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Abstract. Recent, dramatic spatial development trends have contributed to the consolidation of a unique territorial governance landscape among the Baltic States. The paper brings a knowledge perspective to the transformation of this evolving institutional landscape for planning practice and knowledge, which has been marked by the disintegration of Soviet institutions and networks, the complexities of the transition to a market-based economy and the process of accession to the EU. It explores the evolution of territorial knowledge channels in the Baltic States, and the extent and nature of the engagement of actors’ communities with the main knowledge arenas and resources of European spatial planning. The paper concludes that recent shifts in the evolution of these channels suggest the engagement of European spatial planning has concentrated among epistemic communities at State and trans-national levels of territorial governance. The limited policy coordination across a broader spectrum of diverse actors at sub-national levels is compounded by the institutionally weak and fragmented nature of professional communities of practice, fragmented local government structures and the marginalisation of advocacy coalitions. These shifts have been consistent with a neoliberal reassertion of economic priorities, State funding cuts to regional participation in EU projects and the dissolution of regional tiers of governance, the dismantling of State research institutions or knowledge networks long associated with central economic planning.

Introduction
The nature of European spatial planning (ESP) as it has evolved in recent years has seen it characterised as a ‘learning machine’ (Faludi 2008) and this increases the appropriateness of applying a knowledge perspective to the analysis of this evolution. The paper explores the evolution of territorial knowledge communities (Adams et al 2011) in the Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, and the extent and nature of the engagement of these communities with some key knowledge arenas of ESP, particularly the territorial cohesion debate. This underlying knowledge perspective focuses on the role of knowledge in the policy process (Radaelli 1995) and more specifically on the interplay of knowledge and policy development. The role of diverse actors and networks is highlighted and the importance of a sufficiently broad spectrum of knowledge (PURR 2011) in the possession of epistemic communities (Haas 1992, Pallagst 2006, 2011), communities of practice (Lave and Wenger 1991) and advocacy coalitions (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993) is emphasised. The adopted approach explores the way these territorial knowledge communities engage with different ‘knowledge arenas’ to advance, inform or legitimize policy agendas and approaches through the strategic use of ‘knowledge resources’ (Adams et al 2011). Selected multi-scalar institutional arrangements (‘territorial knowledge channels’) in the Baltic States are examined to explore how diverse actors and networks may potentially influence the policy development process after having acquired the power to shape or ‘frame’ new ‘policy images’ (Kingdon 1995). 
Despite their linguistic and cultural diversity (Lieven 1994, Smith et al 2002), the Baltic States possess similar characteristics in terms of location, size and collective memories shaped by shared recent histories. The disintegration of Soviet structures, networks and institutions combined with the complexities of transition to a market economy and the process of accession to the EU, contributed to new spatial development trends and challenges and a rapidly evolving territorial governance landscape. The respective planning systems have been continually readjusted to new realities whereby the absorption of EU structural funds and the promotion of economic development have been prioritised. 
The evidence suggests that the engagement of Baltic actors in the key arenas of ESP has been marginal in comparison to other Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries (Cotella et al 2012) and that detailed discussion over shared competencies and actor engagement appears to be limited. Though there is evidence that high-level epistemic communities in the Baltic States are engaging in transnational and State-level discussions over strategic spatial planning of the Baltic Sea Region (BSR), the pragmatic attitude behind this engagement has often resulted in mutually exclusive contributions to shared knowledge arenas. The evolving institutional landscape for planning practice has also been subject to Europeanization and internationalisation pressures, facilitating processes of policy mobility (Larner and Laurie 2010), which are derived from the increasing confrontation with planning practices and approaches from elsewhere as well as the incremental consolidation of an EU territorial governance framework (Bohme and Waterhout 2008; Waterhout et al 2009; Janin Rivolin 2010; Cotella and Janin Rivolin; 2010; Cotella et al 2011; Stead and Cotella 2011). The recently published Fifth Report on Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion (CEC, 2011) emphasises that these processes may reveal competing knowledge claims and associated power and competence struggles, together with the importance of an EU role in better co-ordination and co-operation. The Report underlines how emphasis should be placed on the newly shared competences between the EU and Member States over territorial cohesion matters as well as the increasing importance of engaging broad coalitions of actors.
The challenges of policy co-ordination across a broad spectrum of actors merit further investigation (Stead and Meijers 2009). The current paper argues that recent shifts in the evolution of territorial governance arrangements in the Baltic States suggest that engagement with ESP is concentrated among epistemic communities at State and trans-national levels. The limited policy coordination across a broader spectrum of actors at sub-national levels is compounded by the institutionally weak and fragmented nature of professional communities of practice (Maier 2011), fragmented local government structures and the marginalisation of advocacy coalitions. These shifts have been consistent with a neoliberal reassertion of economic priorities, the climate of public austerity, uncertainty over institutional reforms and the dissolution of knowledge networks.
The paper sets out to determine the extent and nature of engagement of some of these actor coalitions or territorial knowledge communities in the Baltic States with some of the key arenas of ESP, including the Vision and Strategies around the Baltic Sea (VASAB), Interreg and the European Observation Network for Territorial Development and Cohesion (ESPON). However, the main focus of the paper is based on an analysis of the state level responses from the Baltic States and the responses of selected interest groups with a Baltic focus to the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion (CEC 2008). The documentary analysis was supplemented by a series of face to face and telephone interviews with selected key stakeholders in the field of regional development and spatial planning in each of the three countries.[footnoteRef:1] [1: The methodology for this paper involved a series of semi-structured interviews undertaken in late 2010 and early 2011 with some of the key spatial planning and regional development actors in the Baltic States, including academics, civil servants and practitioners active at the national and sub-national levels in both the public and private sector. Identities have been concealed upon request of the interviewees. The data generated during this process has supplemented desktop analysis of relevant documents and databases, with a particular focus on the responses to the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion and the relevant websites for Interreg and ESPON programmes and projects.] 

The first section of the paper introduces the evolving institutional landscape for planning practice in the Baltic States. Section two brings a knowledge perspective to the transformation of this unique governance landscape together with a brief summary of the engagement of Baltic actors in diverse knowledge arenas of ESP. Section three constitutes the core of the contribution, providing an analysis of the extent and nature of their responses to the European Commission Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion (CEC 2008). The paper concludes with some reflections on prospects and future challenges for an effective engagement of territorial knowledge communities of the Baltic States with the ESP discourse.

EU enlargement and territorial development in the Baltic States
The location of the Baltic States at the crossroads between Eastern and Western Europe has ensured a complex and often volatile history epitomised during the twentieth century when each country obtained independence in the inter-war period before being integrated into the Soviet Union, invaded by Nazi Germany and then reintegrated into the Soviet Union at the end of World War II. As Soviet Socialist Republics, they were more deeply integrated into the Soviet space in political, socio-economic and spatial terms than other former members of the socialist block. They were consequently also more isolated from Western Europe and less able to interact and exchange knowledge and ideas. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Baltic States have re-established independence and become full members of both the EU and NATO, though the transition and transformation to democracy and a market economy has been highly complex (Williams 1996). The Baltic States were among the poorest countries to join the EU in 2004 with levels of prosperity well below the EU average (see Table 1). A period of rapid economic growth between 1997 and 2008 saw GDP growth rates approaching or surpassing double figures in percentage points before the severe economic downturn with GDP rates for 2009 of -14 percent (Estonia), -18 percent (Latvia) and -15 percent (Lithuania), by far the worse figures of any Member State.
[Insert Table 1 Around here]
Development has been driven overwhelmingly by the capital cities, strengthening their already dominant role. Socio-economic disparities and environmental impacts have been exacerbated by the contrasting demands of rapid economic growth followed by recession. Equally dramatic changes to institutional structures have also been necessary to make them more appropriate to new market-based realities. The transition period and the evolving landscape for planning practice has been strongly influenced by a culture of pragmatism and political expedience linked to national efforts to satisfy accession requirements and absorb EU funding, as well as by increasing processes of internationalisation that have stimulated policy mobility. These two distinct perspectives on the evolving institutional landscape for planning practice and knowledge are now introduced in detail. 

An evolving institutional landscape for planning practice: pragmatism and political expedience 
The EU exerted considerable top-down influence over the dramatic reforms undertaken by the recent CEE entrants through the offer of funding, the transposition of the acquis communautaire and formal and informal internalization of EU concepts and priorities (Adams 2008). Europeanization pressures notwithstanding, the strong individual cultural identities are reflected in the diversity of approaches to spatial planning inspired by diverse sources (COMMIN no date, Adams et al 2006, Adams and Harris 2005). Regular institutional reforms have resulted in the spatial planning portfolio being passed between ministries once in Estonia and twice in Latvia. The Ministry of the Environment in Lithuania has retained responsibility for territorial planning during this time.
Latvia has been in an almost constant state of institutional reform since regaining independence in 1991 when the 1922 Constitution was reinstated, resulting in a highly fragmented local government structure with over 550 municipalities (Pabriks and Purs 2002). Despite a new constitution in Estonia, a similarly fragmented local government structure emerged (Smith 2002) with approximately 250 municipalities. Incentives to amalgamate and reduce the number of local governments had limited success due to resistance from local populations eager to retain their recently acquired independence. Significant institutional reform in Latvia took place in 2009 when the 26 administrative districts were abolished and the number of municipalities reduced to 118 including nine cities. Recent austerity measures in Estonia have seen financial incentives for local governments to amalgamate removed and it is unclear whether further reductions from the current 226 municipalities are likely. In Lithuania the ten county administrations were abolished in July 2010 with powers passed down to the local level and up to the territorial subdivisions of the Ministry of Interior. Discussions regarding the future of the five planning regions persist in Latvia. Several interviewees suggested that the motivation for the (potential) dissolution of regional structures were predominantly political and financial. 
Such instability is reflected by numerous reforms to planning legislation in each country. National spatial planning documents have been adopted in Estonia (Ministry of Environment 2001), Lithuania (Ministry of Environment 2002) and Latvia (Saeima 2010). The Latvian and Estonian documents are highly strategic compared to the much more detailed Lithuanian Comprehensive Plan (Adams 2006). The Estonia 2010 document is currently under revision under the banner of Estonia 2030 Strategy. These processes have tended to be expert driven, implying that strategic and abstract national planning debates tend to be dominated by expert communities. The need to satisfy accession requirements and subsequently to absorb EU funding has resulted in the emergence of a culture of pragmatism and political expedience. The situation has been exacerbated by the limited institutional capacity and resources at sub-national levels and by the extremely high turnover of staff in public sector agencies. One interviewee identified a reduction in staff turnover and resulting stability as the only positive impact of the global economic crisis. Under such circumstances it has been difficult to foster collaborative vertical links between scales, which appear to be at best fragmented and at worst absent in the Baltic States. 

An evolving institutional landscape for planning practice: internationalization and Europeanization of planning knowledge
The wider context for the evolution of the domestic planning communities in the Baltic States including the collapse of the Soviet Union and EU enlargement is highly relevant. Domestic territorial knowledge communities, whose contact with international actors had been severely restricted, started to enjoy more freedom from Moscow hegemony in the final years of the Soviet period. The resulting internationalization of ideas such as those of Arnolds Lamze[footnoteRef:2] started to generate debate among the Baltics’ planning communities from the 1980s onwards (Kule et al 2011). The early post-Soviet period was characterised by the increasing dominance of neo-liberal ideologies, ensuring that reforms necessary to adapt to the new market-based system took priority over the production and cultivation of knowledge. The respective national academies of science, which were not only viewed as expensive but also as a symbol of former Soviet control, were dismantled. These academies were responsible for extensive research in Soviet times and played a key role in informing policy development and their dissolution particularly weakened planning communities and knowledge networks. [2:  Chief Planner for Riga City in the inter-war period, whose ideas were influenced by the English Garden City movement and resulted in proposals for low density suburban development.] 

A dramatic renewal of the membership and philosophy of the planning communities was therefore required in order for them to adapt to the post-Soviet realities and to gain wider public acceptance. The EU exerted increasing influence on domestic actors from the mid 1990s onwards through top-down processes of Europeanization, which involved the setting of rules and the provision of external incentives (Schimmelfenning and Sedelmeier 2005, Dagiliene 2006). Planning remains a contested professional domain and the planning community in each Baltic State is characterised by a diversity of professions including architects, geographers, economists, surveyors and political scientists. The battle for professional legitimacy is exacerbated by limited planning higher education opportunities[footnoteRef:3] and recent severe cuts to higher education budgets (EUA 2011). The resulting vicious circle means that the fragmented nature of spatial planning higher education does little to consolidate the respective planning communities, and the fragmented planning communities have insufficient influence to consolidate planning education. This fragmentation is also reflected in professional practice. National associations representing the interests of spatial planners in Estonia and Latvia have memberships of approximately 70 and 50 respectively. Many planners are also active in other networks and communities such as the Association of Architects and the Association of Local and Regional Government in Latvia and the Union of Architects in Lithuania. The associations provide a platform for debate, to raise planning capacity, to disseminate information and to provide advice to local and national governments. Despite focussing primarily on domestic issues, both Estonian and Latvian associations are increasingly engaged with similar associations in other countries[footnoteRef:4] and have a limited but increasing influence on the policy development process. [3:  There is only one dedicated postgraduate programme in spatial planning available in the Baltic States (started at the University of Latvia in 2007)]  [4:  The Estonian Association, for example, is a full member of the European Council of Spatial Planners, which provides opportunities for exposure to and engagement in European debates.] 

Extensive Baltic diasporas included numerous individuals practicing planning in various countries, and contacts with these groups and individuals were extremely important in the early post-Soviet phase as mechanisms for knowledge transfer (Kule et al 2011). Larner and Laurie (2010) reflect on the ways different types of knowledge are transferred and transformed by different individuals, networks and communities with different agendas and in different contexts. The role of individual actors can also change as ‘....technocrats may become politicians, scientists may become development experts, academics may become activists, engineers may set up NGOs ....’ (ibid 2010: 219). The fluidity of the Baltic States’ political and institutional context during transition facilitated such changes. Members of these exile communities returned to their respective countries to become involved in politics, advocacy groups, academia, public administration and the private sector whereas others played a more indirect role by undertaking initiatives from their new host countries.
Independence also led to the resumption of other historical contacts, exemplified by the significant Finnish and Swedish influence on the initial planning legislation in Estonia in 1995. Internationalisation processes were also facilitated by numerous bilateral co-operation agreements with governments including Canada, Finland, Denmark, Sweden, Germany, Netherlands and Flanders. In combination with initiatives such as VASAB, these contacts were highly influential on the evolution of spatial planning in each country, introducing members of the domestic planning communities to ideas and approaches from abroad. The vast majority of these links tended to be horizontal between agents operating at the same level in different countries and generally did little to strengthen vertical links between actors in the individual Baltic States. The evolution of territorial knowledge communities in the Baltic States will be considered in more depth in the next section. 

Territorial knowledge communities and the engagement of Baltic actors in European Spatial Planning
The research–policy nexus (Feser 2007) and claims that policy and practice should be informed by evidence are not new, but has enjoyed something of a revival in the last decade (Clarence 2002, Faludi and Waterhout 2006; Krizek et al 2009; Adams et al 2011). There is therefore a need to advance these debates over evidence, argument and persuasion in spatial planning, of which the potential for ‘common understanding’ and ‘epistemic distance’ between actors remains an intrinsic part (Cotella et al 2012). While agent interactivity may lead to the development and consolidation of new policy ideas, discourses or preferences, and new institutional arrangements (Jensen and Richardson 2004), it can often be subject to the vested interests of political alliances, and the traditional silo-mentality of sectorally organised institutions (Allmendinger and Tewdwr-Jones 2000; Benz 2000). The instability surrounding regional tiers of governance in the Baltic States and the fragmented nature of sub-national territorial knowledge communities increases the importance of understanding the role of agent interactivity in producing path-shaping policy change. Such change can occur either through the framing of new ‘policy images’ (Kingdon 1995), or the addition of new dimensions that ‘punctuate’ (Baumgartner and Jones 2002) path-dependent processes of policy stability.
[Insert Table 2 Around here]
The following discussion charts the evolution of diverse territorial knowledge communities consisting of professional ‘communities of practice’ (Wenger 1998), ‘epistemic communities’ (Haas 1992) and ‘advocacy coalitions’ (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993) in the Baltic States and the extent of their engagement with ESP knowledge arenas (see table 2). The analysis is rooted in a knowledge perspective that focuses on the role of territorial knowledge communities and the evolution of specific territorial governance arrangements or territorial knowledge channels (Adams et al 2011). The evolution of these knowledge channels is strongly linked to the evolution of the institutional landscape of planning referred to in the previous sections. Such a knowledge perspective implies that engagement of ESP must be broadened beyond its traditional narrow expert audience (Faludi 2009, Waterhout 2008, 2011). Multi-actor networks, engaging in diverse territorial knowledge communities, will have diverse skills and experiences and possess different types of knowledge (Larner and Laurie 2010). The spectrum of knowledge will range from ‘hard’ scientific knowledge, often in the form of quantitative statistics, to more qualitative, intangible, tacit and ‘soft’ types, which are more commonplace among non-expert communities and can be more difficult to access, articulate and quantify (PURR 2011, Rydin 2007). The combination of these different types of knowledge is important and it is unlikely that accurate and comprehensive insights can be obtained without accessing this broad spectrum of knowledge.
The most influential ESP knowledge arena for Baltic actors in the last two decades has been VASAB (Fritsch 2011). Set up in 1992, VASAB aimed to share knowledge and ideas about spatial development through joint spatial planning activities and for many participants provided their first exposure to a diverse range of international ideas, concepts and approaches. VASAB achievements listed in the workshop report from the seventh VASAB Ministerial Conference (VASAB 2009)[footnoteRef:5] clearly demonstrate the characteristics of a knowledge arena where knowledge is debated.  [5:  List of VASAB achievements identified at the 2009 Vilnius conference: 1) Defined common vision and principles for sustainable spatial development in the BSR; 2) Inspired transnational spatial planning policy documents within the framework of CEMAT and the EU; 3) Provided a forum for discussion on spatial policy issues within the BSR; 4) Improved basic knowledge on spatial development processes and challenges in the BSR; 5) Initiated integrate coastal zone management and maritime spatial planning processes in BSR; 6) Strengthened spatial planning at national and regional level (with the emphasis on new EU countries); 7) Generated transnational co-operation projects; 8) Contributed to InterreegIIC and Interreg IIIB operational programmes for BSR ad to overcoming incompatibilities among Interreg, PHARE and TACIS programmes.] 

The influence of Baltic States’ actors in VASAB has increased over the years due to the role of individual personalities, the influence of the alternating chairpersonship of VASAB and the presidencies of the Council of the Baltic Sea States and the location of the VASAB Secretariat in Riga since 2007. Despite the emergence of the potentially competing and more politically popular EU Strategy for the BSR (EC 2009), there appears to be a general consensus among key stakeholders that VASAB remains relevant and influential. It continues to provide a platform for the promotion of supra-national issues and for uploading national interests into the international arena, as well as for informing national and sub-national planning discourses and documents.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Estonian stakeholders confirmed during interviews that the Estonia 2030 process has been informed and influenced by the VASAB LTP and that the influence of the latter could be seen clearly in many local and county level planning documents.] 

The emphasis on the role of knowledge arenas such as VASAB rests on a knowledge resources-based interpretation of policy relevant events. These knowledge resources are channelled into certain arenas where they are tested and validated via specific territorial governance mechanisms. These multi-agent, cross-scalar governance arrangements manifesting across and within different territorial knowledge communities are the territorial knowledge channels, which potentially influence policy development as a result of having acquired the powers to shape or frame alternatives for future policy change or safeguard existing policy approaches. That is to say ‘knowledge has less to do with specific actors than with the structure in which actors act’ (Radaelli 1999: 769). The key knowledge arenas of ESP include the former Community Initiative Interreg, recently evolved into the mainstream objective of European Territorial Cooperation, and ESPON. Actors from Estonia, Latvia or Lithuania appear to have been particularly active within the context of the Interreg IIIB BSR Programme – partly evolving from, and overlapping with the abovementioned VASAB (Fritsch 2011). Analysis reveals that they have participated in 89, 85 and 95 projects respectively out of a total of 137 Interreg IIIB BSR projects during the 2000-2006 Programme. In contrast they appear to have been significantly less active in the inter-regional cooperation initiatives promoted under Interreg IIIC, participating in only 29 (Estonia), 24 (Latvia) and 41 (Lithuania) out of a total of 267 projects. The limited engagement of Baltic actors in the inter-regional strand appears to have continued into the current programming period and Baltic partners currently only lead two IVC projects[footnoteRef:7]. The evidence suggests that actors from the Baltic States are engaging primarily with issues of a geographical focus on the BSR, or that they prefer to explore themes with partners from neighbouring countries. Once again, this may reflect a culture of pragmatism whereby more concrete and specific issues take priority over more abstract and ambiguous ones.  [7:  Creative Metropoles led by Riga City Council and including all three Baltic capitals and CITIES led by Klaipeda City (Lithuania).] 

Whereas Interreg focuses on a broad spectrum of knowledge, ESPON is traditionally more focused on quantitative scientific knowledge. ESPON is an arena within which epistemic communities within research institutions throughout the EU look ‘to support policy development and to build a European scientific community in the field of territorial development’ (ESPON, no date). The Baltic States were initially reluctant to engage with ESPON and they did not participate in the 2006 Programme due to a lack of national resources and scepticism regarding the scientific relevance of ESPON data for informing national policy development.[footnoteRef:8] Nevertheless, all three Baltic States are participating in the ESPON 2013 programme, each establishing a National Contact Point[footnoteRef:9]. Despite this, at the time of writing Baltic actors are still not participating in any of the transnational project groups responsible for Applied Research Projects, and are currently active in only two Targeted Analysis Projects.[footnoteRef:10] The dominance of large Scandinavian research institutes with sufficient expertise, resources and capacity to provide high quality analysis of the Baltic States forms one barrier to participation. Other potential reasons include different priorities and a lack of human and other resources for research, particularly at sub-national levels. The next section of the paper examines the extent and nature of the responses of Baltic actors to the consultation process launched by the European Commission Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion (CEC 2008[footnoteRef:11]).  [8:  Much ESPON data is presented at NUTS2 or NUTS3 levels and therefore provides only limited insights in terms of sub-national issues for the individual Baltic States, that in the ESPON space constitute as many NUTS2 regions, ]  [9:  The role of the national contact points is essential in terms of disseminating information and providing advice about the Programme to potential participants and the lack of an effective contact point provides a significant barrier to participation.]  [10:  EUROSILANDS project focusing on the sustainable development of the European islands included Saarema County in Estonia and the PURR: Potential of Rural Regions has stakeholder regions in the UK, Norway and Latvia]  [11: All responses to the consultation are available at http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/archive/consultation/terco/consultation_en.htm] 


Territorial knowledge communities and engagement of actors from the Baltic States in the territorial cohesion debate
The concept of territorial cohesion was introduced in the Treaty of Amsterdam (1997) and gained increasing relevance initially with the Treaty of Nice (2001) and, subsequently, with the Laeken European Council (2001) as fears about post enlargement disparities grew (Cotella 2009; Cotella et al 2012). The territorial cohesion objective was ultimately ratified under the Treaty of Lisbon (2009) an subsequently the publication of the Fifth Report on Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion (CEC 2011) and the Territorial Agenda 2020 (HU Presidency, 2011) formally advanced the objective across EU policy agendas. 
The Green Paper was a response from the Commission to the uncertainty about the implications of territorial cohesion (cf. Evers 2007) and represented a clear attempt to broaden the debate beyond the narrow expert community that has traditionally been engaged in ESP. Despite having been subject to considerable apprehension and confusion (Evers et al 2009), territorial cohesion remains a ‘generative metaphor’ through which long-standing issues continue to be re-examined and debated (Schon 1978). It follows earlier conceptualizations of spatial development, including the ‘Blue Banana’ (Brunet, 1989) and the ‘Bunch of Grapes’ (Kunzmann and Wegener 1991), and the shift from core-periphery to polycentric models of spatial development (French Presidency 2000; Mehlbye 2000). Nonetheless, the European rhetoric surrounding spatial concepts such as ‘balanced polycentric development’ and territorial cohesion persists in a context where planners must package funds and spatial concepts in order to influence policy. The question therefore emerges as to whether planners are simply ‘talking the talk’ rather than ‘walking the walk’ when bringing together evidence-informed arguments to advance policy interests behind the veil of territorial cohesion.
The results of the consultation process provide a valuable resource in relation to current interpretations of the principle as well as significant clues as to the extent and nature of the engagement of diverse territorial knowledge communities in this debate. Almost 400 reactions were submitted from both Member and non Member States, including European institutions (9), national governments (31), regional or local bodies (96), non-EU bodies (9), towns, cities and municipalities (10), universities, research centres and consultancies (17), social and economic partners (17), interest groups (152), EU programmes (7), EU political bodies (2) and informed citizens (34) (see Cotella et al 2012 for a more detailed quantitative analysis). 
A preliminary mapping of the institutional geography of the Green Paper consultation process reveals significant differentiation in the levels of engagement. National institutions from all 27 EU Member States except Ireland responded to the consultation. However, the geographical distribution of other respondents is dominated by actors in north-west Europe where 43 per cent of regional and local respondents are located. In addition 38 per cent and 47 per cent of interest groups had participants from Germany and France respectively. Among CEE countries, actors from the Visegrád countries appear to have been most active, particularly those from Poland. Engagement of actors from the Baltic States appears to be concentrated at national and transnational levels. No responses were received from any regional or local institutions, universities, research institutes or consultancies in the Baltic States and interest groups involving Baltic actors also appear to have been less active. Excluding those interest groups with a clear pan-European focus, Estonian actors participated in eight responding interest groups, Lithuanian actors in six groups and Latvian actors in only three groups. The responses to the Green Paper from state institutions in the three countries and responses from selected interest groups will now be considered in more detail. 

Responses from state institutions
The evidence from the responses to the Green Paper and from the stakeholder interviews suggests that the territorial cohesion discourse in the Baltic States is primarily restricted to expert communities concentrated in national level institutions. The ministries responsible for spatial planning and regional development submitted responses on behalf of the Estonian and Latvian governments and the Ministry of Finance submitted the Lithuanian response. No submissions were made by sub-national state institutions. The strategic level and abstract nature of territorial cohesion means such discourse is far removed from every day work of many regional and local actors possibly reducing the perceived relevance of the debate. To address this issue a National Co-ordination Group has been established in Latvia to disseminate information and translate debates into a form to which actors at lower territorial levels can relate. The culture of pragmatism is also demonstrated by the Latvian and Estonian associations for spatial planners, who focus primarily on domestic issues, have yet to formally discuss territorial cohesion and did not respond to the Green Paper.
An analysis of the three national responses reveals commonalities and differences in relation to interpretations and perceived implications of territorial cohesion (see table 3 for summary). The Latvian and Lithuanian responses adopt a structured approach addressing the questions in turn though the Estonian response follows a broader structure. All three demonstrate a positive attitude to the concept, which might be expected from major beneficiaries of EU cohesion policy. The general tone of the responses reflects some of the key challenges facing the Baltic nations, including low levels of prosperity, negative demographic trends and concerns over access to services and employment. All three responses identify a range of themes encapsulated by the concept rather than putting forward a specific detailed definition. Territorial co-operation, the co-ordination of sector policies, the integration of the territorial dimensions of national and EU policies, and the harnessing of specific territorial characteristics are recurring themes. Such similarities may also imply interaction between actors and knowledge communities debating the issue. 
[Insert Table 3 around here]
There is a strong affinity with the equity based focus of territorial cohesion that has its roots in the French amenagement du territoire and an emphasis on reduction of social and economic disparities. The Latvian discussion of an appropriate definition is the broadest of the three and demonstrates familiarity with the relevant EU discourses and terminology. It refers to territorial cohesion as ‘horizontal guidelines for sustainable and coordinated development of all EU regions oriented towards provision of equal standards of quality of life and access to basic services for citizens by paying special attention to the less developed regions to enhance their competitiveness’ (MRDLG 2009: 1). The Estonian response refers to the need to ensure ‘fair opportunities in terms of living conditions and quality of life’, compared to the Latvian emphasis on equality. This may imply recognition by the Estonians of the conflict between much spatial planning rhetoric on the importance of localising service provision and the reality of increasing centralisation. 
In relation to the scale and scope of territorial action, all three responses emphasise the importance of multi-level governance, effective vertical and horizontal integration and the principle of subsidiarity. Though this implies a degree of common interests, there is also some suggestion of competing agendas. The responses envisage a strategic role for the EU with the Estonian and Lithuanian responses emphasising the setting of objectives and priorities, the co-ordination of implementation, evaluation and the identification of policy gaps. The Latvian response defines the EU’s primary role as the promotion of territorial cohesion leaving individual Member States to apply the principle and identify the Latvian territorial development index as an example of how territorial cohesion is integrated into national policy. The Estonian response emphasises the creation of European added value through a focus on the specific territorial potential of each region. None of the responses support the idea that areas with specific geographical features require special policy measures, though this conflicts with the agendas of some of the interest groups discussed in the next section. The responses examined here reflect the challenges facing the nation as a whole and demonstrate pragmatic motivations for identifying social and economic characteristics as the crucial factor when considering national policy and funding. 
Much attention is given to governance issues particularly in relation to horizontal and vertical co-operation and policy co-ordination, though recent reforms and ongoing uncertainty about the sub-national levels of governance are not conducive to the consolidation of governance networks. All responses (including those from interest groups discussed in the next section) emphasise the importance of greater flexibility in the designation of areas for planned intervention as a means of allowing creative and context sensitive solutions to be developed. The Estonian and Lithuanian responses cite the EU Strategy for the BSR as a good example of integrated action, which was echoed by a number of the stakeholders during interviews. The Estonian response calls for partial reallocation of the structural funds via macro-regional strategies on condition that they focus on a limited number of agreed priorities. However, the general emphasis appears to be on the optimisation of existing territorial co-operation mechanisms rather than the creation of new ones. 
Improved co-ordination is a strong recurring theme and a wide variety of sector policies are identified where more consideration needs to be given to territorial impacts. All three responses identify the transport, energy, environment and rural development sectors and there is also a strong emphasis on science, research, innovation and competitiveness. The reassertion of economic priorities, in combination with an intensive engagement with international economic development networks (Capik 2011), reflects the policy pragmatism and political expedience that has become increasingly apparent in the current economic climate. Such pragmatism is also revealed in other ways. The Estonian response identifies neighbourhood policy as a key area, reflecting the priority given to the external dimensions of EU territorial governance. The Lithuanian response focuses more strongly on the importance of co-ordinating social, health and education policy, stressing the impact that such services have on quality of life. Finally, the Latvian response identifies the importance of considering the territorial impacts of maritime policy which has become a key issue in Latvia in recent years. 
At a practical level, the Estonian response recommends removing the distinction between cohesion policy and rural policy by preparing integrated community strategic guidelines. The Latvian response suggests strengthening the role of the Informal Council of Ministers responsible for Regional Development, as well as drawing up EU guidelines on territorial cohesion as a framework for national strategies with mandatory territorial impact assessments of sector policies. The Latvian response also emphasises the role of ESPON in developing effective monitoring instruments. The Estonian response promotes the application of territorial cohesion through an increased focus on territorial co-operation and trans-national spatial planning. 
Each national response recognises the need to engage a broad coalition of actors in the territorial cohesion debate despite the evidence suggesting that this debate is currently concentrated in expert communities operating in national level institutions. The stakeholder interviews confirmed the view that sub-national knowledge communities are not fully engaged in this discourse, suggesting that vertical governance structures and knowledge channels appear to be highly fragmented with limited capacity and effectiveness. In contrast to the Latvian attempts to broaden engagement at the sub-national level though its National Co-ordination Group, a Lithuanian interviewee argued that the ambiguous nature of territorial cohesion means that its practical aims and potential added value first need to be clarified at the EU level before Lithuanian planners can divert their attention from more urgent domestic issues, including a new round of planning documents and new planning legislation. Once again, the focus on day-to-day domestic planning practice illustrates the pragmatic approach that characterises the actions of many planning communities in the Baltic States.

Responses from selected interest groups
A number of responses were submitted by interest groups consisting of transnational networks. Though the extent to which the contributions have been debated and assembled as a joint product of each member of the network is unclear, six responses have been selected that were submitted by networks where the thematic and/or geographical focus was relevant to the Baltic States and within which actors from the Baltic States participated. The selected groups include VASAB and Euroregion Baltic, the former displaying characteristics of both an epistemic community and a community of practice and the latter displaying more characteristics of a professional community of practice. The remaining four groups, Innovation Circle Network, the B7 Baltic Sea Islands Network, the Commission for the Peripheral and Maritime Regions (CPMR) and the Network of Eastern External Border Regions (NEEBOR) display characteristics of both advocacy coalitions and communities of practice. 
VASAB was identified earlier in the paper as a well established and influential actor in the field of spatial development in the BSR. Euroregion Baltic focuses on the south-east of the BSR and included eight partner regions in Denmark, Lithuania, Poland, Sweden the Kaliningrad Region of Russia. The B7 network has a long history of participation in EU debates and represents the interests of the largest seven islands in the Baltic Sea, including the two Estonian islands of Saaremaa and Hiiumaa. Innovation Circle Network is a trans-European network of municipalities, regional authorities, public institutions, enterprises and individuals that work together to promote the interests of small towns and rural areas. The response from the CPMR was submitted on behalf of the North Sea and Baltic Sea commissions, two of the six geographical commissions that have been established and currently represent 160 regions from 28 different countries. NEEBOR consists of 34 members from regional and municipal authorities in thirteen countries, representing the interests of the border regions on both sides of the eastern external border of the EU. The Baltic States are represented by respective national associations of regional and municipal governments. An overview of the responses of these groups is provided in Table 4. 
[Insert Table 4 around here]
The responses from VASAB, Innovation Circle Network and Euroregion Baltic are relatively brief and general while those from B7 Islands Network, CPMR and NEEBOR respond more fully and in a more structured way to the Green Paper questions. All respondents are generally positive about the concept of territorial cohesion. They identify a similar range of themes that include balanced, polycentric and sustainable development, equality and access to services, and diversity. These themes reflect both familiarity with EU debates and terminology, as well as an emphasis on issues that are specifically relevant to more geographically peripheral areas. The strong focus on maritime issues reflects the importance of the sea in the BSR and the degree of knowledge and expertise developed on maritime issues in countries such as Latvia. 
The Committee for Spatial Development submitted the response on behalf of VASAB[footnoteRef:12]. The response is relatively superficial, but refers to the VASAB Long Term Perspective (LTP) (VASAB 2010) that was published soon after the consultation closed. The LTP is considered to be a means of contributing towards territorial cohesion and offers a formal definition of the concept as ‘a desired long term goal of initiatives and actions resulting from both territorial development policies at national and regional level as well as from those sector policies that show a clear territorial dimension’ (VASAB 2010: 14). This definition shows some similarities to the Lithuanian response to the Green Paper, which also implies that territorial cohesion is some form of desired end state, though this does not appear to be a common assumption in other responses. [12:  The Committee of Spatial Development is the coordinating organ of VASAB, and may be closely associated to an epistemic community composed of experts from the different countries, whose expertise focuses on spatial planning and development in BSR.] 

There is also a significant degree of consensus in relation to the scale and scope of territorial action. Innovation Circle identifies the importance of innovative actions to make geographically peripheral areas more attractive to high quality human resources. The identification of local responses and local knowledge strengthens arguments about the importance of the spectrum of knowledge discussed earlier in the paper. The concept of subsidiarity is generally articulated as a means of strengthening the role of the sub-national levels, which the Innovation Circle and the CPMR in particular, both advocate through bottom up approaches to territorial cohesion policy. All groups recognise the importance of policy integration and improved vertical and horizontal co-operation. Euroregion Baltic and NEEBOR specifically promote the use of macro-regional strategies, such as the EU Strategy for the BSR, as a means of improving governance and co-operation. The responses from Euroregion Baltic and B7 Islands Network share a common equity-based perspective and both demonstrate familiarity with EU debates and instruments. Both support an EU level Territorial Pact to promote more effective territorial governance and also strongly advocate improved co-operation via the European Groupings of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC). They complain that a number of member states have not yet integrated the EGTCs into their respective legislative systems, while others have implemented the regulation in such a way as to make it difficult to establish territorial cooperation structures with partners from neighbouring countries. The latter points may be an example where actors are talking the talk but not necessarily walking the walk in relation to EU policy discourse. 
The interest group responses also demonstrate a high degree of consensus (also compared to national responses) in relation to the sectors where it is important to consider the territorial impacts with rural development, transport, energy, environment and culture being the most common. Individual responses also identify access to services, climate change and maritime policy. The predominantly sub-national partners forming these transnational networks do not appear to link territorial cohesion to economic development as strongly as the national governments. 
All interest groups identify the importance of increasing our understanding of territorial cohesion and suggest the development of more effective and meaningful goals and indicators. Qualitative and quantitative indicators focusing on geographical peripherality, accessibility, access to services, demographic trends, quality of life and quality of the environment are given high priority. The similarities identified earlier between the responses from Euroregion Baltic and B7 Islands Network are reflected in almost identical recommendations for quantitative and qualitative indicators. These common understandings may reflect agent interaction within the same or related territorial knowledge communities and arenas (the Danish island of Bornholm is a member of both networks). The CPMR response emphasises the importance of local and flexible solutions and the role of local knowledge on the one hand while on the other hand advocating the role of ESPON in generating the knowledge resources necessary to facilitate informed decision-making. 
All of the interest groups discussed operate as knowledge arenas within which territorial knowledge communities seek to advance, inform or legitimize policy agendas and approaches through the strategic use of knowledge resources. The groups emphasise the importance of local knowledge, but in the case of CPMR they recognise the importance of more quantitative scientific knowledge – thus reflecting the full spectrum of knowledge discussed earlier. These knowledge communities display varying degrees of flexibility in terms of their membership and organisation, though all are subject to institutional reforms in countries within which they have members. Recently both Euroregion Baltic and CPMR Baltic Sea Commission have lost members due to the dissolution of institutional structures in Lithuania and Latvia[footnoteRef:13] meaning that these two countries are no longer represented in these influential advocacy coalitions.  [13:  Klaipeda County in Lithuania was a member of both Euroregion Baltic and the Baltic Sea Commission and Riga Region in Latvia was a member of the Baltic Sea Commission] 

Innovation Circle and NEEBOR represent even more flexible structures with some members participating in projects while others are simply members of the broader network. The origins of the Innovation Circle Network can be traced back to an Interreg IIIB project, PIPE (Participation, Identity, Planning and Entrepreneurship), which has been further followed by the projects ‘Innovation Circle’ and ‘Trans-in-form’. The fluidity of the partnership also reflects institutional reforms and changing priorities in different countries and the emergence or disappearance of particular personalities within the partner organisations. The wider network currently has approximately thirty partners in eight countries: the three Baltic States plus Norway, Poland, Sweden, Finland and Russia. NEEBOR is similar to the Innovation Circle Network in that some members co-operate in projects including an ongoing Interreg IVC project focusing on SME development and innovation policies in external border areas. The fluidity of these arrangements and networks creates conditions conducive to the types of internationalisation of knowledge and policy mobility discussed earlier in the paper.
Conclusions
This paper has sought to explore the evolution of the institutional landscape for planning practice and knowledge in the Baltic States. It examines the extent and nature of engagement of territorial knowledge communities with key knowledge arenas of ESP and identifies the drivers of institutional change following a neoliberal reassertion of economic priorities, State funding cuts, the dissolution of territorial governance structures and the dismantling of State research institutions or knowledge networks. These factors may potentially affect future policy coordination across a broader spectrum of diverse actors at sub-national levels, which are already marked by the institutionally weak and fragmented nature of professional communities of practice, fragmented local government structures and the marginalisation of advocacy coalitions.
Territorial knowledge communities in the Baltic States far exceed the membership of planning associations and include politicians, academics and researchers operating within different networks at different spatial scales within diverse institutions. However, these communities are weak and fragmented in character. The strong pro-development lobby in many CEE countries, including the Baltic States, exacerbates this fragmentation as different interests pursue their own agendas ‘to catch up the West both economically and conceptually’ (Maier 2011: 267). Institutional reforms across the Baltic States and the dismantling and dissolution of knowledge networks have hampered the evolution and consolidation of knowledge among policy communities. The abolition or weakening of regional tiers of territorial governance has compounded the effects of State funding cuts and left a planning practice vacuum and inhibited the potential to reinforce the weak and fragmented state of professional communities of practice. These communities have been restricted at a time when their capacity to package funds together with the evidence of good practice may have offered a resurgence of new ‘cultures of practice’ (Stead and Meijers 2009). Within this scenario, territorial knowledge communities battle for identity and legitimacy in a context exacerbated by the fluid and uncertain nature of territorial knowledge channels making the consolidation of these communities extremely difficult. Analysis of the nation-state and trans-national interest group responses to the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion and the stakeholder interviews suggest that engagement of these territorial knowledge communities with ESP is concentrated among epistemic communities at State and trans-national level.
The Green Paper has succeeded in extending the territorial cohesion debate to a broader coalition of groups that compete for influence over policy development, though there is an evident possibility of territorial governance gaps or epistemic distance between the EU and member states and sub-national territorial governance activity. In other words, there is a danger that broader common interests in territorial development will be forgotten because of the increased pressures from these competing agendas within knowledge arenas such as VASAB and Interreg. Even so, there are sufficient grounds for examining the potential for co-ordination and common understanding among these knowledge communities. Indeed, all national and selected interest group responses to the Green Paper identified the EU BSR Strategy as a good example of co-operation, co-ordination and territorial governance, implying that macro-regions have potential in future policy development. Nevertheless, these stakeholder contributions constitute a growing supranational concentration of epistemic communities. They are increasingly directed by the policy pragmatism and political expedience that has become evident in a reassertion of economic priorities and a much stronger engagement with actors of international economic development networks (Capik 2011). Furthermore, the emergence of new multilevel cross-scalar arrangements is limited. Rather, it appears that varied policy responses have placed an emphasis on existing co-operation mechanisms and arrangements. 
Despite the Green Paper’s achievement in engaging a broad range of actors in the debate over territorial cohesion, wider interests appear to be losing out to competing agendas from epistemic communities of extra-regional/trans-national influence. The ESPON knowledge arena is associated primarily with high-level epistemic communities and aggregated data at national and regional scales, which in turn restricts sub-national contributions from local knowledge communities. Thus it remains to be seen whether planners are simply ‘talking the talk’ rather than ‘walking the walk’ when bringing together evidence-informed arguments to advance policy interests for a broader coalition of actors. There thus remains a need to closely examine the ability of sub-national actors to access and articulate an appropriate spectrum of knowledge and this consideration would need to examine the State financing of participation in collaborative projects (cf., Razumeyko 2011), as well as the effects of State cuts in education and research funding. The importance of continued investigation in this regard remains pertinent to studies of the powers that shape or ‘frame’ new strategic visions and policy alternatives. Further investigations of the interplay of knowledge and policy development will be especially relevant to this future research. Lastly, there is a need to separate the rhetoric of EU spatial development concepts and precepts like territorial cohesion from the reality of territorial development impacts on local communities. Efforts to reconcile ‘competitiveness with local authority, sustainability with growth, market forces with quality of life – may take place only in the field of abstract rhetoric’ (Vanolo 2010). The challenge for expert communities operating particularly at national and trans-national levels, is to translate the abstract notion of territorial cohesion into forms that are meaningful and relevant to sub-national actors and facilitate the development of effective knowledge channels to strengthen vertical cooperation. 
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1
Tables’ captions and sources

Table 1. GDP per capita as percentage of EU-27 average
	Country
	GDP as % of EU-27 average

	
	2004
	2008

	Estonia
	57
	68

	Latvia
	46
	56

	Lithuania
	50
	61


Source: Eurostat 2011






Table 2. Characteristics of territorial knowledge communities
	
	Key Characteristics
	Key Actors
	Knowledge / Policy Focus
	Knowledge Development / Utilization Focus
	Conceptual Limitations

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Epistemic Communitiesa 
	Driven by technocratic consideration; called upon in times of uncertainty and highly complex policy problems; actors share common world view
	Restrict group of experts / professionals - think tanks, regulatory agencies and research bodies
	Scientific basis of causal knowledge of policy solutions and/or alternatives
	Conditional on demand for neutral (unbiased) opinion on controversialist, uncertain and complex policy issues; influence depends on political positioning of the community
	‘Oblique’ with regard to limits with wider public concerns; extra-community links

	Advocacy Coalitionsb
	Motivated by core policy concerns rooted in normative views and perceived causal relationships, and ‘deep core’ principles
	Interest group lobbyists, agency officials, legislators, politicians, and applied researchers and journalists
	Individual / collective values (principles) basis of perceived causal relationships
	Policy change largely explained exogenously (original definition) as a response to ‘exogenous shocks’ to policy environment
	Endogenous factors of policy change less explored; that is, interaction among actors (learning) within/between coalitions in a policy process

	Communities of Practicec
	Structured on a shared ‘way of doing things’ – on mutually defining identities, codes of practice and shared discourses; flexible and dynamic therefore difficult to identify precisely
	Diverse actors, engaging in a task, job or profession (field of practice); organizations
	Knowledge remains largely abstract
	Knowledge has a role in processes of participation, identity-construction and practice within the community
	Power, trust and predispositions, and size, spatial reach and nature ill-defined; lure of ‘community’ obscures fluidity / heterogeneity within CoPs, their links with other actors and different contexts

	Source: Own elaboration

	Notes:
a Above based on interpretation of ‘epistemic communities’ by Peter Haas (1992, 2004); c.f. Ernst Haas’ (1990) usage of concept, which places emphasis on extra-community ‘reality tests’ consistent with the view argued in this book in terms of learning and conflict within and between different communities of actors or ‘territorial knowledge communities’.
b See Radaelli (1999: 768) on ‘exogenous shocks’ and learning within the policy process and Meijerink (2005: 1062) on unresponsive coalitions resistant to change and conditions for learning between coalitions; c.f. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993; original definition) and Sabatier (1998) for redress of largely exogenous explanation of policy change.
c Roberts (2006); Handley et al (2006); see also flexible, shifting and porous nature of the boundaries on communities of practice in 'networks of practice' (Brown and Duguid 2001) 'constellations of practice' (Roberts 2006:631); and links between local knowledge and expert knowledge (Yanow 2004) and change and innovation of shared ‘ways of doing’ things (Fox 2000)


Source: Adams, et al 2011

Table 3. Commonalities and differences in the Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian national responses to the Green Paper on territorial cohesion
	Theme
	Commonalities between all national responses
	Country specific recommendations and practical measures

	Definition and overall attitude to territorial cohesion
	Identification of similar range of themes encapsulated in the concept 
Positive attitude to the concept
	

	
	Strong link to quality of life and access to services of general interest 
	Latvian response emphasises equal access whereas Estonian response advocates fair access.

	Scale and scope of territorial action
	Importance of subsidiarity 
	Lithuanian response appears to advocate a stronger role for the EU in setting objectives, co-ordination implementation and monitoring

	
	
	Estonian response emphasises the importance of territorial cohesion offering European added value

	
	
	Latvian and Lithuanian responses emphasise importance of retaining socio-economic characteristics as the basis for allocating EU funding

	Better co-operation and co-ordination
	Emphasising policy integration and the importance of horizontal and vertical co-operation
	Estonian and Lithuanian responses identify the EU Strategy for the BSR as a good example of integrated action 

	
	Advocating strategic role for the EU level with the Member States having flexibility in application of territorial cohesion to allow for context sensitive policy responses and interventions
	Estonian recommendations include integration of cohesion and rural policy with integrated community strategic guidelines
Latvian recommendations include stronger role of Informal Council of Ministers responsible for Regional Development, EU Guidelines followed by national strategies promoting territorial cohesion and territorial impact assessment of sector policies 

	
	Promoting more efficient and effective use of existing mechanisms rather than introduction of new mechanisms
	Estonian response promotes stronger role for territorial cooperation, transnational spatial planning and increased support for administrative reform

	
	Promoting facilitation of co-operation over external EU borders 
	

	
	Emphasising importance of addressing regional disparities 
	

	
	Sectors where it is important to consider the territorial impacts: transport, energy, environment and rural development 
	Estonian and Latvian responses identify science policy and research
Latvian and Lithuanian responses identify innovation, competitiveness, ITC and the knowledge society
Estonian response identifies neighbourhood policy
Latvian response identifies maritime policy
Lithuanian response identifies social policy including health and education

	New territorial partnerships
	Engaging a broad coalition of actors in the territorial cohesion debate
	Estonian response suggests reallocating part of structural funds through focused macro-regional strategies and using such strategies as a means of pursuing territorial cohesion 

	
	
	Lithuanian response is concerned with raising awareness and knowledge about territorial cohesion and more specifically its practical application

	Improving the understanding of territorial cohesion
	Developing effective and meaningful territorial cohesion goals and indicators
	


Source: authors’ own elaboration.


Table 4. Commonalities and differences in responses of selected interest groups to the Green Paper on territorial cohesion
	Theme
	Commonalities between selected interest groups
	Group specific recommendations and practical measures

	Definition and overall attitude to territorial cohesion
	Identification of similar range of themes encapsulated in the concept 
	VASAB defines territorial cohesion as a long term goal to work towards

	
	Positive attitude to the concept
	

	
	Strong link to balanced, polycentric and sustainable development, equality and access to services and turning diversity into strength
	B7, CPMR and NEEBOR focus more strongly on areas with specific geographical challenges

	 
	Strong focus on maritime aspects
	 

	Scale and scope of territorial action
	Strong focus on issues relevant to geographically peripheral areas, reflecting the nature of the focus of the groups
	Innovation Circle focus on innovative actions and investments in modern infrastructure as means of making periphery more attractive to high quality human resources

	
	Strong emphasis on local and flexible solutions and role of local knowledge in understanding complexities of local challenges 
	

	 
	Importance of subsidiarity 
	 

	Better co-operation and co-ordination
	Emphasising policy integration and the importance of horizontal and vertical co-operation
	Innovation Circle and CPMR strongly advocate an increasingly bottom up approach

	
	Advocating strong role for sub-national levels
	Euroregion Baltic and B7 Islands both advocate better use of existing co-operation structures such as the Euroregions and cross-border co-operation structures. Both also advocate increased co-operation through more efficient use of European Groupings of Territorial Co-operation and territorial Pacts to promote more effective territorial governance between actors from local to EU level

	
	Promoting facilitation of co-operation over external EU borders 
	Euroregion Baltic and NEEBOR specifically promote the use of macro-regional strategies such as the EU Strategy for the BSR as good practice in terms of governance and co-operation

	
	Sectors where it is important to consider the territorial impacts: rural development, transport, energy, environment and  culture
	Euroregion Baltic and B7 Islands both identify the importance of an integrated maritime policy

	
	
	Euroregion Baltic and CPMR both identify state aid

	
	
	Euroregion Baltic identifies access to services and climate change

	
	
	CPMR identify ICT infrastructure

	New territorial partnerships
	Key role for established territorial partnerships
	 

	Improving the understanding of territorial cohesion
	Developing more diverse effective and meaningful territorial cohesion goals and indicators
	Euroregion Baltic, CPMR and B7 Islands identify the importance of qualitative and quantitative indicators focusing on geographical peripherality and associated challenges relating to accessibility, access to services, demographic trends, quality of life and quality of the environment 

	
	
	NEEBOR call for more diverse indicators and Innovation Circle emphasise the importance of local distinctiveness

	 
	 
	CPMR call for a central role for ESPON in generating knowledge resources necessary to inform decision making but also emphasise the importance of local/regional knowledge 


Source: authors’ own elaboration.
