance of economic development. But the
character of the RES itself also suggests that a critical challenge lay in the move
from the phase of consensus building encapsulated in the RES to an inevitably
complicated politics of action prioritisation in and across the region. These
considerations underpinned the choice of focusing attention on the processes of

sub-regional investment planning in YH.

3.6 The SRPs and the delivery of regional development

Sub-regional investment planning was introduced in 2003, following the provision

of increased financial flexibility to the RDAs’ through Single Pot budgets. It was

I\ key example is to be found in the relation between the transport strategy outlined in the RES Objective 5
(p-79) and the carbon emission target.
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based on four sub-regional partnerships (SRPs), tasked with drawing up
investment plans for each sub-region. The purpose behind sub-regional
investment plans was to coordinate Single Pot resources with a multitude of other
economic development funds in order to maximise the impact of the RES
(Yorkshire Forward, 2006).

As indicated in the previous section, the dynamics of investment planning involving
the RDA and its sub-regional partners provide an apt lens through which to
consider issues of political agency and contestation in the re-production of regions.
In this context, as said in thé previous chapter (section 3.2), it is important to move
beyond uniform references to ‘sub-regions’ to consider the presence of a range of
sub-regional arrangements and variegated interests and alliances coalescing in or
across these in a fragmented region (cf. Harrison, 2008). To the extent that they
reflected a functional logic related to their role in the delivery of the RES all the
SRPs can be considered as ‘spaces in themselves’ (Cox, 1998). However, there is
also a sense in which, endowed with significant levels of political and institutional
capacity, sub-regional arrangements set up by local authorities in SY and the
Humber prior to investment planning might approximate also to 'spaces-for-
themselves'. This raises important questions in relation to their potential to perform
as counter-weights to the agency in their areas'. For this reason beside a general
picture of the RDA/SRPs dynamics, two sub-cases are selected for a more
detailed examination of investment planning: the South Yorkshire Partnership
(SYP) and the Humber Forum (HF). These consolidated arrangements
encapsulated different representational regimes.

As indicated earlier (section 3.3) the HF had emerged as a voluntary partnership in
1993 to maintain a level of institutional and strategic capacity in economic planning
in the area following the abolition of Humberside County Council. For the
successive years its remit concerned the governance of economic regeneration

initiatives centred on the Humber Ports, bringing together the new unitary

>The four SRPs in YH shared some common characteristics that can be seen as descending from the RDA
intervention in their set up. They all shared a basic structure that comprised a Leaders Group and an Officer
Group coordinated by a small unit with staff seconded predominantly from the local authorities.
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authorities of the former Humberside together with private sector representation in
a formally constituted public-private partnership. Thus, in 2003 Yorkshire
Forward’s investment planning contributed to consolidate the existing initiative,
including the establishment of a dedicated staff team. In relation to its
representational regime, the HF reflected a greater balance of representation
between state and non-state private sector, both at Board and Council level with
respect to the other public sector dominated SRPs. Chaired by a private sector
representative, the HF’s Board included four elected leaders of the sub-regional
local authorities and four private sector members, generally the Directors of large
companies with a stake in the regeneration of the Humber Ports area. This was
held accountable through the ‘Council of Members' of over a hundred senior
representatives of local private and public organisations.

The political processes that configured ‘SY’ as ‘space in itself’ as well as a ‘space
for itself’ through the institutions endowed to the territory (the SY Forum and the
Objective 1 Programme Directorate) are well documented in the literature on the
governance of structural funds (Dabinett, 2005, 2010; Bache and Chapman, 2008;
Armstrong and Wells, 2006). The allocation of EU Structural Funds was predicated
on the premise that the sub-region had a shared and collective economic strategy
that required support. This was not the case in the mid-1990s when initial moves
were first made to gain Objective 1 designation. As a result, the four local
authorities set up the SY Forum in 1997 to provide a voluntary-partnership vehicle
to oversee the preparation of a shared vision and strategy for South Yorkshire.
Later the partnership extended its membership to the private sector and the
voluntary sector, and oversaw and sought to influence, the development of the
Objective 1 Programme before a Programme Directorate, established by, and
accountable to, Central Government (through the Government Office) (Bache and
Chapman, 2008) was charged with its management. In 2003, Yorkshire Forward’s
investment planning revitalised the activity of the Forum (now re-branded as the
SY Partnership). Here the major purpose behind the sub-regional investment plan
was to ensure the coordination between the use of the regional Single Pot and
Objective 1 expenditure. In terms of representational regime, the four local
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authorities dominated the partnership that encompassed both the private sector
and the VCS, with the latter in particular playing a significant role in the investment
planning proceedings. Since the mid-1990s ‘community economic development’
(CED) had been a key component of regeneration programmes in the region such
as the Single Regeneration Budget and Structural Funds. In SY in particular, the
CED component of the Objective 1 Programme had not only funded many projects,
it had also developed the political power of the VCS, one focused on ensuring
future funding (Armstrong and Wells, 2006).

In contrast SRPs in WY and NY were relatively less developed. In the case of the
former, the WY Partnership (WYP), the experience of inter-borough collaboration
had been more sporadic and investment planning provided the key drive to confer
a more sub-regional scope to the disjointed networks therein. In the case of the
NY Partnership (NYP) the experience of partnership working around the delivery
of EU Structural Funds programmes had been more fragmented. Furthermore, in
contrast with the SY Metropolitan authorities, the NYP encapsulated a coalition of
small rural authorities where the scale of the economic development resources
available was relatively minor. All these circumstance contributed to a less
developed emphasis on sub-regional working in the area.

In 2006, Yorkshire Forward started a process to review its investment planning
arrangements with the aim of addressing the increasing gap between strategy and
delivery. This process was also set to shape Yorkshire Forward’s response to
the emerging city-region agenda. It is therefore an apposite time to explore the re-
positioning of the RDA vis-a-vis sub-regional actors and further explore the theme
around contested regionalism based on a struggle between the RDA with local
and sub-regional policy actors.

3.7 Actors and Ideas

As indicated in chapter 3 the SRA applied in this study emphasises the role of the
personnel operating in and through state institutions, as well as, in line with an
'integral' understanding of state power, a potential variety of other agents located
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close to or at a distance from the state apparatus. This calls for the consideration
of the roleof'experts', consultants and other 'responsible’ partnerswho partake with
governmental institution in the stakeholder and network-based arrangements that
constitute the prevailing institutional format of the governance of regional and local
economic development and regeneration (Crouch, 2004; Swyngedouw, 2005).
This approach substantiates an analytical focus on actors and organisations'ideas
and their interplay with a shifting institutional context. This study incorporates
Hay's (2004) notion that ideas operate as "points of mediation" (p.209) between
actors and their context, as these interpret the latter and act upon it through
ideational means. In particular, following Hay (2007), agency acts with
interpretations and actions that are strategically selective towards particular
contextual factors, ‘strategic conduct’, but where agents rely on perceptions of the
latter context that are “at best incomplete” (p.63). In this interplay, contextual
factors are strategically selective towards particular strategies, ‘strategic context’,
as they offer particular forms of information for actors to interpret their environment
The reformulated strategic-relational approach applied here requires an additional
specification. The role of well-developed ideas and intentional, strategic action
should not be overemphasised at the expenses of unintentional actions where
there are no well thought ideas. This ‘mudding through’ requires that an
examination of the politics of scalar/institutional restructurings should take account
of inadvertent and competing ideas and actions (Fuller, 2010).

Conclusion

This chapter has made explicit the research methodology underlying this study. In
considering the debate triggered by Markusen's critique of regional case study
research it has highlighted the gap between methodological reflection and
theoretical reformulation in regional research and traced the route through which
bridging such gap could be bridged. Intensive single region case study research

allows to grasp the multi-scalar and multi-dimensional connections theorised in
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relation to the production of new regional state spaces. These could not be
captured through ‘chaotic conception’. The method of ‘rational abstraction’ allows
regional geographers to establish the connections between the region and other
scales, while maintaining the required sensitivity towards the unity and uniqueness
of ‘actually existing’ regions.

The second part of the chapter has focused on the choice of the YH region and
the Sheffield City Region as appropriate sites of research for considering the
historically embedded nature of state spatial restructuring. The ‘proximity’ of the
case study location has required a confrontation with Markusen’s accusation that
regional scholars tend to privilege research ‘their own backyard'. in relation to this
the chapter has explained why, despite its convenient location, the YH region and
the Sheffield City Region remained ideal location for this research. Considering the
peculiar economic and political challenges that New Labour’s regional policy faced
in the YH region, it was argued that these challenges underline a case choice
motivated by considerations related to its explanatory power with respect to the
key theoretical dimensions and objects of interest in this study rather than the
criterion of typicality. Finally the chapter has outlined constitutive dimensions of the
case study, which are the actual spaces, initiatives, actors and institutions that

object of focus in this regional research.
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6. Researching Actors and Accounts
in a Region in Transition

We shall not cease from exploration
And the end of all our exploring

Will be to arrive where we started
And know the place for the first time.

T.S. Eliot, Four Quartets, Section V

1. Introduction

This chapter discusses the decisions that shape the research methodology
developed in this study to bring into focus the role of political agency and struggle
in the formation and transformation of regional economic governance in YH. It is
designed to help the reader understand ‘how’ | arrived at my insights on the
processes involved. Qualitative research has traditionally been accused of a lack
of transparency with respect to its underlying methodological choices and, as a
consequence, of effectively discouraging a thorough scrutiny of the rigour and

liAli# £ 4
validity of those sclf-sam

attempt to address these potential weaknesses by opening up the research
process and providing a clear account of the choices, and their underlying
rationales, that have shaped it. Furthermore, | attempt to move beyond a strictly
descriptive account of the actions taken during the fieldwork by way of being
reflexive about the theoretically informed, yet also intrinsically pragmatic, choices
that were made.

This study makes use of use of semi-structured interviews as the principal strategy
to trace the interconnected sets of practices that materially constitute the process

of governance rescaling in the case region. In relation to this, | discuss in detail my
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experience of ‘being in the field’. | ‘open up’ the processes of sampling research
participants, establishing field relations and transforming available contacts into
meaningful informants through interview techniques. | proceed then to describe
the use | make of documentary and observational material to complement the
interview data and expose the intellectual processes involved in ‘generating
findings’ from the evidence collected. | conclude with some reflections on the
lessons learned through the research process.

2. (Re-)developing the research strategy

This section provides a reflective account of the development of the research
strategy. In illustrating the choices that underpin the latter this account conveys the
way in which continuous adaptation was required to respond to unexpected
directions and surprising insights emerging in a highly mobile research

environment.

2.1. Setting up the study

The reformulated SRA applied in this study requires the adoption of ‘in situ’
strategies of enquiry capable of capturing the state as a ‘peopled’ organisation and
he stccess or faiiure of a rescaiing ‘project’.
Semi-structured interviews are the principal source of evidence for this study as
they represent the most apt research strategy to keep the agents of state
restructuring, and their various forms of agency, firmly in sight, close enough for
the researcher “to see the whites of the protagonists’ eyes”(Peck, 2010, p.1).

Documentary evidence and archived material was used to complement the
material from semi-structured interviews. Although not always easy to get hold of,
documentary evidence is an important source for analysing the discourses actors
present to others, as well as some indication of historical decision-making process.
Minutes of meetings were particularly useful sources for ‘filling gaps’ in relation to
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the more proximate events in particular in relation to the unfolding city-regional
trajectory under examination. The majority of these were sourced through the
Internet.

At the outset, my intention was to disaggregate the state further, considering its
embodiment in the individual brokers, officials and politicians in a way attuned to
calls within the SRA to acknowledge and account more for the interpenetration of
the state with the private status and spaces of actors (Jeffrey, 2000). The extent to
which | could proceed along this avenue was limited by the degree and form of
access granted that re-shaped the research agenda somewhat. It was initially
hoped that interviews and documentary evidence would be supplemented with a
period of embedded observation of one or more governance organisations in the
region.

This was to allow for a ‘submerged’ analysis to bring out the deeper levels of
decision-making and organisational cultures. Although there are some problems
associated with this approach, in relation to ethics and positionality, it would have
allowed an opportunity to access the “intimacy” (Jeffrey, p.1033) of governance
institutions, effectively getting ‘under the skin’ of the issues | planned to explore.
However | was unable to persuade individuals or organisations to grant me this
level of access. What | was able to do was to be invited to a range of meetings

and events. A list of events | participated can be found in Annex 3.

L7 -

2.2 ldeiitifyiing the mosi appropriaie method(s) for the thesis

Observation in the context of various regional and city-regional events and
meetings proved particularly useful and it provided a sense of the power dynamics
involved in the negotiations and interaction between regional governance players
around specific issues. In particular, some important subtleties could be captured
to integrate evidence from other sources through the attendance of ‘insiders
events’ that took place behind close doors. Attendance at workshop and

consultation events also provided a means of viewing discussions of policy from
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outside the ‘inner circle’ of governing actors. These events were particularly useful
for informal discussions with various people to probe around some of the research
questions | was dealing with. They were not, however, ideal for directing the shape
of discussions to specifically deal with the issues | was interesting in exploring.
Semi-structured interview techniques constituted the principal investigative tool of
this research. They provided a ductile instrument for uncovering the factors behind
individual and organisational selection of a particular course of action and in
particular for bringing out the relation between context and action in the
determination of a particular outcome. To make the most of the potential of
interviews for my research, | adopted a non-standardised questionnaire of flexible,
open-ended questions that permit an interaction between the interviewer and
respondent. The questionnaires were tailored to the specific respondent, with a
common range of questions directed at actors with similar positions within an
organization.

Interviews presented specific advantages compared to other techniques for this
study. The clearest advantage, as suggested in the previous section related is that
this strategy involves a ‘first-hand’ contact with those actors ‘acting in and through |
the state’ and whose interactions shape processes of state restructuring in the
specific area under examination. While documents and other sources may provide
detailed accounts, this can hardly be a substitute for a strategy that allows the
researcher to ‘seeing the whites of the eyes’ of the protagonists of the process of
interest (Peck, 2010). The nature of semi-structured interviewing also allowed
probing my subjects, this type of interaction offered the chance to move beyond
written accounts (official versions and narratives forming regional and sub-regional
strategies) to explore the underlying context, the informal processes and
perceptions that preceded those decisions. Furthermore, as the regional
governance arena is inundated with an abundance of documentation in the form of
all sorts of strategies and reviews, interviews helped me to cut through this surplus
of data as respondents could often assist me in identifying the most significant
documents from those that may be marginal to my research.
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There are limitations and weaknesses associated with interview techniques. For
example, interviewees can misrepresent their own and others’ positions in ways
that raise questions over the reliability of their state