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Abstract: Interactions between society and social spaces due to the continuous increase in the
complexity of social relations are subjected to permanent reinterpretations. In this context, the
previous mechanisms of development and reform of spaces are being replaced by more
systematic and multi-vector practices. Currently, socio-spatial planning approaches are
considered the most applicable in the context of spatial development and reform, which, based
on the representativeness of planning processes and decision-making, offer an effective toolkit
for the interaction of society, the expert community and state institutions. At the same time,
however, emphasizing the need to ensure the technical standards of spatial reform, strictly
professional processes of reform are relatively separated, placing them under the system of
spatial organization. The engagement of the professional community, state institutions and
society in the process of spatial reforms inevitably leads to the formation of a specific role-
status decision-making system, where each subject is endowed with a certain right to make
decisions and the power. In this way, the interactions between place leadership and process
management emerge, which as a result reproduce the existing system of spatial control. As it
becomes clear from the analysis of approaches related to spatial reform, there is a
comprehensive system of knowledge on socio-spatial planning, spatial organization and
control, but there is a lack of knowledge in the context of highlighting the interrelationships
between the above-mentioned concepts, which is also a consequence of not considering the
mentioned components in one general conceptual unit. In the framework of this work, an
attempt is made to overcome this limitation by offering a new approach to the concept of
territorial management (which is already in use) as a practice combining the components of
socio-spatial planning, spatial organization and control of spatial reform, within the context of
which a new definition of territorial management is also given.
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Udthnthnid: Zwuwpuynipjut b unghwjuljut mwpwsnipniuttph dholi thnjuwqnb-
gnipmibuttnp, guydwitwynpyus hwuwpuljwlwt hwpwpkpnipmnibtbph puquupun-
nnipjul pupnituljuljut wény, tupwplynid Eu dpnuljut JEpuhdwunwynpomduk-
nh: Uju hwdwnbpunnid wnupwbnipniiutnh qupqugdui b pupbthnjudwt twpalh
Ukjumthquutnhtt thnjuwppubint tu quihu wnwyl] hwdwlupgqusé b puquuytlnnp
wnuwlwnhuubkpp: Lipuynidu mupusmipmitibph qupqugdui b puptthnjudw hw-
dwwnbpuinnid wybih Jhpwrwlwi i hwdwpynid unghwj-nwpwduljui wjumbuwynp-
dwt Uninbkgnidubpp, npnup, hhdugbny wjwmbwynpdwb gnpdpipwgutph b npnonduk-
ph juyugdwi thpjujugngsuluimpui Jpu wowewpynd ki hwuwpulym pjul,
thnpdwghnwlwt hwupnyph b yhnwlwh htunhnninubph thnjugnpswlgnipjui gnp-
Snttwpynibwybtn gnpShpuljuqu: Uhltnygt dudwtwy, vwluyt, juplbnpbjng nwwpw-
Swjut puptthnpudwt nkuthjujut swhwihpubph wywhnydwt withpwdbynnip-
iup, hwpwpbpujuinptiit mupuipwnynid tu puptithnpudwt phun dwubughwnw-
Jut qnpbphpmghhpp‘ nbnuynpybny nmwpuwswljut juquuljpydwt hwdwlupgh
ubppn: Uwutwghnwlwt hwipnyph, ywhknwlwih htunhnninibph b hwmuwpulniput
utpgpuyusnmipiniup nwpwswwb pupkthnjunidutph gnpsppwgnid wujuntuwthb-
1hnpkt hwigtgunid E npnonidubiph juyugdwt ghipuwunwnniuughtt Ynujptin hudw-
Jupgh dbwynpdwi, npunkn jpipupwisinip unipjijn odnguwsd k npnomdutp juyuguk-
1nt npnpwlh hppwyuwunipjudp b hpjuwtnipjudp: Uynuyhuny b huwjn Eu qujhu wtnh (h-
nhpnipjul b gopSpuipwgubph nEjujupdwb dhel thnjuwntynipnitiitp, npnup wpn-
miupnid Jipupununpniud Bt mwpuwswljut Jkpuhujnnmmput wnlju hwdwlwupgn:
busytu wupq E qununid mupuswljut pupbthnjudwit wntsyny Uninignidubph Jkp-
[nwdnipiniihg, wnljw k unghwj-inupuswlut yutuynpdul, mupuswljut juqdu-
Ytpydwi b Jipwhuljdwb JEpwptpuy ghwtihph hwdwwywpthwl hwdwlunpg, nputy,
uwluyl, Yu ghnbjhph unnipnit Jipnijuy Ynughuywnutph dhob wnlw thnfuljuyju-
Snipnibttinh JEiphwtdwt hwdwwnbpuwnnid, husp twb tojuy pununphsutpp kY ply-
hwnip hwuljugnipuhtt dhwynpmd sphunwpllne hbnmbwipt E: Unyb wpuwwnwtph
opgwbuljubpmid thnpd E wpynd hwunpwhwplint wyy vwhdwiwhwlndp wpwewp-
ytny wppku hull Yhpwnynn nwpwspughtt junwjupdwt hwuljugnipjut tnp Unnk-
gml, wjli £ nwpudswlub pupkthnudub unghw-nwpusuljul wyubudnpdub, ww-
pwdwut juquultpydwi b Jtpwhuljdwt pununppsutpp vhwynpnn ywpulnhlw,
nnh hmdwwnbkpuinnid mpdmd £ twb mwpwspuhtt junwjupdwi inp vwhdwtnud:
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AHHOTanus: B3auMoaelcTBUS Mex 1y 0OIIECTBOM U COLMATIbHBIX IIPOCTPAHCTBAX B CUILY IOC-
TOSIHHOTO YCJIOKHEHHs COLIMAIbHBIX OTHOIICHWH ITOABEPraroTCsl MOCTOSHHBIM pEHHTEpIIpeTa-
UsSIM. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe MpeXHHE MEXaHW3Mbl Pa3BUTHS U peOPMUPOBAHUS IPOCTPAHCTB 3a-
MEHSIIOTCSI 00JIee CHCTEMHBIMHI H MHOTOBEKTOPHBIMH IIPAKTUKaMu. B HacTosmiee Bpemst Hanboiee
[IPUMEHUMBIMH B YCIOBHSAX IPOCTPAHCTBEHHOI'O Pa3BUTUS U peOPMUPOBAHUS CUUTAOTCS TIOA-
XOZIbI COIMAIBHO-TIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOTO TUNITAHUPOBAHMSI, KOTOPBIE HA OCHOBE PEIPE3CHTaTUBHOCTH
IIPOLIECCOB INIAHUPOBAHMS U NPUHATUS PEHIeHUH MpeanaraoT 3G GeKTUBHBIN HHCTPYMEHTapHUil
B3aUMOJICHCTBHS 00IIECTBA, SKCIIEPTHOTO COOOMIECTBA U TOCYJaPCTBEHHBIX HHCTUTYTOB. O THAKO
[P 3TOM, IOAYEPKUBasi HEOOXOAUMOCTb 00ECTICUEHHSI TEXHHYECKUX CTaHIapTOB IPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HOTO pehOPMUPOBAHHS, CTPOTO MPO(HECCHOHATBHBIE POLIECCH PEPOPMHUPOBAHHUS OTHOCHTEIHHO
000CcO0IIIOTCS, TTOMEINAsi UX B CUCTEMY IPOCTPAaHCTBEHHOM opraHu3aiuu. Bopiedenue npodec-
CHOHAJIBHOTO COOOIIECTBA, FOCYIaPCTBEHHBIX HHCTUTYTOB U OOIIECTBA B IIPOLIECC IPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HBIX pehopM HEM30EKHO IPUBOAUT K GOPMHUPOBAHUIO CIIELU(UUECKOM POIEBO-CTaTYyCHOM CHUC-
TEMBbI IPUHSITUS PEIIEHHM, T1e KaXIbli CYyObEKT HaJelIeH ONpPEeAEICHHBIM IIPaBOM IIPHUHATHUS pe-
LICHUH U BIAcThlo. TakuM 00pa3oM, BO3HHKAIOT B3aUMOACHUCTBHSI MECTHOTO JILAEPCTBA U TIPO-
LIECCOB YIPABJICHHSI, KOTOPBIE B PE3YJIbTATE BOCIIPOM3BOIAT CYIIECTBYIOILYIO CHCTEMY IPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HOTO KOHTPOJIA. Kak craHoBuTCS SICHO M3 aHalIM3a CMEKHBIX II0aAX0a0B OTHOCHBIIHNMCSI K
MIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIM peopMaM, CYNIECTBYET KOMIUIEKCHAs CHCTEMa 3HAHHH II0 COIHAIBHO-
IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOMY IUIAHUPOBAHUIO, IPOCTPAHCTBEHHOW OpraHM3allid W KOHTPOIIO, HO
OTCYTCTBYET 3HAaHME B KOHTEKCTE OCBEIEHMS B3aMMOCBS3€H MEX1y BBILIETIEPEUHCICHHBIMU
MOHSTHSIMH, YTO TAaKXKE SBISETCS CIEACTBHEM TOTO, YTO YIIOMSHYTHIE KOMIOHEHTHI HE HAOJI0-
JTAIOTCS MOJT OJHUM OOIIMM MOHATHEM. B paMkax aHHO# paOOThI MPEANPUHSATA MOMBITKA MIPEO-
JIOJIETH 3TO OrPaHUYEHUE, IPEIIOKUB HOBBIH ITOAXO0/ K YK€ HCIOIb3YeMOM KOHILIEIIINY TEPPHUTO-
PHAITBEHOTO YIPABIEHMS, U3y4as €ro Kak MPaKTHKY, 00bEeANHSIIONTYI0 KOMIOHEHTHI COLHAIbHO-
IPOCTPAHCTBEHHOIO IVIAHUPOBAHMS, IPOCTPAHCTBEHHOM OpraHU3alU U KOHTPOJIS IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOU
pedopMBI, B KOHTEKCTE KOTOPOH TAKoKe JaeTcsl HOBOE OMpEIENeHHE TEPPUTOPUATBLHOTO YIIPABICHHUSL.

KiroueBble cjl0Ba: coyuanbHoe npoCmpancmeo, 6061€4eHHOCHb, COYUANbHO-NPOCPAHCINGEH-
HOe NIaHUpo8anue, NPOCMPAHCMEEHHAS OP2AHU3AYUS, NPOCMPAHCMEEHHbIY KOHMPOb, Meppu-
mopuanvHoe ynpaeieHue

Socio-spatial planning as a representative process of spatial reform

The process of reproduction of social spaces conditions the possibilities of
consumption of the space for the subjects operating in it. The continuum of
intersubjective relations creates complex systems of relations that can no longer be
served by previous mechanisms of space consumption. In the context of reorganizing
relations and increasing their effectiveness, there is a need to change the logic of social
space reproduction, moving from simple reproduction to space planning. Spatial
planning is an approach to the reproduction of space, in which the idea of space
consumption is reinterpreted, linking it to group demands, interests and rationality.
According to Hall (Hall, 1990), the consumption of space can be achieved through spatial
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planning that balances the form of space with function and content with structure.

From the point of view of structuring and development of space, spatial planning is
based on a number of processes such as: development of efficient construction,
preservation of agricultural land, improvement of quality of life, etc. The mentioned
approaches show that the reproduction of the space from the point of view of its planning
requires special knowledge and, therefore, not all individuals sharing the same space can
be involved in the planning processes. Thus, specialization of spatial planning takes
place and a professional community of planning is formed. Although spatial planning
develops in the direction of specialization, at the same time, subjects operating in planned
spaces reproduce a system of spatial perceptions, which conditions their cognitions about
the desired type of social space, in the conditions of continuous accumulation of
memories and experience. Under such conditions, there is a risk that professional-
rational approaches to spatial planning may be opposed to the everyday knowledge of
local identities about space, leading to disruption of the planning process.

In the context of overcoming the discussed contradiction in the process of spatial
planning, it brings forward the inevitability of rethinking planning knowledge, thus
changing the conceptual basis of spatial planning (dtpihpjwb, Ghghnnilywb, 2023).
Thus, the idea of socio-spatial planning is formed, in which professional knowledge is
combined with the sense of place of subjects operating in the local space, which are the
fundamental components of the cognitive aspect of planning. Note that sense of place is
defined here as “...people's subjective perceptions of their environments and their more
or less conscious feelings about those environments ...involving both an interpretive
perspective on the environment and an emotional reaction to the environment”
(Hummon, 2012: 262). The concept of socio-spatial planning, developed by Erdiaw-
Kwaise and Basson, is defined as “...the branch of planning focused on understanding
why different groups of people embrace, contest or reject spatial changes, how they take
a lead in shaping their own space, and ways to make them active in spatial
transformations» (Erdiaw-Kwasie, Basson, 2017: 3). The socio-spatial planning
approach enshrines the vital importance of professional community-society mutually
agreed and equal relationship in spatial planning processes, as well as ensuring public
engagement in planning decisions.

Socio-spatial planning enables the process of harmonizing the physical and social
components of space by attaching a social sensibility to the spatial structure. In the context
of planning, the engagement of new social groups and the entry of new structures of spatial
cognition into the existing system of knowledge not only transforms that system, but also
leads to a redistribution of planning decision-making power. Socio-spatial planning has a
development trend and is directly related to the growth of participation of entities operating
in local spaces. With the continued growth of participation, socio-spatial planning is being
redefined as participatory planning. According to Horelli, participatory spatial planning is a
“...social, ethical, and political practice in which individuals or groups, assisted by a set of
tools, take part in varying degrees at the overlapping phases of the planning and decision-
making cycle that may bring forth outcomes congruent with the participants’ needs and
interests”(Horelli, 2002: 611-612). The participation of different groups in spatial planning
decisions is variable, which means that depending on the situation, the above can be
manifested in different degrees. This idea finds its place in the eight-level system of
participation developed by Arnstein (Arnstein, 1969), which is completed by three main
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types. They are: non-participation, tokenism and citizen (group) power. Non-participation of
non-professional groups in planning processes is manifested by difficult access to necessary
planning information and false engagement in the decision-making process. At the tokenistic
level of engagement, the public is partially informed about planning processes, participates
in consultative discussions, but their influence on the process is symbolic. Finally, at the level
of citizen (group) power, groups operating in planned spaces are considered not only as
beneficiaries, but also as partners who can have a dominant influence on decision-making.

The aforementioned approaches document the existence of a connection between
engagement in planning processes in social spaces and a sense of place, which is also
discussed by Manzo and Perkins (Manzo, Perkins, 2006). According to the authors, in
the context of connectedness in significant spaces, not only the sense of connectedness
with the specified space is worthy of attention, but also the connectedness between the
members of the social group operating in that space, which reproduces the social capital
of the group (Jenson, 2010). In this context, social capital “...refers to features of social
organization such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate coordination and
cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam, 2000: 225): Ongoing spatial reforms, mainly
related to the consumption of space, are designed and implemented through collective
action with various stakeholders. Therefore, according to Zhou and others (Zhou et al.,
2023), the successful development and implementation of reforms is also determined by
social capital, which consists of cognitive, structural and relational dimensions. The
cognitive dimension relates to the public's perception of the changes and goals being
implemented and satisfaction with the work being done. The structural dimension refers
to communication with other people about the changes, and the relational dimension
refers to the trust and willingness to share the received information with both
policymakers and the community population.

In the framework of socio-spatial planning, the effective functioning of the
population is also characterized by the ability to adapt to changes. Adaptability,
according to Jakku and Lynam (Jakku, Lynam, 2010: 10) “...comprises the properties of
a system that enable it to modify itself in order to maintain or achieve a desired state in
the face of perceived or actual stress”. Research shows that, in particular, the indicators
measuring this concept at the level of households relate to the population's awareness of
changes, skills, household well-being, access to services, etc (CARE International,
2022), as well as indicators characterizing socio-economic status, such as unemployment
rate, median household income, percentage of households living in their own home
(Edgemon et al., 2018).

The above-mentioned approaches to social capital and adaptability allow us to assert
the possibility of viewing these components within a single conceptual unit. That unit is
resilience, which “... is a measure of the sustained ability of a community to utilize
available resources to respond to, withstand, and recover from adverse situations”
(Bosher, Chmutina, 2017: 32). In fact, engagement and resilience together form the
component of social sustainability, which in turn, together with sense of place, completes
the concept of socio-spatial planning.

The specialized practice of space reform: the spatial organization

If in the context of socio-spatial planning we are talking about the development of
the spatial planning discourse in society and the engagement of different social groups
in planning decisions, then its further implementation is mostly connected with the idea
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of spatial organization. It, according to Deprez and Tissen “...involves the design and
management of ‘spatial arrangements’, i.e. of the purposeful mix of ‘physical’, ‘virtual’
and ‘mental’ spaces as part of and shaping the organizational landscape” (Lekanne
Deprez, Tissen, 2008: 3). In the framework of spatial organization, it is possible to
implement a number of such processes as: differentiation of consumption spaces,
redistribution of residents in the space, distribution of labor force, differentiation of
income and other socio-economic indicators (Wong, 2001). In this context, the
approaches of Volpati and Barthelemy (Volpati, Barthelemy, 2018) deserve attention.
The authors propose a heterogeneity measure called the Gini coefficient (an adapted
version of a coefficient widely used in economics) and an index of dispersion at the
marginal population level. Contrary to the mentioned authors, Bertaud (Bertaud, 2003)
proposes to use population size, density (including in built space), built space per capita
and dispersion index to overcome the limitation of lack of specific secondary data.
However, the indicators proposed by both Volpati and Bertaud do not characterize the
socio-spatial impact of spatial organization and therefore are not sufficient to reveal the
existing picture of spatial organization. The dimensions of the socio-economic
component of spatial organization are related to the population's access to infrastructure,
services and facilities that form the microclimate necessary for the consumption of space
(Shafique et al., 2021). Thus, spatial organization turns into a system of actions aimed at
increasing the social vitality of space. The Australian Institute of Urban Studies has a
unique place in the international research effort on the relationship between spatial
organization and social vitality, and the social infrastructure index created by it
simultaneously identifies both the existence of various infrastructures and services and
their accessibility for the population (Davern et al., 2017).

The above-mentioned approaches show that in contrast to socio-spatial planning, in
the case of spatial organization, the engagement of community groups decreases, giving
way to professional activities. At the same time, it would be wrong to claim that spatial
organization is related exclusively to the activities of spatial planning specialists. Those
social groups that operate in social spaces, if not directly, then indirectly affect the
organization of space. The value system, the demands, the lifestyle, the cultural elements
characterizing the group are those that reinterpret the organization of the space, as
according to Rapoport (Rapoport, 1994), since the existence of a social group is
conditioned by the need for self-organization, the organization of space is also defined
as an essential component of self-organization.

Spatial control in the domain of multi-stakeholder processes of spatial reform

In the context of spatial development and planning, due to the existence of
interactions between different groups of society, the phenomenon of leadership is put to
the fore. The existing decision-making system in spatial planning and organization
processes implies leadership relationships within and between social groups, which are
based on authority derived from formal and informal interactions. Concepts of social
space and leadership intersect in concepts of place leadership. According to Sotarauta
(Sotarauta, 2016), the research question of place leadership is within the framework of
the analysis of the relationship between the latter and governance and power. In this
context, governance is seen as a factor that strengthens or hinders place leadership. It is
worth noting the fact that place leadership is representative in nature, which implies
diversification of the leadership function in spatial development processes and decisions.
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Thus, the power over the management of space is divided between formal and informal
leaders, whose intersubjective relationships define and legitimize the existing system of
place leadership. Given the complexity of relationships, Colledge, Parker, and others
(Colledge et al., 2022) propose a collaborative circle approach to place leadership. The
authors distinguish three main functions of place leadership: initiative, cooperation
development, and system and operation. The initiative function includes: engaging other
stakeholders, inspiring, having a vision, communicating. At the same time, the
development of cooperation implies the sub-functions of creativity, decision-making,
creating connections, and the function of system and operation: the sub-functions of
strategy, management, regulation. Thus the definition of a place leadership is given.
Place leaders, are those who “...display common leadership traits but are motivated by
a personal connection to place, believe they have a civic responsibility to it and have
professional skills and knowledge to undertake their job with a high degree of
competence” (Colledge et al., 2022: 11).

As it was mentioned, place leadership is closely related to governance, therefore,
moving to the phenomenon of governance, we should note that a number of relationships
are put forward, characterize the governance system. These interactions, according to
Hewege (Hewege, 2012), are attributed to the governor, the governed, the governance
method and the governance context. In particular, there are power and authority relations
between the governor and the governed, the connection between the governor and the
governance methods is provided by rules and regulations, and the interactions between the
governor and the governance context operate in the fields of rules, norms and information.
Hewage's approach to governance presents the static aspect of governing, which can be
complemented with processual components. These, in turn, range from defining problems
to measuring performance and correcting deviations (Misun, 2017). The relationship
discussed between the theoretical approaches of place leadership and governance is the
primary basis on which the concept of control of spatial change is formed.

Socio-spatial planning and spatial organization, as the result of processes determined
by the relationship between planners and the population in the context of spatial
development, are controlled by both the mentioned actors and other interested entities.
From the point of view of the sociological interpretation of control, the conceptual
approach of spatial equality is worthy of attention, according to which spatial inequalities
arise from ineffective management, which in turn is manifested within the framework of
access to space, consumption and redistribution of this consumption. Achmani and others
(Achmani et al., 2020) state that the consumption of space should mean how the space is
developed (for example, the creation of public structures, social houses, green spaces, etc.).
At the same time, access to space refers to the possibilities of control over the resources of
the space and the transfer of land rights, while redistribution is more related to the division
and redistribution of space by planners, as well as ensuring equal access to them. Analyzing
the relationship between spatial equality and control, we can claim that control aimed at
spatial equality is based on the state strategy and policy of spatial development.

In the modern society, however, the control of socio-spatial planning is related not only
to the existing state policy of spatial development, but also to the actions carried out by local
self-government bodies. As an institution for ensuring the sovereignty of the population in
a limited space, local state governments (LSG) are endowed with the tools of management
and management of public life, which makes it possible to exercise control in various



80 Journal of Sociology: Bulletin of Yerevan University

spheres of public relations and, in particular, in the context of spatial development. At the
same time, control by LSGs is a multi-stakeholder process and is based on the expectations
of the parties involved. Thus, prerequisites are created for the structuring of the role of local
governments as capable and democratic agents of control in spatial reforms.

Territorial management as a practice integrating the processes of socio-spatial
planning, spatial organization and control

The approaches discussed, which refer to socio-spatial planning, spatial organization
and control, separately, provide the knowledge and a system of measurable indicators
necessary for the research of the latter. However, in the context of in-depth research on the
interrelationships between them, the lack of knowledge remains relevant. The
identification of interrelationships between socio-spatial planning, spatial organization and
control will make it possible to form such approaches to spatial development, which will
no longer be limited to the extraction of certain trends, but will create a cause-and-effect
system of the processes taking place and allow to realize predictions of the manifestation
of realities. Therefore, the primary question remains how the connection between the above
phenomena is possible in the context of existing conceptual differences. At first glance, a
vague connection can be observed within the framework of the concept of "management".
In this context, the approaches of Henri Fayol (Fayol, 1954) regarding the definition of
general management functions deserve attention. According to Fayol, the fundamental
functions of management are planning, organizing, commanding, coordinating, and
leading. Currently, in the context of the modification of Fayol's model of management
functions, the function of leadership is introduced instead of the functions of command and
coordination (Lloyd, Aho, 2020). Because the above-mentioned functional separation
refers to general management, therefore, its application in other manifestations of
management becomes possible. Thus, the concept of territorial management is proposed
as a conceptual unit combining the discussed socio-spatial processes.

Territorial management is a multidimensional phenomenon, which determines the
diversity of existing theoretical approaches to it. When we analyze the existing
knowledge on territorial management, we are faced with two fundamental systemic
approaches to the definition of territorial management. According to the first approach,
territorial managementis equated with place management and, therefore, a number of
definitions are given according to which it is “...a coordinated, area-based, multi-
stakeholder approach to improve locations, harnessing the skills, experiences and
resources of those in the private, public and voluntary sectors” (The Institute of Place
Management, 2021: 1). The other approach establishes territorial management as a
relatively isolated and self-sufficient concept from other spatial practices. Here, the
approaches to the interpretation of territorial management provided by Wafa, are worthy
of attention. According to abovementioned author, territorial management is “... a mode
of governance that takes into account the impact of various actions and structures
implemented on social cohesion, strategies for economic diversification, environmental
protection and conservation, as well as the ability to clearly define its actions ... ensures
the coherence of these actions, their feasibility, and their effects on the development of
a community or region ... also involves ... management, and environmental changes to
enhance the resilience of territories and societies” (Wafa, 2024: 84). This approach to
territorial management, in contrast to the above, is more practical, because it allows to
distinguish the main principles of territorial management, which refer to both territorial
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efficiency, equality, stability, as well as representativeness of the management process.

Emphasizing the territorial and non-local or spatial component of management with
the proposed approach is justified by the fact that the processes of organization, planning
and control of social spaces are inevitably combined with role-status relations between
different social groups, which condition engagement in the above processes due to the
redistribution of power. From this point of view, space turns into a phenomenon in which
and over which different social groups exercise their power. There is a transformation of
space into territory that according to Delaney is a “...social space the “meanings” of
which implicate the operation of social relational power. It is, in a sense, an expression
of the fusion of meaning, power, and social space” (Delaney, 2009: 219). In the context
of territorial management, the principle of multidimensionality of management of spatial
development is emphasized. The state, local government, self-government bodies and
the community population, often acting through groups, unions, or organizations, act as
agents of territorial management. As a result, the relations between the above-mentioned
management agents are institutionalized. In particular, if the state government, with its
management system, acts as a coordinator of actions aimed at the realization of the
universal priorities and goals of the territorial management, then the local self-
government bodies play the role of a mediator between the state and the population.
Territorial management with the mentioned mechanism leads to the increase of territorial
cohesion, which is simultaneously a consequence of the harmonization of both sectoral
and territorial policies and territorial engagements (Crespo, Cabral, 2010). Also worthy
of attention is the fact that the representativeness of territorial management provides an
opportunity to form participative planning mechanisms conditioned by the specificity of
the territory, which according to Jouini (Jouini et al., 2019) and Eraso (Eraso, 2021) are
applicable not only in urban but also in rural areas.

Although the above-mentioned approaches to territorial management provide
knowledge about territories, as unique manifestations of social spaces, as well as socio-
spatial characteristics of territorial management, there is a knowledge gap, especially in the
context of extracting the fundamental components of territorial management, which will
make it possible to define territorial managementin its conceptual schematization. Within
the framework of the solution of this problem, taking into account the existing approaches
to territorial management and applying Fayol and Lloyd's approaches to management, a
new approach to territorial management is proposed, which is based on the dimensions of
socio-spatial planning, organization and control. The above-mentioned approach to
territorial management is justified in the context of connections between the latter and
socio-spatial planning, spatial organization and control. In essence, socio-spatial planning
is an alternative to traditional approaches to space consumption, where the bureaucratic
and insensitive system of spatial management is replaced by the inclusion of professional
and non-professional decision-making groups. In this way, socio-spatial planning is
introduced into territorial management, linked to spatial organization.

In parallel, spatial control turns into an instrumental unit of the conceptual system of
territorial management, which mainly fulfills the role of ensuring stable interactions of
socio-spatial planning and spatial organization. The choice of control as a component of
territorial management is justified by the fact that, the conclusions made in the previous
paragraphs, command, coordination and leadership approaches are combined under the
function of control. Therefore, according to the proposed approach, control is accepted



82 Journal of Sociology: Bulletin of Yerevan University

as a separate comprehensive unit and component of territorial management. The three-
dimensional model of territorial management creates an opportunity to give a new
meaning to the system of knowledge about social spaces and, therefore, the spatiality of
the relations taking place in it. The proposed approach to territorial management, which
is considered in the context of combining socio-spatial planning, spatial organization and
control processes, defines territorial management as a socio-spatial practice, which,
thanks to its tool set, is flexible enough to effectively influence both on urban and rural
settlements. In particular, the permanent or temporary outflow of the population, which
is one of the problems of the management of rural areas, is correlated with the lack of
jobs in the village. In the context of solving this problem, the territorial management
strategy can find such solutions that will be relevant, cost-effective and give sustainable
results. Really effective solutions, in this context, are linked to the principles of universal
freedom of choice of residence and free movement, which are among the characteristics
of freedom in modern society. The application of the freedom factor is one of the
ideological pillars of territorial management, which allows to increase the interest in the
most vulnerable and, in particular, rural settlements. For example, the above
manifestation of freedom in the territorial management strategy can be applied in the
context of the development of co-working, enabling the village become the territorial
unit where it becomes possible to implement such type of works (Holzel, De Vries,
2023). At the same time, the necessary conditions for the implementation of joint work
are also provided (for example: the new social infrastructures are built). As a result, the
introduction of the joint labor institution maintains a number of able to work villagers,
providing the necessary conditions to function in their own settlement.

Thus, taking into account the aforementioned considerations, we propose the
following definition of territorial management: territorial management is a process of
planning, organizing and controlling the use and development of a territory, which
includes various strategies, policies and actions carried out by public
administration/self-government bodies, organizations and community representatives to
ensure sustainable and efficient use of resources and infrastructure of populated and
non-populated places in the defined territory.
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