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Abstract

Despite the countess publicaions on the subject globalzaion remans a black box. On the de<riptive level, thereis
relative conensus as to the facts, but the meanng is nottruly undersood.As areault, extremely contradictory hypohess
circulate rangingfrom the‘end of geographytheglobalvillage andtheborderles‘ globalcompatry’ to those whohighlight
the developmentof territorialized forms of producton and the role of proximity. This article brings out the different
ways of viewing this phenomenorandtheir congequencesThe main rift betveenthe differentapproachess between
‘homogenrzing’ approacheand’paricularizing’ approachesrThe former pogulate that any phenomenomay be viewed
within a‘universal’ schemethat is‘apriori’ deenedsuficiert to explainreality, while the latterare basedon the irreducible

singularity of eachcas and propo® congantly evolving explanatoryschemas

Intr oduction

Today the themeof globalzaionis at the heartof concerns
anddebaes It is a rag-bagof a notion, invoked in turn to

justify mass redundandas or to denouncethe hold which

the biggeg indugrial and financialmultinationalshave over

scciety. Despte the countless publications on the subject,

globaizaion remansa black box. On the de<riptive level,

thereisrelative consenais (see below) asto thefacts but the
meanng is nottruly undersood.As areallt, extremel con-

tradictory hypohess circulate. Some put forward utopian

discourses on the ‘end of geography'(O'Brien, 1992) on

the global village based on the new communications and

trangortation technobgies and on the borderkss ‘global

comparny’. At the other end of the spectum, thess are
springing upwhich highlightthe present developmentof ter-

ritorializedforms of producton (Benko, 1995)andtherole

of proximity (Maillat et al., 1993).

The question posedin this article is therefore the follow-
ing: how is it possible that totally contadictory scienific
discoursesonthespatial aspectsof globalizationcanbeelab-
oratedstating with the same view of the facts?This article
doesnot aim to add addtional argumens on either side of
the scale, but ratherto bring out the differentways of view-
ing this phenomenom@andtheir consequencesAccording to
theapproacihchoenby theresarcheragiven aspectwill be
singled out over the others therebyproducig a given con-
cludon ratherthanothers Eventhoughit is till too earlyto
undersandexacly whatglobalzaionsignifies, let usat leas
try to clarify the differentways of approachig thequesion.

In my opinion, the main rift betweenthe differentap-
proachesis not basgd on traditional neoclasical/Marxig
or neoclasical/Keynesan oppogtions; rather it is be-
tween‘homogenring’ approacheand’paricularizing’ ap-
proachesTheformerpodulatethatany phenomenomaybe
viewedwithin a‘universal’ schemethatis ‘apriori’ deemed
suficiert to explain reality, while the latterare basedon the
irreduciblesingularity of eachcas and propo® congantly
evolving explanabry schemas

Thefirst sectiongivesa brief desription of whatis gen-
eraly called ‘globaizaion’. Thefollowing secionsexplain
the way in which eachof the two approachesnentioned
interpres globaizaion and preentday spatia dynamcs
An effort is madeto highlight not only the strenghs but
also the weakneses of both approachesin this context,
the learnng region approachshould avoid to becomeone
moreparicularizing approachlike indugrial districts or in-
novative milieus It should ratherfocuson building a new
compeénceto undersand economé developmentstarting
from its spatial and temporal context.

Exactly what is globalization?

The term ‘globalizaion is generally taken to meanthe
trangormaion of theeconome systemoverthe pag twenty
years

A greatdeal has beenwritten on globalization and its
effects (oneof the mog thoroughandeasly undersandabke
booksremans that of Dicken 1992). The mog significant



feauresof the world trade system may be summedup as
follows (Chesais, 1994,p. 183):

e “avery cleartrendtowardstheformationof denser
trading zonesaroundthe threepolesof the Triad (note:
Europe,North America and the Far Eagern developed
countieg (aphenomenowaled the ‘regionaizaion’ of
trade);

e anequaly pronouncedrendtowardsthe polariza-
tion of world trade as aresut of the increasedmarginal-
izaion of all countiesexcludedfrom ‘regionaizaion’
atthethreepolesof the Triad,

¢ the fact that a large share of world tradeis now
directly shaped by direct foreign invegment - intra-
compay trade, exports by subddiaries trandoundary
sub-contacing;

e the increasimy irrelevance (at leastfor the time
being) of the distinction between’domestic’ and ‘for-
eign’, as companescompee jug as vigorousy on the
‘internal’ marketsof eachcountryason ‘foreign’ mar
kets, due to foreign investrens and negotiated trade
liberalization;

e lastly — and this is directly linked to the above —
theparadigmof comparatve advantage with tradegains
for al participants hasbeenreplacedby that of inter
national competition, wherethe competitivenessof each
determinesthe winners ard the losers’.

To sum up, the circulation of captal, goodsandservices
by inducing competitionbetweenactorssituatedin differ-
ent counties and differentregions chalengesestablished
companés and producton systems

Technobgical change, the development of markets
which are muchmore segmened and evolutive thanin the
past, together with intemational deregulation of actuities,
have broughtabouta shift from a period of stability and
growth in the indudrializedcountiesasa whole to a period
of instabhlity . From a corporatepoint of view, this hasled to
amove from someavhatclosed, rigid and hierarchzedorga-
nizationstowards more open,moredecentralizechndmore
‘flexible’ organizaions In a conext whichis becomngin-
creasngly ungable and uncertin, companéesareobligedto
develop modalities for adaptation and innovation which im-
ply thatthey openup to the outside, to informaton which
comesfrom markets, and to new producs and new tech-
nologies Consquenty, today’s econome globalzaion has
led to theemepgenceof ‘networks of companes(Piore and
Sabel,1984;Harrison, 1994;Maillat et al., 1993;Johanson
etal. 1994).In genera) regardless of theapproachall agree
onthese points.

On the other hand,this unanimity disappearsas soonas
guesionsareputwith regardto the origin and spatial impact
of thistrangormaton. Some arguethat networks of compa-
niesspring from proceseswhichareanchoredn aterritory.
They give birth to ‘local producton systems (Garofoli,
1983), ‘small firms systems (Garofoli, 1992), ‘indugria
districts' (Beccatini,1990), ‘technologydistricts (Storpet
1991;Courlet and Pecqueur1992),etc. Othersfeelthatthey
are characteistic of ‘strategic alliances’ which the major

companie®n the planetform betweereachotherto reduce
their R&D cods, mader the complexity and intersctoral
natre of the new technobgies reducethetime lagbetveen
productinventionand productiaunchgainaccesto foreign
marlkets, etc. (Harrison, 1994).According to this view, such

strategic aliancesreducethesefirms dependency on agiven

regionor county.

This brings us to the certral question of this article. At
preent there are two opposng thess concemning global
ization and territorialization of economicactivities on the
onehand,some authorsarguethatthey push all areas(local,
regional, national, etc.) towards a single econonic systemn
otherauthors maintain thatthey leadto a break-upof devel
oprental logics andthat asa result each area mug find its
own way. What are the presuppodtions thatlead both sides
to arriveat diametrically oppo®dconclusions?

The different interpretations of globalization

There are different ways of apprehending the reality of glob-
alization. Just like any humanscience, regional scienceis
drivenby several paradigms

The two approachesdesciibed below utilize spatial con-
ceps that differ. Thus homogenzing approachespeak of
areastrangortation cods, and regionsassupportareasfor
economia@ctuities, etc.,whereaparticularizingapproaches
utilize the notions of territory, anchorage, proximity, etc.
Using Astley (1985) and Coomans(1995) as a bads, we
shall divide theseapproactesinto two main families: on the
onehand‘homogenking’ approacheandon the otherhand
‘particularizing’ approacheéFigurel).

Homogenkzing approachestres the need to include
every phenomenornn a ‘universal'’ schema,a ‘hypotei-
cal ard synthetic theay’, which is ‘a priori’ assuned to
exist and to be suficiert to explain reality. Consequently,
a resarchemwho adops this approachwill show how uni-
versal theariesand their laws explain reality asa whole (in
Figure 1, from updde down to the reality). It is suppod
that the latteris homogeneouandthat eachof its partsis
subjectto the sameforcesof evolution. Researchersn this
cakegory tendto prefer maintaining egablished theoreical
frameaworks and preserving their internalcoherencegvenif
this mears sometimesconsidering realitieswhich contradict
these frameaworks as negligeabk, unimportant or aberrant

Conversely, particularizing approachesstat with the sin-
gular, then compareit with other singular cags in order
gradually to work out intermedateconcepsand explanatary
repregnttions(in Figure 1, from below up to the theory).
The latter are never meantto be final; rather they are al-
ways openin orderto incorporaé obsrvationswhich might
contadict the schemahathasbeendevelopedup until then.
As areslt, their ‘thecries’ consistertly suffer from instahl-
ity anda certainlack of focus Researchersn this cateyory
emphaize the perpetuakecreatiorof diversty onthe bads
of regional dynamsms. They systematcaly relativize the
regrictive effects of globalzaion,andon thecontary, show
how it providesan opportnity for differentation.
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Figure 1. Homogenizing and particularizing approaches and their relationship to theory and 8eaiie: Own elaboration

Accordingly, this opposition contrasts on the one harfdexible specialization
rather speculative minds, enemies of heterogeneity, always
seeking to perceive the unity of the case at hand, and blgxible specialization (Piore and Sabel, 1984) is a theory
the other hand rather empirical minds, constantly workirggsed on the idea that mass production is no longer the dom-
to divide nature up into a great many varieties. Each of the@nt model of industrial development, which the authors

attitudes helps in its own way to further the knowledgecontrast with a model of development for various production
gathering process (Coomans, 1995). forms all based on networks of companies working together

to innovate and adapt rapidly to changing, evolving demand:
‘flexible specialization’. Based on this idea, Piore and Sabel
foresee convergence between the two production modes.
On the one hand, big companies will restructure by adopt-

Homogenizing approaches are based on a Darwinian elieg ‘flexible’ technologies, decentralizing decision-making
lutionary model. Pressure from globalization is interpretg@focesses and working together with other companies. On
as an increase in the pressure of the competitive envirdfe other hand, localized networks of SMEs based on the
ment on companies, of which only the strongest and/or tReodel of the Italian industrial districts will develop. The two
best suited will survive. Globalization is thus perceived asfarms of production will come together and these authors
unidimensional process of ‘selection’. have voiced the idea that this type of production system will
Homogenizing approaches strive for universality. Theominate in the future.
propose paradigms of thinking which start with logical BY stressing the present difficulties in changing over
constructions which are supposed to apply to the entif@m an industrial system geared to mass production to a
economic System and are based on the uniqueness of iHye flexible System Capable of maStering the new technolo-
explanatory principle. Globalization is thus held to be a@ies and responding to changing and segmented demand,
exogenous force that operates on each of the areas. In offfefible specialization has undeniably furthered thinking in
words, the latter are nothing more than the undifferentibis field. However, the theory of convergence between net-
ated mediums of the process of selection via competitioforks of SMEs and the decentralization of big companies,
a process which operates everywhere in the same fashi®fd hence, above and beyond this, the radical transforma-
even if its effects may be differentiated according to regiorfion of the capitalist system into a much more open and
Among these approaches, we shall examine successi\}é?@s hierarchized system, is clearly a bit excessive. Assert-
‘flexible specialization’(Piore and Sabel, 1984), ‘concering that flexible specialization will impose itself as the sole
tration without specialization’ (Harrison, 1994) and finalljorm of production (Amin and Robins, 1991) clearly consti-
‘economic geography’ which combines the neoclassical astes a kind of teleologism. This normative and somewhat

proach and increasing returns (Krugman, 1991). hasty generalization is the characteristic of homogenizing
approaches, and allows them to be both coherent and ap-

Homogenizing approaches



pealing while continuing to simplif y somewhat in relation to
the reality they seekto explain.

The neonarxist approades

Neomarxst approachestress the dominantrole of big com-
paniesin the recanposition of areas.Dueto their capacityto

invest in differentareasendaved with differentlabourchar

acterisics, they canstimulatecompetitionbetweercountries
over producton cogs and exploit rare technobgical re-

sourcesvhereverthey exist. Themechanisnsof investments
anddisinvestmens worldwide stemsfrom the searchfor the
beg profit opportunitiesin thefield of indugrial and service

producton,big companéesseekto structuretheorganizaton

of producton by optimizing their use of the differentkinds
of labour. Thisform of spaial division of labourenabésbig

companes to both internalze technobgical reourcesand
keepwage claimsundercontrol.

Neomarxis approachesy takingthepermanencef ac-
cumuktion mechansmsin the captalist producton mode
as a bags, interpretglobalizationas the searchfor and
conglidationof new opportunitiefor accumulation.

For exampk, Harrison’s (1994) cental thess is the
strenghening of the domination of the econome systemas
a whole by the big companes This strenghening comes
througha ‘concentation’ of economé power, withouthow-
ever leadingto a ‘centralization’ from a spatial point of
view. At atimewhen theimperative of flexibility dominates,
mechanimsfor control by big companiesio longerneces
sailly depend on direct takeovers but rather the ahlity of
a compalry, situated at the cente of the econome system,
to contol networks of other companés through contacts
andrelatonships basd on trug. This type of relationship
is developing both betweenbig companesandwith SMEs
governments and local authorities. Thus, big comparies, in
orderto maintain their profit ratios, aretending to become
moreflexible, leanerandmoreefficient.

As far as the regional dynamts of SME systems are
concerned- for exampk the Italian indugrial districts —,
Hamison endeavours to show either that the big companes
contol themindirecly or that they mug be consderedas
‘specialca®s.

Thus one characeristic of our erais that companées
are better able to overcomespatal and temporal barriers
thereby enabling them to co-ordinate actities situatedin
differentareasanddifferentsectors This network organiza-
tion suppo®dly reinforcesinequalitiesand existing stratifi-
cations of jobs and income, while this institutionalization of
a duality in the labourmarket is said to reinforceeconomic
andsocial inequalityin andbetweenthe differentcountries
andregions(Harrison,1994).

Thus thebookpublishedby Piore andSabel(1994),and
the one broughtout by Harrison (1994)ten yearslater are
perfectly artithetical. The former stressesthe revolutionary
and decentralizechatureof the economictrangormations
underway, while the latter emphaszesthe perennty of
structuresandthe concentratiorof power.

Neoclassical approades

Neoclasical approaches for their part, stres the pro-
gressia towards equilib rium betweenregions and between
countries This equilibrium is reachedthroughtrade and
the mobility of capital and labour combinedwith trans
portation costs. In this paradgm, the question of global-
ization is essentially that of ‘convergence’or ‘divergence’
betweenthe different areas and agreemenbn this point
is far from unanmousbetveenthe proponens of the neo-
clasical paradigm. For some, and in conformiy with
Ricardos theory and the HecksherOnhlin theorem,glob-
alizaton leadsto the corvergenceof the differentcounties
andregionsthroughthe liberaizaion of flows of goodsand
capital. However, the mog recentdevelopmentemphaize
the proceses of divergencewhich stem from the develop-
mentof regionswhich tradewith eachotherand between
which population displacementsoccur Thus Krugman
(1991),by ‘discovering’ therelatonship betweengeography
andincreafg returns managedso de<ribe the extremely
contragedevolutionaryproceses betweenregions Progres
sions leadng to certre/periphery equilibria are highlighted
Similar ideashad aready been broadly developedsince
Myrdal (1957),highlighting eithereconomeés of agglomera-
tion, downstreamandupgreamindugrial relationships etc.
(Rallet and Torre, 1995).

As for undersanding why a given region developsto
the detriment of anoher, Krugman (1991, p. 7) evokes
‘historical accidents namely exogenouseventsof a mi-
croeconomicnatureor ‘self-fulfilling expectations whose
origin is no moreclear Krugmanis thusaware of the fact
thathismodekdonotmaleit possibleto explainthegeness
of the developmentof an area.This is why he puts forward
thes two elements- historical accidentsand self-fulfilling
expecatons— in the form of ‘black boxes. He doesnot
know what makesit possible for the developmentof a re-
gion to begin and coninue,but he extract certain elemens
therefromto describeand modelizedeterminigic sequences
To sum up, andin the sameway as neomarxst approaches
Krugmanprovidesno explanaton for the developmentof a
given region.Moreover, thereis‘ sponaneougeneraon’ of
thedevelopmenbf an area.

Regardkssof whetherit argueshatglobaizatonfavours
the convergenceor divergenceof areas the neoclasical
approachremans the typical exampke of a homogerzing
approachlnthee modek, theproceses of maximizaion of
corporateprofits and the utility of individuals apply in identi-
cal ways to various spatial entities. All ‘regions’, regardless
of their characteritics, are subjectto the sameunified de-
terminisms. Accardingly, the theoretical model is aways
coherentyet this internalcoherencesften makes it neces
sal to take liberties with reality. For example, Krugman
systematically usesreality asa source of inspration in the
form of ‘stylized facts. Based on an anecdoteor a table
of figures he develops a model while subsquenty leav-
ing aside the red of the anecdo¢ and retaining only those
elemenswhich corregpondto hismodel

The primary value of Krugmans approachin globat
izaion problemsis thatit makesit possible to go beyond



RicardoandHecksherOhlin to arrive at the incorporation
of cumukbtive proceses in neochsical econome theory,
Thus we move from the ideathat there are only winners
in internaionaltrade— and in the cas at handinterregional
trade— to the ideaof competitvenes, which presuppoes
winnersandlosers Yet thisisnotoriginal. Becaugsthey pre-
suppo® homogeneouandhenceoverly abgractcaegories
(companies labour invegments state, etc.) and becaus
they presippo® mechansms (functioning of markets) that
arerarelypresent in realsituations neoclasical approaches
arenotableto dealwith the dynamtsof agivenregion,thus
making it impossible to provideelemens onwhich concree
regionalpolicies may be basd.

Proceses andmethodsof honbgenizing approaches

Homogenizingapproachesre based on theoreticalcorpi
congitutedto set outtheoreticalpropogtions. Thelatterare
thenteded by confrontingthemwith reality, via economet-
ric or comparatve methods If the propogtion appeargrue
in general, it is retained However, when the specific facts
contradictthe theoreticalpropostions set out, the latter are
not called into quesion. Thes fact are smply consdered
asnot significant, as ‘special caes or deviant values As
for the heartof the theories its underpnnings are never
calledinto question by empirical elenents. Reality ard fac-
tual or statisticaldata are usedto ‘illustrate’ or ‘verify’ the
idea (Figure 1). In theseapproactes, reality thus plays a
‘heurigtic’ role insofar asit supplies elemens which sub-
stantiate or invalidate a proposl. On other occasons it
providesa sourceof inspiration through'stylizedfacs'. It
puts forwardsideas and makes it possible to confirm them
viaeconomeic or comparaitve methods

Today thereis no theoryof globalzaion, strictly speak-
ing. Homogengzing approachesonsder certin edablished
facts such as the growth of internationaltrade and the
openng-upof markets, andinterpretthese elemens depend-
ing ontheirowntheoreticatorpus Basdontheirregpectie
theory, thee approachegenerat hypohess as to the ef-
fectsof globalization and seekelenensin reality to confirm
or invalidate them. The procedures hypotheico-deducive
with empiricalverifications regardles of whetherthelatter
are economeic by nature or smply come from compar
ison with ca® studies Their basc axiomaic aims to be
‘totalizing’. It podulates the ‘uniquenes of the explanabry
principle’ of economé dynamtcs As areallt, globaizaion
is interpreed as a dexending phenomenonthe logic of
which applies to reality asa whole. Intellectielly speaking,
thereis no room in such approachegor dynamts which
mightbediverse, contadictory and differentated depending
onthearea.Theareaor thevariousareasareneveranything
more thanthe medum for the actiity of the system which
develops everywhereaccordingto the same logics Stuc-
tural differencesbetweenareasare deemechothing more
thanhistorical residueor particular cases. The different ar-
easare only conddered with regard to the role which they
play in a sysem whos logic has beenimposed on them
Note that this doesn't meanthat all areasbehave in the same
way. Dueto historical resdue,trajectoriesmay diverge.

Consquenty, homogenzing approachesiave two fun-
damenal limits: First, they are not capabé of explaining
why a given region is experienchg aubnomousdevelop-
ment rather than anoher region, or why a given region
is experienchg blockagesand decine. In other words it
is always possible to give exampks of regionsin which
developmentproceses areradicaly differentfrom whatthe-
ory maintains This possthe problem of the relevang of
this approachwhen it comesto proposng developmensl
policies suited to realif e situations.

The secondimportant limit is that homogeraing ap-
proachesare incapab of explaining how the diversity of
regional technobgies and trajeciories (re)creagsitself. In
the final analysis, ary differenceis but a whiff of the pag.
The body of acbrs and regionsare subjectto a ‘selecion
proces. Thus globalizationis condderedas a selection
proces, andal econome formswhich do notfit the model
areeliminated The futureis nothing morethanthe evolution
towards flexible specialization or the absdute domination
of the big companies, or the move towards an equilib rium.
This closed conceptiorof the futureis perhapghe element
which mog preciely characterizethe homogenizingap-
proachesln sum, by pogulating the homogendy of agens
and proceses, they cannotapprehendhe way in which a
region malkes its difference'surface’, therebycompromis
ing convergercetowards an equilib rium or towards another
teleological vision of the future.

Naturally, thevalue of thehomogerzingapproacheBes
in their intemal coherence,which facilitatestheir circulation
ard transmissian. In addition, the fact that they are tied to
congtituted theoretical corpi makesit possilde to highlight
the permanendas of economé proceses. The debate cen-
tresaroundthe thess of the differentparties. However, this
debatewill never end becaueit mainly pertaingo ‘ways of
tacKing reality, and only dealsin part with reality itself.

Particularizing approaches

Unlike homogerzing approaches particularizing ap-
proachesare based on the ideathat globaizaion doesnot
merely consst of subjecing the various acbrs and the
various spacesto syperior competitive pressue, but also
represeits an opening-up of the competitive ervironmert.
New markets openup, new technologiebecomeaccesi-
ble and, asarealt, new combinaionsandnew innovations
becomdoreseableThisin turnleadso an opening-ugand
an increag in opportunitiesfor differentiationin termsof
companes, producton systemsandareas This secion aims
first of all to describe the emphais which paricularizing
approacheglaceon the singularity of regionaltrajecries.
Next, we shall examne the crucial role attributed to the
global environmert within this framework, before finishing
with the methodsused.

Themultiplicity of economiaynamics

Particularizing approachesare basd on the axiom that
decentralizeddynamicsin the economic system trigger



changeswhich are sufficiently major and sufficiently fre-
guentto prevent the system from cornverging towardsary
equilibrium whatsaever or guiding itself irremedially to-
wards the final crisis of capitalisn. Thus as far asSchum-
petr (1935)is concernedthe new productve combiations
always appearalongsde’ the old forms They develop ac-
cording to therr own logic and can subsquenlty compee
with old forms until they eliminatethem. Accordingly, this
phenomenowf economé evolution also describesthe pres
enceof winnersand losersin this gameof globaizaion,
just asit doesfor homogerzing approachesHowever, the
differencdies in the factthat it is possible to win not only
by reproducng existing technobgies and product more
efficiently, but also by openng up new niches and new
‘avenues which offer an unpredctable potenial for devel-
opment. The key to survival is thereforenot necesarily
being strongerthanonesrivals, but also changngthe rules
of the game by differentiating oneself, whether it be at
the level of individual jobs companes regionsor naions
When viewed from this pergective, differentiationdoes
not lie solely in producs but also in the organizaion of
producton and the creaton of reurces

From a regional standpont, the factthat ceriin regions
win while otherslose is interpreed as a phenomenorof
‘spafal shift’ (Aydalot, 1986;Thireau,1993):somerich re-
gionswith high immigraion ratesbecomepoor; somepoor
regions which export immigrans becomerich and attract
inhabitants, while still others remain on the fringe of this
proces. The key question is therefore to determine why a
givenregion expeliencesa givendevelopnentwhereas an-
otherbehavedglifferenty. Thefundamendl hypohessstated
by Aydalot (1986)to solve this quesion is to say that the
capacities(or on the contrary the blockages)which will be
decsivelie onthe ‘regionallevel'. Thisleadso themethod-
ological necesity to examine differentcases of regionsin
order to undersand what thes internal facors are. The
countles ca® studiescarriedout over the pag twentyyears
should be interpreedalongthe< lines

The particularizing approachstatesthat it is the territo-
rieswhich genera¢ the new technobgies producs, compa-
nies etc. Naturaly, this doesnotinvolve awill to personify
an area, but ratherto stress the systemic propertieswhich
emegeat the level of the territory andwhich govern its re-
producton, developmentor decline over time. Thus with
this approachnumerougphenomenare ‘endogeneied’ in
theterritories For example,entrepreneulsp is consdered
not as an exogenousfacor, but asthe capaciy of a ter
ritorial producton system to generag¢ entrepreneurs and
hencecompanes (Garofoli, 1993). New technobgiesand
new productsare generatedby innovative milieux (Mail-
lat and Perrin, 1992; Maillat et a., 1993; Ratti et al.
1997;CrevoisierandCamagnj 2000)or by learnng regions
(Asheim, this volume; Maillat and Kébir, 1999).This, it is
territories, with their specificities, which end up, at least in
part, by shaping econonc dynanics, notthe contrary.

The effortshave highlightedthe way in which aregion,
andmoreprecisely aterritorial producton system, manages
to recreateabsolute advartages by ‘ differertiating itself’ in

aworld environment marked by competition. Consequently,
one of the primary oppostions betweenthe homogeniz-
ing and paricularizing approachedies in the naure of
the relationship between the region and its technobgical
ervironmentand the globalzedmarket.

The relationship betweenthe region andthe world
ervironmentas a learning proces

By inserting itself in a technobgical and market context

which hasbecomeplanetvide, a territorial producton sys-

tem managedo sell its product with sufficientaddedvalue
to enabe it to reproduceitself. Consquenty, developing
specificreurcednvolves‘both’ amovementowardsreor

ganzing anddevelopingresourceswithin the region ‘and’ a
repostioning in relation to markets andtechnobgiesplan-
etwide. The® two movemens are two sides of the same
coin. This is how we should undersand the ‘aubnomy’
(Vareh, 1989)of aregion as oppo®dto its ‘autarky’. The
internal movementis a componenbf a difference—i.e., a
border— betveenthe global environmentand the regional
milieu and hence the latter's own evolution. For example,

the indugrial district of Montebeluna,which alreadyhasa
long history in the field of sportsshoes hasin recentyears
witnessed a proces wherebythe companesin the region

have beenmeigedwith or taken over by largeoutsidegroups
(CamagniandRabelloti,1997).Afterwards thelocalmilieu

bouncedbackby switching over from shoesto snowboards
andisexperienchganew dynamc of compaly start-upsand
expanson. In the watch-making region of the Jura Arc, it

wastheinvention,in the 1980s of thefashion watch andthe
rediscovery of the waftch asa pregige symbol which have
enabeéd the region to stagea comebaclk(Crevoisier, 1993a,
b). These examplksshow the capadiy of ceriin regionsto

recreag¢outietsworldwidein an autonomousvay. Thisrepo-
sitioning implies, in the same movement, areorganization of

their resourcesanda specificationof their know-how. This
isthe essenceof theregionallearnngproces.

Innovative milieux and leaning regions thus possess
this dual characeristic of being ‘both’ open and closed
(Crevaisier, 1990). They are openbecaus they areable to
gra®, atractandadapttechnobgiesandinformaton from
various, often quite remoteareas Of cours, this percep-
tion doesnot operaein all direcions It is the realt of the
elaloration of represertations of the milieu’s actas with re-
gard to both the milieu itself and its ervironmert. Moreover,
the milieu is closedinsofar as the actas who compose it
arecapableof makingthe organizationand the resourcesat
their disposal evolve aubnomousy. This dynamct is char
acteized by the collective ability to represen its resaurces,
match them up —atthe cognitivelevel —with anervironment
which is undegoing trangormaton, and ensure that their
resourcesand organizationevolve accordingly Thus there
is no ‘autarky’ insofar asthe milieu is not closedto its world
ervironment rather, some may speakof the ‘aubnomy’ of
this milieu in relation to outside forces— in particular those
of technobgical changeand market globaizaion. These
forcesdo not thereforeoperaé mechancaly on the region.
They are dways mediatizedby the repregntationsof the



milieu’s acta's and their ability — more or lessdeveloped —
to use thew trangormatonsto improve their postioningin
relation to other areas.

ColletisandPecqueu1995)show thateventhoughcer
tain areascanbe led to compete on the basisof quantitative
facbrs otherareasthrow off this congraint by proposng an
‘offer of territorial specfficity’. This offer is based on non-
reprodudbleknowledgej.e.,.knowledgewhich is notlikely
to exist elsewhereor beduplicaked. It reds onthe existence
of qualifiedlabour, atraining andresarchpotenial, a spe-
cializedor heerogeneouproducton system, but cannotbe
summed up as a simple aggregation of different ‘ specific
actors. Indeed,thes factorsmug be ‘linked accordingto
a configuraton notlikely to be foundelsewhere’in orderto
becomeheleverfor thedevelopmenif aregion.‘Industria
organizaton andterritorial organizaion thuscreat aunique
situation of dynamc complemenérity’ (id.). Accordingly,
the practicalvalue of the® ‘specificassets dependson the
condtionsin which they are putto use. To take anexampk,
peronsspecializedin dyeing leaher have a skill which not
only is notgeneragd anywhereelse thanin regionsspecial-
ized in leatherworking, but which hasno practical value
outsidethe companesandareaswhich are structuredso that
they canproduceand utilize thee skills. Thus itisaregional
system which generags implemens and prolongsits own
specific asses.

Like Colletis and Pecqueur, particulanizing approactes
usualy highlightthe speciicity of the labourfacior depend-
ing on the area.Economct theorieshave never managedo
integrake the heerogeneousiaure of labourin their con-
struction. Marx for example, while recognzingthe different
typesof labour debaedatlength beforeasserting, somewhat
uncorvincingly, that labourcould be reducedo simple, ho-
mogeneouwork. Accordingly, itisnecesary, to undersand
the role of the specificity andhomogeney of the labourfac-
tor, to resdutely shift the certre of gravity of regional studies
of companes and producton systemstowards ‘know-how’ .
Compangesdo notlearn:only themenwhorunthempossess
the biological and cultural abilities to lean. Yet very little
study hasbeendonein this area.As far as theregion of the
Jura Arc is concerned,it hasbeenshown that the choices
of compangs and the evolution of the indudrial structure
asa whole have beensubordinatd, at certin historic mo-
ments, to the preserce or abserce of cettain skills and to
the conditions of their constitution and their implementation
(Crevoisier et al., 1996). The heterogenety of the labour
facbor is thereforeone of the keys to regional development
whena particularizingapproachstressing differentiationis
adoptedToday skills analyss appeardo be oneof the key
themesof regionalproblems

Particularizing approaches challenge the postulate that
the economt procesis unique(Coomans1995)andstres
the divere and sometmes contradictory tendenaés of this
proces. Yet they do notaim to reman confinedto individual
ca®es As with the homogerzing approachthey aspire to
supply overall undersanding of economé changesindeed,
by drawing attention to the capacty of some areasto differ-

ertiatethemselvefrom each other, the entire transformation
of econonc areasandindudrial dynamcsis reinterpreted.
In this paradgm, the ‘territorializaion’ of econome dy-
namisdoesnotconfiict with globaizaion. On the contrary,
it congtitutesthe other side of the coin: that which is glob-
alized is an ervironmentwhich opensup a new latitude
for territorial producton systems Unlike the integraion of
areasin a system which imposes its logic on them, the
focus with this approachis on recreatirg diversity and com-
petition betweenregions Territoriesare no longermerely
‘produced’by economé dynamcs rather, they themslves
becomestructuring elemens of the economywith their di-
versity and specificity as fundamenal facors to reshape
globaleconomiccompetition.

Methodsof particularizing appmoaches

From a methodobgical point of view, particularizing ap-
proachesuse ca® studies as basc data. Inducion is pre-
eminentwith this way of proceedingOver the pad twenty
years countlesstudiesdesribingtherecentdevelopmenbf
agivenregionhave beencarriedout Thenext phagconssts
of comparatveapproachegheelaboraton of typologiesand
the developmert of concepts (Figure 1). Naturaly, particu-
larizing approachesdo not use raw reality astheir only stant-
ing point. They are significanty influencedby the various
economt theories (neochssical, Marxist, Schumpegrian,
etc.). On the bass of the theoreticalbodiescongituted and
previouswork done,hypohess comeinto being which are
then tested in the field. However, field studiesdo not stop
atvalidating or invalidating a given hypothess. They enabé
progres to be madewith regardto the very caegories in
which thes hypothess are dravn up depending on the re-
alities encounteredThus particularizingapproachesnake
it possible to pass from a repregnttion of the functioning
of the economg system - based on which hypohess are
firmedup - to anoherbased on the cakgories and relation-
ships actualy observed. Accordingly, existing theores have
a ‘heurigic’ value, whereascas studiesare condderedas
intangible truths.

This approachis initially inductive (ca® study), then
comparaive (congruction of typologies, and finally con-
cepual (elaboration of a synthetic represeration of reality).
Based on genetc epistemology (Piaget 1977), knowledge
is congituted by an incesant to-and-fro motion between
the observation of reality and the modification of concefs.
Accordingly, paricularizing approachesonfin no stable
conceptsaccepteddy all andheld to be universal. Report-
ing on suchwork alwaysimplies referring both to the areas
studiedandthe conceps developed.

The European Reseach Group on Innovative Milieux
(GREMI) (Maillat et al., 1993;Raitti etal., 1997;Crevoisier
and Camagnj 2000)is paricularly repregnttive of this
approach.By conductng paralel inquiriesin the various
regional contexts, by juxtapos$ng themand by idenifying
what turns out to be commonto several regions and what
differertiatesthem, it is posside gradually to amive at an
undersanding of regionaldynamcs



To sum up, the main weaknes of paricularizing ap-
proachess thelackof anintegratingtheoreticaframevork
which claims to be universal. In this repect they are
often excluded from the discussions in which better es-
tablished theories are compared Moreover, particularizing
approachearerelatively difficult to corvey becaugsthey im-
ply a strong (‘organic’) relationip betweenthe resarcher
andthefield. Like the ethnologist — from whomit borrovs
mary tools—the particularizing approachin regionalscience
requiresthe reearcherto maintain prolongedcontact with
thefield.

The strergth of these approacheslies in their ahility to
explain the differertiatedevolution of spatial structures, the
emegenceof new dynamc regions and the blockageof
ceriin regions Globalizing appmoacdchesare unabk, intellec-
tually speaking, to supply convincing explanaionsfromthis
point of view. Moreover, particularizingapproacheglosly
embodyregional scienceinsofar as they are ‘multidiscipli-
nary’ by force of circumstarce and possessthe ability to
‘respondto asocial demand’ two characeristics deemedo
form thebasds of regionalscience(Bailly andCoffey, 1994).

Today local developmenthas becomea key policy of
structural change(OECD, 1993). This requiresthat each
region undersandits vocation, highlightits abilitiesfor co-
operaton and hencethe specificaion of itsresourcesLadly,
swch studies must be caried out in collaboration with the
actorsin the field, accordingto the principlesof resarch
combined with acion. Homogenrzing approacheslo not
manageo fit into such procedures

Nevertheless, paricularizing approacheshave shown
their difficulty to reacha satisfying degree of stable con-
cepts

Conclusion

Scienceis about anchoringideasin reality. Homogenizing
approachesgenerally consider that using a theary within a

contet in agiven placeandtime means applying’thatthe-

ory. However, the use should not be reducedto examining

the distarce betweenthe reality of the caseand what the

theorysays sincethis context ‘ givesit its form’ and perhaps
‘trandorms this economé mechansm.

Particularizing approactespostulatethat the context, un-
derdood as a historically built portion of space, gives its
shapeto economt proceses. The aim of a particularizing
approachis to explainhow such particul arities of the context
give its specffic form to economt development However,
the danger consistsin multiplying unstabe concets.

Econome¢ mecharsmsarenotdifficult to undersand on
the blackboardldenifying andundersanding themin real
life is more tricky. The rea®n behind the problem hereis
thatthe spata andtemporalconext lendshes mechansms
highly varying forms The difficulty of providing a scien-
tific explanaton of economé dynamts would not appear
to comefrom a failure to idenify the ‘good’ theory, but
becaus insufficientwork hasbeencarried out on therela-
tion betweenthe fundanental theoiies and their insertion
in spaceandtime. More precisly, the mechanisms cannot

be idenified and undestood independety of the tenpo-

ral aspect and of the spatial dynanics in which they take

place Economt trandations and thos within space and
time explain eachother To take an example,to my knowl-

edgethe areasof spaceandtime subjacento the Keynesan
theoryor the neo-clasical approachesave not beenmade
clear However, we canadoptthe hypothess thatthes are
only particularcassof someeconomé mecharsmsinserted
within contets of space and time, and which give them
their specific form?. In the same way, couldn’t we imag-
ine thatindudrial districts, technopolesinnovative milieu,

globalcities, local productionsystems etc. are the concrete
expresions of relatively few simple economé proceses?

‘Learning region’ in its mog generalsene smply means
a portion of spacechanging throughtime. By giving an

accountof the subjacenttime and space patternsbehind
these studies we canmalke the hypohegs thata relatively

regricted numberof econome proceses takes an infinite

variety of forms.

Homogenking and particularizing approachesare not
new. Regional sciencehas aways been madeof both of
them. If thelearnng region approachwants to bring some-
thing new in this conext, it should not focuson producing
moreeconomé theoriesor intermedite conceps. They are
alreadytoo numerousandtoo contadictory. It should nei-
therfocuson producingstill morecas studiesof succesful
or unauccesful regions It should concentate on building
a generl conpetenceto undestand specific coniexts. This
would imply an innovative reearchprogrambetveen on
onehandeconométs andon theotherhandgeographerand
historians Econométs have theoriesand problemaics, but
no ‘glassesto seethem with, i.e., no epistenology of their
own. Geographersandhistoriansdo have their own episte-
mology, but no problematicsand consequently have little or
no ‘theores’ in the sen% of thoe by economsts.

Notes

IMary authorsdistinguish betweenthe notions of ‘internationalizion’,
‘multinationalizaton’ and ‘globalization’ (eg., Chesais 1994; Dickens
1992,etc). In this paper the notionsarecondderedto be synorymous
2By ‘neoclasical approach’,| meanthe body of work which pogulates
the existenceof equilibia and which focusgson theidentification of forces
pushing econonic agentsgowardsthelatter This is thusavery broaddefin-
ition.

3Nationalterritories therefore,with their specific econonic circuits, give
subganceto the Keynesan theory: a puctiform spacewith instantenous
adjugments deteminesthemechaniss consderedwithin theneo-classical
approachegtc.
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