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1 Executive summary  

1.1 Background and methods  

This report  presents the results of RELOCAL Work Package 8 Ȭ#ÏÈÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏÓȭ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍ ÏÆ Á 
comparative analysis of mid-term (2030) spatial justice scenarios elaborated for the 33 RELOCAL case 
studies, and of lessons learned from this exercise. It builds on the theoretical background defined in D1.2 
Ȭ2ÅÖÉÓÅÄ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭ ɉ-ÁÄÁÎÉÐÏÕÒ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ςπςπɊȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÏÌÏÇÙ ÐÒÅȤ
ÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ $ψȢρ Ȭ-ÅÔÈÏÄÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÆÏÒ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÉÎÇ ÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏÓ ÏÆ ÃÁÓÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÓȭ ɉ4ÏÂÉÁÓÚ-Lis et 
al. 201ψɊȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÐÁÔÉÁÌ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅ ÉÎ $ψȢς Ȭ4Ï×ÁÒÄÓ ÁÎ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÓÐÁÔÉÁÌ 
ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȭ ɉ#ÏÐÕÓ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ςπρωɊȢ 
 
The goal of the scenario exercise was to identify plausible changes in terms of spatial justice  in the case 
study locations; the potential to achieve or improve it  in a ten-year period; and to assess the mid-term 
effectiveness of the actions  in this regard. The methodology of analysis includes elements of Theory of 
Change (ToC) and morphological scenario  elaboration, which were integrated in a novel approach. 
Plausible scenarios were defined according to nine nexus of change with different degrees of relevance at 
the local level and each nexus could assume one of four different states with varying degrees of uncertain-
ty. The expected states of the nexus, reported in a nexus-state array, were used to review case-specific 
baseline mechanism maps illustrating the intervention logic underlying the actions, its contextual condi-
tions and baseline assumptions (Copus et al. 2019). The nexus-state arrays and the revised mechanism 
maps are discussed separately for each of the three manifestations of spatial (in)justice  identified in 
D8.2, namely (1)  territorial disadvantage, (2)  neighbourhood effects, and (3)  disempowered places. Since 
the analysis was finalised before the outbreak of the Coronavirus pandemic, its effects were not consid-
ered in the elaboration of the scenarios. 
 

1.2 Findings  

The scenario  exercise showed that, amongst all the case studies, two nexus of change felt to be particular-
ly important for the future of the localities in 2030 were demographic changes , and changes in govern-
ance and configuration of power , whilst those of lowest importance included climate change mitiga-
tion and adaptation , neighbourhood diversity and segrega tion , and changes in the centrality of 
places due to new mobilities and digitisation. In the territorially disadvantaged case studies, the future 
agglomeration or dispersal of economic activities  was also assessed as important, but the picture was 
similar more generally; in the case studies affected by neighbourhood effects, local diversity and segrega-
tion  and the future role of equity  in policy design were regarded as most important; whilst in disempow-
ered places, governance and configuration of power  ranked as important. Some trends did stand out, 
particularly the high likelihood of demographic depletion  in case studies affected by territorial disad-
vantage. Generally, the future of case study localities emerged as difficult to predict , highlighting the 
importance of place -specificity  to future trends. Accordingly, 29 out of 33 case studies also identified a 
local nexus. The local nexus was added to allow case study localities to highlight the importance of 
unique place-based specificities for promoting spatial justice; and allow researchers to consider the ways 
in which localities can play to their strengths  instead of being targeted for their weaknesses.  
 
The revision of the ToC mechanism maps reflected the challenges and opportunities identified in the 
nexus state array. In particular, the loss of human capital  and of capable leaders  due to demographic 
depletion  in (primarily  rural) territorial disadvantaged places is expected to trigger a vicious cycle of de-
cline that will reduce the capacity of the action to achieve its spatial justice goal in the locality within 
which it is situated. Downscaling of the goal is less frequent in the (urban) localities affected by neigh-
bourhood effects, whose actions maintain the same goal or switch towards preservation of the results 
achieved, although the assumption of a minimum initial level of (human, built-up, institutional and finan-
cial) capital will undermine the effectiveness of these actions in the most deprived locations. Key long-
term assumptions include a continuity  of (mostly EU) financial support ; strong emotional links  of the 
people with their territory ; and a persisting political will  to address injustice(s). When these do not 
hold, a more realistic goal of pursuing relative rather than absolute equality  of opportunities  and out-
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comes is envisaged. Bottom-up actions seem more successful than those which are top-down, but this is 
also due to their more limited scope and ambitions. Adaptation strategies include a stronger focus on 
ȬÓÏÆÔȭȟ ÉÍÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔions  ɉÌÅÓÓ ÅØÐÅÎÓÉÖÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÍÐÌÙÉÎÇ ÍÏÒÅ ÕÎÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÃÁÕÓÁÌ ÐÁÔÈÓ ÔÈÁÎ ȬÈÁÒÄȭ 
infrastructure) and the adoption of an entrepreneurial approach  cantered on comparatively more com-
petitive sectors. Recurring opportunities to redirect the action are the valorisation of environmental  

assets and healthy  and  sustainable  food production; both are linked to the priorities of the next EU pro-
gramming period. Emerging challenges include the persistence of stigma , often embedded in existing 
institutions and approaches; the reproduction of spatial injustice at a lower level (e.g. between neighbour-
ing villages; within new, larger municipalities; within neighbourhoods); and the loss of identity through 
gentrification. Going beyond the project approach by integrating the action into a long-term higher level 
programme  seems key to ensure its success. 
 

1.3 Policy implications  

Place-based initiatives are resistant to broad generalisation, their specificities being their ÒÁÉÓÏÎ Äȭêtre. 
4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ ÔÈÅ ȬÌÅÓÓÏÎÓ ÌÅÁÒÎÅÄȭ ÁÒÅ ÎÅÃÅÓsarily at a high level of abstraction. First, the scenarios revealed a 
clear, but not universal, pessimism  about the capacity for local, bottom-up initiatives to effectively deliver 
spatial justice under a wider, neo-liberal socio-economic system actively perpetuating inequality of all 
ËÉÎÄÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÒÅÃÕÒÒÉÎÇ ȬÌÅÓÓÏÎȭ ÈÏÌÄÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÏ ÍÉÔÉÇÁÔÅ ÓÐÁÔÉÁÌ ÉÎÊÕÓÔÉÃÅÓȟ policy objectives need to be de-
coupled from economic growth , particularly in the context of population decline. The principal negative 
mechanism identified is agglomeration, which concentrates resources in urban centres, particularly large 
cities. Centralisation is antithetical to place based, bottom-up approaches, starving them of resources and 
agency. Equally, macro -structural deficiencies , like tax differentials between municipalities, are highly 
likely to hinder the effectiveness of local, bottom-up initiatives. A radical paradigm shift away from neo-
liberalism does not represent the most likely scenario in any of the case studies, but without one, agglom-
eration effects will continue to drive outward youth migration and the prevailing  absence of redistribu-
tive national policies  will prohibit effective evening-up in areas where degrowth has been in effect. 
 
Secondly, we identify a need for co-ordinated governance approaches  both vertically , to connect local 
development strategies to those at the regional, national and EU level, and horizontally  between institu-
tions and other stakeholders. The presence of an intermediary agency or actor co-ordinating governance 
efforts will play an effective role in the longer-term. Without this, the power imbalances between hierar-
chies and the lack of joined-up strategy from silo to silo will likely result in local measures, however prom-
ising, fail to be tran slated into policy , seeing hard-won gains subject to erosion, being derailed because of 
political change, running out of funds, or failing to enrol successors. In some cases, there was optimism 
where integration has been judged effective and where a scenario of continuing spatial justice enhance-
ment can be plausibly anticipated. However, the synopsis is that the existing interplay between structures 
is inadequate and ineffective.  
 
Thirdly, there were also concerns around paradoxical disadvantages  created where measures in one 
place relatively disadvantaged neighbouring villages or districts. Localities can not only outperform one 
another in terms of elevating those targeted by an action over those excluded but can also gain advantage 
through the inequalitie s of competitive funding .  
 
Drawing on the above findings, we can add some nuances to the paradigms identified in Copus et al. 
(2020): 
¶ Wellbeing can be improved by attention to the built environment and open space , but this 

requires resources  which may not be locally available in the most disadvantaged places. 
¶ Local development and wellbeing is contingent upon endogenous processes rooted in 

community and social capital , and is thus seriously threatened by population decline . 
¶ ȬIdentity ȭ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅcome increasingly important both in the sense of attachment to a locality, which 

reinforces commitment  and reduces depopulation, and in the sense that it highlights the unique 
assets ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÃÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÓ Á ÓÔÁÒÔÉÎÇ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÆÏÒ ȬÐÌÁÃÅ ÍÁËÉÎÇȭȟ ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÐÏrtunity window in 
this regard is narrowing due to many localities adopting similar strategies. 
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¶ Human capital and the promotion of an entrepreneurial environment  and innovation will 
become the main strategy to raise local economic performance, but this implies competition  
between places, and long-term spread effects for the rest of the locality are uncertain.  

¶ Administrative scale economies  and cooperation may give greater weight to the voices of 
smaller localities and their administrations if the new entity is comparatively strong at regional 
level, but there is a risk of reproducing spatial inequalities at a lower level. 

 
Bottom-up approaches relying on endogenous processes rooted in community seemed, in practice, unsuit-
ed to an equitable spatial distribution of resources and opportunities, being more geared towards raising -
up some, rather than evening -out generally . This negative prognosis must be set against a minority of 
more optimistic scenarios recognising the scale of the challenge but remaining open to the possibility of 
paradigmatic change. 
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2 Introduction  

This report presents medium-horizon (2030) future scenarios in terms of spatial (in)justice and the ac-
tions addressing it in the 33 RELOCAL case study locations. It draws from the third objective of WP8 of the 
2%,/#!, ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȟ ÎÁÍÅÌÙ Ȱformulating alternative scenarios for spatial justice of specific types of European 
regions and typologies whose representatives were the subject of case studies research in WP6ȱȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÙ 
×ÁÓ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÏÆ 2%,/#!, ÔÁÓË ψȢσȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÓ ÉÎ ÁÎ Ȱempirical work on formu-
lating alternative scenarios for specific types of European regions being subjects of case studies, involving 
experts ɍȣ]. The task aims at (1) selecting opposing key drivers to generate a range of different but plausible 
ÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏÓȠ ɉφɊ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÉÎÇ ÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏ ȬÓÔÏÒÉÅÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ ÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏÓ ÏÎ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÓ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ 
final key stage of scenario buildingȱȢ 4ÈÅ starting point of our scenario analysis were the ToC mechanism 
ÍÁÐÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ 2%,/#!, ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÁÂÌÅ $ψȢς Ȭ3ÙÎÔÈÅÓÉÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȡ 4Ï×ÁÒÄÓ ÁÎ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÓÐÁÔÉÁÌ 
ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȭ ɉ#ÏÐÕÓ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ςπρωɊȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÌÅÄ ÔÏ Á ÓÕÂÓÅÑÕÅÎÔ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÁÂÌÅ ÆÏÃÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÎ Ȱlikely future development of 
ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÃÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÓÐÁÔÉÁÌ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓȱȢ 
 
The goal of this deliverable is thus to comparatively discuss the spatial justice scenarios , and the re-
vised intervent ion logic of the actions  analysed in the 33 RELOCAL case studies in 2030 , with a view to 
drawing lessons for the design of future policy interventions . The scenarios elaborated by the case 
study partners in collaboration with local stakeholders and experts are discussed along the three mani-
festations of spatial (in)justice  identified in D8.2, and namely (1)  territorial disadvantage (19 case stud-
ies), (2) neighbourhood effects (11 case studies), and (3)  disempowered places (three case studies). A clas-
sification of the 33 RELOCAL case studies based on this typology is provided in Table 1. The unique codes 
included in this Table are used during the report to refer to single locations and related actions. Apart 
from the type of spatial (in)justice addressed and the country where the case study area is located, Table 1 
also includes information on the welfare regime in force in the country, and the seven dichotomic dimen-
sions of policy approach  underpinning the actions (defined in Copus et al. 2019). Relevant differences 
along these dimensions are identified in the discussion of the scenarios and of the ToC mechanism maps.  
 
Although each case study was assigned to a specific type of spatial (in)justice, elements characteristic of 
other types can also exist, e.g. a geographically disadvantaged area can experience disempowerment due to 
deindustrialisation (EL3, FR17), or neighbourhood effects (stigma) due to their ethnic composition (HU13) 
or to a peripheral location (FI12). The type assigned is based on the aspects of spatial injustice which 
seem to have the largest impact on the case study area. 
 
Scenario methods are qualitative methods to identify the drivers of certain phenomena (in our case spatial 
injustice) based on expert opinion. In the following, rather than a range of different scenarios, a single, 
most plausible scenario in 2030  is identified for each case study location. However, case study partners 
were asked to rate the relevance for their locality of a set of drivers of changes (so-called nexus), and the 
likelihood of each of four states of each nexus. The different (and sometimes similar) levels of likelihood of 
the states imply an uncertainty  that is illustrated in scenario stories ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÐÅÎ ÐÉÃÔÕÒÅÓȭȟ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ Á 
range of different but plausible evolutionary paths for spatial justice in each case study location. The impli-
cations of the scenarios for the functioning of the action are systematised in a revised ToC mechanism 
map. 
 
Copus et al. (2019) identify five different paradigms  underpinning the actions addressing spatial 
(in)justice, whose resilience in the medium-term horizon is assessed here: (1)  that wellbeing can be im-
proved by attention to the built environment and open space; (2)  that local development and wellbeing 
are contingent upon endogenous processes rooted in community and social capital; (3)  ÔÈÁÔ ȬÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭ ɀ i.e. 
attachment to the locality and uniqueness of its assets ɀ is a startÉÎÇ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÆÏÒ ȬÐÌÁÃÅ ÍÁËÉÎÇȭȠ (4)  that hu-
man capital, entrepreneurship, and innovation raise local economic performance, with beneficial spill-
overs for the rest of the locality; (5)  that administrative scale economies and cooperation can give greater 
weight to the voices of smaller localities and their administrations. 
 
The scenarios presented here were elaborated by RELOCAL case study partners before the outbreak of the 
Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemics in Europe at the end of February 2020. Therefore, they do not take 
into account the potential effects of this crisis on the economy (including redistributive measures for re-
covering from the lockdown) and on the society (reduced mutual trust, or re-evaluation of the social di-
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mension). We decided to ignore these new developments in the following discussion, which should thus 
be understood in the pre-pandemic context. However, we feel that many of the negative tends we identi-
fied in the plausible scenarios may be amplified by the pandemic. 
 
The rest of the report is organised as follows. Section 3 illustrates the methodology followed to elaborate 
the scenarios and review the ToC mechanism maps. Section 4 discusses the spatial justice scenarios in 
2030 as emerging from the nexus-ÓÔÁÔÅ ÁÒÒÁÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÐÅÎ ÐÉÃÔÕÒÅÓȭȢ 3ÅÃÔÉÏÎ 5 presents the impacts of 
future dynamics on the intervention logic of the actions and thus on the mechanism maps illustrating 
them. Section 6 summarises the lessons learned on spatial justice and its evolution. Section 7 concludes by 
drawing policy implications. 
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Code Name of the case study EU MS 
Spatial  

justice type  
Welfare  
regime  

Hard  
vs. soft 

Procedural vs.  
distributional  

Opportunities  
vs. outcomes 

Community vs.  
individuals  

Bottom -up 
vs. top-down  

Broad vs. 
focused 

External vs.  
internal  

DE1 Smart Countryside Ostwestfalen-Lippe DE TD ST M M OP C M F E 
DE2 Youth Centre Görlitz DE TD ST S P OP C BU F M 
EL3 Post Mining Regional Strategy for W. Macedonia EL TD (DP) FA M P OP C TD B E 
EL4 Alexander Innovation Zone EL TD FA M M OP M M F M 
EL5 Overcoming Fragmentation in Territorial Governance EL DP FA S P OP C TD B M 
EL6 +ÁÒÄÉÔÓÁȭÓ %ÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÏÆ #ÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÏÎ EL TD FA S P OP I BU F M 
ES7 Monistrol 2020 ɀ Local Strategic Plan ES TD FA M M M C TD B M 
ES8 Llei de Barris in Premiá de Dalt ES NE FA M D M C M B E 
ES9 Transformation Plan for La Mina Neighbourhood ES NE FA M D OP C TD B E 
ES10 Assoc. of Municipalities ɀ Eix de la Riera de Caldes ES DP FA M M OP M BU F E 
FI11 Lieksa Development Strategy 2030 FI TD SO S M OP C BU B E 
FI12 Civil Action Initiative in Kotka FI TD (NE) SO S M OP C BU B E 
HU13 Give Kids a Chance HU TD (NE) MX S M OP M TD F E 
HU14 Gyôgy-Telep ɀ Urban Regeneration HU NE MX M D M M TD M E 
HU15 Production Organisation ɀ Szentes Town HU TD MX S P OU C BU F E 
HU16 Balaton LEADER HU TD MX S P OP C M B I 
FR17 Euralens FR TD (DP) ST S M OP C M B E 
FR18 EPA Alzette-Belval FR DP ST M M OU C TD M E 
NL19 Northeast Groningen NL TD ST M M M M BU F I 
NL20 National Programme Rotterdam South NL NE ST M M M M TD B E 
PL21 Participatory Budget for Lodz PL NE MX M M OP C BU B E 
PL22 Communal service ɀ social cooperative PL NE MX S P OU M M B E 
PL23 Goth Village PL TD MX M D OP C BU F E 
PL24 Rural Public Spaces PL TD MX H D OU C M B E 
RO25 Pata Cluj Project RO NE MX M M M M TD B E 
RO26 Mara-Natur LEADER RO TD MX M M OP C M B E 
RO27 -áÌÉÎ-Codlea RO NE MX S P OU I TD F E 
RO28 Regenerating Plumbuita RO NE MX H D OU C TD B E 
SE29 Digital Våsterbotten SE TD SO M P OP C TD F I 
SE30 Stockholm Commission SE NE SO S M OP C TD B E 
UK31 Northumberland LAG UK TD LI M D M M M B E 
UK32 Homelessness Project in Lewisham UK NE LI M D M M TD F I 
UK33 Strengthening Communities ɀ Isle of Lewis UK TD LI M D OP C M F E 

 
Table 1. Case studies and their classification in terms of spatial (in)justice addressed, welfare regime, and dimensions of the actiÏÎȭÓ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ approach. 
Note: Spatial justice types: territorial disadvantage (TD), neighbourhood effects (NE), disempowered places (DP). Welfare regimes: family-based (FA), mixed (MX), liberal (LI), society-based (SO), state-based 
(ST); Dimensions of policy approaches: hard (H) vs. soft (S), procedural (P) vs. distributional (D), opportunities (OP) vs. outcomes (OU), community (C) vs. individuals (I), bottom-up (BU) vs. top-down (TD), broad 
(B) vs. focused (F), external (E) vs. internal (I), mixed (M). For further details on the spatial justice type and the dimensions of policy approaches, see Copus et al. (2019).
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3 Scenario and re-mapping methodology  

This Section provides an overview of the methodology followed to elaborate scenarios of spatial justice in 
2030 in each case study locations and review the ToC mechanism maps accordingly. This exercise draws 
inspiration from D8.1 Ȭ-ÅÔÈÏÄÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÆÏÒ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÉÎÇ ÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏÓ ÏÆ ÃÁÓÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÓȭ 
(Tobiasz-Lis et al. 2018) in terms of theoretical bases, aims, and strategies to address the complexity aris-
ing from the interaction of many administrative levels vertically and many private, civil society and public 
actors horizontally. The final instructions evolved from this guide in as much as they required case study 
partners to develop an explorative , most plausible scenario  (forecasting ), instead of a normative-
narrative one (back-casting) as initially envisaged. This approach allowed uncertainty to be embedded 
more effectively and to move the back-casting elements to the following stage, i.e. the revision of the 
mechanism map to assess whether and how the actions can (will) be adapted to future local conditions to 
ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÐÕÒÓÕÅ ÓÐÁÔÉÁÌ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅ ÉÎ ςπσπȢ )ÎÄÅÅÄȟ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÃÔÉÏÎÓȭ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÌÏÇÉÃ ÕÓÉÎÇ 
a ToC approach was not included in the initial plan. 
 

 
 
Figure 1. Overview of the process envisaged in the methodology. 

 
The text of the instructions provided to the RELOCAL case study partners by the core WP8 partners is 
included in Appendix 1. The scenario elaboration was designed to be a collective exercise implemented by 
each partner institution for each case study location, in consultation with local stakeholders. The scenario 
targets the case study location, while the mechanism map focuses on the action addressing spatial injus-
tice. Thus, the future dynamics identified during the scenario elaboration are expected to feed the re-
mapping exercise; however, there can be feedback loops between the two stages, and between the sub-
steps, turning the overall exercise into an iterative learning process. The final goal is to draw lessons 
about spatial justice and about the long-term impact of the actions addressing it in the RELOCAL case 
study locations. An overview of the process is provided in Figure 1. 
 

3.1 The DEPEST factors 

Since the scenarios aim at assessing how spatial justice is affected by the changing socio-economic con-
text, the first  step was to identify relevant domains where such changes are expected to take place until 
2030, and associated macro-trends. The structure chosen for systematising the macro-trends is called 
DEPEST, an aÃÒÏÎÙÍ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÍÁÉÎÓ ȬÂÏÒÒÏ×ÅÄȭ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÅÌÄ ÏÆ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔȢ 4ÈÅ domains  
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are Demography, Economy, Policy and Governance, Environment, Society, Technology. Other acronyms 
used for similar exercises include PEST, PESTEL, STEEPLE, DESTEP, etc. This approach was first  designed 
by Aguillar (1967) as ETPS (Economic, Technical, Political, Social), and was later extended to include addi-
tional domains. It has been used in management sciences within SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportu-
nities, and threats) and similar analytical methodologies. The rationale of ETPS and all its derivatives is to 
obtain a comprehensive coverage of relevant topics by explicitly structuring macro-trends. The RELOCAL 
WP8 team decided to include the Law domain within the PÏÌÉÃÙ ÏÎÅȟ ÔÈÕÓ ÒÅÎÁÍÅÄ ȬPolicy and Govern-
ÁÎÃÅȭȢ &ÏÒ ÅÁÃÈ $%0%34 ÄÏÍÁÉÎȟ Á ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÍÁÃÒÏ-trends and potential states in 2030 were described in 
six papers provided to each RELOCAL case study partner and included in Appendix 2. Although highly 
theoretical, the papers were intended to aid reflection on future changes in the spatial distribution of 
different activities, and interactions between peoples and territories. 
 

3.2 The nexus of change 

While they represent a rich source of ideas, the DEPEST papers cannot be used directly to formulate spa-
tial justice scenarios. Firstly, their high level of abstraction is global rather than local. Therefore, identify-
ing their impact at local level and the ways they affect the distribution of resources and opportunities 
between territories requires an additional layer of analytical reflection. Secondly, the large number of 
macro-trends and associated states identified generates a bewildering number of combinations and a 
corresponding myriad potential scenarios, requiring simplification. The DEPEST papers were thus used to 
ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÅÉÇÈÔ ȬÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏ ÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÂÌÏÃËÓȭ ÙÉÅÌÄÉÎÇ ÍÏÒÅ ÅØÐÌÉÃÉÔ ÓÐÁÔÉÁÌ ÉÍÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÎÁÍÅÄ nexus1 
of change. The nexus are neither deterministic nor normative, and uncertainty about the evolution of the 
ÌÏÃÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÉÎ ÅÁÃÈ ÎÅØÕÓȭ ÄÏÍÁÉÎ ÉÓ ÅØÐÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ Ô×Ï ÄÉÃÈÏÔÏÍÏÕÓ vectors  (for most nexus, 
the first vector refers to underlying trends, the second one to the policy approaches in the same domain). 
For each nexus, the cross-tabulation of the vectors generates a table of states ; the eight tables were pro-
vided to the RELOCAL case study partners and are reported in Appendix 3. To allow for some flexibility in 
capturing purely local changes that could affect the future of the case study location, the partners could 
include a ninth, place-specific nexus (local nexus ). The states resulting from cross tabulation of the vec-
tors for each nexus were then combined to form a nexus-state arrayȟ ÉȢÅȢ Á 2%,/#!, ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬÆÁÃȤ
tor -ÓÔÁÔÅ ÁÒÒÁÙȭ ÃÏÍÍÏÎÌÙ Õsed in morphological scenario approaches, called Sector-Factor array by 
Coyle and Young (1996), or Morphological box by Johansen (2018). Each potential combination of the 
states (one per each nexus) represents a different scenario. Coyle and Young (1996) recommend imple-
ÍÅÎÔÉÎÇ ȬÆÁÃÔÏÒ ÁÎÏÍÁÌÙ ÒÅÌÁØÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÔÏ ÅÌÉÍÉÎÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÂÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÕÎÌÉËÅÌÙ ÏÒ ÌÏÇÉȤ
cally inconsistent. However, the RELOCAL WP8 team considered that, due to the very diverse set of case 
studies and the need to maximise the information collected, this process of exclusion could be carried out 
on a case by case basis by the local partners. The latter were thus provided with the nexus-state array 
represented in Table 7. 
 

3.3 The scenarios proper  

Scenarios can take a range of forms, with different degrees of sophistication: very quantitative or more 
qualitative; based upon projecting forward past trends, taking account of expert judgements of what fu-
ture trends may be, or reflecting normative goals (Gavigan et al. 2001, Börjeson et al. 2006, Duckett et al. 
2017). The RELOCAL scenarios  represent, for each case study area, the combination of the most likely 
states of the nexus included in the nexus-state array. Thus, they are not normative but explorative , and 
are based on a forecasting  exercise implemented by the case study teams with the contribution of the 
ÌÏÃÁÌ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȢ )ÎÓÔÅÁÄ ÏÆ ÅÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÎÇ Á ȬÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅȭ ÁÎÄ Á ȬÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅȭ ÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÓÐÁÔÉÁÌ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅ ɀ 
that could provide interesting elements for reflection but be unlikely or difficult to compare ɀ the case 
study partners were asked to generate the single, most plausible scenario for their case study area. This 
methodological decision was also guided by the need to keep the total number of scenarios within man-

 

 
1 4ÈÅ ÐÌÕÒÁÌ ÏÆ ÎÅØÕÓ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ȰÎÅØÕÓȱ ÏÒ ȰÎÅØÕÓÅÓȱȠ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ×Å ÁÄÏÐÔ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÓÉÍÐÌÉÃÉÔÙȢ 
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ageable limits for analysis and synthesis, given that 33 scenarios is already a large undertaking. However, 
in order to capture the level of uncertainty  and thus the probability of deviation from the most plausible 
outcome, partners were asked to assess the likelihood of each state of every nexus, except for those 
deemed of limited relevance  for their case study area. 
 
Combining quantitative and qualitative elements, for each case study area the scenario generation exer-
cise consisted in these steps: 
 

1. For each nexus, rate its relevance (from 1 = totally irrelevant to 5 = very relevant); 
2. For each nexus deemed of medium-to-high relevance (from 3 to 5), rate the likelihood of each 

state (from 1 = totally unlikely to 5 = very likely); 
3. If required, define a local nexus, and rate its relevance as well as the likelihood of its states; 
4. Describe qualitatively, with reference to the case study location, the reasons for the nexus 

relevance score chosen, and the reasons for selecting specific states of the nexus; 
5. $ÒÁ× Á Ȭpen picture ȭ ɉÓÅÅ Appendix 1: The scenario instructions) of the case study area in 2030 

(based on the most likely state of each nexus of change, or on one of the most likely ones, in the 
cases where two or more Statuses were assessed as equally likely). 

 
The steps from 1 to 3 are summarised in a scenario  table similar to Table 8, which is simply a nexus-state 
array with the relevance and likelihood scores inputted. The scenario tables for all the 33 case studies 
together with the tables of states for the local nexus, when defined by the case study partners, are report-
ed in Appendix 5. 
 

3.4 Mechanism re -mapping  

The final step of the exercise of scÅÎÁÒÉÏ ÅÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÓ ÉÎ ÒÅÖÉÅ×ÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÓÅÌÉÎÅ 4Ï#ȭÓ ɉConnell & 
Kubisch 1998, Taplin & Clark 2012) mechanism map presented in D8.2 (Copus et al. 2019) by assessing 
how the changes in the contextual conditions and drivers triggered by the states of the nexus of changes 
in 2030 could impact on the underpinning logic of the actions, and therefore on its ability to deliver their 
long-term spatial justice goals. This, in turn, should feed some final reflections about the nature of spatial 
justice, and the policy interventions addressing it in different EU MSs. 
 
For each case study action, the mechanism re -mapping  consisted in the following steps: 
 

1. Review the contextual conditions and drivers, by identifying those expected to hold in 2030, those 
which ×ÉÌÌ ÎÏÔ ÈÏÌÄ ÁÎÙÍÏÒÅ ɉȬÅÒÁÓÅÄȭɊȟ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÉÌÌ ÈÏÌÄ ÂÕÔ ÉÎ Á ÓÌÉÇÈÔÌÙ ÒÅÖÉÓÅÄ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ 
ɉȬÒÅÖÉÅ×ÅÄȭɊȟ ÁÎÄ ÅÍÅÒÇÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔÕÁÌ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÒ ÄÒÉÖÅÒÓ ɉȬÁÄÄÅÄȭɊȟ ÌÉÎËÉÎÇ ÅÁÃÈ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÔÏ ÏÎÅ 
or more nexus of change identified as relevant in the nexus-state array; 

2. Based on the changes implemented in step 1, review the baseline assumptions (inhibitors and 
ÐÒÏÍÏÔÅÒÓɊ ÂÙ ȬÅÒÁÓÉÎÇȭ ÏÒ ȬÒÅÖÉÅ×ÉÎÇȭ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÁÆÆÅÃÔÅÄȟ ÏÒ ȬÁÄÄÉÎÇȭ ÎÅ× ÏÎÅÓȠ 

3. Based on the updated baseline assumptions, reconsider the intermediate outcomes and the causal 
ÌÉÎË ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅÍ ÂÙ ȬÅÒÁÓÉÎÇȭ ÏÒ ȬÒÅÖÉÅ×ÉÎÇȭ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÁÆÆÅÃÔÅÄȟ ÏÒ ȬÁÄÄÉÎÇȭ ÎÅ× ÏÎÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ 
which causal links become more robust (thicker line) or uncertain (dashed line); 

4. Finally, consider whether the long-term spatial justice goal will still be valid in its 2018 version or 
this should be reconsidered (scaled up, down, re-focused, or become unachievable); 

5. Describe qualitatively and concisely the reasons behind these changes. 
 
Figure 2, based on the template provided to case study partners, illustrates how the ToC mechanism map 
had to be reworked. Besides the qualitative description, the changes implemented were listed in ad hoc 
tables (see Appendix 4) which could later be used to carry out a more quantitative analysis of the chang-
es. The 2030 mechanism maps for all the 33 case studies are reported in Appendix 5. 
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Figure 2. Working sheet for the mechanism re-mapping exercise indicating potential changes. 

 

3.5 Method of analysis  

The scenarios, as well as their joint assessment, incorporate elements of judgement. To appreciate the 
underlying rationale more fully, the case study partners were asked to make explicit the reasons of their 
choices in terms of relevance of the nexus, likelihood of the states, and changes in the mechanism map 
(contextual conditions and drivers, baseline assumptions, intermediate outcomes, causal links, and long-
term goal). Each section of the scenario reports prepared by the case study partners was reviewed by a 
specific researcher (or group of researchers) to reduce the potential discrepancies due to different 
judgement parameters. Subjective judgements were further  reinforced by supporting the qualitative  re-
view with  a more quantitative analysis.  
 
The analysis of the scenario reports is presented in the following three Sections. Section 4 focuses on the 
scenarios, including the relevance of the nexus, the likelihood of their states, and the choice of the local 
nexus. Section 5 deals with the 2030 mechanism map by summarising how the nexus of change are ex-
pected to impact on the contextual conditions and drivers and how these impacts are transferred to the 
baseline assumptions and, through causal links, up to the long-term goal. Section 6 identifies more gen-
eral stylised facts from the lessons learned about spatial justice and the actions addressing it. The whole 
analysis is structured in line with the three typologies of spatial (in)justice identified by Copus et al. 
(2019), namely (1)  territorial disadvantage, (2) neighbourhood effects, and (3) disempowered places. 
Hence, the reports dealing with case studies belonging to the same category are discussed jointly. 
 
In each of Sections 4 to 6, the qualitative overview  is based on the comparative reading of the descrip-
tions ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ɉÅȢÇȢ ÔÈÅ ȬÐÅÎ ÐÉÃÔÕÒÅȭɊȢ 4ÈÅ quantitative analysis  relies respectively on the 
nexus-state arrays and on the tables summarising the changes in the ToC mechanism map. In particular, 
the distribution of the relevance scores and of the likelihood scores across the case studies and the corre-
lation between the states of different nexus in the same case study were assessed and illustrated. The 
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changes in the elements of the mechanism maps reported in single case studies tables were tabulated 
jointly for all case studies belonging to the same category. This allowed researchers to identify differences 
in terms of direction of change and nexus driving this change, not only for different typologies of spatial 
justice but also for different welfare regimes (family, society, state, liberal or mixed) and action types: (1)  
soft vs hard; (2)  procedural vs distributive; (3)  opportunity vs outcome; (4)  individual vs community; (5) 
bottom-up vs top-down; (6)  broad vs focused; (7)  internal vs external baseline. In line with the methodol-
ogy used in D8.2 (Copus et al. 2019), the single elements of the ToC mechanism map were grouped into a 
smaller number of categories according to their nature (as assessed by the researchers), and their distri-
bution illustrated by means of diagrams. 
 
The final goal of the analysis is to extract relevant stylised facts that inform us about the long-term effec-
tiveness of the actions in addressing spatial justice, and what drives or inhibits their success. Such  
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4 Results: Spatial justice scenarios for the case study areas  

This Section focuses on the case study localities and presents plausible scenarios that will frame these 
places by 2030 (classified according to the spatial justice typologies of territorial disadvantage, neigh-
bourhood effects, and disempowered places). The section is structured following the process of scenario 
building by project partners in all 33 case studies. To begin with, the results of the nexus-state array (see 
Section 3.2 for more explanation) are elaborated on. This provides an overview of the relevance of the 
nexus of change (economy, central places, locality, demography, climate change, equity, governance, and 
policy) and of the expected likelihood for each of four potential future states, which are expected to frame 
the future of spatial justice in the case study areas. The local nexus are then considered and described 
(these represent changes identified by case study partners as being of particular and high relevance to the 
locality and excluded from the other eight nexus). The last sub-section provides an overview of expected 
spatial justice in each locality in 2030, and considers how the changed context (detailed in the nexus-state 
array) is likely to change the way in which actions interact with the local context, and adaptation in the 
action which may be required.  
 

4.1 Relevance of the nexus of change 

4.1.1 Relevance of the nexus of change in 2030: general overview 

Concerning the nexus of change indicated in the scenario reports as influential for the case study areas, a 
bundle of nexus can be identified that seems relevant in the majority of the cases (Figure 3). These are: 
 

1. Demography (N4) ɀ with the key trends being shrinking, urbanisation, counter-urbanisation, and 
population ageing (average relevance for all case studies: 4.5, which was the highest score across 
all the nexus). In each spatial justice group there were cases in which demographic trends were 
scored as very relevant (5) for the future of the area: DE1, DE2, EL3, EL4, EL6, ES7, FI11, FI12, 
NL19, PL23, PL24, RO26, SE29, UK31 and UK33 (areas characterised as territorial disadvantage); 
PL21, PL22, RO27, RO28, SE30 and UK32 (areas characterised as neighbourhood effects); FR18 
(an area characterised as a disempowered place).  

2. Policy (N8) ɀ with the key trends being the character of the EU economic policy in the next 
decade, and the local responses. The policy approach of national institutions was reflected in 
different opportunities for local actors (average relevance for all case studies: 4.4). Again, there 
were cases in which policy trends were scored as very relevant (5) for the future of the area in all 
spatial justice groups: EL3, EL5, EL6, ES7, HU13, HU16, FR17, PL23, PL24, RO26 and UK31 
(territorial disadvantage); HU14, NL20, PL21, RO25, RO27 and UK32 (neighbourhood effects); 
FR18 (disempowered places).  

3. Governance (N7) ɀ with the key trends relating to configurations of power, the distribution of 
influence and decision-making power between different layers of multi-level systems of 
governance, as well as distributional aspects of spatial justice, and service provision in particular 
(average relevance for all case studies: 4.3). Governance was assessed as being very relevant (5) 
by experts in cases within all types of spatial (in)justice: EL4, FI11, FI12, HU13, HU16, FR17, 
PL23, PL24, RO26 and UK33 (territorial disadvantage); HU14, NL20, PL22, RO25, RO27 and UK32 
(neighbourhood effects); EL5, ES10, FR18 (disempowered places).  

 
The nexus of the lowest relevance in the general overview of all cases were:  
 

1. Climate change (N5), with an average of 2.7, assessed as the least important from the perspective 
of areas affected by neighbourhood effects (1.9);  

2. Neighbourhood diversity and segregation (N3) with an average of 2.8 but being a very spatial 
(in)justice -type dependant ɀ this was the nexus with the largest range of responses, from 
irrelevant (1.7) for the areas affected by territorial disadvantage to very relevant (4.6) for the 
areas affected by neighbourhood effects; 

3. Centrality of places (N2), assessed in general as neither relevant nor irrelevant, with an average 
score of 3, this was the least important for the areas affected by neighbourhood effects (2.1), and 
only a little above the average for other case studies, especially those concerning rural areas (as 
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one of the trends within this nexus was digitisation, and its impact on the provision of services of 
general interest). 

 

 
 
Figure 3. Average relevance of the nexus of change for the case study areas. 

 

4.1.2 Relevant nexus of change for areas affected by territorial disadvantage 

As presented in Figure 3 and Table 2, the most important nexus for areas affected by territorial disad-
vantage is demography  (N4). There were only four cases (HU13, HU15, HU16, and FR17) in which ex-
perts assessed this nexus as relevant (scored 4); the rest were scored at 5, so the average relevance of 
demographic trends from the perspective of this group of cases is 4.8. With the average relevance of 4.3 
were governance (N7) and policy (N8). Changes of economic activities (N1), e.g. reduced and centralised 
service provision (agglomeration and dispersal), have also been assessed as relevant in this type of cases 
(average relevance of 4.2).  
 

4.1.3 Relevant nexus of change for areas affected by neighbourhood effects 

The most important nexus for areas affected by neighbourhood effects were neighbourhood diversity and 
segregation (N3) with an average relevance of 4.6, then equity (N6) with an average of 4.5, policy (N8) 
with an average of 4.3, governance (N7) which scored 4.3, and demography (N4) which scored 4.2. Ex-
planation of these assessments lies in the nature of the cases within this group, where problems of spatial 
(in)justice usually occur on a neighbourhood scale of urban areas. They are followed by secondary effects, 
such as the stigma or sense of limitation  associated with coming from a disadvantaged neighbourhood, 
leading to narrower education and training options, difficulty in finding employment, or problems raising 
social capital. Thus, the neighbourhoods (N3) nexus of change, which relates to the degree to which 
neighbourhoods in compact or sprawling cities are increasingly segregated or increasingly diverse, and 
equity (N6) focused on shifts towards inclusion or exclusion as effect of servi ce provision  and policy 
responses for macro-economic trends of growth or recession, were assessed here as relevant more often 
than in cases representing territorial disadvantage or disempowered places (Figure 3 and Table 2). 
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1 Smart Countryside Ostwestfalen-Lippe DE1 TD 4 5 1 5 4 3 4 4 
2 Youth Centre Görlitz DE2 TD 5 4 3 5 3 4 4 4 
3 Post Mining Regional Strategy for W. Macedonia EL3 TD 5 2 1 5 5 4 3 5 
4 Alexander Innovation Zone EL4 TD 5 2 2 5 4 4 5 3 
5 Overcoming Fragmentation in Territorial Governance EL5 DP 5 4 4 3 3 4 4 5 
6 +ÁÒÄÉÔÓÁȭÓ %ÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÏÆ #ÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÏÎ EL6 TD 5 4 1 5 3 4 3 5 
7 Monistrol 2020 ɀ Local Strategic Plan ES7 TD 4 4 1 5 2 4 3 5 
8 Llei de Barris in Premiá de Dalt ES8 NE 2 4 5 4 1 4 3 3 
9 Transformation Plan for La Mina Neighbourhood ES9 NE 3 3 5 3 1 5 4 3 

10 Assoc. of Municipalities ɀ Eix de la Riera de Caldes ES10 DP 5 4 1 3 1 2 4 5 
11 Lieksa Development Strategy 2030 FI11 TD 4 3 2 5 4 4 5 3 
12 Civil Action Initiative in Kotka FI12 TD 3 1 4 5 3 5 5 3 
13 Give Kids a Chance HU13 TD 3 4 2 4 2 5 5 5 
14 Gyôgy-Telep ɀ Urban Regeneration HU14 NE 3 2 4 4 2 5 5 5 
15 Production Organisation ɀ Szentes Town HU15 TD 4 3 1 4 4 1 3 4 
16 Balaton LEADER HU16 TD 5 4 2 4 4 2 5 5 
17 Euralens FR17 TD 5 4 4 4 3 5 5 5 
18 EPA Alzette-Belval FR18 DP 3 3 5 5 4 5 5 5 
19 Northeast Groningen NL19 TD 4 3 2 5 4 4 3 2 
20 National Programme Rotterdam South NL20 NE 4 2 5 4 3 4 5 5 
21 Participatory Budget for Lodz PL21 NE 4 1 5 5 2 4 4 5 
22 Communal service ɀ social cooperative PL22 NE 4 2 3 5 2 4 5 4 
23 Goth Village PL23 TD 3 4 1 5 3 4 5 5 
24 Rural Public Spaces PL24 TD 3 2 1 5 1 4 5 5 
25 Pata Cluj Project RO25 NE 5 3 5 4 2 4 5 5 
26 Mara-Natur LEADER RO26 TD 5 3 1 5 3 5 5 5 
27 -áÌÉÎ-Codlea RO27 NE 5 2 5 5 1 5 5 5 
28 Regenerating Plumbuita RO28 NE 2 2 5 2 3 5 4 4 
29 Digital Våsterbotten SE29 TD 3 4 1 5 2 4 4 4 
30 Stockholm Commission SE30 NE 5 1 5 5 2 5 2 4 
31 Northumberland LAG UK31 TD 4 4 2 5 4 5 4 5 
32 Homelessness Project in Lewisham UK32 NE 5 1 4 5 2 4 5 5 
33 Strengthening Communities ɀ Isle of Lewis UK33 TD 5 5 1 5 3 4 5 4 

 
Table 2. The relevance of the nexus of change for the case study areas. 

 

4.1.4 Relevant nexus of change for disempowered places 

Experts dealing with the three cases as examples of disempowered places (EL5, ES10, FR18) agreed that 
policy (N8) was the most relevant nexus (with a score of 5) for the future of these areas, followed by gov-
ernance (N7) which scored 4 in EL5 and ES10, and 5 in FR18. Economic activity (N1) had the same aver-
age relevance for this type of locality; however, it was scored 5 in EL5 and ES10, but in FR18 experts as-
sessed it as neither relevant nor irrelevant (scored 3). Interestingly, demography (N4) which was the 
most relevant in the general overview for all case studies, was scored as neither relevant nor irrelevant in 
EL5 and ES10, and as very relevant only in FR18, where it was not a typical problem of ageing and shrink-
ing population but a population made of composite communities  (i.e. newly established young families 
commuting to Luxembourg, and older generations formerly involved in industry). All scenarios under-
lined the importance of EU integration  and of the evolution of EU policies for the locality, as the degree 
and extent of economic, social, and fiscal EU integration shaÐÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÃÁÌÉÔÙȭÓ ÄÅÓÔÉÎÙ ÔÏ Á ÌÁÒÇÅ ÅØÔÅÎÔȢ 
Consequently, the effective level of local autonomy and the way public policies are framed at higher levels 
is of major importance there.  
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4.2 Certainty and direction of the nexus of change  

4.2.1 Direction of change and uncertainty: general overview 

After indicating the importance of each nexus within the next ten years within each case study area, ex-
perts were asked to consider four states (comprising a pair of dichotomous vectors of socio-economic and 
spatial trends), and to indicate how likely each of these four states were. An overview of the states that 
were selected as most likely for each nexus is presented below. The certainty and direction of change is 
also discussed below, first for all case studies together in order to frame a further discussion related to 
cases within each category of spatial (in)justice. Table 3 shows the distribution of the likelihood score 
assigned to the states of each nexus in all case studies; Figure 4 graphically illustrates this with reference 
to the types of spatial justice; and Figure 5 presents the case studies with reference to the welfare regime, 
as categorised by the wider RELOCAL project.  
 
The bubble charts presented in Figures 4 and 5 were constructed based on the number of assignments by 
experts for each state within all the eight nexus of change in all case study localities. In order to avoid 
distortions in calculating average values for the likelihood of each state, the nexus which have been indi-
cated as irrelevant in few case studies have not been included in the analysis (central places ɀ N2 for 
PL21, RO25 and RO27; neighbourhoods ɀ N3 for HU15, HU16 and RO26; climate change ɀ N5 for PL21, 
RO25 and RO27; equity ɀ N6 for HU15 and HU16). The position of each bubble represents assigned likeli-
hood on the scale from very unlikely (1)  to very likely (5). It  is important  to note that these graphs are a 
way to effectively illustrate the data, and readers should not infer statistical significance of representa-
tiveness, given the qualitative nature of the study. 

 
The general picture presented by the charts below is that the future of these case study localities is not 
easy to predict, highlighting the importance of place-specificity to future trends. Bubbles that concentrate 
in the middle of the graphs represent states within each nexus that are neither likely nor unlikely. Excep-
tional to this however are three nexus: (1)  demography (N4) with demographic depletion assessed as 
very likely in areas affected by territorial disadvantage, and dynamic demography assessed as likely in 
areas affected by neighbourhood effects; (2)  equity (N6), where areas affected by territorial disadvantage 
and disempowered places see the future as either a whammy-dividend state ÏÆ ȬÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓÉÖÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÐÏÌÉȤ
ÃÙȭ ÏÒ Á ÄÏÕÂÌÅ ×ÈÁÍÍÙ ÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏ of ȬÎÏÎ-distributional  ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÁÎÄ ÁÕÓÔÅÒÉÔÙȭȠ (3) policy (N8) where ex-
perts in cases of disempowered places ÁÇÒÅÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÕÂÌÅ ÄÉÖÉÄÅÎÄ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ȬÔÏÐ-managed austerÉÔÙȭ 
will be the most likely outcome by 2030. Experts in cases representing the territorial disadvantage and 
neighbourhood effects types of spatial (in)justice were uncertain about future states of this nexus ɀ as-
sessed as relevant in further development, yet the double dividend and dividend-whammy states were 
indicated more frequently than the other two combinations of future trends. 
  
These findings, when compared to the second bubble chart presenting the same step in scenario building 
with reference to the welfare regimes , show that in areas within mixed welfare regimes (Polish, Roma-
nian, and Hungarian cases), directions of future changes are the hardest to predict. In a half of the nexus ɀ 
economic activity (N1), equity (N6), governance (N7) and policy (N8) ɀ three states were similarly as-
sessed as neither likely nor unlikely to characterise these areas in 2030. On the contrary, in cases repre-
senting a family-based model (Spanish and Greek cases), experts were more certain about the future 
shape of equity (N6), characterised by the whammy-dividend state of progressive response to decline 
with some attention also to the negative double-whammy state of decline and austerity; policy (N8) of 
top-managed austerity with some attention to expansionary, structured policymaking. Double-whammy 
future  states of economic activity (N1Ɋ ȬÎÅÏ-liberal city-ÌÅÄ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȭ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÍÏÇÒÁÐÈÙ ɉN4Ɋ ȬÄÅÍÏÇÒÁÐÈÉÃ 

deÐÌÅÔÉÏÎȭ were assessed as likely in society based models (Finnish and Swedish cases). Spatial changes in 
economic activities associated with climate change mitigation and adaptation (N5) were seen as uncer-
tain ɀ either double dividend state of Ȭbenefits foÒ ÆÁÒÍÉÎÇ Ǫ ÇÒÅÅÎ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȭ or whammy-dividend state of 
ȬÒÕÒÁÌ ÄÅÃÌÉÎÅ Ǫ ÇÒÅÅÎ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȭȢ )Î ÔÈÅÓÅ ÌÏÃÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÅØÐÅÒÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÎÅØÕÓ ɉN8), 
assigning high likelihood to the dividend-whammy state of locally-managed austerity due to a contrac-
tionary fiscal policy, project-led development, and strong role of local institutions and NGOs. In state-
based welfare regimes (German, Dutch and French cases) different states within each nexus were as-
sessed as highly likely for the future, but there was usually one main indication in the majority of cases 
with specific exceptions: place-based city-led growth in N1 (whammy-dividend between increasing ag-
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glomeration and place-based approaches with evolutionary economics); accessible rural  digital  revival in 

N2 (dividend-whammy between digital  dispersion in rural areas and limited daily mobility due to decar-
ÂÏÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎɊȠ ȬÃÏÍÐÁÃÔ ÃÉÔÉÅÓ ɀ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄÓȭ ÉÎ N3 (double dividend of city centre gentrifica-
tion due to decarbonised mobility and effective city planning for diverse neighbourhoods) with the excep-
tion of a less optimistic scenario for the French cases (FR17 ɀ ȬÃÏÍÐÁÃÔ ÃÉÔÉÅÓ ɀ segregated neighbour-
ÈÏÏÄÓȭȠ &2ρψ ɀ ȬÓÐÒÁ×ÌÉÎÇ ÃÉÔÉÅÓ ɀ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄÓȭȠ ȬÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓÉÖÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ ÄÅÃÌÉÎÅȭ ÉÎ N6 with 
ÅØÃÅÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ &2ρχ ÁÎÄ .,ςπȠ ȬÒÉÇÈÔÓ-ÂÁÓÅÄ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÁÕÔÏÎÏÍÙȭ ÉÎ N7 (a dividend-whammy between increas-
ÉÎÇ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÁÕÔÏÎÏÍÙ ÁÎÄ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎȭÓ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÆÏÒ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔɊ ×ÉÔÈ ÅØÃÅÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ 
DE2 and FR18 assessing double dividend ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ȬÎÅÏ-ÌÉÂÅÒÁÌ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÁÕÔÏÎÏÍÙȭ ÁÓ ÍÏÓÔ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÉÎ ÃÁÓÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ 
areas by 2030. Nexus where experts were more uncertain about the future changes were policy (N8) ɀ 
between locally-managed austerity, expansionary, structured policymaking, and top-managed austerity; 
climate change (N5) ɀ between double climate change dividend, and green growth with rural decline; 
demography (N4) ɀ between dynamic demography, and other states; and neighbourhoods (N3) ɀ be-
tween compact cities ɀ diverse neighbourhoods, and other states. Future scenarios for the cases repre-
senting the liberal welfare regime (all in the UK) seem most certain. Experts were almost unanimous in 
their choices of particular states. Perhaps unsurprisingly, experts often chose the state in which some 
element of liberalism existed, for example for economic activity (N1Ɋ ȬÎÅÏ-liberal city-ÌÅÄ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȭȟ ÆÏÒ 
equity (N6Ɋ ȬÎÅÏ-liberal non-ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȭȟ ÆÏÒ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÁÎÃÅ ɉN7Ɋ ȬÎÅÏ-liberal top-ÄÏ×ÎȭȢ $ÅÍÏÇȤ
raphy (N4), central places (N2), neighbourhoods (N3) and climate change (N5) appeared to be more 
affected by the locality than by the welfare regime. 
 

4.2.2 Direction of change and uncertainly for areas affected by territorial disadvantage 

In cases representing the territorial disadvantage type of spatial (in)juÓÔÉÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÔÒÅÎÄÓȭ ÄÉÒÅÃȤ
tions were assessed by experts within policy (N8), governance (N7) ɀ both of high relevance to shape 
trajectories towards spatial justice within next ten years. Optimistic or moderate scenarios deriving from 
double dividend state 1 or dividend-whammy and whammy-dividend (states 2 and 3) were chosen equal-
ly often. Uncertain direction of change refers also to climate change (N5), neighbourhoods (N3) and cen-
tral places (N2), however these nexus were assessed as less or least relevant in these cases. For demogra-
phy (N4), economic activity (N1) and equity (N6) assessed as important or very important from the per-
spective of this category of cases, the direction of change indicated by experts, seems clearer. Pessimistic 

vision of demographic depletion within demography (N4), is most likely to describe areas affected by 
territorial disadvantage in 2030 with the following exceptions: the more optimistic Euralens Project 
(FR17), Polish rural areas (PL23, PL24), and single cases in Germany (DE2), Greece (EL4) and Spain 
(ES7). Negative, double whammy state of neo-liberal city-led growth within economic activity (N1), was 
also seen as most likely in the majority of cases with a few more positive scenarios in UK31, UK33, FR17, 
NL19 and DE1 (whammy-dividend state 3 of place-based city-led growth), ES7 and PL23, PL24 (dividend-
whammy state 2 of dispersal with neo-liberal regional policy, and free trade) and DE2, EL3 (double divi-
dend state 1 of dispersal supported by place-based policy and evolutionary economics. In 13 out of 19 
cases in this category, in the nexus referring to shifts towards inclusion or exclusion (N6) whammy-
dividend state 3 of progressive inclusion policy response to the possible economic slow growth or reces-
sion was assigned as most likely by 2030. Three cases were less positive choosing double whammy state 
4 of decline and austerity (HU13, HU16 and SE29) and two cases (RO29 and UK31) saw dividend-
whammy state 2 characterised by neo-liberal non-distributional fu ture growth, as more likely. 
 

4.2.3 Direction of change and uncertainly for areas affected by neighbourhood effects 

The nexus of central places (N2) and climate change (N5) were assessed as not relevant for areas affected 
by neighbourhood effects, so the low likelihood of particular states within them, presenting directions of 
future changes will not be analysed here. Three out of five nexus of high relevance for this category of 
case studies: neighbourhoods (N3), demography (N4) and policy (N8) are expected to change for the 
better or at least not to get much worse. Dynamic demography (double dividend state 1) resulting from 
in-migration and a balanced age structure is seen as likely in eight out of 11 cases. Compact cities with 
segregated neighbourhoods (dividend-whammy state 2) resulting from urban gentrification and laissez-
faire development is likely to shape seven cases with ES8 and NL20 drawing more positive scenario of 
compact cities - diverse neighbourhoods (double dividend state 1) and RO25 and RO27 drawing more 
negative scenario of Sprawling cities and segregated neighbourhoods (double whammy state 4). In policy 
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dimension (N8) ten out of 11 cases saw optimistic and moderate states as being more plausible in these 
areas within the next ten years. Less optimistically assessed were directions of change for economic activ-
ity patterns (N1) ɀ experts in five cases saw neo-liberal city-led growth (double whammy state 4) result-
ing from increasing agglomeration of economic activities leaving behind remote places and space-blind 
regional development policy. Experts in the remaining six cases saw either state 2 (economic dispersal 
with neo-liberal regional policy) or state 3 (economic agglomeration and place-based, evolutionary eco-
nomics) as more likely by 2030. In shifts towards inclusion of exclusion (N6) changes towards dividend-
whammy (state 2) and whammy-dividend (state 3) were assessed as most likely with the exceptions of 
HU14 and RO28 assessing pessimistically double whammy state 4 as most likely and NL20 with the opti-
mistic scenario of the double dividend state 1. 
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1 Smart Countryside Ostwestfalen-Lippe DE1 TD 4 1 5 3 1 4 2 4 2 2 3 3 1 2 4 5 2 2 4 3 2 1 5 3 4 5 2 2 3 5 1 2 

2 Youth Centre Görlitz DE2 TD 4 2 3 2 3 5 2 2 5 4 2 3 1 3 5 4 3 2 4 2 2 2 4 4 4 4 3 2 4 5 2 2 
3 Post Mining Regional Strategy for W. Macedonia EL3 TD 5 4 1 2 1 2 2 4 1 2 2 3 1 3 2 5 5 2 3 4 2 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 1 5 4 

4 Alexander Innovation Zone EL4 TD 2 4 3 5 1 2 2 4 1 2 2 3 1 3 4 3 5 2 4 3 2 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 2 3 2 
5 Overcoming Fragmentation in Territorial Governance EL5 DP 2 2 4 5 2 2 2 4 1 1 1 4 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 4 4 1 1 4 2 5 4 1 1 

6 +ÁÒÄÉÔÓÁȭÓ %ÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÏÆ #ÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÏÎ EL6 TD 2 2 4 5 2 2 5 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 5 2 3 2 2 1 1 4 2 1 1 1 3 5 4 1 1 

7 Monistrol 2020 ɀ Local Strategic Plan ES7 TD 3 4 2 1 2 4 3 1 3 1 2 1 1 3 5 4 2 3 2 1 3 2 4 3 1 2 3 4 5 2 4 3 
8 Llei de Barris in Premiá de Dalt ES8 NE 2 3 2 1 1 2 3 1 5 4 2 1 4 1 3 2 2 1 1 1 3 2 4 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 2 1 

9 Transformation Plan for La Mina Neighbourhood ES9 NE 1 3 1 2 1 1 2 1 4 5 1 2 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 4 3 5 3 3 1 3 2 2 1 1 2 
10 Assoc. of Municipalities ɀ Eix de la Riera de Caldes ES10 DP 3 5 2 4 2 3 2 1 4 2 3 2 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 3 2 3 2 5 4 5 4 

11 Lieksa Development Strategy 2030 FI11 TD 1 2 3 5 1 1 2 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 4 1 5 2 1 1 4 3 5 3 1 1 5 5 1 2 
12 Civil Action Initiative in Kotka FI12 TD 1 2 3 5 1 1 1 1 4 3 1 1 1 1 1 5 4 1 2 1 1 1 4 3 5 3 1 1 3 5 2 1 

13 Give Kids a Chance HU13 TD 3 2 2 4 2 2 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 4 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 4 2 2 4 3 4 3 2 2 
14 Gyôgy-Telep ɀ Urban Regeneration HU14 NE 2 2 2 4 1 2 3 5 2 4 2 4 2 1 3 5 2 3 4 4 1 2 2 4 2 1 4 2 4 3 2 3 

15 Production Organisation ɀ Szentes Town HU15 TD 3 3 4 3 1 4 3 3 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  1 1 4 3 1 2 3 4 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  2 3 2 4 3 2 3 4 
16 Balaton LEADER HU16 TD 2 3 2 4 1 3 2 4 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  1 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  2 2 4 2 5 1 2 2 

17 Euralens FR17 TD 2 2 4 2 2 1 5 4 2 5 2 4 4 2 3 3 4 3 2 1 1 2 3 5 4 4 2 1 4 5 3 2 

18 EPA Alzette-Belval FR18 DP 2 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 5 4 5 5 2 2 3 2 5 2 4 2 5 2 5 4 2 2 5 4 2 2 
19 Northeast Groningen NL19 TD 1 1 5 2 2 5 2 2 4 2 1 1 2 2 3 5 5 1 4 2 2 1 5 1 2 5 1 3 1 1 5 4 

20 National Programme Rotterdam South NL20 NE 3 3 3 4 3 4 2 2 5 4 3 3 4 2 3 2 4 3 3 2 4 3 2 2 2 4 3 3 2 2 4 3 
21 Participatory Budget for Lodz PL21 NE 2 4 5 2 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  2 4 1 2 1 4 2 3 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  3 4 2 3 5 2 4 3 4 5 3 4 

22 Communal service ɀ social cooperative PL22 NE 2 4 5 1 1 3 1 1 3 4 1 1 1 1 4 3 1 1 1 1 1 2 5 3 2 5 1 4 2 4 1 5 
23 Goth Village PL23 TD 4 5 2 2 3 5 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 4 5 3 1 3 4 5 1 2 5 3 2 5 1 4 2 4 1 5 

24 Rural Public Spaces PL24 TD 3 5 1 2 3 5 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 4 5 3 1 1 1 1 1 2 5 3 2 5 1 4 2 4 1 5 
25 Pata Cluj Project RO25 NE 3 4 3 5 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  1 3 2 5 5 2 3 1 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  2 5 3 3 5 2 4 3 4 5 3 4 

26 Mara-Natur LEADER RO26 TD 1 2 3 5 1 2 3 4 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  1 3 3 5 2 2 4 3 2 5 3 4 4 2 4 1 4 4 1 2 

27 -áÌÉÎ-Codlea RO27 NE 2 5 2 3 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  2 5 1 1 5 1 2 1 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  1 5 3 3 4 1 5 3 5 3 1 1 
28 Regenerating Plumbuita RO28 NE 1 3 2 5 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 5 3 3 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 2 1 4 4 2 3 1 2 4 2 2 

29 Digital Våsterbotten SE29 TD 2 1 5 4 1 2 2 4 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 5 3 1 5 2 1 2 3 4 2 4 1 4 2 5 4 3 
30 Stockholm Commission SE30 NE 2 2 5 4 3 2 3 2 2 4 1 2 5 1 1 1 3 1 3 3 3 4 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 4 2 3 

31 Northumberland LAG UK31 TD 1 3 3 4 1 3 2 4 3 4 3 3 1 4 1 5 1 1 5 4 1 5 3 4 3 2 4 1 3 5 2 3 
32 Homelessness Project in Lewisham UK32 NE 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 3 4 2 2 4 1 3 2 1 1 5 3 3 5 3 2 5 1 4 2 2 2 3 4 

33 Strengthening Communities ɀ Isle of Lewis UK33 TD 2 4 4 3 4 4 2 3 2 3 1 4 2 4 4 5 5 4 2 3 2 3 4 4 3 2 3 4 3 4 4 3 

 
Table 3. Likelihood of the nexus of change for the case study areas. 
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Figure 4. Likelihood of each state of each nexus of change for three types of spatial (in) justice. 

 




























































































































































































































