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MAPPING THE SHADOW ECONOMY: SPATIAL VARIATIONS 
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BANK NOTES IN BRUSSELS

Abstract. The aim of this paper is to map the spatial variations in the size of the shadow economy 
within Brussels. Reporting data provided by the National Bank of Belgium on the deposit of high 
denomination banknotes across bank branches in the 19 municipalities of the Brussels-Capital 
Region, the finding is that the shadow economy is concentrated in wealthier populations and not 
in deprived or immigrant communities. The outcome is a call to transcend the association of the 
shadow economy with marginalized groups and the wider adoption of this indirect method when 
measuring spatial variations in the shadow economy. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

Is the shadow economy concentrated in marginalized areas and populations, 
such as in immigrant populations, and as a result, reduces the spatial disparities
produced by the formal economy? Or is it concentrated in more affluent
populations and, as a consequence, reinforces the disparities produced by 
the formal economy? This paper seeks answers to these questions. For many 
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PART I

PLANNING SYSTEMS FACING HERITAGE ISSUES IN EUROPE: 
FROM PROTECTION TO MANAGEMENT, IN THE PLURAL 

INTERPRETATIONS OF THE VALUES OF THE PAST

Guest editor: Anna GEPPERT*1

FOREWORD

The present issue of European Spatial Research and Policy is the second of two 
volumes dedicated to ‘Planning systems facing heritage issues in Europe: from 
protection to management, in the plural interpretations of the values of the past’. 
The concept arose from a meeting held in June 2013 at the conference on ‘Chang-
ing Cities’ in Skiathos, Greece, where a  group of planning academics decided 
to compare the evolution of the relation between heritage protection and spatial 
planning in a range of European countries.

In the last decades, the definition of and attitude to heritage have changed dra-
matically. The notion of heritage has been constantly broadening. Progressively,
historic monuments and natural sites have been recognized as ‘a living witness of
age-old traditionsʼ (Venice Charter, ICOMOS, 1964). From single objects, protec-
tion has enlarged to whole areas: urban ensembles, historic city centers, historic
towns and urban areas (Washington Charter, ICOMOS, 1987), and historic ur-
ban landscapes (UNESCO, 2011). This spatial extension of the safeguarded areas
made necessary the intervention of planning authorities alongside conservation 
officers. New planning instruments have been developed to tackle this challenge, 
conservation plans, buffer zones, etc. Today, the concept of safeguarding encom-
passes protection, conservation, enhancement, and management (Valletta Princi-
ples, ICOMOS, 2011b). This also means that different policies have to be coordi-
nated, e.g. management plans and conservation plans, but also other policies, such 
as housing, transportation and mobility, economic development, etc.
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In the course of time, more and more recent elements have become safe-
guarded. Industrial heritage has been addressed by a large number of projects 
and policies. In 2011, the ICOMOS tried to define a methodological framework 
for this heritage consisting of ‘sites, structures, complexes, areas and landscapes 
as well as the related machinery, objects or documentsʼ in the Dublin Principles 
(ICOMOS, 2011a). More recently the heritage from the modernistic period has 
captured attention, illustrated by the inscription of Brasilia on the UNECSO World 
Heritage List in 1987. As a matter of fact, most of this heritage requires adapta-
tion to the evolution of the social and economic environment: new functions for 
factories which have lost their activity, responses to new life styles in residential 
areas, etc. The attitude towards heritage has become more and more comprehen-
sive. The Leipzig Charter recognizes the historic dimension as a common value of 
European cities (Informal Council, 2007). Moreover, heritage is being considered 
a ‘value for societyʼ, likely to build common identities (Faro Convention, Council 
of Europe, 2005).

Finally, the concept has expanded to include intangible heritage, understood 
as: ‘the practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, skills – as well as the 
instruments, objects, artefacts and cultural spaces associated therewith – that com-
munities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognize as part of their cultural 
heritageʼ (UNESCO, 2003). Hence, the recognition of the value of a place, bases 
its legitimacy on the views of the people and not only the opinion of experts (Flor-
ence Convention, Council of Europe, 2000). As a result, heritage policies have to 
become more participative. Heritage might even become ‘a value for promoting 
peaceful and democratic societiesʼ (ICOMOS, 2014).

As a consequence, heritage protection and management is no longer the sole 
responsibility of highly specialized State officials. Instead, it has become a com-
petence shared by decision makers of various territorial levels, planning agencies, 
and the civil society. In most European Member States large parts of historic ur-
ban landscapes fall under the care of local governments. They become an element 
of urban planning and development policies. The integration of heritage issues in 
other territorial policies requires combining and balancing sometimes conflicting 
objectives and goals, in the specific setting of a place. While these evolutions take 
place in all European countries, they have reached different stages. Moreover, 
they do not follow a single trajectory, but appear as various responses to common 
drivers. The aim of our range of case studies is to shed light on these responses.

Our first question was whether the values underpinning the definition of, and 
approach to urban heritage were different from one country to another. Indeed, 
the growing recognition of heritage as common good is perceived in all our case 
studies. Not surprisingly, it is more developed in countries which have engaged 
earlier in heritage policies such as Italy, described by Bertrando Bonfantini or the 
United Kingdom, depicted by Carol Ludwig and Olivier Sykes. In other cases, the 
acceptation of the constraints imposed for heritage protection is more difficult, 
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as illustrated by the cases of post-industrial heritage in Łódź, analyzed by Iwona 
Pielesiak, or UNESCO sites in Greece, portrayed by Marilena Papageorgiou. 

Another explanation lies in the level of wealth of societies, heritage remaining 
a luxury. This may change when heritage is perceived as a driver of economic de-
velopment. International organisations foster such approaches (ICOMOS, 2011c; 
OECD, 2011). However, in many cases, even with ambitious narratives and goals 
like in Portuguese world heritage cities reported by Elisabete Cidre, implemen-
tation remains difficult. Finally, the level of trust in the public administration is 
another differentiating factor. Yet, perceptions are changing, and sometimes it is 
the perception of the general public that becomes the driver, as in the wealthy 
southern fringe of Warsaw analyzed by Adrianna Kupidura.

Our second question was whether the evolution of planning systems was lead-
ing to the emergence of institutional frameworks adequate to tackle the challenge 
of safeguarding heritage. Several European countries have been implementing 
reforms trying to integrate better heritage protection, spatial planning, and terri-
torial development. Still our cases show a number of hiccups, suggesting that so 
far, the processes have not reached maturity. The ongoing crises, triggered by the 
acceleration of economic shortcomings and intensifying society changes (multi-
culturalism, migrations…) have opened a  time of uncertainty, in which further 
research will be needed.
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