
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=ceps20

European Planning Studies

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/ceps20

From competitiveness to territorial value:
transformative territorial innovation policies and
anchoring milieus

Hugues Jeannerat & Olivier Crevoisier

To cite this article: Hugues Jeannerat & Olivier Crevoisier (2022): From competitiveness to
territorial value: transformative territorial innovation policies and anchoring milieus, European
Planning Studies, DOI: 10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208

© 2022 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group

Published online: 24 Feb 2022.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 119

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=ceps20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/ceps20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=ceps20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=ceps20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-02-24
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-02-24


From competitiveness to territorial value: transformative
territorial innovation policies and anchoring milieus
Hugues Jeannerat and Olivier Crevoisier

Institute of Sociology, University of Neuchâtel, Neuchâtel, Switzerland

ABSTRACT
This paper proposes a conceptual reading of the issues and theories
that have cumulatively formed the backbone of current ‘innovatized’
territorial development policies. It emphasizes the broadening of a
technological innovation perspective to a cultural and, subsequently,
social and societal innovation perspective. While this broader
perspective encourages systemic changes that are crucial in order to
reach global sustainability goals, it tends to under-conceptualize how
to make transformative change economically viable. The paper,
therefore, develops a transformative territorial innovation policy
approach focused on ‘territorial value’, which is understood as the
result of locally interdependent production, consumption and living
advantages in the long run. Such a policy should be based on
enlarged anchoring milieus of actors engaged in place-based
experiments at the nexus of export-, visitor- and household-based
income systems. To do so, it should promote policy mixes that
support co-innovation, entrepreneurship, sensemaking and
institutionalizing across multiple scales and locations. The paper
finally calls for further research and conceptualizations on territorial
value and territorial valuation and for a new role of the social
sciences and humanities in innovation.
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1. Introduction

The last 40 years have led to the establishment of the innovation paradigm as a set of public
policies to support the competitiveness of regions and nations in a globalized economy. From
a theoretical perspective, various territorial innovation models have emphasized the interde-
pendency of local dynamics of innovation and territorial development (Moulaert and Sekia
2003), and have promoted instruments to support regional entrepreneurship, collective
learning, knowledge transfer, creativity and business networking (Lagendijk 2011).

More recently, innovation has gained new momentum in general policymaking,
whereby conventional competitiveness policy paradigms are being reconsidered in line
with sustainable development goals (SDGs) (United Nations 2020) such as global
warming, social equalities, demographic change and urbanization. In this context,
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innovation policy is no longer seen merely as a driver of technological and economic
change, but also as a driver of institutional, environmental and societal transformation
(Diercks, Larsen, and Steward 2019). These changes in the innovation policy paradigm
are not without consequence for territorial policy issues and scope. Current territorial
innovation policies must deal with tensions between economic and societal purposes
and must be conceived, beyond a region, in the context of multi-local and multi-scalar
frameworks (Coenen, Benneworth, and Truffer 2012).

How can territorial innovation be addressed within a transformative innovation para-
digm? How is it possible to manage tensions between economic, environmental and
societal rationales and, if possible, to turn them into local synergies that increase territor-
ial value? How should current territorial innovation policies be conceptualized therefore?
How can we systematize the place-based policy levers of a multi-local and multi-scalar
transformative policy? This paper discusses these questions and argues, in line with
recent literature in geography of innovation, that a renewed conceptualization of territor-
ial innovation models is needed.

The first part of the paper proposes a historical reading of the successive issues and the-
ories that underlie the ‘innovatization’ of territorial development policy (Jeannerat et al.
2017). This reading emphasizes the broadening of a technological innovation perspective
to a cultural and, subsequently, a social and societal innovation perspective that goes hand
in hand with generalized innovation-focused policy rhetoric. While this broader perspective
encourages systemic changes that are crucial in order to reach global sustainability goals, it
tends to under-conceptualize how to make transformative change economically viable.

The second part of the paper puts forward a general transformative territorial innovation
policy approach focused on ‘territorial value’, which is understood as the result of locally inter-
dependent production, consumption and living advantages in the long run. Such a policy
should be based on ‘enlarged anchoring milieus’ of actors (companies, authorities, media,
research centres as well as civil and non-governmental organization) engaged in place-
based experiments at the nexus of export-, visitor- and household-based income systems.
To do so, it should promote policy mixes that support societal transformation through co-
innovation, entrepreneurship, sensemaking and institutionalizing across multiple scales and
locations. The paper concludes with future directions for territorial innovation policy research.

1.1 The ‘innovatization’ of territorial policy: from technological to cultural,
social and societal innovations

The progressive adoption, development and expansion of innovation in policy designs
can be outlined as a historical ‘innovatization’ process that has concerned policymaking
as a whole and territorial innovation policy in particular (Jeannerat et al. 2017). This
process is depicted in the next sections in terms of a cumulative series of generations
of territorial policies, pertaining first to (Section 1.1) technological, then to (Section
1.2) cultural and finally to (Section 1.3) social and societal innovation (Figure 1).

1.2 Technological innovation: from post-war to post-Fordist global competition

The first generation of territorial policies in Western countries was motivated by the
industrial boom of the post-war 1960s and 1970s, which increased regional disparities
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(Maillat 1998). Public concern was about maintaining a balanced development of income
and infrastructure between the different regions of a national territory, and policymaking
focused on offering financial incentives and creating low-cost production conditions to
attract investment and jobs into peripheral regions. Innovation policy was mainly con-
ceived from the exclusive perspective of public spending on technological and scientific
developments which were justified in a cold war context (e.g. military technologies and
space-race missions) and which it was foreseen would generate new technology-driven
economic opportunities (Godin 2017). Both regional and innovation policies were con-
sidered from an exogenous perspective that placed public intervention in a linear causal
relationship between resources created ‘there’ (capital, production or technology assets)
and economic development generated ‘here’.

Exogenous support for development based on expenditure and on redistribution and
allocation of wealth governed by a Keynesian welfare state (Scott and Storper 1992)
became inoperative, even counterproductive (Maillat 1998), in the Fordist crisis of the
1970s and 1980s. While many large-scale American and European industrial regions
were experiencing an unprecedented and rapid decline, regional and innovation policies
converged towards a new paradigm of economic development and public intervention
led by two strands of theoretical studies.

A first strand of industrial economics shed light on the non-linear, multi-agent and
systematic interactions that underpin technological change, and on how this change is
endogenous to economic development (Dosi et al. 1988; Landau and Rosenberg 1986).
Previously considered to be an exogenous variable, technological development came to
be seen as essential in order to stimulate companies and help them adapt to the new
international situation. A second strand of regional science and economic geography
pointed to the pre-existing economic, socio-cultural, political and institutional con-
ditions of innovation that enabled certain regions to innovate in a globalized economy
of flexible industries (Scott 1988; Camagni 1991; Cooke 1992).

Emphasizing the systemic nature of technological change and entrepreneurship, these
two cross-fertilized strands of innovation studies contributed, in a dialectical and comp-
lementary manner, to a first innovatization phase of territorial development policy
seeking to increase the competitive advantage of nations and regions. The first strand
explains the functioning of complex technological innovation systems (TISs) that are
implemented through region-focused innovation policies (McCann and Ortega-Argilés

Figure 1. The innovatization of territorial development policies. Source: author’s elaboration.
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2013). The second explains the functioning of specific regional innovation systems (RISs)
that need to be boosted and developed through innovation-focused policies (Morgan
2016). Public policies are conceived in terms of innovation systems that are anchored
in specific national (Lundvall 1985; Edquist 1997; Sharif 2006; Soete, Verspagen, and
Ter Weel 2010; Lundvall 2010) and regional (Moulaert and Sekia 2003; Cooke 2008;
Doloreux 2002; Lagendijk 2006) contexts.

These innovation models position technological change as the main driver of socio-
economic change and transformation (Foray and Freeman 1993). Regions are considered
strategic contexts to promote ‘smart specialization’ strategies focused on techno-pro-
ductive innovations and cumulative learning (Foray, David, and Hall 2009). The manage-
rial concept of innovation ‘clusters’ has become a generic term for regional studies but
also for the implementation of standardized policies based on this approach (Porter
1998; Martin and Sunley 2003). On the one hand, they promote knowledge transfer,
entrepreneurship and innovation networks in areas of regional specialization which
are identified as competitive. On the other hand, they create attractive learning and
investment conditions for large companies wishing (a) to benefit from external learning
opportunities offered by the local innovative environment, and (b) to limit the techno-
logical, productive and market uncertainties induced by innovation.

1.3 Cultural innovation: from product(ion) to knowledge and creativity

By the end of the 1990s, the generation and exploitation of knowledge had become the
explanatory framework for the development of TIS (Lundvall and Johnson 1994) and
RIS (Cooke 1992). On the one hand, innovation is driven by interdependent learning
between science, technology, industry and the markets, which co-evolve with the
socio-economic context in which they are embedded. On the other hand, innovative
regions are ‘learning regions’ (Florida 1995; Asheim 1996; Rutten and Boekema 2012;
Maillat and Kebir 2011) capable of endogenous regeneration while positioning them-
selves within and interacting with other production and knowledge spaces.

In the 2000s, the innovatization of regional policy took an additional step forward with
the growing economic value of knowledge-intensive goods and services, and in the trends
initiated by the massive deployment of ICT, technology became not an end in itself, but
began to facilitate the creation and dissemination of innovations increasingly driven by a
constant cultural evolution of consumption practices. Furthermore, creative activities
dedicated to the design and marketization of manufactured goods (rather than the man-
ufacturing process itself) became a new determinant of innovation-based competitive
advantage and of post-industrial regeneration.

The growing centrality of intangible components in economic value activities under-
lines the importance of ‘symbolic’ knowledge (Asheim 2007) (marketing, design, adver-
tising, experience, etc.) in goods and services (Kebir and Crevoisier 2008; Cooke and
Lazzeretti 2008; Power and Scott 2004; Pratt and Jeffcutt 2009; Lazzeretti 2012) and
also marks the growing role of consumers and users in innovation and value creation
(Von Hippel 2005).

Thus the dynamics of competition, traditionally based on (tangible) use value, increas-
ingly revolve around the (intangible) sign value of products (Lash and Urry 1994). More-
over, with increased mobility, the emphasis is less on obtaining a coherent and integrated

4 H. JEANNERAT AND O. CREVOISIER



production or innovation system on the regional scale, and more on regional anchoring
of knowledge circulation networks (Crevoisier and Jeannerat 2009). Innovation policies
tend to focus increasingly on the contexts and creative processes upstream of innovation,
of which culture (together with technology) represents a constituent element. There is
also now a greater focus on human capital and networks of actors than on firms and
innovation networks (Rutten and Boekema 2012).

From a spatial point of view, economic value is increasingly created in places where
new uses are invented and less in places where advanced technologies are produced
(Crevoisier and Jeannerat 2009). Territorial innovation policy is no longer confined to
the techno-productive aspects of innovation but has also become a ‘destination policy’
based on culture and creativity (Cooke and Lazzeretti 2008; Pratt 2009; Cooke and Laz-
zeretti 2008; Power and Scott 2004). Territorial innovation policy should thus promote
local cultural amenities that can retain and/or attract creative talents who are regarded
as lead innovation agents within the knowledge economy (Florida 2005). At the same
time, they should also promote competitive cultural attractions for the increasingly
mobile visitors looking for local consumer experiences (Lorentzen and Jeannerat 2013).

Cities are regarded as privileged cultural environments for creative activities and knowl-
edge-intensive business services (KIBS) that can act either as competitive export-oriented
clusters or as central spaces within global production and innovation networks (Simmie
and Strambach 2006; Strambach 2008; Shearmur and Doloreux 2015). Furthermore, cities
are also attractive consumption systems for visitors and the creative class. The concept of
the ‘creative city’ has become a precept of urban innovation policies to regenerate the com-
petitiveness of territories through endogenous development dynamics supported by local
culture circles and citizens (Landry 2000) as well as through exogenous development
dynamics based on attractiveness for the global creative class (Florida 2005).

The common fundament of these territorial innovation policies is that culture plays a
central role as shared meaning giving sense to artefacts and activities. Cultural innovation
consists in creating and exploiting new shared meanings assigned to goods and services.
The value of innovation is therefore no longer about embodying energy, work and
knowledge in new products or processes, but about embedding these meanings within
and across regions and communities (Crevoisier 2016).

1.4 Social and societal innovation: from competitive to transformative
innovation policy

The financial crisis of 2008 and 2009 added new momentum to the innovatization of ter-
ritorial policy, along with public calls for a new paradigm of economic policy (OECD
2011). Ecological and societal grand challenges such as global warming, demographic
change, food security, energy transition and social disparities were now on the agenda
(Kuhlmann and Rip 2018), and the interdependence of the problems and solutions
required a systemic management of collective actions, bringing together heterogeneous
actors with diverse and often conflicting interests. This implies not only a new role for
research, enterprises and public authorities but also new actors in innovation such as citi-
zens, consumers and non-governmental organizations.

The concept of ‘social innovation’, promoted by the Europe 2020 strategy (Moulaert
et al. 2017) to support science initiatives, and of societal solutions developed ‘with and for
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society’ are emblematic of a changing approach to innovation. New policy mixes and
more inclusive innovation policies have been put in motion against the hegemony of
techno-scientific policies focused on research and companies (Flanagan and Uyarra
2016), and social innovation has come to be seen as a lever of community building
and collective empowerment to address social problems (Owen, Macnaghten, and
Stilgoe 2012; Van Der Have and Rubalcabac 2016; Moulaert et al. 2017). In contrast to
previous innovation policies, which essentially focused on actors upstream of the value
creation chain, social innovation policy should consider participatory and democratic
processes within enlarged communities of living, and should empower enterprises as
well as citizens to develop new collective sustainable solutions (Moulaert 2009).

Social innovation has gained further strategic attention in recent research and policy
agendas as a crucial driver of a sustainable societal change that cannot be achieved merely
through technological solutionism and market mechanisms (Loorbach et al. 2020). The
integration of social innovation issues into a general societal change reflects a further
broadening of innovation purposes and transformative policy considerations raised in
particular by sustainability transition research in recent years (Markard, Raven, and
Truffer 2012). Innovation policy should foster the emergence, within specific urban
and regional contexts, of niche innovations that diffuse and create institutional change
on larger scales and in a variety of locations (Geels 2002; Geels and Schot 2007; Smith
et al. 2016; Loorbach et al. 2020). Conceived not merely as catalysts of innovation but
as active agencies of systemic change, transition policies should give directionality to
societal goals and should co-evolve with new solutions, practices and knowledge gener-
ated by innovations. Policy innovation is therefore an inherent and constitutive element
of innovation policies (Perez 2013; Weber and Rohracher 2012).

From this perspective, territorial innovation policies have mainly drawn on niche
management strategies consisting of supporting pilots and demonstration experiments
taking place in specific local living contexts. From this point of view, regions are con-
ceived of as the context for solution-based transformative experimentation (Figures 1
and 2). Above and beyond supporting niche innovations, the new role of cities and
regions in the success or failure of diffusing and institutionalizing place-based problems
and solutions is crucial (Coenen, Hansen, and Rekers 2015). Territorial innovation pol-
icies must be conceived of as local interventions anchored in specific cities and regions as
well as operations reaching multiple institutional scales and locations (Coenen, Benne-
worth, and Truffer 2012).

In this enlarged approach to territorial innovation policy, competitive and transfor-
mative purposes are partly antagonist: competitive activities may compromise societal
change in the long term and vice versa. If so, the territorial value of a place may stagnate
or even decrease. Consequently, not only the spatial shape, but also the aim, of a territor-
ial innovation policy must be reconsidered with a renewed focus on place-based levers
and enlarged local conditions of sustainable territorial value creation (Figure 2).

2 Between competitive and transformative policies: creating territorial
value through enlarged anchoring milieus

The innovatization of territorial policies has built upon generations of innovation policies with
different rationales (Figure 1) driving controversial debates on their primary technological,
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economic, or societal purposes (Hassink 2020). Competitive and transformative approaches to
innovation policies coexist around tensions concerning their possible or impossible comple-
mentarities (Schot and Steinmueller 2018; Diercks, Larsen, and Steward 2019).

2.1 Two approaches in tension

Contemporary tensions at stake in the conception and implementation of territorial
innovation policy can be depicted as a stretch between two ideal-typical approaches to
territorial innovation and the associated policies.

The first ideal type is the competitive approach, which conceives of territorial policy as
a response to economic globalization driven by the mobility of goods, production factors
and consumers. Territorial innovation policies, which are production- and attraction-
based, are intended to promote new export-based income for the region; this can be
achieved either by focusing on the export of goods and services (e.g. industrial innovation
clusters) or by capturing income from mobile consumers-visitors or consumer-residents
(e.g. cultural and creative cities or tourism resorts). This focus on export-based income
flows driven by innovation has been subject to criticism because it views sustainability
concerns as an afterthought rather than a motive. Economic viability is considered to
be the prior condition for generating profit, which is then invested in social and ecologi-
cal causes. It postulates, first, that money must be made in the global market regardless of
the effects of regional exports on sustainability in other places and, second, that money
inflows will automatically resolve regional sustainability issues.

This vision is assumed within a socio-economic system evolving with sequential waves
of technological paradigms driven by the search for competitive production. However, it
does not provide tenable policy insights when it comes to transforming this system
(Diercks, Larsen, and Steward 2019). To be transformative, innovation policy must
create the conditions for new paths that are future-oriented. In this regard, innovation
is about transforming established competition practices by shaping markets in line

Figure 2. Competitiveness and transformative territorial policies: from tensions to synergies for ter-
ritorial value. Source: author’s elaboration.
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with global sustainability goals (Mazzucato, Kattel, and Ryan-Collins 2020). Sustainabil-
ity goals have become mission statements and represent prior conditions for economic
prosperity, rather than the reverse.

For traditional territorial innovation policy driven by production and competitiveness,
these multi-local and multi-scalar issues are difficult to handle. On the regional scale, inno-
vation policy should not only focus on productivity gains and export sales but on transform-
ing industries in line with local sustainable living conditions that do not jeopardize the
attractiveness of the region for inhabitants and visitors in the longer term (Crevoisier and
Rime 2021; Bailey andDe Propris 2020). On extra- and supra-regional scales, territorial inno-
vation policy should ensure that the transformative effects on local economies do not have an
adverse impact on sustainable development elsewhere and that they contribute, together with
upper-scale policies, to changes in the global markets, as well as social, cultural and insti-
tutional settings (Miörner and Binz 2020).

The second ideal typical approach is the transformative approach, which interprets
territorial policy as a means to promote, manage and operate new disruptive modes of
production, consumption and living to tackle contemporary grand challenges. Inno-
vation policy aims towards societal change that gives prominence to influential niche
innovations and institutional reforms actuated in concrete places, spaces and multi-
scalar institutional contexts (Fuenfschilling and Truffer 2014). From this perspective,
transformative territorial innovation policies are mainly based on promotional tools
and support programs for pilot and demonstration experiments, and the local and
multi-local dissemination thereof (Sengers and Raven 2015; Carvalho and Lazzerini
2018; Loorbach et al. 2020). The local scale is conceived of as an experimentation
system that actuates, in specific places of action, the abstract transformative aspirations
of society, expressed on the global scale, in concrete problem settings (Figure 2).

However, up-scaling these experiments remains a crucial policy challenge (Miörner
and Binz 2020). Niche experiments are solution-driven and strongly place-dependent,
and cannot be exported as they are. They must be translated from one context to
another. Society-driven, transformative experiments are primarily valued in use and
experience rather than through exchange, and the absence of market incentives often
hinders diffusion and growth to upper-scale developments (Von Hippel 2016). Conse-
quently, many experiments fail to go beyond the boundary of their initial supportive
community or beyond the time horizon of their initial public funding and sponsorship.

In brief, transformative territorial innovation policies currently face two major
hurdles: making territorial innovation systems more transformative through sustainabil-
ity-oriented incentives, and increasing the institutional and economic viability of niche
innovations (Section 2.2). Ideally, these policies should also contribute to shaping the
sustainability of global markets and promoting better institutional and cooperation set-
tings on the upper scales (Figure 2). This is probably, at least in part, outside of the direct
reach of territorial policy but must be conceived holistically to envisage territorial inter-
dependencies of policy mixes (Section 2.4).

2.2 Territorial value at the centre

Although territorial innovation policies today claim to contribute to sustainability and
include a narrative about sustainability which bears witness to a responsible attitude,
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combining transformative values for the future with the need to create new regional
monetary income is difficult (Kebir et al. 2017). To make economic activities transforma-
tive and transformative activities economically viable, the export-based rationale that
money must come first as a primary and necessary condition of development to
achieve sustainability goals is not tenable.

Up to the middle of the twentieth century, standard economic theory used to consider
three production factors, each with its own, specific and irreducible contribution to pro-
duction: capital, labour and land. Since that time, it has been stated that land no longer
makes a full contribution because it can be replicated by capital and labour: fertilizers,
and not land, are used to generate more food; cars and other transport allow urban
land to extend infinitely, etc. Today, land (and more broadly the earth) is seen as the
most limiting and endangered factor for both life and production. Accordingly, strategies
of competitiveness and attractiveness that underlie current territorial innovation policies
must be revised.

Furthermore, the sustainable territorial income systems to be addressed by new
transformative territorial innovation policies must take account of the fact that tra-
ditional production and consumption-based territorial revenue has been disrupted
by the increase in the mobility of profits, knowledge and, above all, consumers.
Nowadays, value is increasingly captured by people other than those who created
it and spent in places other than those in which it was created (Segessemann and
Crevoisier 2016; Talandier 2020; Srnicek 2017; Bailey, Pitelis, and Tomlinson
2018). This is well illustrated by various emblematic cases. In Europe and North
America, for example, even highly productive manufacturing regions are among
the poorest in their countries, despite high incomes from industrial exports,
because profits are no longer reinvested locally. Moreover, workers are increasingly
likely to spend their wages in other, more attractive, regions, on leisure, studies,
health, retirement, etc. Equally, cities that are highly attractive for tourists increas-
ingly have a negative impact on the quality of life of their inhabitants. Furthermore,
real-estate investments and gentrification may also destroy the original creativity
conditions of a place (Peck 2005).

These examples emphasize the crucial and potentially destructive interdependencies
that export-, visitor- and household-based income systems have on territorial value cre-
ation as well as on the natural and social living environment of the region:

. An increase in export-based income through the development of productive activities
often affects household- and visitor-based income systems through pollution, unat-
tractive industrial sites, etc.

. An increase in – usually richer and more mobile – visitors in a region can negatively
affect residents’ quality of life, through traffic congestion and the saturation of public
spaces by tourists, for example. It can also reduce their purchasing power, through
price increases in shops, restaurants, housing, etc.

Taking stock of these potentially destructive interdependencies, contemporary trans-
formative territorial innovation policy should compromise on the tensions between
export-, visitor- and household-based income systems and synergize them as much as
possible in order to create and capture territorial value for a region or a city.

EUROPEAN PLANNING STUDIES 9



Consequently, the value of innovation and experimentation should be assessed by
their contribution to territorial value. Territorial value is a socio-economic construction,
comparable to a certain degree to the valuation on the financial markets (Orléan 2011). It
is the valuation by society of all the resources preserved or built in the past, as well as their
usefulness for the future, and reflects not only the assets themselves, but also their organ-
ization and functioning. It has a qualitative dimension that relates to the social debate
about the valuation of both the components and the system, but also a quantitative
and monetarized aspect, measured by rent prices and total of the rents paid within the
region or the city (Camagni 2016). It is both absolute and viewed in comparison with
other regions and cities, as in modern times, they all coexist within a large, interterritorial
market of places. This comparison is performed by major real estate companies, cultural
or ecological epistemic communities, trip advisers, etc. as well as by migrating workers
and inhabitants. In this view, the region is not merely seen as a production space, but
also as a living space, and as land with natural and cultural value.

2.3 Enlarged anchoring milieus as creators of territorial value

Transformative innovation is a valuation process that is also a political ‘inquiry’ process
(Dewey 1946): it consists of co-developing, co-defining, negotiating, and legitimizing
future societal values through inclusive and demonstrative experiments that take place
within concrete production, consumption and living milieus (Huguenin and Jeannerat
2017). These foreseen values, actuated by concrete projects, underlie a new sustainabil-
ity-driven moral in markets (Balsiger 2021) as well as new justifications for further
niche innovations and system changes (Binz and Truffer 2017; Jeannerat and Kebir
2016; Binz, Truffer, and Coenen 2016; Hipp and Binz 2020; Xiao et al. 2020; Van
Winden and Carvalho 2019; Dewald and Truffer 2012).

This valuation process activates interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research, col-
laborative experimentation and participatory public assessment within ‘enlarged anchor-
ing milieus’ primarily focused on living conditions (Kebir et al. 2017; Crevoisier and
Rime 2021). It involves companies, NGOs, media, public authorities, city planners and
architects, active citizens, consumers, research and training institutions as well as econ-
omic organizations. Coordination between all of these actors does not result from cen-
tralized negotiations but rather occurs alongside successive and parallel debates and
discussions across the contexts of production, consumption and living within the
region. This coordination is essential in order to maintain and increase territorial value.

In this regard, territorial innovation should drive a value-based anchoring of export-,
visitor- and household-based incomes (Kebir et al. 2017). The London 2012Olympic strategy
of trying to balance the ephemeral benefits of a global tourist attraction with the need to
regenerate local living conditions is a good illustration (Thiel and Grabher 2015). It is also
particularly salient within contemporary smart city and smart urbanism policy (Carvalho
2015; Söderström, Paasche, and Klauser 2014). The development of new place-based creative
offerings, anchored in local circular and touristic economies, within rural spaces for both visi-
tors and inhabitants is also representative of such issues (Manniche, Topsø Larsen, and
Brandt Broegaard 2021; Manniche and Sæther 2017; Mayer and Knox 2010). New ecological,
energy and building technologies incubated in sophisticated residential markets enable adap-
tive and higher value industrial solutions to be developed and exported, rather than mass-
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standardized industrial products (Huguenin 2017; Livi, Jeannerat, and Crevoisier 2014;
Strambach and Lindner 2017; Kebir et al. 2017; Xiao et al. 2020).

In these examples, anchoring means dealing with tensions and transforming local pro-
duction, consumption and living conditions to sustain a constant regeneration of devel-
opment capacities and revenue flows within and across regions. Anchoring experiments
should actuate, test, realize and reflect on value propositions that reveal, deal with and
reduce antagonisms between export-, visitor- and household-based income systems.
They encompass but go beyond traditional start-up companies, which are integrated
into broader project-based ecosystems of demonstration, reflexive learning and societal
change in progress.

An enlarged anchoring milieu can therefore currently be defined as a set of local varied
actors (companies, associations, public actors, media, etc.) interacting within a globalization
process that is both economic (due to the increasing mobility of goods and factors towards
other regions) and environmental; these actors develop activities capable of articulating the
resulting tensions in concrete terms. This definition places the conversion of tensions into
place-based synergies as the central focus of territorial innovation policies. It is a question
of reconciling development with nature, visitors with inhabitants, the production of goods
and services with tourism, local supply chains with global competition, and general values
of sustainability with their realization within concrete places of action (Figure 3).

2.4 Towards a multi-local and multi-scalar territorial innovation policy mix

Further to local anchoring strategies, transformative territorial innovation policy must
also be able to address global SDGs across multiple scales and locations. To do so,

Figure 3. Open experimentation within the enlarged anchoring milieu. Source: author’s elaboration.
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local policy intervention should be seen as part of a wider territorial innovation policy
mix (Uyarra and Flanagan 2021). Along with the above arguments, this policy mix
should be structured around four strategic pillars (Figure 4). These four pillars have
already been emphasized and scrutinized in various ways by innovation and transition
studies, but have not been conceptualized together in a systematic manner.

The first pillar is co-innovation. While innovation has for some time been recognized
as a collective process, co-innovation is a further step consisting in a motion to instigate
collaborations. Experiments have become a central modality of territorial innovation
policy as they enable investigation of uncertain future developments (Huguenin and
Jeannerat 2017). Inclusive, demonstrative and future-oriented, these experiments act
as anchoring points between regional and extra-regional innovation resources
(Schmidt et al. 2018). For instance, urban labs, living labs, fabrication labs, etc.
promote the dynamics of co-ideation and co-creation, co-development and co-
implementation at the junction of different sectoral policies (Gill, Pratt, and Virani
2019; Nevens et al. 2013; Von Wirth et al. 2019). These labs are anchoring drivers of ter-
ritorial value in specific locations, together with networked hubs in multi-local relations
(Loorbach et al. 2020).

Figure 4. Co-innovation, entrepreneurship, sensemaking and institutionalizing across scales and
locations. Source: author’s elaboration, design of SDGs: United Nations (2020).
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More generally, an experimentation-based territorial innovation policy mix should
stimulate hybrid, collective entrepreneurial projects that bring together policymakers
with fields of research, business and civil society. Co-innovation drives experiments
and vice versa (Ryghaug and Skjølsvold 2021). This dual process is central for addressing
the policy mix in relationship with the three next interrelated innovation policy pillars.

The second pillar is ‘entrepreneurship’, which is usually addressed in innovation
systems literature and policy as the concretization and implementation of co-innovation.
In a transformative approach, entrepreneurship goes beyond the Schumpeterian role of
recombining resources into newmarket offerings (Tödtling and Trippl 2018). It is viewed
as the individual and collective capacity to implement concrete projects to bring about
change (Grillitsch and Sotarauta 2020). In this sense, territorial innovation policy
should give prominence to entrepreneurship ecosystems that are not only about develop-
ing new production and market opportunities but also about shaping the future social
conditions of these opportunities (Stam and Welter 2021). Entrepreneurship concerns
the development of new social and user-based solutions, as well as influential leadership,
to shape visions and demonstrate, through concrete projects, new possible societal devel-
opment paths. Entrepreneurship emerges and develops within project-based organiz-
ations that involve both local and multi-local communities and may target local,
national or global change (Grabher 2002). Transformative experiments are a product
of the co-innovation process and provide solutions to specific local problems while at
the same time inspiring new solutions in other proximate and distant contexts and
revealing the needs of upper-scale institutional change.

To be transformative across scales and locations, co-innovation and entrepreneurship
must inherently contribute to ‘sensemaking’, a third pillar of transformative territorial
innovation policy. On the one hand, sensemaking is both a driver and outcome of co-
innovation, as it is about identifying the societal expectations carried by innovation
and conceiving of potential futures. On the other hand, and more pragmatically, it is
also about influencing options, legitimizing new solutions and, in particular, prioritizing
specific public problems. In this respect, territorial innovation policy mixes are also about
staging place-based concrete realizations of entrepreneurial initiatives communicated at
national and international media scales (Jeannerat and Kebir 2016; Hipp and Binz 2020;
Heiberg, Binz, and Truffer 2020; Costa 2017; Guex and Crevoisier 2015). From this per-
spective, support within territorial innovation policy for cultural activities, which has
been largely oriented towards heritage since the 2000s, should give more strategic atten-
tion to creative and imaginative future-oriented cultural activities, in interplay with co-
innovation processes and entrepreneurial projects. Demonstration trips around the
world with solar-powered boots or planes undertaken by public figures considered as
‘adventurer entrepreneurs’ (Livi, Jeannerat, and Crevoisier 2014), smart urbanism in
cities (Söderström, Paasche, and Klauser 2014), or smart farming in rural areas
(Pauschinger and Klauser 2021) are emblematic of global narratives staged through
local experiments. The sustainability projects and ‘slow’ movements developing within
and across small towns are another examples (Mayer and Knox 2009).

From this perspective, ‘institutionalizing’ appears as a fourth pillar of transformative
territorial innovation policies. In the traditional territorial innovation policy paradigm,
innovation is mainly conceived of as an institutionalized process, where the primary
focus is on spatial ‘down-scale’ institutions that facilitate and direct regional and national
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innovation along the lines of the global rules of the economy. Institutional ‘relatedness’
and ‘thickness’ have been regarded as local determinants of innovations to address in pol-
icymaking (Boschma 2017; Zukauskaite, Trippl, and Plechero 2017). Perhaps more cru-
cially today, transformative territorial innovation policy mix should conceive of
innovation also as an up-scaling, ‘institutionalizing’ process (Fuenfschilling and
Truffer 2014; Miörner and Binz 2020). Institutionalizing innovation can be the
outcome of both private and public entities seeking to establish priority agendas and
rules and making sense of new cultural horizons.

In innovation system policy, institutionalization is regarded as the triggering or struc-
turing of mature innovations by market norms, whereas in transformative territorial
innovation policy, it is an intrinsic process of transformative co-innovation (Fuenfschil-
ling and Truffer 2014). From this perspective, territorial innovation policies are them-
selves evolutive institutions that must adapt to co-innovation processes. Nevertheless,
global rules change neither smoothly nor rapidly, as they are the subject of controversies
and power decisions. In this sense, from policy target to political arenas, co-innovation
must also be conceived of as a tool for multi-scalar transformations that is local and
democratic (Huguenin and Jeannerat 2017) as well as global and political (Hu and
Hassink 2015; MacKinnon et al. 2019).

3. Conclusion

We live in an innovation society where innovation has become ‘ubiquitous’, ‘heteroge-
nous’ and ‘reflexive’ (Rammert et al. 2018). Innovation is to be found all around us in
the everyday domains of economy and society. As an overarching concept, it upholds
various interpretations and provokes critical debate about its drivers and purposes. Fur-
thermore, it embodies a general approach which gives prominence to questioning and
(self-) reflection around what could be (done) rather than what is (being done) in
order to transform established activities and practices and to tackle the ‘grand challenges’
of sustainability (Coenen, Hansen, and Rekers 2015).

Since the postwar era, the value of innovation has increasingly been disconnected
from material production factors. Policies have given prominence to technological,
human and financial capital, and have minimized the importance and limits of material
resources for innovation-based competitive advantage. Global SDGs require the reintro-
duction of these material resources and their limitation as a primary innovation driver.
This does not only concern sustaining production conditions but also sustaining con-
sumption and living conditions. In line with the arguments exposed in this paper, two
main issues should be addressed for the future of regional studies.

The first issue is to further develop research and conceptualizations on territorial value
and territorial valuation processes at stake in innovation. Nowadays, innovation consists
in redesigning economic models based on the cultural aspirations of society, i.e. in trans-
lating global challenges into local multi-contributive activities. Innovation that tends to
diminish resources or to degrade the quality of life should be abandoned. Territorial
value should thus be redefined as the capacity of a region, city or nation to regenerate
or to grow its natural, human and built resources.

In this view, regional innovation studies and policymaking should focus on the local
anchoring of experiments. This is not an easy task and must be organized across places
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and scales. A general research agenda would be to further investigate the value of inno-
vation in relationship with enlarged anchoring milieus that contribute to positive inter-
dependencies between export-, visitor- and household-based income systems. Territorial
innovation policy mixes should seek to re-associate physical and cultural resources
valued by and across interdependent production, consumption and living activities.

The second main issue relates to the role of the social sciences and humanities (SHS)
in innovation, particularly regarding the co-innovation, entrepreneurship, sensemaking
and institutionalization pillars of territorial innovation policy emphasized above. As
sciences in society, SSH innovate within society and not in laboratories, and are
present throughout the innovation process: (i) at an implementation level, they trans-
form the inventions developed by Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics
(STEM) into products and market experiences; (ii) culturally, they create shared
meaning and values that make it possible to imagine and initiate economic and social
change; (iii) at a social, political and institutional level, they allow innovations to be dis-
seminated and oriented in a desirable direction. In this sense, the role of SSH should be
profoundly reconsidered when questioning and investigating these transformative issues
for territorial innovation policy (Moulaert et al. 2017; Jeannerat et al. 2020; Foulds and
Robison 2018).

The study of SSH is usually confined to critical observers of innovation, or to disci-
plines which accompany the technoscientific inventions of the STEM disciplines
(Kitson 2019). Through the research they conduct and the training they provide, SSH
encourages the identification and emergence of innovation opportunities, enabling inno-
vations to acquire both monetary and cultural value. From this perspective, regional
studies are called upon to play not merely a supporting but rather a participating and
animating role in all innovation policies.
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