POLITECNICO DI TORINO
Repository ISTITUZIONALE

Transferring Territorial Governance Practices in the European Union

Original

Transferring Territorial Governance Practices in the European Union / Cotella, Giancarlo; JANIN RIVOLIN YOCCOZ,
Umberto; Santangelo, Marco - In: Territorial Cohesion in Europe / llona Palne Kovacs; James Scott; Zoltan Gal. -
STAMPA. - Pécs : Hungarian Academy of Sciences, 2013. - ISBN 9789639899698. - pp. 309-327

Availability:
This version is available at: 11583/2508900 since:

Publisher:
Hungarian Academy of Sciences

Published
DOI:

Terms of use:

This article is made available under terms and conditions as specified in the corresponding bibliographic description in
the repository

Publisher copyright

(Article begins on next page)

06 May 2026



Territorial Cohesion in Europe

For the 70% Anniversary of the
Transdanubian Research Institute






Territorial Cohesion in Europe

For the 70t Anniversary of the
Transdanubian Research Institute

Editors

[lona Palné Kovacs
James Scott
Zoltan Gal

Institute for Regional Studies
Centre for Economic and Regional Studies
Hungarian Academy of Sciences

Pécs, 2013



The publishing of this book was supported by the FP7 Programme. “Bordering,
Political Landscapes and Social Arenas: Potentials and Challenges of Evolving
Border Concepts in a post-Cold War World” (EUBORDERSCAPES), GA Nr. 290775.

[EET 4 EUBORDERSCAPES

EUROPEAN COMMISSION  Sevrimn rRavEwoRs T e e T T e
European Research Area PROGRAMME [ E——— el -
— ey, - {_ - s

Funded under Socio-economic Sciences & Humanities

Papers of the “Territorial Cohesion in Europe - International Conference
for the 70t Anniversary of the Transdanubian Research Institute”.
Pécs, 27-28 June 2013

ISBN 978 963 9899 69 8

© Institute for Regional Studies,
Centre for Economic and Regional Studies,
Hungarian Academy of Sciences

Editorial assistant: Zoltan Grinhut
Revised by: Péter Tamasi

Technical editor: [lona Strasserné Csapé
Figures: Valéria Fonyodi

Cover: Zsolt Czako

Print in: Harthmedia Ltd., Pécs.



CONTENTS

Foreword

(0000 10 o B0 7 (=51 PO 9
The Transdanubian Research Institute: A Centre in the “Periphery”

[10NA PAING KOVACS couevreueerreereeeeeseesssessssessssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssnes 12

THE CHALLENGES OF EU COHESION POLICY

Rescaling the European State

MICRACI KEALING ceeeerirereireisesesssesessssssssssssssssssssssssssss e ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesns 29
The New EU Regional Policy: Fostering Research and Innovation in Europe

WOlfGANG StreiteNDEIGET ..uisrereereessereessissesessssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssanes 36
Reflections on the Performance of Cohesion Policy

John Bachtler — Carlos Mendez — Stefan Kah ........eeesssessssssssss s 46

Challenges for Regional Policy - Old Dilemma, New Perspectives and the

Importance of Institutions

MICRACI STEINET ..o essssssssses s s s bbb bbb 59
Territorial Cohesion, Cross-border Co-operation and the EU’s Political

Identity: A Brief Observation

JAMES W, SCOLL ettt ssss s st snssssnenses 73
Economic Impact Evaluation Challenges Posed by the New European Union

Cohesion Policy: A Rationale for the Geographic Macro and Regional

Policy Impact Modelling Approach

ACLIA VATGA ot esssssssssssssss s ssssss ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssanes 85
Methodologies to Measure the Impacts of Territorial Cohesion Policies

- What's New in Brussels?

ZSUZSANNA MATKUSNE ZSIDOK ....coverreereersereersessesessssssessssssssssssssssssssss sessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 99
Evaluation of EU Fund Dependency - Dead Weight Loss and Substitution

Effect

Sdndor Gyula NGy — BAlAZS LOTANG ...eeeeeeeeereereeseeseeseesesssesssesssessessssssesssssssssssssseens 109

THEORIES, METHODOLOGIES, INSTITUTIONAL FRAMES IN REGIONAL
SCIENCE

Territory, as in Territorial Cohesion

F 0 T Lo K 71 LT | PP 123
Thinking the Space(s) of Europe Beyond the “Spaces of Flows”/“Spaces

of Places” Divide: A View from the Euregio Meuse-Rhine

KVISZEINA VATTO et esesssssessss s sss s ss s ssssees 136



Region Building and Strategic Planning in a World of Relational Complexity

R e T R 147
Basic Principles of the Constructivist Theory of Space and the Creation

of Regions

LASZIO FATAGO caververererrsinsereississessesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 155
Trends and Policies in Strategic Spatial Planning and Regional Governance

in Europe

LOUIS AIDTOCRES ..ereeeereereereeeesseesessessesssssssesssssessesssss s sss s s s sssssessssssssssssssssssesssees 168
Rethinking Constructions of Spatial Justice in Regional Policy

GOTAON DADINELL o..eeeeeeeereereereessiseessissessessessessssses s s s s sssasnaes 178
Regional Gravity Axes as Vectors of Territorial Development

00 0] 2= W 0 oo L TP 188

The Regional Structure and Decentralisation of Science in Central and

Eastern Europe

GYUIA HOTVALN c.oeeeeereeeeteerreeseiseesssseesse s ssss s s ss s 196
Future Challenges to Regional Science. Highlights for Research in Central

and Eastern European Countries

Daniela-LUuminit@ CONSTANTIN c.oeeeeeeereeereeeesiseeeresessssesesssesesesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssnens 208
Research Funding under Fiscal Restrictions
DOIINA DUMIETESCU weeveeeeeeeseeerrseesisesesesesssssesssesss s sssssssssssssssssss sessssssssssassssssessssssssssssessesssssns 218

REGIONAL COMPETITIVENESS, TERRITORIAL CAPITAL,
SUSTAINABILITY

The Innovation and Competitiveness of Regions and the Role of Universities

BIUNO DAIIAGO.cuueeiieerereiseereississesessiseesesssssssssssssssssssssssss st ssssssssss s sssssssssssssssssness 239
Cities and Services in the Knowledge Economy

RiICCATAO CAPPEIIIN et sssaens 260
Business & Financial Services Offshoring in Central and Eastern Europe

0] L 1 o TR 271
Territorial Governance in the Context Of RIS3 Smart Specialisation

Strategies

Jaime del Castillo - Belen Barroeta — Jonatan PAtON .........eeeneeesnsnesresessessesseseens 285
Territorial Capital, Attractiveness and the Place-based Approach: The

Potential Implications for Territorial Development

ROD ACKINSOMN coceeeeeeereereeeeeeesseesssesseessssssessss s sssssss s ssss s s ss s sassssses 297
Transferring Territorial Governance Practices in the European Union

Giancarlo Cotella — Umberto Janin Rivolin - Marco Santangelo..................... 309
Environmental Ethics - What is the Drive for Urban Sustainability?

ANATEOA SUVAK .ot ssss s ssss st sssse s s ssss s ssss s s sasssnnes 328

Environmental Policy Integration — A Need for a Complex Understanding
of “Environmental Cohesion”
VIKEOT VIATTU ottt s sssss s s ssssssssss s sssss st ssssnns 338



REGIONAL STRUCTURES AND POLICIES IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN
EUROPEAN AND BALKAN COUNTRIES

Ingredients for the Drawing of East-Central Europe’s Spatial Structure

JANOS RECANILZET cuueererserresssissesssssssssssss s s sesssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssnes
Differentiated Forms of European Territorial Co-operation: A Case of the

European Union Strategy for the Danube Region

W70 TR s o R =2 RN
Industrial Restructuring in Central and South-Eastern Europe: Difference

of Degree or Kind?

(0T ) o R PP
Transferring the LEADER Model to New Member States: Success or Failure?

Marie-ClAUdE MAUTEL ... sssssssssssssssssssssssssssases
Challenges of Regional and Metropolitan Policy in Poland

D0 1T BN Yo Vo o 1 TR
(Ethno) Regionalism in Upper Silesia

NOTA BATANY Al coveeereereersinsisnesesssinsessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssasssns
Spatial and Temporal Distribution of Economic Growth and Stagnation

Areas in Poland (Challenges for Polish Cohesion Policy after 2013)

Pawet Churski — ANNA BOTOWCZAK .......eveereereeerererseesesessiseesesssssssssesessessssssssesssssssssens
History and Present of Regional and Multi-level Governance in Slovakia

JAN BUCEK oueeeererseseississsssssssssssssss s ssssssssss sessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssnssnssnes
Fragmented Structure of Municipalities in the Czech Republic - An

Advantage or a Problem?

D 0] o T L =2 TP
2007-2013: Hungarian Multi-level Governance With or Without Regions?

A0 o <o 1 T ) PP
Cohesion Policy in Romania: Intensified Failure

774 (o3 XY SO PPN
Regional Development, Regional Policy and Regional Studies in Post-Soviet

Russia

VIACNESIAYV SEIIVETSTOV ...eueereeeereerreenseeseesesssssssessssssesssessssssssssssssssss s sssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssas
Yugoslav Successor States: After the Failure of the Socialist Federation, into

the Federalising European Union?

ZOIEAN HAJAU.cvuvvueeereereereeressissessessesssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssss s sssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssansans
Prospects of Croatian Regions in Western Balkan Territorial Co-operation

Marijana Sumpor - Irena Pokic¢ — Gabrijeld ZalAC.......eeeeeeessssssssssssssssssssseees

LIST OF AUTHORS ..ottt sesssssss s ssss s ssssssssssssssssases



TRANSFERRING TERRITORIAL GOVERNANCE
PRACTICES IN THE EUROPEAN UNION

Giancarlo Cotella — Umberto Janin Rivolin — Marco Santangelo

Introduction

The Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (EU) (Art. 174) mentions
that, in order to promote its overall harmonious development, the EU shall develop
and pursue its actions leading to the strengthening of its economic, social and
territorial cohesion. The recent establishment of the aim to strengthen territorial
cohesion as a shared competence with the member states has reinforced the
ongoing political debate on how policies of different administrative levels can be
co-ordinated. The organisation of territorial development is rather complex as
decisions related to territories are made at different administrative levels, for
different sectoral policies, and by different types of public and private actors. The
concept of territorial governance would describe the political ambition to co-
ordinate policies, programmes, and projects in the interest of territorial de-
velopment. Thus, especially at the time of restricted public budgets, policy-makers
in the field of territorial development feel a strong need to understand how policy
actions can become more effective in their daily practice and how synergies can be
exploited through vertical and horizontal co-ordination of public policies,
programmes and projects. In particular in complex policy-making contexts where
different levels and sectors are involved, practical advice and good examples
providing inspiration for decision-makers, policy-makers and practitioners are
needed.

Aiming at providing an insight into the matter, our contribution presents a part
of the interim results of the ESPON project “TANGO - Territorial Approaches for
New Governance”, in particular those related to the identification of peculiar
elements of good territorial governance and their transferability. In doing so, we
first briefly give an overview of the ESPON TANGO approach, presenting the

1The ESPON TANGO project is pursued by a consortium led by Nordregio, involving the
following partners: Delft University of Technology, University of Newcastle upon Tyne,
Politecnico di Torino, Centre for Economic and Regional Studies (Hungarian Academy of
Sciences); University of Ljubljana. See more at:
http://www.espon.eu/main/Menu_Projects/ Menu_AppliedResearch/tango.html
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working definition of territorial governance adopted by the project, and the evi-
dence base the latter is built upon. We then introduce an analytical model framing
the process of policy transfer in the domain of EU territorial governance. More in
detail, building on the evidence collected through the analysis of case studies, the
authors discuss a number of “features” of good territorial governance, reflecting
upon the main modes of transfer, too. The final section presents some interim con-
clusions on the basis of discussed results, and provides some ideas on future
research perspectives.

Unpacking Territorial Governance - The ESPON TANGO Approach

Studies on governance and in particular on multi-level governance abound in
political science and the theory of spatial planning. The majority of these studies
are based on methods such as constructing narratives around particular cases and
components of governance. While these inductive approaches confirm that
“governance does matter” and contributes to a deeper understanding of the role it
plays in achieving a certain outcome, there seems to prevail a need for “generating
hypotheses about how, why and under which circumstances it matters a little, a lot
or not at all” (ESPON 2012, p. 6). Aiming to provide a contribution to this line of
thought, the ESPON TANGO project is pivoted, among others, on two main objec-
tives, both of which are further reflected upon in the subsections below: on the one
hand, it delves deeply into the conceptualisation of territorial governance while, on
the other hand, it provides empirical evidence to support future territorial de-
velopment policies in the EU.

Territorial Governance — a Working Definition

A very wide scope of research aims to explore the general notion of governance
(e.g.: Pierre - Peters 2000, Stoker 1998), mainly focussing on various “models” of
governance based on empirical observation and showing how the shift from
government to governance has shaped decision-making and planning processes
with the inclusion of many new types of actors and institutional frameworks.
Moreover, the European integration literature went deeply into the discussion of
multi-level governance in terms of the allocation of responsibilities and competen-
cies, as it follows from Hooghe and Mark’s distinction between Type I and Type II
governance systems, whereby Type [ has a limited number of non-overlapping
multi-issue jurisdictions and Type II is composed of many flexible, sometimes
overlapping jurisdictions that are often task-specific (Hooghe - Marks 2001 and
2003).
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The concept of territorial governance is more recent in origin compared to gov-
ernance and multi-level governance, and theory focuses more on how the concept
has infiltrated into and been interpreted in the territorial debate (Janin Rivolin
2010, Faludi 2012). Territorial governance has become an increasingly important
aspect of policy actions in Europe, related to the concept of territorial cohesion,
together forming an integrated policy goal and a political and planning process
including the means to achieve efficient, equitable and sustainable development in
all types of territories in the EU. In spite of recent achievements, however, the
debate on territorial governance continues to build on traditional governance dis-
courses. For instance, when defining territorial governance as “[...] the process of
organisation and coordination of actors to develop territorial capital in a non-
destructive way in order to improve territorial cohesion at different levels”, Davoudi
et al. (2008, p. 37) conceptualise the term largely on the basis of “regular” govern-
ance theories, at the same time making a call for the development of a theory of
territorial governance to be tested through new empirical analysis.

In order to partially provide an answer to this need, and to develop a working
definition of territorial governance upon which various research activities could be
built, the ESPON TANGO consortium collected the cornerstones from literature
with regard to what is perceived as being most essential and inherent in the notion
of territorial governance. The starting point was the argument by Davoudi et al.
(2008, pp. 352-353) who, building on the results of the ESPON 2.3.2 project
(ESPON 2007), claim that territorial governance implies both horizontal and
vertical co-ordination and can be analysed by looking at three main types of
factors: (1) the structural context, (2) the policies delivered by the institutions, and
(3) the results and processes of actions, programmes, and projects for territorial
cohesion. This leads to consider territorial governance as the organisation of new
“constellations of actors, institutions and interests” (Gualini 2008, p. 16) both
between units of government and between governmental and non-governmental
actors and, in turn, it raises the questions related to the integration of relevant
policy sectors and to the co-ordination of such actors, in particular in a multi-level
perspective.

In addition, the consortium addressed the recent debate about the concept of
resilience of social systems and their adaptability to changing contexts (e.g.
economic crisis, natural disasters), building on the idea of Gupta et al. (2010) about
“adaptive institutions”, i.e. institutions that encourage learning among actors by
questioning the socially embedded ideologies, frames, assumptions, roles, rules
and procedures that dominate problem-solving efforts.

Another key dimension of territorial governance has been emphasised by the
spatial planning literature since the late 1980s (cf. Healey 1997), namely the
importance of enhancing stakeholder participation, thus activating their specific
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knowledge and concerns in the formation and implementation of territorial de-
velopment policies, programmes and projects. Similarly, being sensitive to Jordan’s
argument about the lack of geographical specificity in the contemporary concep-
tualisations of governance (2008, p. 21), the consortium devoted particular atten-
tion to the extent to which place-based/territorial specificities and characteristics
are addressed in the frame of territorial governance practices.

Based on the above elements, the ESPON TANGO working definition of territo-
rial governance has been formulated as follows:

Territorial governance is the formulation and implementation of public
policies, programmes and projects for the development? of a place/
territory?® by: (i) integrating relevant policy sectors, (ii) co-ordinating the
actions of relevant actors and institutions, particularly considering multi-
level interplay, (iii) mobilising stakeholder participation, (iv) being
adaptive to changing contexts, (v) addressing the place-based/ territorial
specificities and characteristics (ESPON 2012, p. 11).

The Evidence Base of the Project

The evidence base for the research questions the ESPON TANGO project attempts
to answer is constituted by twelve case studies from various parts of Europe (see
Table 1). The case studies have been selected by a number of criteria, including
geographical distribution, scope of governance, diversity in the sectoral policies
studied, and the way they address particular territorial challenges.

In helping to elaborate and concretise the applied notion of territorial
governance, the twelve case studies explore the concept in a diversity of European
contexts. Geographically, they include cases from Southern Europe with a focus on
the Western Mediterranean and the Southern Alps. Central and Eastern Europe is
represented by studies on Pécs (Hungary) and Ljubljana (Slovenia), in addition to a
broader study on the Management of Structural Funds in Hungary, Poland,
Slovakia and Romania. The Baltic Sea Region (BSR) case study, dealing with
climate change governance, covers parts of Eastern, Central and Northern Europe.
The study on Stockholm also represents the North, while two other studies target
English cities and other two the Netherlands and a part of Germany.

2Development is defined here as the improvement in the efficiency, equality and environ-
mental quality of a place/territory, in line with the Europe 2020 strategy.

3Territory/place means here a social construct, not necessarily limited by legally deter-
mined boundaries.
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Table 1. ESPON TANGO case studies

Case studies Geographical coverage Short name
Territorial Climate Change Governance in the Baltic Baltic Sea Region BSR

Sea Region

Territorial Governance as a Way to Resource Stockholm (SE) Stockholm
Efficiency in Urban Development

Co-ordination of Land-use and Transport Southern Randstad Stedenbaan
(StedenbaanPlus) (NL)

Cross-border River Management: Rhine River Basin NL, DE RhineBasin
Target-based Tripartite Agreement between the [talian Government, TRIP
European Commission, the Italian Government and Lombardy Region (IT)

the Lomardy region

Innovative Economic Development Strategies in Saint Etienne (FR) SCOT

Saint Etienne within the South Loire SCOT

Framework

Greater Manchester City Region Governance Manchester, England  Manchester

North Shields Fish Quay: Neighbourhood Planning Newcastle, England Newcastle
in the UK

Management of Structural Funds in Central and H, PL, SK, RO ERDF
Eastern European Countries

European Capital of Culture Pécs, (H - EU com- Pécs
parison)

Formulation and Implementation of Spatial Planning  Slovenia, Ljubljana Ljubljana

Strategies and Regional Development Policies in Urban Region

Ljubljana Urban Region

Governance of Natural Areas in the Alpine-Adriatic SI, IT, AT, HU, HR AlpAdria

Area

Source: Authors’ elaboration on ESPON 2012.

As far as their territorial scope is concerned, the case studies range from the
intra-municipal level through the municipal, to inter-municipal and metropolitan
levels. Cross-border processes are explored through the Rhine Basin case on cross-
border river management and the case dealing with the governance of natural
spaces in the Alpine-Adriatic Area. The regional and national levels are repre-
sented by the TRIP case and the one concerning Structural Funds management,
while the BSR case offers an example of macro-regional territorial governance.

Furthermore, nearly all of the cases address some aspect of “bottom-up” terri-
torial governance, where the impetus of territorial development was born at local
and/or regional level.

Finally, territorial governance challenges dealt with in the case studies include
developing territorial strategies involving different governance levels and various
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sectors; horizontal governance, with a focus on co-operation and competition; pro-
moting engagement among a range of actors, particularly in promoting bottom-up
initiatives; co-ordinating the regulation of issues in fields such as transportation
and water management; and vertical and horizontal policy integration.

Promoters and Inhibitors of Good Territorial Governance

Through the analysis of case studies it was possible to identify “good” territorial
governance principles and criteria, keeping in mind the main question of how they
become operational (or not) and thus how they contribute to the success of the
development of a place or territory. The research questions for the analysis were
driven by the “five dimensions” constituting the working definition of territorial
governance presented above, looking for aswers to e.g. how the barriers to cross-
sectoral integrations are being overcome, how gaps in multi-level co-ordination
are being addressed, how stakeholders are mobilised and how their input is used
in decision-making, etc.

Below we present the results of the analysis, finding a number of generalisable
features of good territorial governance. Building on the assumption that each case
would include practical characteristics of territorial governance and thus could
help define what features may contribute to “good” governance and what may
undermine it, each analyst was required to identify a set of territorial governance
promoters that emerged from his/her case study, and classify them into one of the
five listed dimesions of territorial governance. Similarly, they were required to
identify one or more inhibitors, i.e. specific negative features that hamper the
proper working of territorial governance.

To simplify the interpretation of the many promoters and inhibitors gathered
in the course of analysing the twelve case studies, the authors aggregated their
information contents in more abstract promoters and inhibitors that may be
considered to affect good territorial governance in a specific context, leading to a
smaller number of factors to be classified (see Tables 2 and 3).

While the territorial governance inhibitors constitute a set of “warnings” for the
different stakeholders active in the field of territorial development and cohesion,
representing a “to-be-avoided” list of elements that may undermine good territo-
rial governance, promoters represent features the adoption of which may con-
tribute to successful territorial governance processes. However, the issue of their
effective transferability from one context to another, as well as the possible modes
through which their transfer may take place, is a particularly complex issue that
will be addressed in detail in the rest of the paper.
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Table 2. List of territorial governance promoters

TG Promoter

Case studies

1. Integrating policy sectors

Acknowledgement of, and integration with, a multi-

level policy framework

Political support to policy integration at the appro-

priate territorial scale
Spatial tool favouring sectoral integration
Rationale catalysing integration

Involvement of relevant public and private
stakeholders

Organisational routines favouring cross-sector
“fertilisation”

Strong political commitment towards a shared
territorial vision

Balance between flexibility and legal certainty

2. Co-ordinating actions of actors and institutions
Stability of co-operative experiences

Pro-active public organisation
Motivation

Capacity of negotiation

Clear and uncontested leadership

Self-committed leadership

Effective strategic framework

Political committment

Framework flexibility enhancing subsidiarity
Vertical division of responsibilities

3. Mobilising stakeholder participation
Involvement of local actors

Political commitment

Usage of various mechanisms of participation
Mix of indirect and direct democratic legitimacy

Mechanisms allowing for broad stakeholders’
involvement

Information flow ensured

Stedenbaan, RhineBasin, TRIP,
AlpAdria

RhineBasin, Manchester, Ljubljana

ERDF, Pécs, Ljubljana
Stockholm

Stockholm, Stedenbaan,
RhineBasin, Manchester

SCOT, ERDF, Ljubljana, AlpAdria
BSR, Stockholm, SCOT, Newcastle

RhineBasin

Stockholm, RhineBasin,
Manchester, AlpAdria

Stedenbaan, RhineBasin, Pécs
RhineBasin, TRIP
Newcastle, Ljubljana

Stockholm, Stedenbaan, SCOT,
Manchester, Ljubljana, AlpAdria

BSR, RhineBasin

RhineBasin

ERDF, Ljubljana, AlpAdria
Stockholm, RhineBasin

BSR, RhineBasin, Manchester

RhineBasin, ERDF, Pécs
Stockholm, RhineBasin
Newcastle, AlpAdria
Stedenbaan, Ljubljana
BSR, Stockholm, Ljubljana

ERDF, Manchester
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Table 2 (continued)

TG Promoter

Case studies

Effective means of communication/dissemination
of information

High level of accountability

4. Being adaptive to changing contexts
Co-production of knowledge, knowledge transfer

Institutional mechanisms that favour learning
Feedback procedures

Shared understanding of problems

Institutional mechanisms supporting adaptivity
Role of people in charge of responsibility
Flexibility of governance structure

Experience in complex programming

5. Realising place-based/territorial specificities and
impacts

Awareness of territory

Involvement of different levels of government
Spatial tool for co-ordination

Acknowledgement of, and integration with, a spatial
context

Acknowledgement and use of territorial potentials
Co-production of knowledge, knowledge transfer
Existing shared territorial knowledge

Stockholm, Stedenbaan,

RhineBasin, SCOT, Pécs, Ljubljana

Stockholm

RhineBasin, ERDF, Ljubljana,
AlpAdria

Stockholm, Manchester, Pécs
BSR, Stockholm, Stedenbaan
RhineBasin, Pécs

SCOT, Manchester
Stockholm

Stedenbaan

Ljubljana

Manchester, Newcastle, Pécs
Stedenbaan, AlpAdria
Stockholm, RhineBasin
Stockholm

Stockholm, Stedenbaan
RhineBasin, Ljubljana
Manchester, AlpAdria

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

Table 3. List of territorial governance inhibitors

TG Inhibitor

Case studies

1. Integrating policy sectors
Lacking or inappropriate mechanisms of co-ordination
Sectoral rationale dominating

Lack of institutional capacity/stability
Scarce cohesion among actors

Lack/inefficiency of integrating spatial tools

TRIP, ERDF, Pécs, Ljubljana
BSR, Stockholm, RhineBasin,
AlpAdria

ERDF

Newcastle, Stedenbaan,
Manchester, Pécs

RhineBasin, ERDF, Ljubljana
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Table 3 (continued)

TG Inhibitor Case studies

2. Co-ordinating actions of actors and institutions

Lack of institutional capacity/stability Stockholm, RhineBasin, SCOT,
Newcastle, ERDF, AlpAdria

Scarce co-operation between public authorities SCOT, Ljubljana

Lack of financial autonomy ERDF

Power struggles RhineBasin, Pécs, Ljubljana

Unclear assignation of responsibilities TRIP, SCOT, Stockholm,
Stedenbaan, Newcastle

Scarce capacity of partnership-making ERDF

Centralisation ERDF, Pécs, Ljubljana

Lack of shared motivation SCOT

3. Mobilising stakeholder participation

Late or no involvement of stakeholders Stockholm, Pecs
Involvement of non-co-operative stakeholders SCOT, Newcastle
Exclusion/limited involvement of certain stakeholders = SCOT

Hegemony of politicians over the process Stockholm, Pécs, Ljubljana
Limited communication among stakeholders SCOT, Pécs, Ljubljana
Limited communication towards the outside world Stockholm

Weak involvement of civic actors ERDF

4. Being adaptive to changing contexts

Absence of feedback procedures Stockholm

Lack of institutional capacity/stability Pécs, ERDF, Pécs

Prejudice or limited strategic thinking Stockholm, Newcastle
Uncertain/blurred strategy BSR

Rigidity of the governance structure Newcastle, ERDF

Negative influence by people in charge of

responsibilities ERDF

5. Realising place-based/territorial specificities

and impacts

Territorial scope disputed BSR, TRIP, SCOT, Stockholm, Pécs
Lack of structured institutional framework ERDF, AlpAdria

Time constrains Ljubljana

Limited use of existing territorial knowledge BSR, Stockholm, SCOT, Pécs
Excessive complexity of programming tools AlpAdria

Source: Authors’ elaboration.
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Transferring Territorial Governance Practices: a Conceptual Framework

The transferability of good territorial governance practices is a field characterised
by a high degree of complexity and risk of failure, among others due to:

— the lack of verified and tested universal models for policy transfer, because
of the significant number of variables at stake (Dolowitz - Marsh 2000);

— doubts related to the reproducibility of best practices, especially where dif-
ferent institutional contexts are concerned (James - Lodge 2003, Vettoretto
2009, Stead 2012);

— the nature of territorial governance, which is not a policy per se, but rather
the result of a complex process integrating several policies.

In the light of all this, the present section aims at framing the institutional con-
text for policy transfer in the domain of territorial governance in the EU, with the
purpose of reducing conceptual complexity as far as possible. Types and typologies
of territorial governance, as well as the complexity of factors inherent in their defi-
nitions, are witnesses to the “institutional nature” of this subject. According to a
proficient debate concerning institutions in/for spatial planning (Bolan 1991,
Healey 1999 and 2006, Gualini 2001, Moulaert 2005, Hohn - Neuer 2006, Verma
2007), territorial governance as an institutional phenomenon can be described as
the end-product of a creative selection process of trial and error based on “(i) the
generation of variety (in particular, a variety of practices and rules); (ii) competi-
tion and reduction of the variety (of rules) via selection; (iii) propagation and some
persistence of the solution (the system of rules) selected” (Moroni 2010, p. 279).

These inputs have recently been applied by the authors for the purpose of con-
ceptualisation in comparative analysis. This led to the development of a conceptual
framework composed of four analytical dimensions - namely practices, discourse,
structure and tools. These describe the operation of territorial governance in any
institutional context as occurring through cyclical processes representing stages of
social experience, political sharing and institutional codification, in which the
aforementioned dimensions are in interaction (Figure 1).4

A tentative application of the above analytical model in the wider context of EU
territorial governance (see Figure 2) has served to cast some light on the process
of the “Europeaniszation” of territorial governance (Knill - Lehmkuhl 1999,
Radaelli 2004, Lenschow 2006, Bohme - Waterhout 2008). Whereas the mecha-
nisms that lie behind the “Europeanisation” of territorial governance are not

4The diagram does not aim to present a detailed picture of territorial governance opera-
tions, since they are results of an infinite variety of factors, circumstances and individual
behaviours. It rather proposes a consistent analytical approach to discuss territorial
governance as an institutional phenomenon subject to permanent social evolution.
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addressed by the ESPON TANGO project, their connections with the processes of
policy transfer are rather clear (Radaelli 2000, Wishlade - Yuill - Mendez 2003,
Holzinger - Knill 2005). Namely, they are both framed by two interrelated and
shared processes: one based on a selective (and thus voluntary) recognition of
common problems and possible solutions, usually known as “lesson drawing”
(Rose 1991 and 1993); and another based on the more or less coercive transfer of
rules, methods and ideas from one place or institutional context to others
(Dolowitz — Marsh 2000).

SUPRA-CONTEXTUAL GOVERNANCE
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Figure 1. Stylised pattern of territorial governance
Source: ESPON 2012, based on Janin Rivolin (2012).
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Figure 2. Stylised pattern of EU territorial governance
Source: ESPON 2012 on Cotella - Janin Rivolin (2010; 2012).

Basically, the hypothesis addressed here is that the EU territorial governance
context offers a wider range of opportunities for policy transfer than “multina-
tional” contexts in general. More explicitly, problems of policy transfer in the case
of EU territorial governance concern an institutional context in which “the appa-
ratus of policy diffusion and development has been transnationalised in such a pro-
found and irreversible way as to render anachronistic the notion of independent,
‘domestic’ decision-making” (Peck 2011, p. 774). If so, the proposed model may
help in conceptualising possible paths of transferring good practices from certain
contexts to others, also indicating which modes of policy transfer should be



Transferring Territorial Governance Practices in the European Union 321

applied in principle for operational purposes. The identification of these modes is
based on the assumption that the ESPON TANGO project plays an active role in the
discourse about the formation of EU territorial governance, namely engaging in a
“policy assessment” of the practices emerging from the case studies, to identify
their “promoters” and the useful ways of transferring them to different domestic
contexts.

First, a direct mode of transferring good territorial governance practices from
one context to another is related to the dimension of practices (p) and is mainly
open to practitioners involved in territorial development activities. It concerns the
possibility to translate features of good territorial governance, retrieved from the
case studies as identified in the third section, through e.g. practices, joint projects,
or interaction that may stimulate the potential interest of practitioners operating
in diverse institutional contexts.

Then, the discursive mode of transferring good territorial governance practices
in the EU context is linked - as a “target dimension” - to various domestic dis-
courses (d), where the word “discourse” refers to the complex activity of territorial
knowledge communities in reducing the variety of solutions to a few “hegemonic
concepts” (Adams - Cotella — Nunes 2011, Servillo 2010). This concerns the oppor-
tunity to translate features of good territorial governance retrieved from the case
studies through ideas, principles, or philosophy that match the interest of domestic
actors operating in diverse institutional contexts. In both the direct and the
discursive modes, transfer depends on social learning mechanisms, and may
happen easier when the match between voluntary motivations for change and
potential solutions triggers an immediate “peer to peer” process of policy transfer.

A technical mode of transferring good territorial governance in the EU may be
used by policy-makers at both domestic and EU level, and concerns the oppor-
tunity to translate the features of good territorial governance retrieved from the
case studies via e.g. methods, techniques, and know-how. These can be extended to
both domestic and EU-level policies, programmes and projects. When this takes
place at the EU level, many territories could be affected through mechanisms of
fiscal conditionality for the potential borrowers.

Finally, the institutional mode of transferring good territorial governance
practices is a set of tools for both domestic and EU-level decision-makers and con-
cerns the opportunity to translate features of good territorial governance retrieved
from the assessment of case studies as different kinds of rules, codes, and laws that
could be codified either at the level of the member state or at that of the EU. When
this takes place at the EU level, a wide range of territories and domestic relations
could be affected through legal conditionalities within the Community.



322 Giancarlo Cotella - Umberto Janin Rivolin - Marco Santangelo

Modes and Components of Transferring Territorial Governance Practices

The above discussion showed that the transfer of good practices in territorial gov-
ernance is not merely a matter of copying or imitation. It is still in question at what
conditions may good practices trigger learning in other contexts, how they could
be transferred and by what means.

In order to summarise what has been learnt from the individual ESPON TANGO
case studies, that may be relevant to different groups of stakeholders within the
various domestic contexts, an additional step was made, focusing on the various
modes (and components) of experience exchange.> Each case study analyst was
required to link the identified promoters of good territorial governance to one of
the transfer modes that have been introduced in the section above, namely:

— the direct mode (with components of practices, joint projects, and interac-
tion);

— the discursive mode (with components of ideas, principles, and philosophy);

— the technical mode (with components of methods, techniques, and know-
how); and

— the institutional mode (with components of rules, codes, and laws).

More in detail, they were asked to identify which component(s) might poten-
tially be helpful to transfer each of the promoters from one context to another. In
this way, aggregating the obtained information following the same logic as the one
adopted in the third section for the abstraction of the territorial governance
promoters, it was possible to link each of them to a specific set of components of
experience exchange and, therefore, to a specific mode of transfer (see Table 4).

[t may be stated that the aforementioned institutional and technical modes rep-
resent more “coercive” types of policy transfer (Dolowitz - Marsh 2000), while the
discursive and direct modes are framed by more voluntary “lesson drawing” pro-
cesses (Rose 1991 and 1993). Furthermore, as previously indicated, each of the
identified modes of transfer may be directly, albeit not exclusively, related to a
main target audience. The institutional mode implies the capacity to transfer fea-
tures of good territorial governance into rules, codes, and laws, addressing
decision-makers. Conversely, the technical mode of transfer implies the oppor-
tunity to translate features of good territorial governance in terms of methods,
techniques, and know-how primarily addressing policy-makers. On the other hand,
the discursive mode of lesson drawing is particularly concerned with the identify-

5For additional information on the adopted transferability components (ideas, principles for
action, philosophy, methods, techniques, know-how, operating rules, programmes, insti-
tutions, modes of organisation, practitioners, joint projects) please refer to OECD (2001, p.
35) and ESPON (2012, p. 37).
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Table 4. Territorial governance promoters organised by transfer modes

Direct mode

Discursive mode

Technical mode

Institutional mode

Organisational rou-
tines favouring cross-
sector “fertilisation”

Involvement of rele-
vant public and pri-
vate stakeholders

Common goals, com-
mon history

Motivation

Capacity of negotia-
tion

Effective means of
communication/dis-
semination of infor-
mation

How to motivate
stakeholder (vision,
benchmarking,
learning)

Usage of various
mechanisms of par-
ticipation
Exchanging best
practices to under-
stand the right
amount of adaptation

Involvement, partici-
pation, commitment

Co-production of
knowledge and
knowledge transfer

Political commit-
ment

Win-win situation -
interest

Compatible policy
sectors

Rationale catalysing
integration

Acknowledgement
of, and integration
with, a multi-level
policy framework

Quality of motiva-
tion

Clear and uncon-
tested leadership

Self-committed lead-
ership

Ownership of ques-
tions

Adaptive manage-
ment (small steps,
flexibility, room to
change direction)

Integrative holistic

Effective strategic
framework - strate-
gies

Institutional
capacity - qualified
staff

Follow-up - moni-
toring

Stability of co-
operative experi-
ences

Pro-active public
organisation

Mechanisms allow-
ing for broad stake-
holders’ involve-
ment

Information flow
ensured

Feedback proce-
dures

Structure/No struc-
ture

Methods for attract-
ing change

Territorial impact
assessment

Political support to
policy integration at
the appropriate terri-
torial scale

Spatial tool favouring
sectoral integration

Balance between
flexibility and legal
certainty

Code of conduct -
guidelines

Leadership at the
right level

High level of
accountability

Multi-annual pro-
gramming

Power to decide
change at the right
level

Role of people in
charge of responsi-
bility

Institutional mecha-
nisms that favour
learning

Institutional mecha-
nisms supporting
adaptivity
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Table 4 (continued)

Direct mode Discursive mode Technical mode Institutional mode
Experience in com- Being conscious and Involvement of differ-
plex programming being inspired ent levels of govern-

ment

Existing shared terri- Evidence of larger Functional regions
torial knowledge territorial context
Acknowledgement Territorial Eliminate barriers to
and use of territorial  challenges co-operation
potentials

Building trust - per-  Awareness of terri- Spatially differenti-
manent co-operation  tory ated policies

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

cation of specific features of good territorial governance that may constitute ideas,
principles and philosophy to be taken on board by the territorial knowledge com-
munities active in a specific context. Finally, the direct mode of transfer requires
the consolidation of practices, joint projects and interaction through which practi-
tioners involved in various domestic contexts may learn from each other.

Concluding Remarks and Future Research Perspectives

In this paper we have presented some of the preliminary results of the ESPON
TANGO project. Trying to understand how practices and institutions of territorial
governance can contribute to achieving territorial cohesion, the project gathered
relevant “good practices” from all around Europe. Having been given the mandate
to address specific questions like how territorial governance is linked to territorial
development outcomes or to a larger policy goal such as territorial cohesion, the
project team not only had to consider territorial governance from an analytical
perspective, but also had to integrate a normative approach, in terms of what con-
stitutes “good” territorial governance, related to the working definition adopted as
a pivotal basis of the research. On the basis of the experiences collected via case
study analysis, we were able to identify some generalisable lessons on “what to do”
and “what not to do” in territorial governance. This resulted in a list of general pro-
moters and inhibitors of good territorial governance that may potentially provide
fuel for the policy debate on the matter.

However, when it comes to policy-relevant implications, it is important to
stress that the various case studies constituting the evidence base of the project
dealt with policies, programmes, and projects of various governance levels, located
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within different institutional and geographical contexts. Therefore, particular
attention must be paid to reveal “for whom” the identified territorial governance
promoters and inhibitors are considered to be “good” or “bad”. This raises chal-
lenges in any in-depth discussion concerning the extent of their transferability into
other contexts. Whereas our paper presented a preliminary classification of these
territorial governance promoters by the main modes of transfer and, in turn, by
the potentially addressed target audience, such a classification is by no means
exhaustive and requires further empirical research.

More in detail, as various critiques of theories of policy transfer and lesson
drawing (James - Lodge 2003, Bulkeley 2006, Vettoretto 2009, Peck 2011, Stead
2012) clearly remark, the “filtering out” process of transferring various features of
good territorial governance from one context to another is a complex one that
implies different degrees of adaptation. Similarly, the “filtering in” process through
which specific territorial governance features may be taken on board in a certain
domestic context appears to be related to two intertwined dimensions, namely a
process of adoption that gives birth to policies/actions according to changes in the
context, and a degree of territorialisation, that is, the relationship between these
possible policies/actions and specific place-based issues.

Finally, the authors would like to stress that neither this contribution, nor the
ESPON TANGO project aim at searching for “one-size-fits-all” solutions concerning
the transferability of territorial governance, but rather at building an evidence-
based set of opportunities for innovation in territorial governance practices at dif-
ferent levels/in different contexts, from which various stakeholders may draw
lessons according to their own peculiar needs and will.
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