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1. Introduction 

This dissertation draws upon the scholarly discourse around European spatial 
planning, understood as the policies framing spatial development and territorial 
governance at the European level and their effects and impacts in the EU 
member states. Both processes are often referred to as the Europeanisation of 
planning (Clark & Jones, 2008, 2009; Dühr, Stead, & Zonneveld, 2007; Faludi, 
2012, 2014; Giannakourou, 2011). This dissertation aims to stretch the concepts 
of European spatial planning and Europeanisation across two dimensions. On 
the one hand, it understands the realm of European spatial planning as broad 
and complex, encompassing several intergovernmental and supranational 
policy fields, which in turn are implemented through three types of policy 
interventions. On the other hand, it understands Europeanisation as a set of 
processes taking place at several spatial scales and being driven by several 
actors. This complex network of scales and actors is not necessarily identical 
with a country’s formalised planning system. Instead, the Europeanisation of 
planning can take place in soft spaces (Allmendinger & Haughton, 2009) and 
through actors outside the formal planning system, if these actors actively use 
European inputs. It is thus crucial to understand the interpretation, 
implementation and instrumentalisation of European spatial planning within 
the member states, rather than focusing only on the planning systems that 
European policies encounter.  

What, then, is meant by the interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation of European spatial planning? Interpretation refers to the 
concept of European spatial planning itself and the policies, programmes and 
documents that domestic actors associate with it. There is no general agreement 
regarding what European spatial planning comprises, neither in the academic 
discourse nor in the administrative practice. It is sometimes understood in a 
narrow sense, focusing on the intergovernmental processes which have led, for 
example, to the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) (Faludi & 
Waterhout, 2002). With the introduction of territorial cohesion as one of the 
goals of the European Union (EU) in the Lisbon Treaty, the concept of European 
spatial planning was frequently equated with, or expanded to include, EU 
Cohesion Policy (Faludi, 2010b). Other EU sectoral policies, such as 
environmental policy or transport policy, have also been acknowledged for their 
spatial effects and relevance for planning, though they are seldom addressed 
with one common term (Dühr et al., 2007). The interpretation of European 
spatial planning is not only reflected in the scholarly discourse but takes place 
in planning practice in different national and regional contexts, albeit mostly in 
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a subconscious manner. It is these domestic interpretations of European spatial 
planning that this dissertation intends to shed light on. Implementation refers 
to the application of European spatial planning in the member states. In order 
to understand the implementation, it is crucial to identify the domestic actors 
addressed by and responding to European spatial planning. 
Instrumentalisation, in turn, refers to how these actors use European spatial 
planning to support their goals and further their interests. The difference 
between implementation and instrumentalisation can be derived from the 
relation between the intention behind a European policy intervention and its 
application in a specific context. If European inputs are applied in the way 
envisioned at the European level, this dissertation speaks about 
implementation. However, if they are applied in other ways than envisioned, the 
term instrumentalisation is used. In many cases, however, implementation and 
instrumentalisation occur simultaneously, by the same or different actors. 
Correspondingly, European policies can be implemented according to European 
intentions, while being used as instrument to further other interests or policies.  

The distinction between interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation can be clarified with an example. Rail Baltica is one priority 
project within the Trans-European Transport Networks (TEN-T). The European 
Union has defined these networks to be of high importance and provides 
funding for the construction of transport infrastructure along these specified 
corridors. As part of the Rail Baltica corridor, the construction of a tunnel 
between Helsinki and Tallinn is under consideration. Finnish planning 
organisations, such as the Ministry of Environment, the Regional Council of 
Uusimaa or the City Planning Department of Helsinki regard this project as 
highly relevant for spatial planning and refer to it in their planning documents. 
According to their interpretation, TEN-T is thus part of European spatial 
planning, if European spatial planning is understood not only as the European 
input but also as its outcome in the member states, as is the case in this 
dissertation. There is no certainty yet whether the tunnel project will in fact be 
realised. Nonetheless, several actors, working together, for instance, under the 
FinEst Link initiative, are keen to implement the rail connection between the 
two cities, if an agreement regarding the amount of funding contributed by the 
EU can be found. However, the transport project is also used as an argument 
and leverage in contexts that transcend the construction of a railroad tunnel 
between Helsinki and Tallinn. The Helsinki-Tallinn tunnel has thus been 
instrumentalised to support images of different growth corridors in the region, 
as well as concrete urban development projects in the two cities.  

Nonetheless, research about the role of the European Union within spatial 
planning in its member states often sets out from the issue of competences. The 
EU has no competence for land use planning, but it shares the competence for 
policy areas with potential spatial implications with its member states. These 
include environmental policy, transport policy, or economic, social and 
territorial cohesion. However, setting out from the issue of competences might 
not be sufficient to understand the complex relationship of the EU and spatial 
planning in its member states. In order to grasp the influences of the EU on 
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planning, it is thus not enough to scrutinize the European level and elaborate 
on what the EU is legally entitled to do. Although the legal framework is 
undoubtedly of importance, it represents only one side of the story. This 
dissertation claims that in order to understand the Europeanisation of planning, 
we must not only address the legal framework behind European spatial 
planning, but its interpretation, implementation and instrumentalisation by 
domestic actors. This requires viewing the Europeanisation of spatial planning 
not only from the EU level but also considering the planning processes and 
governance structures within the member states. In other words, we must aim 
to understand Europeanisation not from above but from within and not as a 
passive but an active process.  

This approach has several challenges. The European Union, a complex 
construct sui generis to begin with, becomes significantly more complex when 
viewed through the administrative structures and planning practices of its 
member states. Generalisations prove almost impossible – the effects in one 
country might be considerably different from the effects in other member states. 
Even more so, influences might differ within a country, as regions or cities might 
have their own administrative practices and planning cultures. This is 
undoubtedly a challenge for policy makers who would prefer to be able to 
predict the effects of certain policy measures, and researchers who would like to 
be able to transfer their findings to other contexts. In this thesis, however, this 
is not so much a hindrance as indeed its core argument: Viewing 
Europeanisation as a top-down process will never be able to do justice to the 
EU’s effects on planning in its member states.  

While focusing on the domestic interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation of European policy might yield interesting results in all 
policy fields, it is crucial in European spatial planning for two main reasons. On 
the one hand, European spatial planning is a fragmented and complex policy 
arena for which no simplification or formalisation is to be expected. Faludi 
(2010b, p. 172) thus claims that “if European planning has a future, then it is 
soft.” As this softness entails considerable leeway and widens the scope of action 
for domestic actors, we must pay increased attention to their actual and 
potential use of European inputs. This is in line with the endorsement of an 
actor-centred perspective in planning research by Cotella and Stead (2011), who 
argue that differential responses of planning systems to external stimuli, such 
as the influence of the EU, appear to be linked to domestic actor constellations. 
On the other hand, spatial planning is a policy domain which traditionally 
ascribes much authority and discretion to the sub-national level (Sykes, 2008). 
While this is still true, planning is currently also undergoing a transformation 
from government to governance, resulting in public sector activities becoming 
layered and fuzzy (Mäntysalo & Bäcklund, 2018). This is certainly the case for 
European spatial planning, which is frequently associated with multi-level 
governance, thus making it necessary to investigate its outcomes at various 
spatial scales.  

This dissertation is not concerned with evaluating European spatial planning, 
in a sense that it would highlight positive or negative effects of EU policies, or 
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praise or condemn certain ways of implementation. Instead, its approach is in 
line with the idea of discussing performance rather than conformance to 
evaluate planning (Alexander & Faludi, 1989; Faludi, 2000; Faludi & Korthals 
Altes, 1994; Mastop, 1997). This idea is built around the assumption that actors 
do not merely execute or follow a plan, but interpret and apply it according to 
their own agenda and context. Planning is thus not a technical but a 
communicative process, which often has indirect rather than direct impacts and 
is characterised by learning. Thus, whether a plan is considered relevant and 
how a plan is used as a reference for decision-making becomes more important 
than the execution of the plan itself. While the discourse around performance 
originates from the context of strategic spatial planning in the Netherlands, it 
has also been discussed with a view to European spatial planning. Faludi (2001) 
refers to the application – not implementation – of the ESDP, claiming that it 
may be “anything but a paper tiger” (p. 663) and emphasising that the important 
issue is whether strategic documents are used in deliberation and decision-
making, not whether a plan or strategy is followed. These ideas are reflected in 
this dissertation, yet, instead of using the term application itself, application is 
broken down into three elements: interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation.  

1.1 Aims and Scope 

In order to understand Europeanisation from within, this dissertation is 
concerned with one overarching research question: 

How is European spatial planning interpreted, implemented and 
instrumentalised in the member states? 

The overarching research question begets three more specific research 
questions, referring to the interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation of European spatial planning. The three research questions 
can be simplified as addressing the what, who and how of the application of 
European spatial planning respectively.  

Interpretation 

RQ1: What is understood as European spatial planning, i.e. which 
policies, programmes and documents are considered relevant by domestic 
actors? 

Implementation 

RQ2: Who are the actors and organisations in the member states 
addressed by/responding to European spatial planning? 

Instrumentalisation & Implementation  

RQ3: How is European spatial planning applied in the member states?  
Do domestic actors implement European inputs, i.e. following European 
level intentions, or instrumentalise them, i.e. using European spatial 
planning to support their own policy goals and interests – and how? 
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The distinction between interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation is of course not clear-cut and, correspondingly, the research 
questions should not be viewed as entirely independent from each other. What 
is understood as European spatial planning clearly affects which actors respond 
to the European inputs. Moreover, the relations between the application of a 
policy at the member state level and the European level intentions are not 
always easy to identify. Thus, at times, the distinction between implementation 
and instrumentalisation is unclear. Nonetheless, as this dissertation sets out to 
show, a distinction is feasible to understand whether domestic actors are 
motivated by European demands and incentives or by their own interests and 
agendas. Despite the claim that the term implementation invokes a linear, 
deterministic understanding of the outcomes of plans which is not applicable to 
the nature of planning (Faludi, 2001), this dissertation distinguishes between 
implementation and instrumentalisation. This is not to suggest one more 
“objective” and one more “subjective” way of application, but to draw attention 
to the argumentative power of European spatial planning and how it is put to 
use. Thus, instead of intending to evaluate whether European policies are 
“implemented correctly”, this dissertation aims to highlight how diverse effects 
European policies can have when they are applied by domestic actors and 
integrated in contextual and institutional practices. Table 1 outlines how the 
individual articles contribute to answering the different research questions.  

 CContribution of the articles to the research questions 

 RQ1  RQ2 RQ3 

 IInterpretation Implementation 
Instrumentalisation  
& Implementation  

 What? Who? How? 

ARTICLE I x x  

ARTICLE II  x x 

ARTICLE III  x x 

ARTICLE IV x x x 

 
This dissertation has two main aims, one conceptual and one empirical. The first 
aim is to present a conceptual framework to understand Europeanisation from 
within. The conceptual framework draws upon two main theoretical discourses 
and establishes connections between them: (1) Europeanisation and European 
spatial planning and (2) soft spaces and soft planning. Elaborations on the 
theoretical and conceptual framework can be found in Section 2. The second 
aim is to offer examples of the interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation of European spatial planning. In order to reach the depth 
required to understand Europeanisation in national and regional contexts, a 
limitation on specific cases is necessary. As a result, this dissertation focuses on 
two countries, Austria and Finland, without claiming that it pictures the 
Europeanisation of planning in its entirety in these two countries. While both 
countries joined the EU simultaneously in 1995, they show fundamental 
differences in their administrative structures, making a comparison especially 
interesting. In Austria, a federation consisting of nine federal states, many 
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decision-making powers lie with regional actors while in Finland, the central 
government and municipalities are the most important levels of government. 
These differences in the administrative and political system are also represented 
in the countries’ planning systems and cultures, ascribing certain tasks, roles 
and behaviours to specific scales and actors. Yet, as this dissertation sets out to 
show, while the systems delineate a scope of action, they are not sufficient to 
explain reality, as actors still have a certain leeway in how to interpret their tasks 
and implement their actions. A more detailed account of the reasons for 
focusing on examples from Austria and Finland is presented in Section 3.  

1.2 Structure  

Besides this introductory synopsis, the dissertation consists of four peer-
reviewed journal articles. Each article focuses on a different research question 
and highlights specific issues. ARTICLE I presents a conceptual framework for 
understanding the encounter between European, national and sub-national 
planning, emphasising the need to take soft spaces and soft planning into 
account. ARTICLE II uncovers how the EU promotes a storyline on diminishing 
borders and conflating spaces and how actors in the Austrian city region of Graz 
instrumentalise this storyline to further their own interests. ARTICLE III 
introduces the partnership approach in the EU Urban Agenda from the 
perspective of soft planning and investigates whether this governance 
arrangement could succeed in committing domestic actors to the Urban Agenda 
despite its legally non-binding status. ARTICLE IV scrutinises a regional 
governance experiment in Kainuu, Finland, and identifies missed opportunities 
to develop a broader understanding of spatial planning, overcome ambiguities 
at the regional scale and strategically use EU funding instruments.  

Although each article focuses on a specific theme and presents empirical 
findings related to that theme, the dissertation is based on a broader conceptual 
framework and knowledge base. The following section elaborates on the 
conceptual framework as well as the theories and discourses feeding into it. The 
third section presents the empirical material that forms the base of this 
dissertation. It elaborates on the selection of the case countries and the 
execution and analysis of the expert interviews. The fourth section presents the 
results and discusses the findings with a view to the conceptual framework and 
the research questions. The concluding remarks summarise the main findings, 
highlight the contribution of the dissertation, present recommendations and 
considerations for researchers and policy makers and disclose avenues for 
future research. 
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2. Theoretical and Conceptual 
Framework 

This section presents the theoretical discourses feeding into this dissertation. It 
first briefly summarises the discourse on Europeanisation and introduces the 
most relevant research for this study. Subsequently, it elaborates on the 
understanding of European spatial planning in this dissertation and presents 
the conceptual framework. Finally, it discusses the importance of the theories 
on soft spaces and soft planning for European spatial planning.  

2.1 Europeanisation 

A vast body of scientific literature has used the term Europeanisation in the last 
decades. While Europeanisation research was initially mainly concerned with 
European integration and international relations, the terminology has 
subsequently been adopted to describe processes of institutional adaptation and 
the adaptation of public policy in the member states (Featherstone, 2003). 
Despite an increasing interest in the effects of the European Union on public 
policies such as planning, Europeanisation has not matured from a concept to a 
theory (Lehmkuhl, 2008) and has thus seldom been defined precisely 
(Featherstone, 2003). Several scholars have understood Europeanisation as the 
adaptation of domestic institutions and policies to pressures emanating directly 
or indirectly from the EU (Featherstone, 2003; Knill & Lehmkuhl, 1999). 
However, as this thesis sets out to demonstrate, speaking about “adaptation” 
conveys a rather passive understanding of Europeanisation and conceals the 
active dimension of agency associated with the interpretation, implementation 
and instrumentalisation of EU policies. A more useful definition is provided by 
Radaelli (2003), who sees Europeanisation as  

 
processes of (a) construction, (b) diffusion, and (c) institutionalization of formal 
and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, 'ways of doing things', 
and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and consolidated in the 
making of EU public policy and politics and then incorporated in the logic of 
domestic discourse, identities, political structures, and public policies. (p. 30) 
 

Radaelli’s definition hints towards the complexity associated with the 
entanglement of European and domestic policy-making and includes softer 
mechanisms of influence. In recent years, more dimensions have been added to 
Europeanisation research by, among others, social scientists, geographers and 
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planning scholars (e.g. Böhme & Waterhout, 2008; Clark & Jones, 2008, 2009; 
Cotella & Janin Rivolin, 2011; Dühr et al., 2007; Faludi, 2012, 2014; 
Giannakourou, 2012; Luukkonen, 2011c, 2011a, 2011b; Stead, 2013). For 
instance, Clark and Jones (2008, 2009) suggest addressing the spatialities of 
Europeanisation and conceptualise Europeanisation as “an on-going 
continually evolving territorially mediated process” (2009, p. 209). Böhme and 
Waterhout understand Europeanisation as a discursive context which creates a 
frame of reference for domestic actors (2008, p. 227). Faludi (2014) 
distinguishes between the EUropeanisation of planning, i.e. planning becoming 
part of EU policy-making, and Europeanisation as processes of mutual learning 
about planning in Europe.  

In most of these contributions, Europeanisation is pictured as a process, 
typically as policy or knowledge transfer, which has a clear beginning and 
endpoint. Scholars argue that Europeanisation has a top-down and bottom-up 
dimension (Faludi, 2014), that it consists of uploading and downloading 
(Radaelli, 2003), or even occurs along three dimensions: top-down from the EU 
to nation states, horizontally between states, and in a roundabout/cyclical 
manner from the states to the EU and back to the states (Böhme & Waterhout, 
2008; Dühr et al., 2007; Lenschow, 2006).  

However, this dissertation understands Europeanisation as a matter of 
perspective, not direction. It suggests addressing Europeanisation from within, 
setting out from domestic actors concerned with planning and investigating the 
contexts in which they are affected by European issues and policies. 
Consequently, it is interested in how domestic actors apply these European 
policies. By comparing different responses to European inputs, this dissertation 
aims to find answers about the degree of Europeanisation of domestic planning, 
i.e. the role that European policies play in specific national, regional and local 
contexts. This is in line with some earlier scientific writings, for example by 
Luukkonen, who understands Europeanisation as multidimensional discursive 
process that is not traceable to hierarchical patterns of governance but taking 
place in various everyday practices, struggles and discourses among actors 
(2011a, p. 10). Similarly, Stead and Cotella (2011) argue in favour of 
investigating the role of actors and actor communities in order to understand 
the differential influences of the EU on planning and territorial governance.  

Admittedly, a focus on understanding Europeanisation from within neglects 
the role of domestic actors in the creation and negotiation of policies at the 
European level. While the relevance of these processes is acknowledged, as 
European policies do not exist independent from domestic actors but are clearly 
shaped by them, they lie outside the scope of this dissertation. Several studies 
have addressed the uploading dimension of Europeanisation and the 
negotiations at EU level (Evans, 2011; Faludi, 1997, 2004, 2016; Faludi & 
Waterhout, 2002; Hajer, 2006; Williams, 2000).  
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2.2 The Realm of European Spatial Planning 

At the core of this dissertation lies the question of what is understood as 
European spatial planning and, inherently, what is understood as spatial 
planning. Although both concepts originate from EU policy circles, they have 
since developed in somewhat different directions. Spatial planning was 
introduced as a neutral expression to discuss different styles of planning at 
various spatial scales without being directly linked to any member state’s 
planning system (Böhme, 2002; Williams, 1996). However, it has also turned 
into a synonym for a more integrative approach towards planning through 
horizontal and vertical coordination of spatially relevant policies (Shaw & Sykes, 
2005). At the same time, the term European spatial planning0F

1 was used to 
debate large-scale spatial development processes in Europe. During the 
preparation of the ESDP in the 1990s, European spatial planning, then also 
referred to as European spatial development, gained momentum: it was no 
longer only a framework for debate but an arena for policy-making – though the 
policy remained intergovernmental and legally non-binding rather than being 
turned into a supranational policy. In 1999, the ESDP was enacted by the 
responsible ministers of the then 15 member states. However, this did not result 
in a formalisation of spatial planning competences at the EU scale, as was 
considered possible at some point (Faludi & Waterhout, 2002; Jensen & 
Richardson, 2001). Rather, a few years after the publication of the ESDP, the 
terms European spatial planning and spatial development were increasingly 
replaced by the term territorial cohesion. As territorial cohesion is an objective 
rather than a policy field, the term was met with less resistance than “European 
spatial planning”, a term which led some member states to believe that EU-wide 
planning-related activities would be at odds with their sovereignty regarding 
planning. Since the Treaty of Lisbon, territorial cohesion is, thus, together with 
economic and social cohesion, anchored as a shared competence between the 
EU and its member states. The Territorial Agenda of the European Union 
(TAEU) and the Territorial Agenda 2020 (TA2020), published in 2007 and 2011 
respectively, are considered successors to the ESDP. However, these inter-
governmental documents were less redolent of spatial strategies and were not 
received as enthusiastically as the ESDP by planners across Europe. Although 
territorial cohesion is nowadays a widely known concept among policy-makers 
and academics, its exact meaning as well as its implications for planning 
practice remain unclear. These doubts were never quite dispelled, leading some 
scholars to believe that the “deliberate obfuscation helps fuzzy the European 
Commission’s mandate to include spatial planning when no such actual 
mandate currently exists” (Allmendinger, Haughton, Knieling, & Othengrafen, 
2015, p. 13). Although this interpretation of the changing terminology might 
overstate the European Commission’s “hidden agenda”, it is true that the term 
territorial cohesion represents an objective rather than means, thus causing less 
resentment among the member states fearing for their authority in the field of 
planning (Dühr, Colomb, & Nadin, 2010). 
                                                           
1 While this section only gives a brief overview, many scholars have described the historical de-
velopment of European spatial planning and territorial cohesion in detail (e.g. Faludi, 2010b). 
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While the term European spatial planning seems to become less prominent, 
spatial planning has transcended its EU-related origins and has turned into a 
common term in planning in many countries, albeit not necessarily associated 
with the exact same meaning. In the UK, for instance, spatial planning became 
a widely used term in the late 1990s and early 2000s despite being originally a 
Euro-English term. During those years, spatial planning was not only used as a 
new term to replace town planning or land use planning but indeed for a new 
conception of planning as a whole, associated with an integrated understanding 
of spatially-relevant policies (Allmendinger & Haughton, 2010; Haughton, 
Allmendinger, Counsell, & Vigar, 2009; Nadin, 2006). A few years later, 
however, the term was discarded again in the course of political changes and “all 
references to ‘spatial planning’ were expunged from government publications” 
(Lord & Tewdwr-Jones, 2014, p. 352). Instead of integrated spatial planning, 
often associated with the regional level, the key messages after 2010 revolved 
around localism, devolution and decentralisation of decision-making (Sykes & 
O’Brien, 2018). Similar (yet often less extreme) processes can be observed in 
other countries, though the variety in language across Europe makes it difficult 
to say with certainty whether spatial planning has evolved into a common 
understanding of planning or just into a common translation. 

Although spatial planning is often understood as an integrated approach to 
frame and coordinate spatial development, the academic debate around 
European spatial planning has frequently remained restricted to 
intergovernmental processes, e.g. the making of the ESDP or the TA2020. While 
the importance of sector policies, such as regional policy or environmental 
policy, is frequently acknowledged, these policies are often viewed as separate 
from spatial development processes. However, if spatial planning is understood 
as a comprehensive concept intertwining and coordinating different policies, 
why is European spatial planning not viewed in similar terms? In this 
dissertation, European spatial planning is understood in a comprehensive 
manner, entailing both intergovernmental and supranational activities, 
comprising strategies as well as regulations and funding mechanisms and 
considered at not only the European level but all spatial scales. In other words, 
European spatial planning is not only understood as the input created at the 
European level, but also as its outcome at the national and sub-national level. 
This is in line with Abrahams (2014), who claims that when it comes to concepts 
such as territorial cohesion, emphasis should not be put on defining the concept 
but rather on pragmatic questions like what the concept “does” and “might do” 
(Abrahams, 2014, p. 2152). 

Figure 1 (Purkarthofer, 2016) presents a conceptual framework which 
delineates the realm of European spatial planning, as understood in this 
dissertation. The following sections elaborate on the three elements that ought 
to be considered when aiming to understand European spatial planning and its 
effects on planning systems and planning practices in different contexts in a 
comprehensive manner. 
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Figure 1. AA conceptual framework to illustrate the encounter of European and domestic planning 
(Purkarthofer, 2016; additional markings above) 

2.2.1 Supranational and Intergovernmental Policy-Making 

The distinction between intergovernmental and supranational policy-making is 
not emphasised in this dissertation, as it focuses on the interpretation, 
implementation and instrumentalisation of European spatial planning in 
domestic contexts instead of policy-making at the European level. 
Consequently, this dissertation refers to both intergovernmental and 
supranational policy-making when talking about the European level and 
European policies. Nonetheless, it has to be noted that substantial differences 
between the two processes exist. Supranational policy-making represents the 
“default” policy-making process in the EU. Policy proposals are initiated and 
drafted by the European Commission, and subsequently commented on and 
ultimately approved by the European Parliament and the Council of the EU, 
while several other bodies are consulted in the process. As this simplified 
description shows, the European Commission is the main initiator of 
supranational processes. However, representatives of the member states play a 
decisive role through the approval of proposals, both by the publicly elected 
members of the European Parliament and the heads of state in the Council.  

Intergovernmental policy-making, in turn, brings together national represent-
atives responsible for a certain policy field who, although they have no authority 
beyond their national jurisdiction, discuss, negotiate and potentially enact le-
gally non-binding policy papers, which are then acknowledged in the whole EU. 
Intergovernmental policy-making is common in the field of European spatial 
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planning and the informal ministerial meetings of the ministers responsible for 
spatial planning and urban development have brought about the most im-
portant milestones in European spatial planning, such as the ESDP or the EU 
Urban Agenda. Although the European institutions are not directly involved in 
the decision-making processes in these meetings, the processes are usually 
framed by the respective EU presidencies and partly driven by the European 
Commission. 

Though both supranational and intergovernmental processes are commonly 
referred to as policy-making at the European level, national and sub-national 
actors clearly play a major role in these processes. In addition to formal 
mechanisms in which political representatives approve or disapprove policy 
proposals, national (and to a lesser degree regional and local) actors contribute 
by “uploading” policy ideas to the EU level (Stead, 2013). These actors can have 
a significant influence on both supranational and intergovernmental processes, 
as was shown for example in the context of the ESDP (Faludi, 1997; Faludi & 
Waterhout, 2002). Although policy uploading clearly shapes European spatial 
planning and can also be of importance in understanding the implementation 
of European inputs by domestic actors, it is not discussed in this dissertation. 
Understanding these processes of negotiation would require focusing 
empirically on negotiations at the European level rather than the 
implementation of policies by domestic actors.  

2.2.2 Discursive, Regulatory and Remunerative Policy Interventions 

Understanding European spatial planning as a broad issue highlights the fact 
that it originates not from one but indeed from several policy fields. At the EU 
level, these policy fields differ regarding their content as well as their form of 
policy intervention. EU policy-making has been frequently described to work 
with “carrots”, i.e. positive stimuli such as financial incentives, and “sticks”, i.e. 
restrictions and regulations, a dichotomy that has also been applied to 
European spatial planning . 
According to Vedung (1998), however, the distinction between carrots and 
sticks provides no category related to the provision of information, which could 
entail “plain knowledge, normative appeals, emotional persuasion, or 
recommendations for action” (p. 28) but involves neither incentives nor 
penalties. Vedung thus suggests a threefold classification based on Etzioni’s 
differentiation between three types of authoritative power: coercive, 
remunerative and normative (Etzioni, 1975). In the context of policy-making, 
Vedung claims that normative power, i.e. the transfer of knowledge, moral 
suasion, exhortation and persuasion, “is an important and largely overlooked 
category in the debate on governing instruments” (Vedung, 1998, p. 29). He 
thus suggests adding the “sermon” to the “carrot” and the “stick”, resulting in a 
trichotomy of policy interventions: information, economic means and 
regulations. The type of policy intervention determines the relationship of 
governor and governee: regulations oblige the governee to do what the governor 
demands, yet also bind the governor to stick to the mandate defined by the 
regulations. Economic means do not demand a specific action from the 
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governee, however, compliance with a suggested action results in gain of 
material resources while non-compliance results in the deprivation thereof. 
Information, in turn, does not oblige the governee to act in a specific way. This 
of course does not imply that it is as such neutral or value-free. The information 
category can cover knowledge and data as well as advertising, educational 
efforts, judgements and recommendations, and also shapes and frames 
attention as it affects what is considered worthwhile of knowing. However the 
governee is not mandated to act in a specific way in response to information 
(Vedung, 1998).  

Although Vedung’s trichotomy explains governing interventions on a general 
level, it can also be applied to a specific policy field, especially cross-sectional 
policy fields characterised by complexity and fragmentation, e.g. transport 
policy (Givoni, Macmillen, Banister, & Feitelson, 2013). In ARTICLE I, the same 
typology is used to characterise the different European policy interventions 
relevant for spatial planning and territorial governance (see Figure 1, p 19). 

First, strategic policy papers can be understood as the “sermon” of European 
spatial planning. The documents are developed at the European level, either in 
intergovernmental or supranational processes, and are legally non-binding. 
Domestic actors can thus choose to pick up ideas and rhetoric offered in these 
documents, give them meaning in a specific context and decide upon their 
implementation. However, if domestic actors do not attach importance to these 
policy papers, there are no legal or financial consequences. 

Second, in certain policy fields, the EU has the competence to develop 
legislation, i.e. use the “stick”, typically in the form of regulations and directives. 
These legally binding acts vary greatly with regard to their impact. While some 
have immediate spatial implications (e.g. Habitats Directive), others limit the 
leeway of domestic authorities (e.g. Environmental Noise Directive) and others 
again affect the development of cities and regions (e.g. State aid guidelines). If 
domestic actors fail to implement the directives correctly or infringe upon the 
regulations, the EU can take legal action or impose sanctions against the 
member states. 

Third, the EU also disburses funds and subsidies, i.e. offers “carrots”, to 
support its goals in certain policy fields. The most relevant EU policies for 
planning that use remunerative interventions are regional policy, common 
agricultural policy (through support measures for rural areas) and transport 
policy. If domestic actors do not use the funding opportunities the EU provides, 
there are no immediate negative consequences. However, if a country or region 
does not fully exploit its allocated funding, it is de facto losing resources by not 
utilising all of the money it would be entitled to pocket. Countries have thus 
been very keen to keep their absorption rate, i.e. the share of used allocated 
funds, as close to 100 percent as possible.  

For each of these categories, a multitude of examples can be found in EU 
policy-making (Table 2). While it might be flawed to view all these policy 
interventions as planning policies, they nonetheless affect spatial development 
and territorial governance, thus making it important to take them into account 
when mapping the EU’s effects on planning. Table 2 provides a list of examples 
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for EU policy interventions relevant to spatial planning and development, but 
by no means is it exhaustive, nor does it give a full historic account. Moreover, 
as EU policy-making is ever-changing, new policies are constantly developed 
and negotiated. Each of the policy interventions is different in character and 
complex in itself. This dissertation will not elaborate further on the contents of 
specific policies, except those addressed in the individual articles. There exists, 
however, a lot of scholarly work on EU policy-making and specific policies 
undertaken by planning researchers, geographers and political scientists. 
Several books have addressed European spatial planning and territorial 
governance in a comprehensive manner (Adams, Cotella, & Nunes, 2011; Dühr 
et al., 2010; Faludi, 2010b; Williams, 1996), while other scholars have 
scrutinised specific aspects or policies (Table 2, right column).  

Of course, the three types of policy interventions cannot be viewed as entirely 
independent from each other. Strategies and funds often emphasise the same 
objectives, as can be seen for instance in the TA2020 strategy and the structural 
funds during the 2007-2013 programming period, both focusing on smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth (CEC, 2011, 2014). Non-binding strategies are 
often – though not always – the first step towards the extension of EU 
competences and the enactment of binding regulations. The rules for the 
disbursement of funds and subsidies are stipulated in binding regulations. The 
same actors are involved in the preparation of all types of policies, suggesting a 
certain degree of convergence regarding themes, objectives and terminology. 
The combination of different policy interventions, i.e. policy packaging as 
described by Givoni et al. (2013), might in fact be an interesting concept to 
explore also in the context of European spatial planning. While this dissertation 
does not elaborate on policy packaging at the European level, it describes similar 
processes of combining different policies at the local and regional level in the 
member states (see e.g. ARTICLE II).  

2.2.3 Spatial Scales and Associated Actors 

The distinction between supranational and intergovernmental and the typology 
of policy interventions refer mainly to the European level. However, it is crucial 
to also include different spatial scales and associated actors and organisations 
into the realm of European spatial planning, especially if it is understood not 
only as the European input but also as the concrete outcome of these policies on 
the ground. The EU is “region-blind”1F

2, meaning that the EU only addresses 
nation states, thus its policies are practically the same for all member states. Yet, 
the outcomes of certain policies might differ considerably in different member 
states. This is also the case for European spatial planning. It is thus crucial to 
not only observe what happens between the European Union and its member 
states, i.e. the different types of policy interventions discussed earlier, but how 
European input is dealt with within a country (Purkarthofer, 2016). 
 

                                                           
2 Some scholars have questioned the region-blindness of the EU and argued that the legal order 
and policy implementation of the EU in practice have profound effects on different governance 
patterns (Cloots, De Baere, & Sottiaux, 2012; Weatherill, 2005). 
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 Examples of EU policies relevant to spatial planning 

TYPE OF POLICY  
INTERVENTION 

POLICY FURTHER READINGS 

Discursive:  
Strategic Policy  
Papers

European Spatial  
Development Perspective 

Faludi, 2006; Faludi & Waterhout, 2002;  
Richardson & Jensen, 2000; Shaw & Sykes, 2003, 
2005 

Territorial Agenda Böhme & Schön, 2006; Faludi, 2007, 2009; 
Gualini, 2008; Sykes, 2008 

Europe 2020 Böhme, Doucet, Komornicki, Zaucha, & Swiatek, 
2011; Doucet, Böhme, & Zaucha, 2014; Faludi & 
Peyrony, 2011; Stec & Grzebyk, 2016 

Urban Agenda Atkinson, 2001; Geppert & Colini, 2015; 
Mamadouh, 2018 

Macro-regional  
Strategies 

Metzger & Schmitt, 2012; Sielker, 2016b, 2016a; 
Stead, 2014a 

TEN-T Bröcker, Korzhenevych, & Schürmann, 2010; 
Fabbro & Mesolella, 2010; Gutiérrez, Condeço-
Melhorado, López, & Monzón, 2011; van der 
Heijden, 2006 

ESPON Böhme, 2016; Evrard, Schulz, & Nienaber, 2013; 
Faludi, 2012; van Gestel & Faludi, 2005; Vogelij, 
2014 

Regulatory: 
Regulations and  
directives 

Natura 2000 
(Birds Directive & 
Habitats Directive) 

Bock et al., 2005; Gaston, Jackson, Nagy, Cantú-

2013; Turnhout, Behagel, Ferranti, & Beunen, 
2015; von Haaren & Reich, 2006  

Urban Waste Water  
Treatment Directive 

 

State Aid Guidelines Colomb & Santinha, 2014 

Strategic Environmental  
Assessment 

Barker, 2006; Barker & Fischer, 2003; T. B. 
Fischer, 2010; González, Gilmer, Foley, Sweeney, 
& Fry, 2011; Say & Yücel, 2006 

Environmental Impact  
Assessment 

Barker & Wood, 1999, 2001; Pinho, McCallum, 
& Santos Cruz, 2010; Torriti, 2007 

Remunerative:  
Funds and  
subsidies 

ETC/INTERREG Dühr & Nadin, 2007; Fabbro & Haselsberger, 
2009; Faludi, 2008; Medeiros, 2018; Stead, 
2014b  

URBAN  Atkinson, 2002; Dukes, 2008; Hamedinger, 
Bartik, & Wolffhardt, 2008 

LEADER Dax, Strahl, Kirwan, & Maye, 2016; Dillinger, 
2014 

ITI Havlík, 2018 
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In other words, it is important to understand how European inputs relevant 
for spatial development and territorial cohesion are linked to the complex net-
work of actors and organisations within the member states. These connections 
can determine the effects of European policies on the ground, as domestic actors 
are responsible for their interpretation, implementation and potential instru-
mentalisation. Although the same links to the European level exist for all coun-
tries and regions, they might thus deal with European inputs in an entirely dif-
ferent manner. Despite its claimed “region-blindness”, the EU is widely 
acknowledged as a driver for rescaling processes. Especially regions are fre-
quently associated with the EU. On the one hand, the EU has introduced NUTS 
regions (French: Nomenclature des unités territoriales statistiques) as a con-
sistent, hierarchical system of statistical units across Europe. In addition to ex-
isting political and cultural regions, these NUTS regions also reflect economic 
concerns, as they quickly turned into a spatial framework for EU regional policy, 
making the exact territorial demarcation and location of boundaries crucial for 
the disbursement of EU Cohesion Policy funding (Paasi 2009). EU regional pol-
icy shaped not only the territorial dimension of regions but also their govern-
ance arrangements, as it requires some form of administration at the regional 
scale. Member states thus needed to establish, reinforce or redefine regional or-
ganisations upon accession to the EU in order to meet the requirements associ-
ated with regional policy. While some countries integrated new tasks into exist-
ing structures, others built regional administration from scratch, a process that 
in some cases led to problems and inefficiencies 

Pálné Kovács, Paraskevopoulos, & Horváth, 2004).  
On the other hand, the EU has promoted regions on a discursive and 

sometimes emotional level, as manifested, for example, in the “Europe of the 
Regions” narrative which emerged in the 1990s (Elias, 2008; Keating, 1997, 
2008). Although the narrative is less prominent today, regions still enjoy a 
special connection to the EU. Since 1994, the Committee of the Regions exists 
as an advisory body to the European institutions, aiming to give a voice to 
regions in EU policy-making. In recent years, sub-national actors have shown 
an increasing interest in the EU, expressed, for example, in the rising numbers 
of regional representations to the EU in Brussels (Tatham, 2008). Though the 
involvement of sub-national actors with EU policy-making should be welcomed 
with a view to democracy and multi-level governance, it does not always come 
without problems in practice. Although empirical data assessing the 
involvement of regional actors at the European level is scarce, a few studies have 
shown that opportunities for regions to affect EU policy-making are not always 
exploited, or exploited successfully (Högenauer, 2014; Rodríguez-Pose & 
Courty, 2018). Despite challenges for regions to participate at the European 
level, scholars agree that Europeanisation is partly a regional phenomenon. 
Elias (2008) claims that “there are numerous ways in which the EU remains 
highly important for regions, and in which regional politics plays a significant 
role in shaping the nature and direction of European integration” (p. 487). As 
this dissertation focuses on the application of European policies rather than 
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their negotiation at the European scale, it follows the understanding of regions 
as “spaces of politics” (Carter & Pasquier, 2010) characterised by their own 
power structures and logics of action for which the EU acts as driver of change. 
In many cases, processes of regionalisation and changes regarding territorial 
governance also affect planning, in particular planning at the regional level (see 
also ARTICLE IV). It is thus crucial to consider sub-national scales when 
discussing the influence of the EU on spatial planning.  

Spatial scales, however, only gain meaning when the dimension of agency is 
added. Actors, in most cases organisations rather than individuals, ultimately 
determine the power relations inherent in planning. They decide upon the 
interpretation, implementation and instrumentalisation of policies, shape the 
visualisation and language of planning documents and define the relation to 
other spatial scales. The importance of actors becomes apparent when 
understanding planning systems and their spatial scales not as linear, 
hierarchical, top-down systems but as multi-dimensional and multi-scalar 
networks of governance. In order to understand these networks and the links 
between different spatial scales and associated actors, it is necessary to take 
both formal and informal actors into account, as the following section will 
demonstrate.  

2.3 Including Soft Spaces and Soft Planning in European Spatial 
Planning  

The EU can be regarded as an important driver of rescaling. Rescaling is a 
complex and multi-dimensional process, reshaping practices, redefining scales 
and reorganizing interactions between scales (McCann, 2003). Spatial rescaling 
through Europeanisation should, however, not be understood as a simple 
transfer of powers from the national to the EU level (Stead, 2014a). Instead, we 
can observe shifts in three directions: upwards to the supranational EU level or 
international institutions, downwards to sub-national actors, and sideways to 
civil society actors (Stead, 2014b). As these power shifts do not only occur 
between formalised levels of government but create “new scales of intervention, 
new actor constellations and variable geometries of governance” (Stead, 2014a, 
p. 681), Europeanisation has frequently been viewed in connection with soft 
spaces.  

The notion of soft spaces was developed in the context of British politics and 
planning from 2007 onwards (Allmendinger & Haughton, 2007; Haughton & 
Allmendinger, 2007). Initially based on the analysis of processes in the Thames 
Gateway, a complex regeneration and urban development area east of London, 
soft spaces started to serve as an analytical concept to understand planning 
scales and processes, which did not coincide with the statutory processes 
typically framing UK planning. Haughton and Allmendinger describe the 
difference between hard and soft spaces as follows (Haughton & Allmendinger, 
2007, p. 306):  

 
Hard spaces are the formal, visible arenas and processes, often statutory and 
open to democratic processes and local political influence. Driven by a myriad of 
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policy concerns – such as the hierarchy and co-ordination of national policy and 
development plans, their co-ordination with community strategies and the 
significance given to community involvement – they are characterised by 
complexity and delays. 
 
‘Soft spaces’ are the fluid areas between such formal processes where 
implementation through bargaining, flexibility, discretion and interpretation 
dominate. Once alerted to it, signs of this tendency are not hard to find – such as 
the growing preference for using fuzzy boundaries in establishing new ‘sub-
regions’ (for instance in the Wales spatial plan, and the Northern Way’s ‘city-
regions’). 
 

They claim further that soft spaces, as opposed to static, regulatory tools such 
as land use plans, hold the potential to reflect the real geographies of problems, 
to ensure flexibility and speedy delivery of policy responses and to bypass 
bureaucracies and rigidities associated with political and administrative 
boundaries (Allmendinger & Haughton, 2009). 

While acknowledging the emergence of soft spaces, Allmendinger and 
Haughton warn not to disregard the importance of hard spaces and highlight 
the shortcomings of soft spaces regarding legitimacy and citizen involvement. 
Instead of ensuring democratic accountability, soft spaces thus entail a strong 
element of pragmatism, focusing on “getting things done and not worrying too 
much about tidiness around the edges or administrative clutter” 
(Allmendinger & Haughton, 2009, p. 619). Instead of shifting from one set of 
spaces to another, planners thus need to be able to work within both hard and 
soft spaces, and even use soft spaces and fuzzy boundaries in a tactical manner 
if they help to deliver planning objectives (Allmendinger & Haughton, 2009). 

Soon after the first mentions of soft spaces in the context of the United 
Kingdom, connections were drawn with the scientific discourse on 
Europeanisation and European spatial planning. Faludi (2010a) describes the 
EU itself as a soft space, changing its spatial delineation following accession 
processes and according to different cooperation agreements, e.g. the Schengen 
Area or the Euro-zone, and transcending the hard spaces of nation states. He 
identifies soft spaces created through EU policies, such as the macro-regional 
strategy for the Baltic Sea Region, and claims that “[t]hese soft spaces require 
soft planning” (Faludi, 2010a, p. 14). Consequently, the Baltic Sea Region 
strategy does not resemble a binding scheme or a master plan but a series of 
particular issues with varying spatial dimensions, creating not one neatly 
defined space but many overlapping spaces (Faludi, 2010a, p. 20). Besides the 
spatial fuzziness, Stead (2011) identifies a “complex, overlapping, ‘soft’ 
patchwork of activities, relationships and responsibilities” (p. 165) in the Baltic 
Sea Region. Moreover, the EU also contributes to dissolve formerly hard spaces 
such as nation states by reducing the importance of borders, making it 
increasingly difficult for countries to act autonomously (Faludi, 2010a; 
Purkarthofer, 2018).  

In addition to the creation of soft spaces, the EU can also be understood to act 
as driver of soft planning. Instead of binding plan-making, for which it lacks the 
legal competence, the EU promotes coordination, cooperation and learning in 
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the field of spatial planning. While it seems that the European level is limited to 
developing informal strategies in the field of planning, there is also a strategic 
informality inherent to these activities: Due to their non-binding character, 
these strategies are generally met with less resistance than regulatory 
interventions. European spatial policies might even be especially powerful 
because of their lack of a formal or high-level political status, as the “seemingly 
non-political, evidence-based management of spatial development” 
(Luukkonen, 2015, p. 188) enables policymakers to justify their actions as 
necessities for the common good. 

The existence of hard and soft spaces and planning processes is not a 
phenomenon unique to the European Union but can also be found within its 
member states. When aiming to understand Europeanisation from within, as 
this dissertation sets out to do, soft and hard processes need to be taken into 
account, both at the European level and within the member states. Domestic 
actors have an active role in Europeanisation processes: the interpretation, 
implementation and instrumentalisation of European inputs is often at the 
discretion of “hard actors”, i.e. organisations that have specific, formalised tasks 
within a country’s statutory planning system. While their leeway might be 
comparably smaller when implementing EU regulations, they are barely bound 
by rules when it comes to interpreting and instrumentalising informal 
strategies. Remunerative incentives might even put them in a proactive 
position, either as administrators of or applicants for funding. Similar roles can, 
however, also be taken up by “soft actors”, i.e. organisations that are not part of 
the statutory planning system. While the legal ratification of directives and the 
administration of funds is typically associated with a clear mandate, “soft 
actors” can apply for EU funds and subsidies and refer to EU strategies. Through 
EU policy interventions, new actors can thus contribute to framing spatial 
development and planning practices – even if they have no legal mandate to do 
so. It is thus imperative to pay increased attention not only to the interpretation, 
implementation and instrumentalisation of European policies through actors in 
the statutory planning system, but also through new actors who might gain a 
foothold in the planning arena through European spatial planning.  

In this context, the realms of hard and soft actors should not be viewed as 
separate spheres. Instead, together they form an intricate network of 
organisations, operating at different spatial scales and characterised by complex 
relations, which ultimately shape the outcomes of European inputs. While 
research on European spatial planning has frequently considered which actors 
and organisations encounter specific EU policies in a particular country, it has 
seldom traced how the policies continue to be addressed within a country’s 
complex network of hard and soft actors. A more comprehensive view is, 
however, necessary to understanding how European input translates into 
planning activities within the EU member states. The same input can either be 
stalled quickly within a national planning system or reach a plurality of actors 
and scales. Accordingly, the effects of European policies can differ significantly 
in different national and regional contexts. 
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3. Methodological Background 
and Research Material 

This section presents the reasons behind selecting Austria and Finland as case 
countries to study Europeanisation from within. Moreover, it elaborates on the 
literature review, document analysis and expert interviews conducted in the 
course of this study.  

3.1 Selection of Case Countries 

In addition to the conceptual framework, this dissertation provides examples of 
the interpretation, implementation and instrumentalisation of European spatial 
planning in Austria and Finland. The choice to focus on examples from these 
two countries was made for several reasons. The two countries have a 
comparable level of wealth and recent geopolitical history and joined the EU 
simultaneously, while at the same time they have distinct administrative 
systems (federal and unitarian with strong local government), which are also 
represented in their planning systems. This combination of similarities and 
differences makes them an ideal testbed to study national responses to 
European spatial planning. The socio-economic context ensures comparability, 
while different legal-administrative systems provide an interesting frame to 
investigate the influences of the EU and the application of European policies.  

Austria and Finland, together with Sweden, became member states of the EU 
in the 1995 enlargement. In the course of accession, both countries held a 
referendum asking citizens to confirm their government’s intention to join the 
EU, which in both cases they did. While the Austrian population approved the 
accession in all federal states, adding up to a nationwide two-thirds majority, 
Finns in the northern regions voted against the accession (Moisio, 2008). 
However, they were ultimately outvoted by the southern, more populous 
Finnish regions, resulting in a nation-wide majority of 56% in favour of 
accession.  

Although, as I argue in this dissertation, EU influences are not imposed on 
member states when it comes to planning, the same accession date results in an 
equal exposure time to EU influences, even if the actual effects might differ. In 
the 1990s, when Austria and Finland prepared for their accession to the EU, 
European integration as well as European spatial planning were on the rise. 
With the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989, Europe faced a time of transition that 
resulted in a transformation of the continent’s political landscape. The 1988 
reform of the EU Cohesion Policy introduced the INTERREG community 
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initiative, a funding instrument for territorial cooperation, which is frequently 
understood as a connecting element between EU regional policy and spatial 
planning (Dühr et al., 2007). In 1992, the Habitats Directive and Birds Directive, 
commonly known as the Natura 2000 network, were enacted, representing an 
EU environmental policy with an explicit spatial dimension, which until today 
directly concerns plans and planning authorities in the EU member states. At 
the same time, intensive debates about spatial planning in Europe were 
underway and attempts to create an intergovernmental strategy document 
framing spatial development ultimately resulted in the publication of the ESDP 
in 1999.  

3.1.1 Austria and Finland: Economic, Societal and Administrative 
Context  

In addition to their common date of accession, Austria and Finland share some 
socio-economic and historical characteristics that make a comparison feasible. 
Both countries can be classified as similar when it comes to size and wealth 
within Europe. With 8.6 and 5.5 million inhabitants Austria and Finland rank 
as 15th and 18th most populous countries in the EU respectively (2016), while 
their GDP per capita are the 6th and 7th biggest in the EU (IMF, 2016). Both 
countries acknowledge the ideal of the welfare state, in which a market economy 
is combined with strong labour unions and a universalist welfare sector 
financed by heavy taxes. According to a classification by Esping-Andersen 
(1990), Finland employs the social-democratic welfare model, aimed at 
universal access to benefits and services, while Austria employs the Christian-
democratic welfare state model, based on decentralisation and social 
stratification. Several other attempts of developing welfare state typologies have 
followed, all of them classifying Finland as Nordic-Scandinavian and Austria as 
continental-corporatist type (Nadin & Stead, 2008). At the moment, neo-
liberalism seems to be on the rise at the expense of the welfare state in both 
countries (Ahlqvist & Moisio, 2014; Mäntysalo, 1999; Mäntysalo & Saglie, 2010; 
Mattila, 2018; Moisio & Leppänen, 2007). Nonetheless, Austria and Finland are 
still among the countries with the highest share of social expenditure worldwide, 
accounting for 27.8 % and 30.8 % of the GDP respectively in 2016 (OECD, 
2018).  

After World War II, both Austria and Finland were neutral countries, 
geographically located at the Eastern edge of Western Europe. This situation 
changed fundamentally with the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989 and even more 
so after the 2004 enlargement of the EU. While Finland can still be considered 
geographically peripheral and its border to the Russian Federation is still of 
economic and political importance, Austria’s relative location in Europe was 
altered completely when its neighbouring countries to the East joined the EU. 
However, almost 30 years after the fall of the iron curtain and 15 years after the 
Eastern enlargement of the EU, the long-term effects of the formerly closed 
borders are still visible in the spatial patterns, population development and 
economic structure of the border regions, many of which are structurally weak 
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and depopulating (ÖROK, 2011). Finland’s peripheral and sparsely populated 
border regions face similar problems (Laine, 2007; Moilanen, 2012). 

The fundamental differences between Austria’s and Finland’s administrative 
and legal structure make comparison especially interesting for the research 
questions posed in this dissertation. Austria is a federation consisting of nine 
federal states and approximately 2100 municipalities. By definition, the federal 
states are vested with all legislative and executive powers, except for certain 
issues of nationwide interest, specified in the constitution and delegated to the 
federation. The municipalities have no legislative power, but execute 
administrative tasks on behalf of the federal states as well as issues of local 
concern as independent administrative bodies.  

Finland, like other Nordic countries, is a unitarian state with strong local 
government (Sjöblom, 2010), consisting of 18 regions and 311 municipalities. 
The central state is solely responsible for the legislative process, while the 
municipalities enjoy a monopoly of self-governance regarding certain policies. 
The regions, in their current form, are joint municipal organisations, consisting 
of municipal representatives. Plans to reform the Finnish regions towards more 
independent administrative entities are currently under way and are expected 
to come into effect in January 2021. However, at the time of writing, there is a 
lot of political uncertainty associated with the regional reform (YLE, 2018). 

3.1.2 The Planning Systems in Austria and Finland 

These differences in the Austrian and Finnish administrative system are also 
reflected in the respective planning systems. In Austria, the federal states are 
responsible for spatial planning (Raumplanung or Raumordnung), thus 
planning legislation is enacted at the federal state level, resulting in the 
existence of nine planning laws within one country. As spatial planning in 
Austria is by definition a cross-sectional matter (Dinka, 2010; Purkarthofer, 
2013), other policy areas are also relevant for planning. These include 
environmental protection, railroads, aviation, water management, agriculture 
and forestry. The fact that some of these policies are dealt with at federal state 
level while others are addressed at the federation level results in a fragmentation 
of competences, creating ambiguity and inconsistencies (Semsroth & Dillinger, 
2002). At the national level, planning is based on a voluntary agreement 
between the federal state governments and nation state organisations, e.g. the 
Federal Chancellery2F

3, in the Austrian Conference on Spatial Planning (ÖROK) 
(Faludi, 1998).  

While there are differences between the nine planning laws, especially 
regarding terminology, the planning instruments and the roles ascribed to each 
level of government are similar. Table 3 provides an overview of the planning 
scales and documents in Austria (for a more elaborate overview see e.g. ÖROK, 
2018b). Except for the legally non-binding national development concept, the 
planning system follows a hierarchical structure in which federal plans limit the  

                                                           
3 Recently, in a 2018 reform, the national-level coordination unit responsible for planning 
matters was transferred from the Federal Chancellery to the Federal Ministry of Sustainability 
and Tourism.  
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 PPlanning scales and documents in the Austrian planning system, drawing on the sub- 
national example of the Lower Austrian planning law (Land Niederösterreich, 2014).  

 
leeway of regional and local plans. In addition to the scales specified in the  
planning laws, other processes also affect and frame spatial development, for  
instance the establishment of Regional Managements. The task of Regional 
Managements is to provide information, as well as advisory and project 
managing services in the context of EU Cohesion Policy. Though these 
organisations are not part of the planning system, they are often understood to 
affect spatial development at a regional scale by serving as a platform for 
networking activities, coordination and place branding. 

In Finland, corresponding with its administrative structure, the central state 
and the municipalities are the most important actors in the planning system. 
 

AT  planning document: name and function legal status  issued by 
na

tio
na

l 

sectoral plans (e.g. rail roads) 

specifies spatial dimension of a sectoral policy

variable responsible  
ministry 

Österreichisches Raumentwicklungskonzept (ÖREK) 
[Austrian Spatial Development Concept] 

specifies nation-wide development trends, objectives 
and measures 

non-binding ÖROK 

re
gi

on
al

 / 
fe

de
ra

l 

Landesraumordnungsprogramm (LROP)  
[Federal Spatial Planning Programme] 

specifies development trends, objectives and 
measures for the federal state 

binding federal state  

Regionales Raumordnungsprogramm (ROP) 
[Regional Spatial Planning Programme] 

specifies planning restrictions and development areas 

binding federal state  

Sektorales Raumordnungsprogramm  
[Sectoral Regional Planning Programme] 

specifies spatial dimension of a sectoral policy  

binding federal state  

Regionales Entwicklungskonzept (REK)  
[Regional Development Concept] 

coordinates regional spatial development issues 

non-binding federal state  

su
b-

 
re

gi
on

al
 

Kleinregionales Entwicklungskonzept (KEK)  
[inter-communal spatial development concept] 

specifies development trends, objectives and 
measures for several municipalities 

non-binding several  
municipalities in 
cooperation 

lo
ca

l 

Örtliches Raumordnungsprogramm (ÖROP)  
[Local Spatial Development Programme]  

specifies development trends, objectives and 
measures  

binding municipality 

Flächenwidmungsplan (FLWP)  
[Local Land Use Plan] 

specifies land uses and intensities 

binding municipality 

Bebauungsplan (BP) [Local Construction Plan] 

specifies construction guidelines and styles 

binding municipality 
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 PPlanning scales and documents in the Finnish planning system, drawing on the Land Use and 
Building Act (Ministry of Environment, 1999).

*The Local Master Plan (Yleiskaava) is usually binding. However, according to the LBA, it can be given a non-
binding status, too.  

The legal provisions regarding land use planning (maankäytön suunnittelu) are 
specified in the Land Use and Building Act (LBA) (Ministry of Environment, 
1999) which defines three planning levels (see Table 4). At the national level, the 
Ministry of Environment enacts the National Land Use Guidelines, which frame 
spatial development issues of nation-wide importance. In addition, the ministry 
is responsible for the preparation of spatial planning legislation. Other 
ministries affect spatial development indirectly with regard to their specific 
sectoral focus. At the regional level, the Regional Council prepares the Regional 
Land Use Plan and Regional Development Programme. At the local level, the 
municipality is responsible for enacting the Local Master Plan, as well as Local 
Detailed Plans for areas within the municipality. Additionally, municipalities 
can voluntarily enact a joint master plan if they wish to do so. 

Although the planning system is designed to be hierarchical, i.e. the regional 
plan determines the content of the local plans, the Finnish system has been 
claimed to show an asymmetrical distribution of powers in favour of the local 
level (Hirvonen-Kantola & Mäntysalo, 2014). Regional plans often reflect local 
interests instead of steering local planning (Kilpeläinen, Laakso, & Loikkanen, 
2011). This is partly due to the weak political constitution of the Finnish regions, 
which are not independent authorities but joint municipal boards, and thus 
consist of local political representatives rather than directly elected officials. It 

FI  planning document: name and function legal status issued by 

na
tio

na
l Valtakunnalliset alueidenkäyttötavoitteet 

(VAT) [National Land Use Guidelines] 

specify spatial development guidelines for 
issues of nation-wide importance  

binding Ministry of  
Environment 

re
gi

on
al

 

Maakuntakaava [Regional Land Use Plan]  

specifies development goals, zones and 
restrictions 

binding Regional  

Council 

Alueellinen kehittämisohjelma  
[Regional Development Programme] 

specifies aims regarding regional development 

binding Regional  

Council 

su
b-

re
gi

on
al

 Kuntien yhteinen yleiskaava  
[Joint Municipal Master Plan] 

specifies land uses and intensities, 
development goals and measures 

binding (if 
enacted) but 
voluntary 

several  
municipalities in 
cooperation 

lo
ca

l 

Yleiskaava [Local Master Plan] 

specifies land uses and intensities, 
development goals and measures 

binding*  municipality 

Asemakaava [Local Detailed Plan] 

specifies land uses and intensities, building 
styles and restrictions 

binding municipality 
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remains to be seen whether Finland’s ongoing regional reform will rectify 
imbalances in the planning system, as discussed also in ARTICLE IV of this 
dissertation.  

In addition to the planning scales and documents stipulated in the LBA, 
spatial planning in Finland has in recent years seen an increase in strategic and 
legally non-binding processes framing spatial development (Mäntysalo, 
Jarenko, Nilsson, & Saglie, 2015). While these new tools have frequently 
outlined new geographies, such as city regions (Bäcklund, Häikiö, Leino, & 
Kanninen, 2017; Mäntysalo, Kangasoja, & Kanninen, 2015) , they are often 
governed by traditional administrative entities (Luukkonen & Moilanen, 2012). 

3.1.3 Context for Comparison 

Austria and Finland share economic and societal characteristics, while at the 
same time the two countries show significant differences regarding their 
administrative structure and planning systems. In previous studies, they were 
classified as belonging to the Germanic and Scandinavian planning family 
respectively (Newman & Thornley, 1996), and as employing a comprehensive 
integrated planning approach (CEC, 1997). However, as Nadin and Stead have 
shown, a finer classification of planning systems is needed as “very similar 
arrangements can be developed in practice in quite different settings” (2008, p. 
44). This very much highlights the need to understand the Europeanisation of 
spatial planning from within. Due to their similarities and differences, Austria 
and Finland provide an excellent testbed for comparing the applications of 
European spatial planning in different national, regional and local contexts. The 
two countries are comparable regarding their socio-economic context and their 
administrative capacity. Actors in Austria and Finland thus can be expected to 
have similar capabilities to apply European policies. However, their different 
legal-administrative systems, the resulting characteristics of the planning 
systems, and the roles ascribed to specific actors in these systems make a 
comparison especially interesting. Investigating the different types of policy 
interventions in two similar yet different countries offers valuable insights 
regarding whether domestic actors exploit the opportunities provided by 
European policies and utilise the leeway that they entail. It also sheds light on 
the importance ascribed to different European policies in different contexts.  

This section has elaborated on the reasons for comparing the interpretation, 
implementation and instrumentalisation of European spatial planning in 
Austria and Finland. While these reasons were relating to the nation state level, 
this dissertation also acknowledges the importance of investigating the sub-
state dimension, which plays a major role in spatial planning and regarding 
transnational policy processes (Sykes, 2008). Comparisons between Austria 
and Finland are thus not only drawn at a state level, but also at the regional and 
local level. Comparing the application of European policies in different contexts 
allows us to draw conclusions relating to the importance of the legal framework 
and the planning system as well as to the role of specific organisations and 
individual actors.  
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3.2 Research Material 

This dissertation is based on two types of research materials, which were 
analysed simultaneously and exploratively, thus continuously contributing to 
reshaping the research questions and hypotheses. First, policy documents and 
scientific publications were used to develop the conceptual framework 
presented in the previous section. The analysis of the documents has also 
contributed to answering the research questions within all four articles as well 
as the overarching research questions presented in this introductory synopsis. 
Second, 40 semi-structured interviews with experts in the field of spatial 
planning were conducted, transcribed and analysed in the course of this study.  

3.2.1 Literature Survey and Document Analysis 

Written materials, primarily scientific publications and policy documents, have 
played a role in shaping the research focus of this study, developing the 
conceptual framework for analysis and answering the research questions. 
Similar to the definition of European spatial planning used in this dissertation, 
the scope of relevant documents was not determined at the beginning but 
expanded according to the themes uncovered in the research process. The 
expert interviews and the interpretations of European spatial planning by 
domestic actors thus also affected the selection of documents analysed in the 
course of this study. 

In addition to the use of scientific literature to provide a grounding in the 
scientific discourse, different policy documents were used for analysis in the 
four articles. In ARTICLE I, policy documents enacted at the European level were 
analysed to classify the types of policy intervention and develop the conceptual 
framework. In ARTICLE II, European policy documents were studied following 
Hajer’s (1993, 1995) theory of discourse analysis in order to identify the 
European storylines connected to spatial planning. Additionally, policy 
documents from the city of Graz, the federal state of Styria and the Central 
Styrian Region were considered. In ARTICLE III, strategic policy papers 
published at the European level were scrutinised, primarily the Urban Agenda 
including its specifications regarding the partnership approach. In ARTICLE IV, 
regional planning and regional development documents enacted in the Finnish 
region of Kainuu were analysed, as well as reports from different governmental 
organisations addressing the Kainuu experiment and the upcoming regional 
reform in Finland.  

All textual materials, i.e. policy documents and transcripts of the expert 
interviews, were analysed following the method of qualitative content analysis 
(Mayring, 2014). However, within the umbrella of qualitative content analysis, 
different approaches were used. The idea of structuring content analysis guided 
the coding of interview materials according to specific themes. This process was 
supported through the qualitative analysis software ATLAS.ti, which allows 
coding, sorting and referencing textual elements in order to answer specific 
research questions. Additionally, summarising content analysis was employed 
to reduce materials according to certain themes in order to allow for 
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generalisations. In other cases, explicative content analysis was used to clarify 
ambiguous or contradictory passages by analysing additional materials (Flick, 
2011, 2014).  

3.2.2 Expert Interviews 

Analysing planning systems and documents would not be sufficient for the 
purpose of identifying the interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation of EU inputs by certain actors and in specific contexts. 
Thus, this dissertation is largely based on expert interviews (see Table 5 for 
details). In total, 40 semi-structured expert interviews were conducted between 
December 2016 and January 2018. Each interview lasted between 40 and 90 
minutes and was recorded, fully transcribed and, where applicable, translated 
to English. After the transcription, the interviews were analysed with ATLAS.ti 
(see 3.2.1).   

In Austria and Finland, the selection of interviewees represents a cross section 
of actors involved in planning and related policies at different spatial scales, 
ranging from national to local. In addition, five persons in Belgium and the 
Netherlands were interviewed about the Urban Agenda, a specific policy within 
European spatial planning, and its implementation. The vast majority of 
interviewees (37 out of 40) are public servants, i.e. they are employed in 
governmental organisations at different spatial scales. The remaining three 
interviewees are employed by consultancies and lobby networks. Table 5 gives 
an overview of the number of interviewees, their employment background, the 
language the interviews were conducted in and the themes discussed. It also 
specifies in which article the interviews were primarily used as empirical data. 
In addition to the individual articles, the interviews also contributed to shape 
the conceptual framework presented in Section 2 as well as the results and 
discussion presented in Section 4.  
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 EExpert interviews: Details on interviewees, themes discussed and use of information 

 

  

 
Count  Languuage Interviewees employed at   Themes discussed  Artiicle 

Au
st

ria

17 German - Austrian Conference on 
Spatial Planning (ÖROK) 
- Federal Chancellery 
(BKA)  
- Federal State 
Governments 
- City Planning 
Departments 
- (City-)Regional 
Managements 
- Association of Towns and 
Cities 

- Planning system and relation of 
different planning scales 
- EU accession and changes for 
planning practice and discourses 
- Relevance and future of regions 
for planning, relationship 
between regional planning and 
regional development 
- New planning scales: City 
regions, cross-border regions, 
macro-regions 
- EU funding systems (e.g. ERDF, 
ITI, CLLD, INTERREG) 
- EU strategy documents, e.g. 
ESDP, Urban Agenda 
- Perception of spatial planning, 
role of planners 
- 3 different strands of EU 
influences and their 
implementation 

II, III 

Fi
nl

an
d

18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

English, 
Finnish 

- Ministry of Environment 
- Regional Council 
- ELY-centre 
- City Planning 
Departments 
- City-Regional Association 
- Consultancies 

III, IV 

Be
lg

iu
m

&
N

et
he

rla
nd

s

5 English - European Commission 
- Dutch Ministry of the 
Interior and Kingdom 
Relations 
- EUROCITIES  
- International Union of 
Tenants 

- Development and meaning of 
the Urban Agenda  
- Relation of Urban Agenda to 
other policies and strategies 
- Partnerships: formation, 
expectations, implementation 

III 
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4. Results and Discussion 

This section addresses the research questions posed earlier by presenting 
results from the articles as well as additional findings surfacing from the expert 
interviews. In accordance with the research questions, this section elaborates 
on the interpretation, implementation and instrumentalisation of European 
spatial planning. At the end of the chapter, the findings are discussed with a 
view to overarching themes contributing to understanding Europeanisation 
from within.  

4.1 Interpretation: The Conceptions of (European) Spatial 
Planning 

The interpretation of European spatial planning adopted and advocated by the 
author is presented in Section 2, as well as in ARTICLE I. However, this broad 
view, including three types of interventions from several policy fields at the 
European level as well as both soft and hard spatial scales in the member states 
is not necessarily identical with the interpretations of domestic actors. Thus, 
this dissertation investigates how European spatial planning is understood, i.e. 
which policies, programmes and documents domestic actors associate with it. 
To answer this question, it is also necessary to elaborate on the understanding 
of spatial planning itself, as terminology and wording play a crucial role in 
creating associations and shaping interpretations.  

4.1.1 Spatial Planning in the Austrian and Finnish Contexts 

As demonstrated earlier, European spatial planning has itself undergone several 
linguistic transformations and reinventions. The Euro-English term spatial 
planning has also shaped and questioned interpretations of planning in the 
member states. There is ambiguity as to whether the term is a mere translation 
for planning or whether spatial planning transcends land use planning and 
instead refers to shaping spatial development and coordinating the spatial 
impacts of sector policies and decisions (Nadin, 2006). In the United Kingdom, 
for instance, spatial planning was understood as a new planning paradigm 
distinctive for long-term visions and policy integration in the early 2000s 
(Allmendinger & Haughton, 2010), characteristics associated with strategic 
planning in other contexts (Albrechts, 2001; Albrechts & Balducci, 2013). In 
Austria and Finland, the two case countries of this dissertation, spatial planning 
enjoys its own interpretations and linguistic associations.  
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In Austria, spatial planning can most accurately be translated as 
Raumplanung. While this term captures the original meaning well from a 
language perspective, it is often used synonymously with the term 
Raumordnung, which emphasises the regulatory land use dimension. This is, 
for example, the case in the nine Austrian planning laws at the federal state level, 
some of which use Raumplanung and some Raumordnung to talk about the 
same types of policies and instruments. In addition, the term Raumentwicklung 
(spatial development) is in use. However, it usually refers to softer, legally non-
binding processes and documents, such as the Austrian Spatial Development 
Concept (ÖREK). The plurality of terms, in combination with the fragmentation 
of competences within the country have contributed to a relatively broad 
understanding of spatial planning in Austria. Planning is thus not seen as one 
specialised field but as a cross-sectional matter, bridging different disciplines 
such as urban design, transport planning and environmental sciences. This is 
also reflected in the interdisciplinary university education for planners 
(Semsroth & Dillinger, 2002).  

In the Finnish language, an accurate translation for spatial planning does not 
exist. Though on some academic occasions the literal translation spatiaalinen 
suunnittelu (Kanninen, 2017) has been used, maankäytön suunnittelu (land 
use planning) is still more common. However, the meaning of this term is rather 
precise, usually referring to local and statutory planning processes. 
Additionally, the Ministry of Environment uses the term alueidenkäytön 
suunnittelu to indicate land use planning also on the national and regional 
scales in addition to the local. Other related terms used in the academic 
discourse include yhdyskuntasuunnittelu (urban and regional planning), used 
in architecture-related disciplines, and aluesuunnittelu (regional planning), 
mainly used within planning geography. Neither is there an exact translation for 
the term spatial development. The ESDP was thus titled Euroopan 
aluesuunnittelun ja aluekehityksen suuntaviivat in its Finnish translation, 
which literally means “European regional planning and regional development 
guidelines”.  

Despite this plurality of terms, or rather due to the multitude of word choices, 
planning is usually understood in a rather narrow sense, referring to a specific 
field, discipline or even scale. Traditionally, planning has been equated with 
land use planning in Finland. In addition, environmental policy and local and 
regional development have existed as separate policy fields. With Finland’s 
accession to the EU, these policy fields have been partly integrated into a 
broader field of spatial planning, mainly driven by the establishment of Regional 
Councils responsible both for regional planning and regional development. 
However, cultural barriers between the fields exist (Eskelinen, Lapintie, & 
Kokkonen, 2000) and divisions are still visible, for example at the level of 
ministries. At the regional level as well, the integration of different policies is 
seldom successful, as ARTICLE IV demonstrates. In the Kainuu case, although 
regional planning and regional development reached a state of mutual 
acknowledgement, their design and implementation remained detached.  
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Despite this seemingly narrow conception of land use planning and its clear 
distinction from other policies, some interviewees highlight the discretionary 
leeway for planners in Finland derived from the ambiguity within the LBA. The 
scope of planning is thus defined by the planners themselves, resulting in 
potentially different conceptions even within Finland:  
 

If you read the LBA, you quite fast notice that it is pretty vague. […] So everything 
is negotiable. And it’s funny to work in different regions in Finland, because they 
understand the same words in really different ways. So it becomes a cultural 
issue. [City Region of Tampere, FI] 
 
The LBA is actually quite flexible legislation, it gives a lot of leash what to do. 
Almost everything. At the end of the day, it is always about the people, who are 
applying the legislation.  [ELY-centre Uusimaa, FI] 

 
Even if the integration of policies under the umbrella term spatial planning 
seems unsuccessful in the Finnish context, the notion of planning has been 
broadened to include more strategic and innovative planning practices. As 
ARTICLE I highlights, this turn towards soft planning reflects a general trend 
across Europe. While the importance of regulatory land use policy is 
unquestioned, processes of cooperation, coordination, negotiation and learning 
are increasingly applied and acknowledged in planning. This trend can be 
observed in both countries studied in this dissertation.  

4.1.2 Interpretations of European Spatial Planning  

The differing interpretations regarding the scope of spatial planning in Austria 
and Finland affect the respective understanding of European spatial planning. 
The broad conception of planning allows Austrian actors to regard many 
different European inputs as relevant for planning and spatial development, 
thus – according to the framework of this thesis – part of European spatial 
planning. In the interviews, Austrian actors made clear references to the 
subsidiarity principle and the fact that the EU has no formal competence 
regarding spatial planning. Nonetheless, they see planning affected by several 
European policy interventions. The most frequently mentioned European 
inputs relevant for planning include strategic documents such as the ESDP or 
the macro-regional strategies, directives such as those within Natura 2000, as 
well as funding programmes such as TEN-T, INTERREG or LEADER. 
Especially the INTERREG programmes, nowadays officially subsumed under 
the term European Territorial Cooperation (ETC), seem to be accessible and 
relatable for many Austrian planners, although they are perceived as distinct 
from formal planning processes.  

 
The cross-border cooperation programmes are definitely not spatial planning, in 
the sense of land use planning, but at least they represent joint activities, which 
can be subsumed under a broad understanding of regional policy and spatial 
development. We often justify our responsibility for transnational programmes 
and macro-regional strategies by emphasising that they are not concerned with 
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foreign policy or sectoral policies but with an integrated form of spatial 
development to which Austria contributes.  [Federal Chancellery, AT] 
 

Finnish actors seem to interpret European spatial planning in a more narrow 
sense than their Austrian colleagues do. The EU is most often associated with 
regulatory interventions, primarily the Natura 2000 directives. The directives 
have resulted in immediate implications for planning also at the local scale, for 
example, through the protection of bird or mammal species (Leino, Karppi, & 
Jokinen, 2017). Another EU policy that has lately received an increasing amount 
of attention in the planning field is the TEN-T with its priority corridors, 
especially in the context of the potential construction of a tunnel between 
Helsinki and Tallinn. Funding schemes such as INTERREG seem generally less 
important to Finnish actors, which can partly be explained through Finland’s 
geographic position in Europe. While their interpretation of European spatial 
planning is focused on a few policies, several Finnish interviewees admitted – 
almost apologetically – their lack of knowledge about other policies, such as the 
Urban Agenda, ESPON or specific regional policy funding programmes. On 
several occasions, their interest to learn more about these policies was 
mentioned: 

  
Most of the Finns, even those who operate in planning, are similar to me, they 
don’t know about the European Union instruments. So if you know, then it would 
be quite good to deliver that information.  [Lobby network, FI] 
 

The interviews have shown that neither in Austria nor in Finland there is a 
nation-wide agreement regarding the importance of specific European policies. 
Which policies are considered important or relevant depends strongly on the 
place of employment, the job history and the understanding of spatial planning 
of individuals. Nonetheless, statements about the importance of specific types 
of policy interventions can be made. In both countries, interviewees were asked 
to assess which of the three types of policy interventions (discursive, regulatory 
or remunerative) is most influential for spatial planning and development (see 
also ARTICLE III). In Austria, approximately half of the interviewees regarded 
regulations and directives as most influential, while the other half regarded 
funding programmes as most important. Not a single interviewee claimed that 
strategic documents are a predominant influence for spatial planning. In 
Finland, a vast majority of interviewees regarded regulations and directives as 
most relevant for planning. While funding instruments were mentioned as 
important influences by a few interviewees, strategic documents were 
considered almost insignificant.  

4.2 Implementation: The Actors Responding to European Spatial 
Planning 

In order to understand the implementation of European spatial planning, it is 
crucial to determine who the actors and organisations responding to it are. The 
EU does not have actors “on the ground” implementing its policies in the 
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member states. Instead, as European policy-making is based on agreements 
between national governments, its implementation is frequently in the hands of 
national, regional and local authorities3F

4. A divide between organisations 
responsible for policy development and those responsible for policy 
implementation is not unique to the EU, yet it is a significant difference to e.g. 
local authorities. Policy implementation through actors at different spatial 
scales, often termed multi-level governance, is considered a structuring 
principle of EU policy-making (Van den Brande, 2014). The implementation of 
European inputs thus fundamentally depends on the involved actors and 
organisations, which is why this crucial theme is addressed in all four articles of 
this dissertation.  

4.2.1 Statutory Planning Systems and Formal Actors 

The involvement of specific actors in European spatial planning is partly 
stipulated by legal requirements. When looking at the formal planning systems 
as presented in Section 3, clear differences can be identified between Austria 
and Finland. The EU primarily interacts with the national level, i.e. 
governments and ministries. In the Austrian case, statutory spatial planning is 
the responsibility of federal states and municipalities. At the national level, the 
Austrian Conference on Spatial Planning (ÖROK) coordinates planning issues. 
However, the ÖROK cannot enact legally binding plans but only give 
recommendations (ARTICLE I). With Austria’s accession to the EU, the ÖROK 
gained importance as a communication and coordination platform, yet its 
informal status remained. Additionally, until 2018, a small division within the 
Federal Chancellery supported the implementation of EU regional policy. In the 
beginning of 2018, the division for regional policy was incorporated into the 
Ministry for Sustainability and Tourism4F

5.  
Despite these para-constitutional mechanisms for coordination at the national 

level (Faludi, 1998), federal states have been involved in the implementation of 
European inputs. For instance, as environmental protection lies within the 
responsibility of the federal states, the Natura 2000 directives have been 
incorporated into nine different nature protection laws within Austria. In the 
field of EU regional policy, the federal state governments have developed their 
own programmes until recently. During the current programming period 2014-
2020, a single operational programme for the whole of Austria has been enacted 
for the first time. However, individual federal states have defined special 
priorities within the programme, such as a focus on the urban dimension in 
Vienna and Upper Austria, or a focus on the territorial dimension in Styria and 
Tyrol (ÖROK, 2018a).  

The involvement of municipal actors in European spatial planning differs 
greatly within Austria. Vienna is a special case as it is at the same time a federal 
state and a municipality and thus possesses its own administrative unit for 

                                                           
4 This is not necessarily the case for all EU policy fields. In some areas, e.g. Foreign Policy, EU 
policies are not directed at the member states but at third countries. 
5 As this change occurred after the expert interviews were conducted and analysed, this disserta-
tion still refers to the Federal Chancellery when speaking about this division. 
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European affairs. Other state capitals have similar, though smaller divisions. In 
the vast majority of Austrian municipalities, however, there are no actors 
concerned with European issues. Yet, the direct involvement of municipalities 
with European spatial planning is possible. One example concerns the 
implementation of URBAN+ between 2007 and 2013, when the federal state of 
Styria delegated its responsibilities to the city of Graz, which served directly as 
the administrative body for the initiative (ARTICLE II). Actors from the city of 
Graz regard the direct involvement in European issues as highly successful: 

 
For us, the projects in which we could go around the federal state of Styria and 
the state of Austria and in which we could communicate with Europe directly, 
those have always been the most successful ones.  [City of Graz, AT] 
 

In Finland, responsibilities at the national level are more clearly defined. 
However, the divide between different fields associated with spatial planning 
becomes apparent. While the Ministry of Environment is responsible for land 
use planning and environmental issues, EU regional policy and national 
regional development are handled by the Ministry of Economic Affairs and 
Employment. European policy interventions relevant for planning are thus 
implemented by different organisations at the Finnish state level, frequently 
resulting in a detached view of the policy fields.  

At the regional scale, however, tasks associated with regional planning, 
regional development and EU regional policy are all dealt with by the Regional 
Councils. The establishment of Regional Councils can be seen as the biggest 
change regarding the formal system of government in the course of Finland’s 
accession to the EU (ARTICLE I). However, almost 25 years after their 
establishment, the Finnish Regional Councils are still caught in a state of 
ambiguity. Instead of representing a self-contained regional level of 
government, the regions are characterised by the involvement of national and 
local actors. An upcoming administrative reform proposes to strengthen the 
Finnish regions politically. However, if the reform brings similar results as the 
preceding Kainuu self-government experiment, ambiguity at the regional level 
might persist (ARTICLE IV). As the Kainuu experiment has shown, changing the 
legal status of an organisation does not necessarily change the actors’ 
interpretation and implementation of their tasks.  

Municipalities in Finland enjoy a high degree of autonomy regarding planning 
issues. Like in Austria, their interest in European issues typically correlates with 
their size as well as their financial and personnel resources. Big cities like 
Helsinki thus have the administrative capacity to deal with European issues, 
while smaller municipalities usually have little resources to respond to 
European inputs. Often, the Regional Councils, together with their liaison 
offices in Brussels, are viewed as links between the Finnish municipalities and 
the EU. Yet, as the Kainuu case has shown, the lack of personnel resources and 
expertise persists at the regional level, especially in the smaller and peripheral 
regions (ARTICLE IV).  
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4.2.2 Soft Planning Processes and Informal Actors5F

6 

The picture gets more complex when the involvement of actors is not limited to 
the statutory planning system, but broadened to include soft planning process. 
As argued in ARTICLE I, this broad view is necessary to fully understand 
European spatial planning from within. European inputs gain importance when 
they are picked up, reproduced and implemented by domestic actors, both 
within the formal planning system and outside of it. In the Austrian case, several 
examples of informal actors responding to European spatial planning exist. 
Regional Managements represent one such informal yet institutionalised type 
of organisation. Although there was no need to formally adapt regional 
governance structures in Austria with the accession to the EU, Regional 
Managements as new organisations were established at the regional scale. 
While Regional Managements have close ties to EU regional policy, they are 
neither responsible for programming nor distribution of the EU funds, but 
instead for services relating to information, consultation and project 
management (Semsroth & Dillinger, 2002). The Local Action Groups (LAGs) 
governing LEADER regions are another example of an informal organisation 
that does not overlap with a formal jurisdiction. Though they are required for 
the establishment of LEADER regions and the disbursement of associated 
payments, they are new organisations consisting of public and private actors 
relevant to the region, e.g. representatives from municipalities, local businesses 
and citizen associations. While neither Regional Managements nor LAGs are 
part of the statutory planning system, they contribute to frame spatial 
development and create a link between European and domestic policies. In the 
current programming period, federal government actors in the state of Tyrol 
have decided to strengthen this link by using the framework of community-led 
local development (CLLD) to implement LEADER and ERDF funding in a 
combined manner. While the national government was initially sceptical, 
Tyrolean actors argued successfully and proactively in favour of the CLLD 
approach. While the federal state of Tyrol played an active role in arguing in 
favour of this approach, the LAGs as informal actors are together with the 
federal state responsible for its implementation. In Austria, federal actors thus 
have an active say in defining their priorities and involvement in European 
spatial planning, and can furthermore delegate tasks to other actors and 
organisations if they wish to do so. 

While LEADER regions and associated LAGs also exist in Finland, they are 
seldom considered in the context of spatial development. Other new planning 
scales such as city regions are gaining importance in Finland. However, they are 
not frequently related to European processes, although interviewees did voice 
different opinions regarding this theme. Instead, support for soft planning at 
the city-regional scale has been mainly coming from the Finnish national 
government, for instance through the PARAS act or the MAL(PE) agreements 
(Bäcklund et al., 2017; Hytönen et al., 2016; Puustinen, Mäntysalo, Hytönen, & 
Jarenko, 2017; Salo & Mäntysalo, 2017). Both state-level initiatives support new 

                                                           
6 Informal actors in this context refers to actors and organisations who do not formally have any 
responsibilities stipulated in the statutory planning system.  
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functional geographies, albeit in a different manner. The PARAS act aimed to 
reform municipal structures and increase efficiency of service provision through 
mergers of smaller municipalities (Sisäasiainministeriö, 2007), while the 
MAL(PE) agreements support city-regional cooperation regarding land use, 
housing and transportation (in some cases also regarding services and 
businesses). As an incentive for cooperation in the course of MAL(PE), the state 
provides financial support for costly infrastructure projects (Bäcklund et al., 
2017). Moreover, in the city region of Tampere, Finland’s second biggest 
agglomeration, eight municipalities have established the first city-regional 
organisation in Finland aimed at framing cooperation on certain issues, 
including spatial planning. Currently the Tampere city region focuses on 
mediating and supporting inter-municipal cooperation between the 
municipalities and does not deal with European policies.  

4.2.3 Organisational Ambiguity in New Planning Scales 

In other cases, the crucial question is not whether certain actors can be 
considered part of planning practice but who the actors and organisations 
responsible for the implementation of spatial policies are. Following Hajer’s 
(2006) concept of institutional ambiguity, which describes the lack of clear rules 
in new policy fields, we could correspondingly speak about organisational 
ambiguity, when it is not clear who the actors responsible for new planning 
scales are. The need to address functional areas such as city regions, for 
instance, has turned into a widespread discourse, supported also by the 
European storyline on diminishing borders and conflating spaces (ARTICLE II). 
In the Austrian system, however, it remains unclear who is responsible for city-
regional policies. Due to the lack of planning competence at the national level, 
there exists no nationwide urban or agglomeration policy (Humer, 2018). 
Nonetheless, a non-binding policy document on city-regional governance, titled 
Agenda Stadtregionen (ÖROK, 2016), was developed in a cooperative process 
including actors from the ÖROK, the Federal Chancellery, the federal states and 
the Austrian Associations of Cities and Towns. When it comes to the 
implementation of concrete measures, however, the Austrian city regions 
encounter ambiguity, both on a political and administrative level, as two 
interviewees describe:  

 
The question is who is responsible for city regions in Austria? The Association of 
Cities and Towns is doing something, but who are they? They have two part-time 
positions dedicated to planning issues – there is only so much they can do.  
  [Federal state of Styria, AT] 
 
Regarding city-regions, our expert from the Federal Chancellery told me the other 
day that they actually still haven’t figured out who is responsible for that theme 
on a political level.  [City-regional management Vienna/Lower Austria, AT] 
 

Amidst this organisational ambiguity, different actors have thus seized the 
opportunity to actively create a connection with the European level, as ARTICLE 

II demonstrates. Even if these processes increasingly address new soft spaces, 
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such as city regions, cross-border regions or macro-regions, the implementation 
of policies frequently takes place through governmental actors who stretch their 
authority to new planning scales. While this extension of authority and 
legitimacy has been criticized for example in the context of Finnish city regions 
(Bäcklund et al., 2017; Bäcklund & Kanninen, 2015), it seems less problematic 
in the context of European spatial planning. As there is no competence for 
spatial planning issues at the EU level, legitimacy can only be created by 
anchoring EU policies to domestic structures. European discourses thus become 
meaningful if domestic actors create a connection with the European level and 
transform European ideas into policies within their scope of action.  

With the partnership approach, the EU Urban Agenda (EU Ministers 
Responsible for Urban Matters, 2016) has deliberately created a mechanism to 
ensure anchorage and commitment of the domestic actors to European policies 
(ARTICLE III). Though at this point in time one can only speculate about the 
success of these partnerships and the long-term effects of the Urban Agenda, 
the partnerships represent an attempt to ensure the implementation of EU 
policies by defining the actors responding to the strategy document. The 
partnerships are expected to develop an action plan, suggesting concrete actions 
for different spatial scales and associated actors. Different actors should then 
implement these actions within their own jurisdiction. Through this 
mechanism, the partnerships comply with principles of subsidiarity and 
legitimacy, while enabling international discourse and cooperation across 
administrative and organisational boundaries.  

4.3 Instrumentalisation and Implementation: The Applications of 
European Spatial Planning 

This section discusses the different ways in which domestic actors apply 
European spatial planning. To do so, it distinguishes whether domestic actors 
implement European inputs according to European level intentions, or 
instrumentalise them to support their own policy goals. A distinction between 
implementation and instrumentalisation is of course neither exclusionary nor 
clear-cut. Domestic actors can both implement European inputs according to 
European level intentions and at the same time instrumentalise them to further 
their own interests. Nonetheless, this distinction was chosen to highlight the 
multifaceted effects European policies can have, given that domestic actors 
ascribe meaning and importance to them. 

4.3.1 Implementation 

When it comes to implementation, it is feasible to return to the three types of 
policy interventions and the conceptual framework presented in ARTICLE I. 
First, domestic actors can pick up European strategic policy papers and 
reference and reproduce them. Second, they need to comply with EU 
regulations and incorporate EU directives into national and federal laws. Third, 
they need to develop programmes and projects, and in most cases provide co-
financing resources if they want to receive funds and subsidies from the EU. 
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While these different ways of implementation seem fairly straightforward, they 
get increasingly complex when being put into practice. As the previous section 
has demonstrated, there is a broad range of actors participating in the 
application of European inputs, leading to diversification and increased 
fuzziness regarding implementation.  

Regarding the implementation of strategies, the European intentions remain 
relatively vague. This has led to a situation in which European strategy papers 
are often regarded as having only a minimal influence on spatial planning and 
territorial governance (ARTICLE III). One potential exception is the Urban 
Agenda, which has introduced partnerships as a framework for implementation. 
However, it remains to be seen how the partnerships will affect concrete 
outcomes of the Urban Agenda in the member states (ARTICLE III). Several 
interviewees agree that European strategies are applied indirectly, affecting the 
minds of actors and subsequently plans and policies: 

 
One cannot expect that European ideas affect the land use plan in a direct 
manner. Those are just different scales. But at the European scale, the strategic 
discussions, the actors who participate there, or those who listen to lectures that 
we organise, they then take these ideas into their working lives.  [ÖROK, AT] 
 
I think that the influence of the European policies has been more indirect. 
[VASAB and ESDP] are still recognised, Europe 2020 and the EU Strategy for the 
Baltic Sea Region, they are recognised in our regional strategy and regional 
development plan. The regional land use plan, if you understand it as a physical 
setup of the strategy and development plan, indirectly those documents are there.   
  [Regional Council of Tavastia Proper, FI] 
 

These comments are in line with earlier findings, claiming that “applying any 
strategic planning document aims at shaping the minds of actors involved” 
(Faludi, 2001, p. 664) rather than shaping spatial development directly.  

It seems that the discretionary leeway of domestic actors is considerably 
smaller in the implementation of EU regulations and directives. While this is 
true for many legally binding inputs, counter-examples can also be found. In the 
course of the Natura 2000 directives in Austria, for instance, many experts 
criticised mistakes made during the implementation phase in the course of EU 
accession. The federal states defined protection areas without mutual 
consultation and coordination, undermining the idea of identifying consistent 
natural habitats. Moreover, several states were convinced that financial 
subsidies would be disbursed based on the size or number of protection areas 
resulting in an exaggerated designation of protection areas and causing 
obstacles for spatial and economic development later (Purkarthofer, 2013). This 
already highlights a (failed) attempt to instrumentalise the Natura 2000 
directives beyond their initial intentions, though it seems that the Austrian 
actors at that time might also have misunderstood European intentions. 

The implementation of European funding instruments is the most challenging 
type of policy intervention to assess. Within EU regional policy alone, there are 
a few different funds which are being implemented through several different 
programmes and a multitude of concrete projects. The rules for 
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implementation, as well as the programmes themselves, undergo fundamental 
changes with each programming period. In addition, funding relevant for 
spatial development could come from sources outside the European Structural 
and Investment Funds, for example through the Connecting Europe Facility 
(CEF) or the HORIZON2020 programme. Although spatial planning is not 
funded through European initiatives as such, there are opportunities to align 
planning goals and funding schemes. Several Austrian federal states, for 
instance, have successfully lobbied at the national level to stipulate specific 
priorities in the Austrian Operational Programme, allowing them to fund 
projects relating to city-regional cooperation as contributions to the goal of 
ensuring competitiveness and employment. In Finland, the six largest cities are 
cooperating to tackle common urban challenges and receive funding through 
the new Integrated Territorial Investment (ITI) tool within the ERDF (6Aika, 
2018). Both examples show that it is possible for domestic actors to implement 
European funding instruments in a manner directly contributing to spatial 
planning and development.   

4.3.2 Instrumentalisation 

There are, however, also opportunities for actors to instrumentalise European 
inputs, i.e. to use them to support their own policy goals and interests. 
Acknowledging the instrumentalisation of European spatial planning is 
necessary for understanding its real impacts on the ground – even if they differ 
considerably from the impacts envisioned at the European level. One 
interviewee captures well how European and domestic intentions might differ:  

 
I would put it like this: The ideas coming from the EU, for example anything that 
relates to EU regional policy, I am sure those things are smart and well-thought-
out, but at some point, when it goes into the member states, the outcome is sheer 
coincidence, because every “regional emperor” picks out whatever s/he wants.  
  [Federal state of Styria, AT] 
 

There are many different ways in which actors can instrumentalise European 
inputs. This dissertation presents some examples from Austria and Finland, and 
identifies four different forms of instrumentalisation: impetus, self-promotion, 
justification and challenge. Boundaries between these forms are of course 
blurry, and the same policy can be instrumentalised in various ways, either by 
the same or different actors. It also has to be clarified that instrumentalisation 
should not generally be seen as a dishonest or improper practice. Actors can 
implement policies in accordance with European intention while at the same 
time supporting the goals or policies of their organisation.  

Impetus: Putting European funding to use 
European inputs are frequently used to give impetus to domestic policies, most 
often through financial incentives and seed capital. Giving impetus to specific 
ideas and developments can be seen as the form of instrumentalisation closest 
to implementation, as in fact the intention behind EU funding programmes is 
to trigger long-term effects with a limited amount of funding. However, 
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domestic actors enjoy considerable leeway regarding which ideas to support. 
Several interviewees claim that they were successful in using EU funding to 
create incentives, e.g. for municipalities to cooperate on a city-regional level 
(ARTICLE II). Giving impetus does not necessarily require large amounts of 
funding, as several actors highlight: 

 
And even if the funding amounts are not that big, we have seen many times that 
the EU funding gives impetus and boosts cooperation and project development 
in the long run.  [ÖROK, AT] 
 
We would have never succeeded [with this project] if it hadn’t been for the EU 
funding. I think we received around 80,000 Euros, so really not a lot of money if 
you think about it, but still, this amount was the driving force. […] I think EU 
funding is a “non-suspicious” way to do something… and it can develop quite a 
lot of leverage.  [City-regional management Vienna/Lower Austria, AT] 
 

Many actors regard European funding opportunities as a means to an end, 
which can be tailored to support their policies, also in the field of spatial 
planning and regional development. Based on the interviews conducted in the 
course of this study, it seems that Austrian actors are more active in making use 
of this opportunity. In Austria, giving impetus to specific policies seems 
common practice at all spatial scales, ranging from the local to the national level. 
In contrast, Finnish actors rarely mentioned this opportunity.   

Self-promotion: Waving the European flag 
Another way of instrumentalisation is for domestic actors to use European 
inputs in order to promote their own organisation or jurisdiction. The European 
level is thus used as an arena to showcase achievements and accomplishments 
internationally. Especially cities and regions make use of this opportunity in 
order to boost tourism but also to establish their position as forerunners 
regarding a specific concept or technology, e.g. the notion of smart city.    

 
Another thing we learned, which we are also actively using nowadays, is to use 
this as a way of promoting our city. So at the European level and through the tools 
offered by the EU, for example in international conferences, we advertise what 
we are doing back home. […] So it goes both ways, for example when we talk about 
smart cities. […] But of course, one has to actively make use of those things.  
  [City of Graz, AT] 
 
My personal impression is that on a political level, in the regions, the point is to 
put on a show, to do some marketing, to show that you are “doing something”.  
  [Federal Chancellery, AT] 
 
Being part of a European project is also about enhancing prestige, about saying 
“I am part of a research project, of a European project”. This is something I have 
started to appreciate. [City-regional management Vienna/Lower Austria, AT] 
 

All types of European policy interventions can be instrumentalised for self-
promotion and actors once again enjoy a considerable amount of freedom when 
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applying European inputs. However, the EU also launched several initiatives, 
which are deliberately aimed at the promotion of cities and regions, such as the 
European Capital of Culture and the European Green Capital. These initiatives 
have also been viewed as having a clear spatial impact, for example as drivers 
for spatial development and urban regeneration (Cömertler, 2017; Parkinson, 
2016; Sohn, 2014; Varró, 2014).  

Justification: Turning European inputs into arguments 
Among the most common forms of instrumentalisation of European inputs is 
their use as justification for planning decisions. Justifications can be derived 
from regulations, strategies, funding priorities or general ideas and discourses, 
as long as domestic actors succeed in making an argument for their cause. 
Actors provide several examples for turning European inputs into arguments: 

 
The local territorial and urban planners can always use the EU directives as an 
explanation for their planning decisions, whether they are fair or not.  
  [Ministry of Environment, FI] 
 
We haven’t forced anyone to cooperate just because there is a macro-regional 
strategy. […] But those who have been interested and committed already were 
provided with an additional framework of legitimation. And many regard this as 
something positive.  [Federal Chancellery, AT] 
 
The macro-regional strategies also affect other regional strategies. […] They are 
often used as justification for spatial decisions, or to justify a project. For example 
regarding the distribution of ports along the Danube, if Lower Austria wants to 
support the development of a port in Krems, then those who are behind this idea 
will make a reference to the Danube Strategy, emphasise how it contributes to the 
strategy – which of course it does.  [Federal state of Lower Austria, AT] 
 

The justifications are characterised by a varying degree of persuasive power and 
liability, ranging from platitudes, references to documents and anchorage with 
funding schemes to giving concrete reasons for planning decisions.  

The use of such justifications has in some cases resulted in planning conflicts. 
In Finland, the Siberian flying squirrel (Pteromys volans), which is protected 
under the European Habitats Directive, is frequently associated with the EU and 
often contributes to bring urban development projects to a halt. However, the 
strict conservation criteria have been criticised for the relative commonness of 
the flying squirrel in certain areas and the difficulties in delineating the actual 
habitats of the shy animals. On several occasions, concerns have been voiced 
that certain actors, e.g. residents living near a planning area, use the flying 
squirrel as an unjustified argument to delay or prevent unwanted projects.   

Another example for the controversial use of European justifications concerns 
the Autostrada d’Alemagna, a highway in Northern Italy. Italian actors, mainly 
from the region of Veneto, are in favour of a highway extension via Austria to 
Munich, Germany. With the enactment of the Alpine Convention, an 
international territorial treaty for the sustainable development of the Alps 
entering into force in 1995, the extension was regarded as impossible due to 
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environmental concerns. Nonetheless, the establishment of an EU strategy for 
the Alpine Region (EUSALP) provided supporters with a new opportunity to 
justify the extension of the highway as a contribution to the strategy. In this case, 
however, the European Parliament clarified that an extension would not be in 
line with a sustainable transport vision for the Alps and should thus not be 
funded by the EU (Die Neue Südtiroler Tageszeitung, 2016). 

Challenge: Renegotiating competences and relations via Europe 
Ultimately, actors also instrumentalise European policies to challenge their 
administrative context by renegotiating competences and relations between 
different spatial scales. These processes of renegotiation include both 
cooperation and competition between different jurisdictions. In Austria, for 
instance, European inputs have led to an increase in cooperation, not only 
internationally in the course of ETC, but also within the country. The need to 
speak with one voice at the European level and implement European inputs in 
Austria required an increase of communication between the federal states, e.g. 
regarding planning issues. Moreover, the EU provides instruments for 
municipalities in different federal states to cooperate, as one interviewee 
describes: 

 
The EU helps us to cooperate with our neighbouring municipalities, across 
administrative boundaries. The boundaries are quite persistent, especially since 
there are two different planning laws. […] That’s just one example how the EU 
supports regional cooperation. CENTROPE is another one, and there we received 
even quite a lot of funding.   [City of Vienna, AT] 
 

At the same time, European inputs are also applied in a competitive manner, for 
example to increase the profile of cities or regions at the European level or to 
strengthen the relative position of regions vis-à-vis the central state. These 
considerations often involve the propagation of specific content-related issues 
when in fact political motives dominate the instrumentalisation.  

 
In some countries, the macro-regional strategies are used to strengthen the role 
of regions and regional actors. In Italy, some of the politicians say openly to 
newspapers and so on, “this is our freedom, away from Rome”.  
  [Federal Chancellery, AT]  
 
There are very big differences regarding the competences, what kind of 
cooperation regions can engage in, how they are involved in European politics, 
how they cooperate internationally. […] And thus these European instruments 
are also used to discuss competences within a country.   
  [Federal Chancellery, AT]  
 

Examples of this form of instrumentalisation can also be found in the articles 
included in this dissertation. ARTICLE II describes the successful attempts of 
Graz to cooperate with its surrounding municipalities using EU discourses and 
funding instruments. ARTICLE IV highlights the role of the European Union for 
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the Kainuu region, especially with a view to the tensions with the Finnish central 
state.  

4.4 Discussion 

The previous sections have presented results in response to the research 
questions. Subsequently, the findings are discussed with a view to the 
Europeanisation of spatial planning. In this dissertation, Europeanisation is 
understood as processes taking place within domestic contexts and determining 
the role European policies play at the national, regional and local level. As the 
findings of this study have shown, Europeanisation needs to be understood as 
an active, spatial, contextual and complex process.  

4.4.1 Europeanisation as an Active Process: Actors as Key Figures 

This dissertation has highlighted that the effects of European policies depend 
on their interpretation, implementation and instrumentalisation by domestic 
actors. Europeanisation should thus be understood as an active process, which 
takes place in states, regions, municipalities and the soft spaces in between. In 
the scientific discourse, the importance of the dimension of agency in European 
spatial planning has been highlighted, for example, in the context of the ESDP 
(Faludi, 2001) and the concept of territorial cohesion (Gualini, 2008). For 
Faludi (2001), the term application signifies that only through the agency of 
others, strategic planning documents can achieve something (p. 664). Thus, EU 
spatial policies “can only develop through actively engaging in innovative 
subsidiarity-based forms of agency” (Gualini, 2008, p. 2). This dissertation 
argues further that agency is crucial not only in the application of strategic 
documents but also regarding the application of regulatory and remunerative 
European policy interventions. Although the EU is nowadays a driving force for 
communication, cooperation and policy-making in Europe, there are no 
European actors in the member states. Domestic actors are needed to ascribe 
importance and meaning to European policies and link them to institutional 
practices. This is especially true for “soft policies” such as European spatial 
planning. However, as this dissertation has shown, agency also shapes the 
outcomes of formalised policies, such as environmental legislation and regional 
policy funding.   

The success of European policies thus requires interest building among 
domestic actors to convince them of the ideas behind the policies and to entice 
them to actively participate in their implementation. Several interviewees seem 
to be well aware of their active role regarding European spatial planning.  

 

I understand the European level as a big support that one has to use. This addition 
is important. If you don’t use it, then you’ll get nothing. And when someone 
complains, about how much one has to pay to the EU, but then they don’t 
participate in the bids to get something back, well, then it’s their own fault.  
  [City of Graz, AT] 
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And again, it all comes back to the EU framework. Sometimes, even though the 
EU framework might not be so explicit, it’s how you interpret it.  
  [City of Helsinki, FI] 
 

Often, it depends on the administrative culture in certain organisations or even 
the capabilities and interests of individual actors, like “Mr. URBACT” in ARTICLE 

II, whether a connection to the European level is established. Individual actors 
play an especially crucial role if the legislation leaves room for interpretation, as 
one interviewee highlights: 

 
It is also our legislation, which is kind of loose, so it means that individual 
planners, politicians, whoever, they can make a difference, especially since we 
have small organisations. […] It is really so that one person can make a difference, 
if he or she does it right.  [Regional Council of Uusimaa, FI] 

 
Actors thus represent key figures in the process of Europeanisation and 
essential links between the European level and domestic structures. However, 
in the field of European spatial planning, there exist several hindrances to 
convince domestic actors of taking up an active role. Strategic documents are 
often disregarded quickly as abstract and weak as the EU has no competence for 
planning issues. The bureaucratic processes associated with the European 
funding instruments are increasingly complex, especially regarding accounting 
and evaluation. European policies, strategic, regulative and remunerative alike, 
have often lost their spatial dimension, replacing maps and visuals with abstract 
and aspatial goals, such as competiveness or cohesion. Moreover, the lack of 
resources hinders domestic actors from engaging with European policies. For 
many, addressing European issues represents an additional task with uncertain 
yields. This proves even more difficult at a time when the public sector is facing 
budget cuts and personnel reduction in many countries. As European spatial 
planning is a fuzzy and complex field, many actors are anxious about not being 
able to see through the jungle of documents, regulations and funding 
mechanisms. Moreover, many countries experience a decreasing enthusiasm 
about the European Union and its policies, to which European spatial planning 
is no exception. All these hindrances have led to frustration and fatigue among 
many domestic actors concerned with European spatial planning.  

As a result, some European policies have few domestic actors behind them, 
thus not tapping their full potential. The ESPON programme is one example of 
a promising policy, which does not find much anchorage among domestic actors 
despite its clear connection with the planning field. However, ESPON should 
not be understood as an attempt of planning for Europe. Instead, it “promotes 
shared learning, not only among expert researchers, hundreds of whom are 
involved in transnational project groups formed around a lead partner, but also 
among the practitioners involved as stakeholders” (Faludi, 2015, p. 284). Yet, 
practitioners interviewed in the course of this study see little connection 
between ESPON and public policy: 

 
This ESPON map, it’s beautiful! I could maybe even use it and show it to a 
member of our government […] but then he would ask, “Okay, what do we do with 
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it? What are the measures behind?” And that’s the real question. Because 
otherwise it always remains quite superficial.  
  [Federal state of Lower Austria, AT] 
 
I am not sure [about the relevance of ESPON], I do not know if municipal 
planners or regional planners use it on a day-to-day basis. Or in reality, most of 
them don’t even know about ESPON I guess.  [Ministry of Environment, FI] 
 

The lack of actors interpreting ESPON as relevant for their work, implementing 
projects in the course of the programme and instrumentalising ESPON to 
support their planning policies thus seems to result in a lacking policy 
dimension. If we understand European spatial planning as the output relevant 
for planning practice, empirical evidence suggests that ESPON does not play a 
major role in Austria and Finland.  

Using the terminology of the performance school of planning, this clearly 
represents an “implementation gap” (Mastop, 1997), i.e. a mismatch between 
the intentions of a plan or policy and the interventions in the real world. This 
implementation gap is opened by the fact that the receivers of a message, in this 
case domestic actors in Austria and Finland, do not understand or respond to 
the message sent by actors at the European level. The EU thus has the 
opportunity to change the message, to change the way of transmitting it or to 
change the instruments made available to the receivers (Mastop, 1997, p. 809), 
all of which seem to be applied occasionally in the context of European spatial 
planning. The introduction of partnerships as implementation framework for 
the EU Urban Agenda, for instance, suggests that policy makers at the European 
level are well aware of the importance of domestic actors and their lack of 
response to some European policies (ARTICLE III). While concrete outcomes are 
uncertain at this point in time, the partnerships clearly represent an attempt to 
“make the message heard”, both by defining the actors addressed by the Urban 
Agenda and presenting an instrument for implementation.  

4.4.2 Europeanisation as a Spatial Process: Standardisation and 
Diversification of Regions 

Although this dissertation emphasises the governance dimension of European 
spatial planning and the crucial role of actors, it also encourages viewing 
Europeanisation as a spatial process. As Section 2 has demonstrated, actors and 
organisations often derive their legitimacy from jurisdictions and are associated 
with specific spatial scales. As the EU has no authority to create organisations 
or bring new actors into planning, it cannot create administrative entities. 
Nonetheless, European spatial planning has contributed to reshaping the 
spatial dimension of planning systems and challenging underlying assumptions 
of space.  

The spatial dimension of Europeanisation manifests itself in the creation of 
both hard and soft spaces. New spatial scales are generally referred to as regions, 
irrespective of their size or governance arrangements, thus the EU contributes 
to a simultaneous standardisation and diversification of regions (ARTICLE IV). 
With the NUTS system, a hierarchical classification of spatial units was 
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introduced all over Europe. In many countries, including Finland, new 
formalised governance structures at the regional level were developed, leading 
to the redefinition of regions in the course of accession to the EU. At the same 
time, Europe witnessed the creation of new spaces such as LEADER regions 
consisting of several municipalities, cross-border regions comprising two or 
more countries and macro-regions stretching across large parts of the continent. 
These processes are not triggered by European inputs alone, as the scientific 
discourse around soft spaces illustrates. Nonetheless, the EU supports the 
processes leading to diversification financially, for example through the ERDF 
programmes, as well as discursively through the European storyline on 
diminishing borders and conflating spaces (ARTICLE II). This is also 
acknowledged by several interviewees: 

 
The new instruments, coming from outside, from the EU programmes, triggered 
an era of change in the extremely conservative and rigid administrative system of 
the federal state. I am not sure how it was in other federal states, but in our 
administration, we could clearly feel it.  [Federal state of Styria, AT] 
 
What was clearly strengthened through the EU, through EU regional policy and 
the funding opportunities, were the INTERREG programmes. They have created 
new planning spaces, or at least they have created the idea of such spaces. Quite 
clearly. And also deliberately.  [Federal state of Lower Austria, AT] 

 
These new spatial scales have led to tensions with the formal planning system 
and uncertainties regarding legitimacy. While formal plan-making entails 
mechanisms to enable public participation and to protect the interests of 
citizens, landowners and nature, these rules are neither universal nor 
transparent in soft spaces. As noted in ARTICLE I, “It is thus not clear who has 
the right to participate, make proposals and decide when it comes to soft 
planning, let alone how plans are implemented and who has to abide them” 
(Purkarthofer, 2016, p. 8).  

Although new spatial scales supported by European policies are seldom used 
to frame processes of concrete plan-making, the spatial imaginaries created in 
such processes might shape and affect the outcomes of formal plans in other 
spaces. One the one hand, this can be regarded positively, for example when 
planners and politicians succeed in taking into account processes and 
developments outside the borders of their jurisdiction. On the other hand, this 
can be problematic if decisions taken in informal planning processes are 
inserted into formal plans without critical reflection (Bäcklund et al., 2017).  

4.4.3 Europeanisation as a Contextual Process: Learning from 
Comparison 

This dissertation has addressed planning systems and practices in Austria and 
Finland in order to reveal different responses to European spatial planning. To 
do so, this study has gone beyond the state level and attempted to understand 
planning processes at all spatial scales. Comparing the findings has highlighted 
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the need to understand Europeanisation from within, since local, regional and 
national applications of European inputs differ greatly.  

In Austria, planning is characterised by fragmentation, ambiguity and 
complexity. This is both due to the federal system, ascribing different 
competences to different jurisdictions, and to the understanding of planning as 
cross-sectional matter, involving several different disciplines. The encounter of 
an equally fragmented, ambiguous and complex conception of spatial planning 
at the European level results in a situation where a multitude of domestic actors 
feel at least somewhat responsible for European policies. This leads to a 
relatively broad anchorage of European issues among Austrian administrators, 
although clear differences regarding engagement and commitment can be 
observed. Many Austrian actors seem to have recognised the potential of 
instrumentalisation of European policies to support their own policies and 
further their own interests. This potential is exploited especially regarding 
regional policy funding, but to a lesser degree also in other areas. European 
ideas and arguments are sometimes used to stand in for missing national 
policies regarding spatial planning. Nevertheless, Austrian actors regard 
strategic documents from the European level as comparatively weak: 

 
What was the name of that document again? The ESDP, enacted in 1999, in 
Potsdam. Of course we all flicked through the pages, and the idea of polycentricity 
made an impression, we were wondering what that means. But it remained so far 
away. […] There was a group of people interested in these themes in Austria […] 
but they weren’t enough to anchor these themes in a broad sense.  
  [Federal state of Styria, AT] 
 

Yet, some strategies, such as the macro-regional strategies, have served as 
vehicles for self-promotion and justifications for specific spatial development 
measures. Moreover, the cross-border programmes with neighbouring 
countries are regarded as very important. Though they hardly ever result in 
concrete plans and strategies, actors from planning departments are often 
involved in the processes, supporting communication and mutual learning 
between planners across Europe. As federal states enjoy a relatively high degree 
of independence regarding spatial planning, differences between the 
organisations and administrative cultures exist, also affecting attitudes and 
practices towards European spatial planning. While Austrian actors in general 
seem to be fairly successful in the implementation and instrumentalisation of 
European inputs, differences regarding resources and administrative capacity 
persist, leading to a situation in which European policies can often not be used 
to overcome structural weaknesses, e.g. in the north-eastern and eastern border 
regions.  

In Finland, responsibilities regarding planning are more clearly defined. 
Municipalities are primarily responsible for land use planning, while the 
Ministry of Environment develops planning legislation and guiding principles 
at the national level. Regional development issues are implemented through the 
Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment. If there is room for spatial 
planning, understood as a broader discipline encompassing different policy 
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fields in the Finnish system, then it is to be found at the regional level. The 
Finnish regions show the potential to provide a platform for the encounter of 
European and domestic policies. However, in the current situation regional 
actors are often not resourceful and powerful enough to take up an active role 
in interpreting, implementing and instrumentalising European policies. This 
situation might change with the upcoming regional reform, although this should 
not be taken for granted, as ARTICLE IV has shown. For now, however, the 
national ministries represent the key links between European and Finnish 
spatial planning and thus act as gatekeepers: 

 
We don’t have big awareness about all these EU programmes, […] We have this 
Ympäristöministerio [Ministry of Environment] that is quite… it is not so 
talkative in its legislation. So it’s not so visible. The EU is behind the ministry 
guys. And it makes it unclear and intransparent. [City Region of Tampere, FI] 
 

With the ministries’ important role as links between domestic and European 
structures, more attention should be paid to the interpretation, implementation 
and instrumentalisation of European inputs within these organisations. Though 
the ministries currently seem to act as gatekeepers for European inputs, the 
actors within these organisations might not be aware of this role. One could also 
question, whether the perception of the ministries as gatekeepers results from 
their active role in regulating information about and access to European issues, 
or whether it serves as an excuse for other domestic actors not to occupy 
themselves with European policies.  

In general, Finnish planners seem to perceive European policies as something 
positive, and yet very distant. Consequently, many domestic actors show little 
ownership of processes associated with European spatial planning. They also 
seem less inclined to apply European inputs to support their own policies or 
interests, though some examples of instrumentalisation exist. Several actors 
even expressed guilt about not being well-informed about European issues, and 
worry about being unable to deal with the complexity of European policies. 
European spatial planning thus seems to be out of the professional comfort zone 
of some Finnish planners. This is not the case, however, for the EU’s 
environmental legislation, which many Finnish planners regard as highly 
relevant for their work. Regarding planning strategies and ideas, European 
inputs might not be as important for a broad range of actors, because the 
national level acts proactively, e.g. by providing a framework for city-regional 
cooperation. Despite the strong national level, regional differences can be 
observed, especially regarding the use of funding programmes. Like in the 
Austrian case, it seems that bigger cities and regions with more financial 
resources and personnel are more successful in obtaining EU funding, thus 
potentially undermining the balancing objective of regional policy.  

The comparison between the findings from Austria and Finland has shown 
that there is a clear need to address Europeanisation from within, i.e. address 
the outputs and effects of European spatial planning in the member states. 
However, it has also shown that there is no clear-cut definition of what “within” 
means. In order to fully understand the applications of European inputs in 
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Austria and Finland, it would be necessary to look beyond the two countries, to 
the European level as well as beyond the country borders.   

4.4.4 Europeanisation as a Complex Process: Limitations of This Study  

Lastly, it is necessary to address the limitations of this study. Europeanisation 
is a complex and multifaceted process. The complexity increases when emphasis 
is put on understanding Europeanisation within its local, regional and national 
context. This dissertation has thus only highlighted some examples of how 
European inputs are applied. Many more examples could be found, within 
Austria and Finland, the countries addressed in this study, as well as in other 
European countries. Moreover, the findings need to be viewed in relation to the 
discourse at the European level both in the European institutions and in the 
intergovernmental arenas including the informal meetings of national ministers 
on planning issues. Not all of these contexts can be addressed in one study, 
especially not with the depth required to understand the processes of 
Europeanisation. Thus, this dissertation has presented a conceptual framework 
to understand Europeanisation and introduced some empirical examples, while 
it leaves it to future research to test the framework empirically in other contexts.  

The dissertation relies on expert interviews as its main source of empirical 
data. The interviewees were carefully selected to represent different levels of 
government and regions. Nonetheless, information obtained in interviews is 
always shaped by the interviewee’s professional experience and personal nature 
and should thus be reflected upon critically. While most interviewees seemed 
comfortable and frank in the interview, some were more cautious in their 
answers. In some cases, this might have been due to language difficulties.  

Another aspect which needs to be reflected upon critically is the broad 
definition of planning employed in this dissertation. Immediately, Wildavsky’s 
claim “if planning is everything, maybe it’s nothing” (1973, p. 127) comes to 
mind. While it should be acknowledged that the definition of planning should 
not be diluted disproportionately, the reasons for understanding planning in a 
broad sense were laid out in Section 2.   
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5. Concluding Remarks 

This dissertation investigated the Europeanisation of planning from within, as 
processes taking place in national, regional and local contexts, and driven by 
domestic actors. To understand these processes, it explored how actors 
interpret, implement and instrumentalise European spatial planning. It 
introduced a conceptual framework to understand the encounter of European 
policies and domestic actors and, based on expert interviews, scrutinised the 
Europeanisation of planning in Austria and Finland. This final chapter 
summarises the responses to the research questions and main findings, presents 
implications and recommendations derived from the results and discloses 
avenues for future research.  

5.1 Returning to the Research Questions: Interpretation, 
Implementation and Instrumentalisation of European Spatial 
Planning  

In order to understand how actors concerned with spatial planning in the 
member states respond to European inputs, this dissertation posed three 
operational research questions, relating to the interpretation, implementation 
and instrumentalisation of European spatial planning.   

Interpretation (RQ1): What is understood as European spatial planning, i.e. 
which policies, programmes and documents are considered relevant by 
domestic actors? 
The study highlighted that the interpretations of European spatial planning 
differ among actors and contexts and are shaped by educational traditions and 
institutional structures. In general, policies from all three types of policy 
interventions, discursive, regulatory and remunerative, are associated with 
spatial planning. Several European policy interventions are frequently 
mentioned in the context of spatial planning, e.g. the ESDP, the macro-regional 
strategies, the Natura 2000 directives, the EIA directives, the INTERREG 
programmes, and the TEN-T networks. While these policies are usually not 
understood as planning per se, they are thought as framing and affecting spatial 
development. There are many other policies that are associated with planning 
by some actors but not by others. Interpretation is determined by the national 
context, primarily through the legal and administrative framework, as well as 
by an actor’s individual context, affected by education, work experience and 
employment position.  
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Some conclusions can be drawn based on comparisons between Austria and 
Finland. In Austria, a generally broader understanding of planning prevails, as 
planning is by definition considered a cross-sectional matter, integrating 
different policy fields. With regard to European policies, strategic documents 
are well known but often regarded as largely insignificant, regulatory 
interventions are acknowledged and funding instruments, especially as part of 
EU regional policy, are considered highly relevant for planning. In Finland, 
planning is more narrowly defined and strongly focused on the local level. 
European inputs are primarily associated with regulatory interventions, 
especially environmental legislation. Strategy documents, with the exception of 
the ESDP, are not well known among a broad range of actors and are considered 
largely insignificant by many. Funding opportunities, such as EU regional 
policy, are not generally considered in the context of spatial planning, though 
some actors, primarily those working at the regional scale, highlight a potential 
connection with planning.  

Implementation (RQ2): Who are the actors and organisations in the member 
states addressed by/responding to European spatial planning? 
This dissertation emphasised the importance of actors in the implementation of 
European spatial planning and consequently investigated who the actors 
addressed by and responding to European inputs are. In the Austrian case, the 
federal administrative system results in a plurality of actors being involved in 
planning in one way or another. Actors within the federal state governments and 
the municipalities are primarily responsible for planning matters from a legal 
perspective. With regard to European policies, actors at the national level, 
primarily within the ÖROK and the Federal Chancellery, also play a crucial role 
– despite the informal status of these organisations regarding planning matters. 
Additionally, Regional Managements have emerged at a sub-federal level to 
provide support in project development and management in the course of EU 
regional policy. The bigger municipalities, for example the cities Vienna and 
Graz, have also been successful in establishing a connection with the European 
level.  

In Finland, the ministries play a decisive role at the national level. With regard 
to planning, especially the Ministry of Environment acts as gatekeeper between 
European and domestic policies. The Ministry of Economic Affairs and 
Employment addresses EU regional policy as well as domestic economic 
development policies. At the regional level, both spatial planning and 
development are the responsibilities of the Regional Councils. While the 
Regional Councils have administrative employees, they are not politically 
independent but consist of municipal representatives. Consequently, the 
Regional Councils suggest themselves as places of intersection between 
different policies contributing to spatial development. They are also thought of 
as organisations interrelating European, regional and local policies. In practice, 
however, actors within the Regional Councils are often not powerful and 
resourceful enough to undertake this challenging task. With the exception of the 
biggest cities, the Finnish municipalities are typically not concerned with 
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European policies when it comes to spatial planning, except for acknowledging 
regulatory interventions such as the Natura 2000 directives in their plans. 

In both countries, European inputs encounter primarily formal actors, i.e. the 
actors and organisation that are ascribed a role in the statutory planning system. 
This is true even for new spatial scales supported by European policies, such as 
city regions, cross-border regions or macro-regions. Although these spaces exist 
in a state of organisational ambiguity, i.e. responsibilities are not specified 
clearly, it is typically formal actors who extend their authority to new spatial 
scales.  

Instrumentalisation & Implementation (RQ3): How is European spatial 
planning applied in the member states? Do domestic actors implement 
European inputs, i.e. following European level intentions, or instrumentalise 
them, i.e. using European spatial planning to support their own policy goals 
and interests – and how? 
The distinction between implementation and instrumentalisation is based on 
the question whether actors apply policies in the way envisioned at the EU level 
or whether they apply them to support their own policy goals and further their 
own interests. Often, implementation and instrumentalisation occur 
simultaneously, either through the same or different actors.  

The implementation of European policies is more straightforward and – to a 
certain degree – determined by the type of policy intervention. First, domestic 
actors can pick up discursive and strategic policies, ascribe meaning to them, 
reference and reproduce them. Second, domestic actors need to comply with EU 
regulations and include EU directives into their legislation. Third, they can 
obtain European funding by developing programmes and projects, and need to 
provide co-funding if necessary. Examples from Austria and Finland have 
shown that certain European policies are implemented in ways that directly or 
indirectly affect spatial planning and territorial governance.  

The empirical study also sheds light on several examples of the 
instrumentalisation of European policies by domestic actors. Interestingly, 
there are no major differences regarding instrumentalisation based on the type 
of policy intervention: Domestic actors have instrumentalised discursive, 
regulatory and remunerative policy interventions alike, though not necessarily 
in the same manner. Four different ways of instrumentalisation were identified 
in relation to spatial planning. Domestic actors have thus used European 
policies as impetus, primarily through the provision of financial incentives or 
seed capital. In other cases, European inputs have served as platforms and 
drivers for self-promotion, often through knowledge exchange, cooperation 
processes and awards. European policies also serve as justification for specific 
planning decisions and are used as arguments in debates and controversies. 
Lastly, European policies are instrumentalised to challenge competences and 
relations, for example between the regional and the national level or the local 
and the federal level. Based on the expert interviews conducted in this study, it 
seems that Austrian actors are more active in instrumentalising European 
policies to serve their own policy goals and interests, although some examples 
could also be found in the Finnish context.    
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5.2 Europeanisation as Active, Spatial, Contextual and Complex 
Process 

This dissertation advocated understanding Europeanisation from within, as 
processes taking place within domestic contexts and determining the role 
European policies play at the national, regional and local level. The findings 
presented in the previous section suggest paying increased attention to the 
active, spatial, contextual and complex dimension of Europeanisation: Actors 
and the ways in which they interpret, implement and instrumentalise specific 
policies play a crucial role in determining the outcome of European inputs. This 
active dimension is especially crucial in the field of European spatial planning. 
On the one hand, actors can ascribe meaning to “soft policies”, such as European 
strategy documents, and thereby – to a certain degree – compensate for their 
legally non-binding status. On the other hand, actors can tie policy interventions 
to planning practice that lie outside the subject area of planning, as happens in 
the course of EU regional policy, for instance. While these opportunities do not 
compensate for the lack of competence of the EU regarding spatial planning, 
they highlight the fact that the decision whether European policies affect spatial 
planning is not necessarily taken at the EU level.  

Moreover, this dissertation suggests understanding Europeanisation as a 
spatial process. European policies, especially discursive and remunerative 
policy interventions, have supported both the standardisation and the 
diversification of regions across Europe, making regions more uniform and 
comparable, while at the same time supporting the creation of new spaces that 
do not coincide with established administrative territories. These processes can 
reshape the territorial frames and underlying ideas about space used in spatial 
planning, both formally through reforms regarding territorial governance and 
informally through the creation of soft spaces. Special attention needs to be paid 
to the relation between such soft spaces and the existing hard spaces. Questions 
regarding legitimacy prevail, as responsibilities and rules are not defined clearly 
and processes do not necessarily take place in a transparent manner.  

The findings have also shown that Europeanisation is after all a contextual 
process and that there is not one right scale of investigation. While I have argued 
at the beginning of this dissertation that it is necessary to immerse oneself in 
the planning processes and governance structures within the member states, the 
findings have shown that considerable differences might surface only at the 
regional or local level. Nonetheless, interesting conclusions can be drawn based 
on the comparison between Austria and Finland. First, language and education 
play a decisive role in shaping the understanding of spatial planning. When 
working or doing research within one country, one might lose awareness of the 
specificities of one’s own context. Communication and mutual learning are thus 
crucial in the field of planning, as has been noted in the context of European 
spatial planning (Faludi, 2008, 2010b; Haselsberger, 2015). Second, the 
administrative structure and legal framework delineate the scope of action for 
domestic actors, as well as their self-conception of their roles. Yet, even well 
thought-out and mature planning systems like those in Austria and Finland 
leave considerable scope of discretion. This should not be understood as a 
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disadvantage, but calls attention to the fact that the practices within specific 
organisations and the attitudes and capabilities of individuals can have a 
significant influence on the outcomes of policies. Paying attention to the 
dimensions of interpretation, implementation and instrumentalisation in 
addition to the legal provisions and the planning system is a suitable way of 
capturing these contextual differences. 

This, however, immediately highlights the need to acknowledge the 
complexity associated with understanding Europeanisation from within. While 
European spatial planning is a multifaceted and complex theme to begin with – 
speaking about European spatial planning as a policy field would suggest that 
there exists some kind of definition – it becomes increasingly more complex 
when domestic processes are emphasised. Moreover, as local, regional and 
national contexts are often decisive of the outcome of certain policies, the 
opportunities for generalisation are limited. This study introduced a conceptual 
framework to understand Europeanisation from within and presented some 
examples of its application in Austria and Finland. It should, however, not be 
understood as a complete account of all the influences of European policies on 
spatial planning in these two countries.  

5.3 Contribution of the Dissertation 

This dissertation draws upon the scientific discourses on European spatial 
planning and Europeanisation, and it is specifically informed by the studies 
emphasising the importance of actors in Europeanisation (Cotella & Janin 
Rivolin, 2010; Cotella & Stead, 2011; Faludi, 2001; Gualini, 2008; Luukkonen, 
2011b; Stead & Cotella, 2011). It also takes into account previous research on 
the context-dependency and multi-interpretability of European spatial 
planning and territorial cohesion (Abrahams, 2014; Böhme, 2002; Shaw & 
Sykes, 2004; Sykes, 2008, 2011; Waterhout, 2007).  

The dissertation aimed to increase the understanding of European spatial 
planning in domestic contexts both conceptually and empirically. To do so, it 
introduced a conceptual framework aimed at understanding European spatial 
planning as a broad and multifaceted process and argued for paying attention 
not only to the legal status of European policies but also to their encounter with 
domestic systems, actors and policies. The conceptual framework distinguishes 
between three types of policy interventions originating from supranational and 
intergovernmental processes at the European level: discursive, regulatory and 
remunerative. All three types are potentially relevant for spatial planning, for 
example in the form of strategy documents such as the ESDP, directives such as 
the Habitats Directive or funding instruments such as INTERREG. The 
conceptual framework also goes beyond the statutory planning systems in the 
member states and includes soft spaces and soft planning, as well as the actors 
associated with these processes. Only if European spatial planning is 
understood both as the input created at the European level and the outcomes 
on the ground in the member states, can we start to understand its effects and 
influence.  
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The dissertation also put the conceptual framework into use in investigating 
the Europeanisation of planning in Austria and Finland. It presented examples 
for the interpretation, implementation and instrumentalisation of European 
policies by domestic actors in these countries. By understanding 
Europeanisation from within, findings are not so much guided by what the 
researcher deems significant, for example a specific policy, but by what 
domestic actors regard as relevant and meaningful in their work. This 
perspective helps to highlight inconsistencies and simplified assumptions we 
might have about the importance of certain policies. ESPON, for example, is 
often regarded as a cornerstone of European spatial planning. However, based 
on the interviews conducted in the course of this study, it seems to play a minor 
role in planning practice, especially at the regional and local level. While it might 
thus be a cornerstone for European spatial planning research, its relevance for 
planning practice seems limited. This exemplifies that we cannot take for 
granted that European policies reach domestic actors, and that these actors 
respond to them in a way envisioned at the European level. Understanding 
Europeanisation from within can contribute to highlighting such disparities 
between planning research, policy and practice. 

5.4 Implications and Recommendations 

After elaborating on the interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation of European spatial planning, it is important not to lose 
sight of the potential implications of this study. This section thus presents 
recommendations for planning researchers, planning educators and policy 
makers.  

Recommendations for planning researchers  
Hopefully, this dissertation as a whole is relevant to researchers in the field of 
European spatial planning. However, it might be feasible to formulate a few 
concrete recommendations, which can be derived from this study. First, it is 
good to remind ourselves of the fact that policies do not exist on their own. It is 
always organisations, and ultimately individuals within those organisations, 
who are responsible for the ideation, formulation, development, negotiation, 
enactment, translation, application, interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation of policies. This might sound somewhat obvious, and many 
of these aspects have been scrutinised in the scientific discourse with a view to 
actors. Yet, it might also be worthwhile to remind ourselves of this actor 
dimension, especially when talking about abstract concepts and processes like 
European spatial planning. As this dissertation set out to show, actors may often 
be the crucial factor why something works or does not work, or why it works in 
the way it does. While legal provisions and administrative structures thus 
provide a framework for public policies such as planning, they are not always 
sufficient to explain reality due to the scope of discretion and leeway of the 
actors involved. This seems especially true for European spatial planning issues, 
which are characterised by fuzziness and ambiguity in planning research and 
practice alike. The second recommendation calls for more consistency regarding 
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what we mean by European spatial planning (or whichever term is used to refer 
to European policies affecting spatial planning). This might sound counter-
intuitive since this dissertation has taken a very broad approach and has even 
been reluctant to define which policies European spatial planning entails. 
However, a broad view is necessary to identify differences in interpretations, 
and to get a grasp on which policies are regarded as important. If we, as planning 
researchers, decide which policies matter for planning, we impose our own 
interpretations of the issues in a way that may differ from those of the 
practitioners.  

Recommendations for planning educators 
This dissertation has not addressed planning education as a central theme. Yet, 
I would like to express one recommendation for those concerned with planning 
education. Namely, to make their students aware of what happens at the 
European level regarding planning. Of course, basic knowledge about European 
spatial planning is already part of the planning curriculum in many universities. 
At the same time, however, many practitioners I interviewed seemed fearful of 
the complexity associated with European policies and were thus not eager to be 
actively working with European issues. Although the names of policies might 
change regularly, European policy-making follows a few principles, such as the 
different types of policy interventions, which could be communicated to 
students and might diminish insecurities later in their professional lives.  

Recommendations for policy makers 
Ultimately, I would like to highlight a few recommendations for policy makers. 
To formulate these recommendations is undoubtedly the most difficult part, 
because the perspective of a policy maker is the least familiar to me. 
Nonetheless, I would like to remind the domestic policy makers that they have 
an ownership of processes. Some actors still wait for the European policies to 
bring results, while others have already realised that ideas, arguments and 
instruments are already there, ready to be applied. Of course, obstacles in doing 
so should not be downplayed. Administrative complexity and limited resources 
hinder many domestic actors in dedicating the time necessary to engage in 
European spatial planning. It might thus be necessary to rethink the 
administrative paradigm of working on European issues on top of everything 
else. If a fair and feasible arrangement is found that allows domestic actors to 
delve into European policies, organisations like the Finnish Regional Councils 
could really play a key role in linking domestic actors with the European level.  

Concerning European policy makers, I identified three main issues to 
consider. I cannot call them recommendations, because they are not so much 
solutions as challenges. First, European actors should think about how to 
strengthen the governance capacity of domestic organisations. It might be 
worthwhile to consider setting aside some funding for structures and 
organisations, not only projects. These could give permanence to the 
interrelation of European and domestic policies. However, concerns regarding 
legitimacy should be duly acknowledged, as the EU cannot interfere with the 
planning systems in the member states.  
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Second, European actors might have to rethink the EU’s “one size fits all” 
approach, if European policies create a differential impact on the ground. While 
there is no obvious solution to resolve this, it needs to be acknowledged that 
simple European inputs can lead to complex outcomes in domestic contexts. 
The ongoing debates on a potential Territorial Impact Assessment (TIA) seem 
to be a promising step towards this direction (Essig & Kaucic, 2017; Fischer et 
al., 2014; Medeiros, 2015). As the name suggests, the TIA is intended to 
anticipate and evaluate territorial impacts of EU policies, although the exact 
definition of territorial impacts has been changing over time, and has been 
explored for example in several ESPON studies (ESPON, 2010, 2012, 2013a, 
2013b). The studies suggest including environmental, social, economic and 
administrative aspects, some considering also elements of governance (Fischer 
et al., 2014; Tennekes & Hornis, 2008). The ideas underpinning the TIA clearly 
reflect many of the concerns highlighted in this dissertation, thus further 
pursuit and development of the concept and its practical application can only be 
encouraged. There are, however, also a few shortcomings related to the TIA. To 
date, TIA is mainly being discussed in the context of directives, though testing 
it in the context of other policies and programmes was suggested already 
(Fischer et al., 2014). Furthermore, the added value of the TIA needs to be 
apparent, in order not to be perceived as another burden which requires skills, 
commitment, time and resources from domestic actors. Ultimately, it has to be 
acknowledged that even an extremely well-thought-out TIA might not be able 
to account for the leeway of domestic actors in the interpretation, 
implementation and especially instrumentalisation of European policies. Thus, 
while the TIA can have a role in drawing attention to the territorial effects of 
European policies, it might not be sufficient for understanding the processes of 
Europeanisation.  

Third – and this is clearly the most challenging – European actors have to find 
ways to foster interest in European matters among domestic actors. The 
sermon, the carrot and the stick are different strategies to nudge domestic actors 
in the desired direction. However, they are not effective if domestic actors do 
not take an interest in European policies. European actors thus need to 
emphasise and communicate the raison d’etre of European policies and make it 
resonate with the concerns of domestic actors.   

5.5 Avenues for Future Research 

The results presented in this dissertation disclose several avenues for further 
research. First, more examples of the interpretation, implementation and 
instrumentalisation of European spatial planning could be analysed through the 
proposed framework in other contexts. This could include scrutinising 
additional regional and local contexts in Austria and Finland, as well as 
investigating European spatial planning in other member states. Additional 
examples could clarify the role of domestic actors, the range of responses to 
European policies and the importance of the EU for domestic planning 
practices. Second, future research could address the role of domestic actors in 
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the European dimension of European spatial planning, i.e. the development and 
enactment of policies at the European level, which has largely remained outside 
the scope of this dissertation. Through the uploading of ideas and discourses, 
domestic actors of course play a major role in European policy-making 
regarding planning. This would also contribute to the clarification of the 
European intentions behind policies, which in this dissertation determined the 
distinction between implementation and instrumentalisation. Third, the 
concept of instrumentalisation could be explored further. The intention of this 
study was to highlight how European policies are applied but it did not 
investigate in detail whether instrumentalisation should be viewed critically. It 
seems that there are both positive and negative aspects to the 
instrumentalisation of European policies, and their assessment might be a 
matter of perspective. Future research could explore the different ways of 
instrumentalisation in depth and discuss them with a view to legitimacy, 
democracy and decision-making. Fourth, in research focused on the dimension 
of agency, the role of and relation between individual and collective actors is 
particularly interesting. In the context of European spatial planning, it would 
also be worthwhile to explore the ways in which individual actions are guided 
by organisational cultures and institutional norms. This could also be an 
opportunity to relate this research with the discourses on planning cultures. 
While this dissertation has explored how domestic actors interpret, implement 
and instrumentalise European spatial planning, future research could address 
how planning cultures frame the behaviour of domestic actors.   

 
 

  



 

70 Eva Purkarthofer: Understanding Europeanisation from Within 

  



 

References  71 

References 

6Aika. (2018). Six Finnish cities join forces to become better and smarter. Retrieved 
from https://6aika.fi/in-english/ 

Abrahams, G. (2014). What “Is” Territorial Cohesion? What Does It “Do”?: Essentialist 
Versus Pragmatic Approaches to Using Concepts. European Planning Studies, 
22(10), 2134–2155. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.819838 

Adams, N., Cotella, G., & Nunes, R. (2011). Territorial Development, Cohesion and 
Spatial Planning. Knowledge and policy development in an enlarged EU. Oxon: 
Routledge. 

Ahlqvist, T., & Moisio, S. (2014). Neoliberalisation in a Nordic State: From Cartel 
Polity towards a Corporate Polity in Finland. New Political Economy, 19(1), 21–
55. http://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2013.768608 

Albrechts, L. (2001). In Pursuit of New Approaches to Strategic Spatial Planning. A 
European Perspective. International Planning Studies, 6(3), 293–310. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/1356347012002651 

Albrechts, L., & Balducci, A. (2013). Practicing Strategic Planning: In Search of Critical 
Features to Explain the Strategic Character of Plans. DisP - The Planning 
Review, 49(3), 16–27. http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2013.859001 

Alexander, E. R., & Faludi, A. (1989). Planning and plan implementation: notes on 
evaluation criteria. Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design, 16(2), 
127–140. http://doi.org/10.1068/b160127 

Allmendinger, P., & Haughton, G. (2007). The fluid scales and scope of UK spatial 
planning. Environment and Planning A, 39(6), 1478–1496. 
http://doi.org/10.1068/a38230 

Allmendinger, P., & Haughton, G. (2009). Soft spaces, fuzzy boundaries, and 
metagovernance: The new spatial planning in the Thames Gateway. 
Environment and Planning A, 41(3), 617–633. http://doi.org/10.1068/a40208 

Allmendinger, P., & Haughton, G. (2010). Spatial planning, devolution, and new 
planning spaces. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 28(5), 
803–818. http://doi.org/10.1068/c09163 

Allmendinger, P., Haughton, G., Knieling, J., & Othengrafen, F. (2015). Soft spaces, 
planning and emerging practices of territorial governance. In J. Knieling, F. 
Othengrafen, P. Allmendinger, & G. Haughton (Eds.), Soft Spaces in Europe. Re-
Negotiating Governance, Boundaries and Borders (pp. 3–22). 

Atkinson, R. (2001). The emerging “urban agenda” and the European spatial 
development perspective: towards an EU urban policy? European Planning 
Studies, 9(3), 385–406. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654310120037630 

Atkinson, R. (2002). The White Paper on European Governance: Implications for 
Urban Policy. European Planning Studies, 10(6), 781–792. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/0965431022000003816 

Bäcklund, P., Häikiö, L., Leino, H., & Kanninen, V. (2017). Bypassing Publicity for 
Getting Things Done: Between Informal and Formal Planning Practices in 



 

72 Eva Purkarthofer: Understanding Europeanisation from Within 

Finland. Planning Practice & Research, 1–17. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02697459.2017.1378978 

Bäcklund, P., & Kanninen, V. (2015). Valtaistetut asukkaat: Neighbourhood Planning 
ja asuinalueperustaisen osallistumisen rajaamisen taktiikat. Alue Ja Ympäristö, 
44(1), 4–16. 

Barker, A. (2006). Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) as a Tool for 
Integration within Coastal Planning. Journal of Coastal Research, 224, 946–
950. http://doi.org/10.2112/04-0292.1 

Barker, A., & Fischer, T. B. (2003). English regionalization and sustainability: Towards 
the development of an integrated approach to strategic environmental 
assessment. European Planning Studies, 11(6), 697–716. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/0965431032000108396 

Barker, A., & Wood, C. (1999). An evaluation of EIA system performance in eight EU 
countries. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 19(4), 387–404. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0195-9255(99)00015-3 

Barker, A., & Wood, C. (2001). Environmental Assessment in the European Union: 
Perspectives, Past, Present and Strategic. European Planning Studies, 9(2), 243–
254. http://doi.org/10.1080/713666468 

Bock, M., Rossner, G., Wissen, M., Remm, K., Langanke, T., Lang, S., … 
(2005). Spatial indicators for nature conservation from European to local scale. 
Ecological Indicators, 5, 322–338. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2005.03.018 

Böhme, K. (2002). Nordic Echoes of European Spatial Planning. Stockholm: 
Nordregio. 

Böhme, K. (2016). Territorial evidence supporting policy-making in Europe: How 
ESPON came, saw and conquered. Disp, 52(2), 62–67. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2016.1195589 

Böhme, K., Doucet, P., Komornicki, T., Zaucha, J., & Swiatek, D. (2011). How to 
strengthen the territorial dimension of ‘Europe 2020 ’ and the EU Cohesion 
Policy: Report based on the Territorial Agenda 2020, (September), 1–97. 

Böhme, K., & Schön, P. (2006). From Leipzig to Leipzig. DisP - The Planning Review, 
42(165), 61–70. http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2006.10556955 

Böhme, K., & Waterhout, B. (2008). The Europeanization of Planning. In A. Faludi 
(Ed.), European Spatial Research and Planning (pp. 225–248). Cambridge, MA: 
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy. 

Bröcker, J., Korzhenevych, A., & Schürmann, C. (2010). Assessing spatial equity and 
efficiency impacts of transport infrastructure projects. Transportation Research 
Part B: Methodological, 44(7), 795–811. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2009.12.008 

Bruszt, L. (2008). Multi-Level Governance - the Eastern Versions: Emerging Patterns 
of Regional Developmental Governance in the New Member States. Regional & 
Federal Studies, 18(5), 607–627. http://doi.org/10.1080/13597560802351622 

Carter, C., & Pasquier, R. (2010). The Europeanization of Regions as ‘Spaces for 
Politics’: A Research Agenda. Regional & Federal Studies, 20(3), 295–314. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/13597566.2010.484565 

CEC. (1997). The EU compendium of spatial planning systems and policies. 
Luxembourg: Office for the Official Publications of the European Communities. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654319508720313 

CEC. (2011). The Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020: Towards an 
Inclusive, Smart and Sustainable Europe of Diverse Regions. Gödöllö. 

CEC. (2014). 6th Report on Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion. Luxembourg: 
Publications Office of the European Union. 



 

References  73 

Clark, J., & Jones, A. (2008). The spatialities of Europeanisation: Territory, 
government and power in “EUrope.” Transactions of the Institute of British 
Geographers, 33(3), 300–318. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-5661.2008.00309.x 

Clark, J., & Jones, A. (2009). Europeanisation and Its Discontents. Space and Polity, 
13(3), 193–212. http://doi.org/10.1080/13562570903454291 

Cloots, E., De Baere, G., & Sottiaux, S. (Eds.). (2012). Federalism in the European 
Union. Oxford: Hart Publishing. 

Colomb, C., & Santinha, G. (2014). European Union Competition Policy and the 
European Territorial Cohesion Agenda: An Impossible Reconciliation? State Aid 
Rules and Public Service Liberalization through the European Spatial Planning 
Lens. European Planning Studies, 22(3), 459–480. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.744384 

Cömertler, S. (2017). Greens of the European Green Capitals. In IOP Conference 
Series: Materials Science and Engineering (Vol. 245). 
http://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899X/245/5/052064 

Cotella, G., & Janin Rivolin, U. (2010). Institutions, Discourse and Practices: Towards 
a Multidimensional Understanding of EU Territorial Governance. In 24 AESOP 
Annual Conference, Finland 7-10 July 2010 (pp. 7–10). 

Cotella, G., & Janin Rivolin, U. (2011). Europeanization of Spatial Planning through 
Discourse and Practice in Italy. DisP - The Planning Review, 47(186), 42–53. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2011.10557143 

Cotella, G., & Stead, D. (2011). Spatial Planning and the Influence of Domestic Actors: 
Some Conclusions. DisP - The Planning Review, 47(186), 77–83. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2011.10557146 

-national Governance: Partnership in the 
Implementation of European Union Structural Funds in Poland. Regional 
Studies, 47(8), 1363–1374. http://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.628931 

Challenges of multi-level governance 
and partnership: drawing lessons from European Union cohesion policy. 
European Urban and Regional Studies, 21(4), 355–363. 
http://doi.org/10.1177/0969776414533020 

Dax, T., Strahl, W., Kirwan, J., & Maye, D. (2016). The Leader programme 2007–2013: 
Enabling or disabling social innovation and neo-endogenous development? 
Insights from Austria and Ireland. European Urban and Regional Studies, 23(1), 
56–68. http://doi.org/10.1177/0969776413490425 

Die Neue Südtiroler Tageszeitung. (2016). Gebremste Alemagna. Retrieved from 
http://www.tageszeitung.it/2016/06/17/gebremste-alemagna/ 

Dillinger, A. (2014). Vom Pionierinstrument zur Strategie — und dann ? Das 
Förderprogramm LEADER der Europäischen Union. Vienna University of 
Technology. 

Dinka, M. (2010). Ein Vergleich der Raumordnungssysteme in Österreich und der 
Slowakei. University of Vienna. Retrieved from http://othes.univie.ac.at/10239/ 

Doucet, P., Böhme, K., & Zaucha, J. (2014). EU territory and policy-making: from 
words to deeds to promote policy integration. European Journal of Spatial 
Development, (January), 1–24. 

Dühr, S., Colomb, C., & Nadin, V. (2010). European Spatial Planning and Territorial 
Cooperation. Oxon: Routledge. 

Dühr, S., & Nadin, V. (2007). Europeanization through transnational territorial 
cooperation? The case of INTERREG IIIB North-West Europe. Planning 
Practice and Research, 22(3), 373–394. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02697450701666738 



 

74 Eva Purkarthofer: Understanding Europeanisation from Within 

Dühr, S., Stead, D., & Zonneveld, W. (2007). The Europeanization of spatial planning 
through territorial cooperation. Planning Practice and Research, 22(3), 291–
307. http://doi.org/10.1080/02697450701688245 

Dukes, T. (2008). The URBAN programme and the European urban policy discourse: 
Successful instruments to Europeanize the urban level? GeoJournal, 72(1–2), 
105–119. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10708-008-9168-2 

Elias, A. (2008). Introduction: Whatever Happened to the Europe of the Regions? 
Revisiting the Regional Dimension of European Politics. Regional & Federal 
Studies, 18(5), 483–492. http://doi.org/10.1080/13597560802351655 

Eskelinen, H., Lapintie, K., & Kokkonen, M. (2000). The Nordic Legacy and the 
European Connection: The Emergence of Integrated Spatial Planning in Finland. 
Built Environment, 26(1), 41–51. 

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Cambridge, UK: 
Polity Press. 

ESPON. (2010). TIPTAP: Territorial Impact Package for Transport and Agricultural 
Policies. Luxembourg. 

ESPON. (2012). EATIA. ESPON and Territorial Impact Assessment. Luxembourg. 

ESPON. (2013a). ESPON ARTS Assessment of Regional and Territorial Sensitivity. 
Luxembourg. 

ESPON. (2013b). Territorial Impact Assessment of Policies and EU Directives. 
Luxembourg. Retrieved from 
http://www.espon.eu/export/sites/default/Documents/Publications/Guidance/
TerritorialImpactAssessment/TIA_Printed_version.pdf 

Essig, S., & Kaucic, J. (2017). ESPON: TIA Balancing between policy orientation, 
practicability and scientific ambition. Uncovering the Territorial Dimension of 
European Union Cohesion Policy: Cohesion, Development, Impact Assessment 
and Cooperation. http://doi.org/10.4324/9781315169743 

Etzioni, A. (1975). A comparative analysis of complex organizations: On power, 
involvement, and their correlates. New York: Free Press. 

EU Ministers Responsible for Urban Matters. (2016). Urban Agenda for the EU: Pact 
of Amsterdam. Amsterdam. 

Evans, N. (2011). Lost in translation? - The Bristol accord and the sustainable 
communities agenda. European Journal of Spatial Development, 1(1), 1–23. 

observation to policy oriented outputs? Europa Regional, 21(4), 158–164. 
Retrieved from 
http://orbilu.uni.lu/bitstream/10993/22186/2/EvrardSchulzNienaber 2015.pdf 

Fabbro, S., & Haselsberger, B. (2009). Spatial planning harmonisation as a condition 
for trans-national cooperation: The case of the Alpine-Adriatic area. European 
Planning Studies, 17(9), 1335–1356. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654310903053521 

Fabbro, S., & Mesolella, A. (2010). Multilevel spatial visions and territorial cohesion: 
Italian regional planning between the TEN-T corridors, ESDP polycentrism and 
governmental “strategic platforms.” Planning Practice and Research, 25(1), 25–
48. http://doi.org/10.1080/02697451003625364 

Faludi, A. (1997). A Roving Band of Planners. Built Environment, 23(4), 281–287. 

Faludi, A. (1998). Planning by minimum consensus: Austrian ‘co-operative federalism’ 
as a model for Europe? European Planning Studies, 6(5), 485–504. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654319808720477 

Faludi, A. (2000). The Performance of Spatial Planning. Planning Practice and 
Research, 15(4), 299–318. http://doi.org/10.1080/713691907 



 

References  75 

Faludi, A. (2001). The Application of the European Spatial Development Perspective: 
Evidence from the North-West Metropolitan Area. European Planning Studies, 
9(5), 663–675. http://doi.org/10.1080/713666496 

Faludi, A. (2004). The open method of co-ordination and ‘post-regulatory’ territorial 
cohesion policy. European Planning Studies, 12(7), 1019–1033. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/0965431042000267885 

Faludi, A. (2006). From European spatial development to territorial cohesion policy. 
Regional Studies, 40(6), 667–678. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/00343400600868937 

Faludi, A. (2007). Making Sense of the ‘Territorial Agenda of the European Union.’ 
European Journal of Spatial Development, 25, 1–22. 

Faludi, A. (2008). European Territorial Cooperation and Learning. DisP - The 
Planning Review. http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2008.10556998 

Faludi, A. (2009). A turning point in the development of European spatial planning? 
The “Territorial Agenda of the European Union” and the “First Action 
Programme.” Progress in Planning, 71(1), 1–42. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.progress.2008.09.001 

Faludi, A. (2010a). Beyond Lisbon: Soft European Spatial Planning. DisP - The 
Planning Review, 46(182), 14–24. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2010.10557098 

Faludi, A. (2010b). Cohesion, Coherence, Cooperation: European Spatial Planning 
Coming of Age? Oxon: Routledge. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/13563475.2012.734683 

Faludi, A. (2012). The Europeanization of Planning and the role of ESPON, (October). 

Faludi, A. (2014). EUropeanisation or Europeanisation of spatial planning? Planning 
Theory & Practice, 15(2), 155–169. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/14649357.2014.902095 

Faludi, A. (2015). The European Union Context of National Planning. In Planning for 
States and Nation-States (pp. 259–296). 

Faludi, A. (2016). A Historical Institutionalist Account of European Spatial Planning. 
In C. Hein (Ed.), International Planning History Society Proceeedings (Vol. 05, 
pp. 161–172). TU Delft. 
http://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.7480/iphs.2016.5.1315 

Faludi, A., & Korthals Altes, W. (1994). Evaluating Communicative Planning: A 
Revised Design for Performance Research. European Planning Studies, 2(4), 
403–418. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654319408720278 

Faludi, A., & Peyrony, J. (2011). Cohesion policy contributing to territorial cohesion - 
Future scenarios. European Journal of Spatial Development, 1(1), 1–21. 

Faludi, A., & Waterhout, B. (2002). The Making of the European Spatial Development 
Perspective. No Masterplan. London: Routledge. 

Featherstone, K. (2003). Introduction : In the Name of “Europe.” In K. Featherstone & 
C. M. Radaelli (Eds.), The Politics of Europeanization (pp. 3–26). Oxford: 
Oxford University Press. 

Fischer, T. B. (2010). Reviewing the quality of strategic environmental assessment 
reports for English spatial plan core strategies. Environmental Impact 
Assessment Review, 30(1), 62–69. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eiar.2009.04.002 

(2014). Territorial Impact Assessment of European Draft Directives - The 
Emergence of a New Policy Assessment Instrument. European Planning Studies, 
23(3), 433–451. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.868292 

Flick, U. (2011). Qualitative research designs, 36–50. Retrieved from 



 

76 Eva Purkarthofer: Understanding Europeanisation from Within 

http://www.charlesdennishale.com/books/eets_ap/9_Qualitative_Research_De
signs.pdf 

Flick, U. (2014). An Introduction to Qualitative Research (5th ed.). London: SAGE 
Publications Ltd. 

Gaston, K. J., Jackson, S. F., Nagy, A., Cantú-Salazar, L., & Johnson, M. (2008). 
Protected areas in Europe: Principle and practice. In Annals of the New York 
Academy of Sciences (Vol. 1134, pp. 97–119). 
http://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1439.006 

Geppert, A., & Colini, L. (2015). The EU Urban Agenda: Why, How and for Whom? 
DisP - The Planning Review, 51(4), 93–96. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2015.1134971 

Giannakourou, G. (2011). Europeanization, Actor Constellations and Spatial Policy 
Change in Greece. DisP - The Planning Review, 47(186), 32–41. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2011.10557142 

Giannakourou, G. (2012). The Europeanization of National Planning: Explaining the 
Causes and the Potentials of Change. Planning Practice and Research, 27(1), 
117–135. http://doi.org/10.1080/02697459.2012.661195 

Givoni, M., Macmillen, J., Banister, D., & Feitelson, E. (2013). From Policy Measures 
to Policy Packages. Transport Reviews, 33(1), 1–20. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2012.744779 

González, A., Gilmer, A., Foley, R., Sweeney, J., & Fry, J. (2011). Applying geographic 
information systems to support strategic environmental assessment: 
Opportunities and limitations in the context of Irish land-use plans. 
Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 31(3), 368–381. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eiar.2010.12.001 

Gualini, E. (2008). “Territorial cohesion” as a category of agency: The missing 
dimension in the EU spatial policy debate. European Journal of Spatial 
Development, (28), 1–22. 

Gutiérrez, J., Condeço-Melhorado, A., López, E., & Monzón, A. (2011). Evaluating the 
European added value of TEN-T projects: a methodological proposal based on 
spatial spillovers, accessibility and GIS. Journal of Transport Geography, 19(4), 
840–850. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2010.10.011 

Hajer, M. A. (1993). Discourse Coalitions and the Institutionalization of Practice: The 
Case of Acid Rain in Britain. In F. Fischer & J. Forester (Eds.), The 
Argumentative Turn in Policy Analysis and Planning (pp. 43–76). London: UCL 
Press Limited. 

Hajer, M. A. (1995). The politics of environmental discourse: Ecological 
modernization and the policy process. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0747-5632(00)00037-6 

Hajer, M. A. (2006). The living institutions of the EU: Analysing governance as 
performance. Perspectives on European Politics and Society, 7(1), 41–55. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/15705850600839546 

Hamedinger, A., Bartik, H., & Wolffhardt, A. (2008). The Impact of EU Area-based 
Programmes on Local Governance: Towards a `Europeanisation’? Urban 
Studies, 45(13), 2669–2687. http://doi.org/10.1177/0042098008098199 

Haselsberger, B. (2015). Travelling Planning Educators. DisP - The Planning Review, 
51(4), 97–102. http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2015.1140450 

Haughton, G., & Allmendinger, P. (2007). “Soft spaces” in planning. Town & Country 
Planning, 306–308. 

Haughton, G., Allmendinger, P., Counsell, D., & Vigar, G. (2009). The New Spatial 
Planning. Territorial Management with Soft Spaces and Fuzzy Boundaries. 
New York: Routledge. 



 

References  77 

Havlík, V. (2018). Competing discourses of territorial development: tensions between 
cities and regions as a result of the new regionalism. European Planning Studies, 
0(0), 1–16. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2018.1504894 

Hirvonen-Kantola, S., & Mäntysalo, R. (2014). The Recent Development of the Finnish 
Planning System: The City of Vantaa as an Executor, Fighter and Independent 
Actor. In M. Reimer, P. Getimis, & H. H. Blotevogel (Eds.), Spatial Planning 
Systems and Practices in Europe: A Comparative Perspective on Continuity and 
Changes (pp. 42–60). Oxon: Routledge. 

Högenauer, A.-L. (2014). All by themselves? Legislative regions and the use of 
unmediated access to the European level. European Political Science Review, 
6(3), 451–475. http://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773913000180 

Hughes, J., Sasse, G., & Gordon, C. (2004). Conditionality and Compliance in the EU’s 
Eastward Enlargement: Regional Policy and the Reform of Sub-National 
Government. Journal of Common Market Studies, 42(3), 523–551. 
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.0021-9886.2004.00517.x 

Humer, A. (2018). Linking polycentricity concepts to periphery: implications for an 
integrative Austrian strategic spatial planning practice. European Planning 
Studies, 26(4), 635–652. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2017.1403570 

Hytönen, J., Mäntysalo, R., Peltonen, L., Kanninen, V., Niemi, P., & Simanainen, M. 
(2016). Defensive routines in land use policy steering in Finnish urban regions. 
European Urban and Regional Studies, 23(1), 40–55. 
http://doi.org/10.1177/0969776413490424 

Jensen, O. B., & Richardson, T. (2001). Nested Visions: New Rationalities of Space in 
European Spatial Planning. Regional Studies, 35(8), 703–717. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/00343400120084696 

Kanninen, V. (2017). STRATEGINEN KAUPUNKISEUTU: Spatiaalinen suunnittelu 
radikaalina yhteensovittamisena. Aalto University. 

Keating, M. (1997). The Invention of Regions: Political Restructuring and Territorial 
Government in Western Europe. Environment and Planning C: Government 
and Policy, 15, 383–398. 

Keating, M. (2008). A Quarter Century of the Europe of the Regions. Regional & 
Federal Studies, 18(5), 629–635. http://doi.org/10.1080/13597560802351630 

Kilpeläinen, P., Laakso, S., & Loikkanen, H. A. (2011). Asiantuntijalausunnot 
Uudenmaan maakuntakaavaluonnoksesta. Helsinki. Retrieved from 
http://www.uudenmaanliitto.fi/modules/publishbank/julkaisupankki_files/538
_Asiaintuntijalausunnot_maakuntakaavaluonnoksesta.pdf ) 

Knill, C., & Lehmkuhl, D. (1999). How Europe Matters. Different Mechanisms of 
Europeanization. European Integration Online Papers, 3(7). 
http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.302746 

Laine, J. (2007). Incommodious border? Rethinking the function of the Finnish-
Russian border. Fennia, 185(1), 49–62. 

Land Niederösterreich. NÖ Raumordnungsgesetz 2014 (NÖ ROG 2014) (2014). 
Landtag von Niederösterreich. 

Lehmkuhl, D. (2008). Some Promises and Pitfalls of Europeanization Research. In P. 
Graziano & M. P. Vink (Eds.), Europeanization: New Research Agendas (pp. 
337–353). Basingstoke: Palgrave. 

Leino, H., Karppi, I., & Jokinen, A. (2017). Its all about the birds! Non-human actors 
situational power in creating conditions for human engagement. Planning 
Theory, 16(2), 133–149. http://doi.org/10.1177/1473095215617985 

Lenschow, A. (2006). Europeanization of public policy. In J. Richardson (Ed.), 
European Union: Power and policy making (pp. 55–71). Oxon: Routledge. 



 

78 Eva Purkarthofer: Understanding Europeanisation from Within 

Lord, A., & Tewdwr-Jones, M. (2014). Is Planning “Under Attack”? Chronicling the 
Deregulation of Urban and Environmental Planning in England. European 
Planning Studies, 22(2), 345–361. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.741574 

Luukkonen, J. (2011a). Europeanization of spatial planning. Exploring the 
spatialities of European integration. University of Oulu. 

Luukkonen, J. (2011b). Europeanization of spatial planning Exploring the spatialities 
of European integration. Nordia Geographical Publications, 40(3), 1–59. 
Retrieved from http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?eid=2-s2.0-
84862188364&partnerID=tZOtx3y1 

Luukkonen, J. (2011c). The Europeanization of regional development: Local strategies 
and European spatial visions in Northern Finland. Geografiska Annaler, Series 
B: Human Geography, 93(3), 253–270. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
0467.2011.00376.x 

Luukkonen, J. (2015). Planning in Europe for ’EU’rope: Spatial planning as a political 
technology of territory. Planning Theory, 14(2), 174–194. 
http://doi.org/10.1177/1473095213519355 

Luukkonen, J., & Moilanen, H. (2012). Territoriality in the Strategies and Practices of 
the Territorial Cohesion Policy of the European Union: Territorial Challenges in 
Implementing “Soft Planning.” European Planning Studies, 20(3), 481–500. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.651806 

Mamadouh, V. (2018). The city, the (Member) state, and the European Union. Urban 
Geography, 00(00), 1–5. http://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1453453 

Mäntysalo, R. (1999). Learning from the UK: Towards market-oriented land-use 
planning in finland. Housing, Theory and Society, 16(4), 179–191. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/14036099950149901 

Mäntysalo, R., & Bäcklund, P. (2018). THE GOVERNANCE OF PLANNING. Flexibly 
Networked, Yet Institutionally Grounded. In M. Gunder, A. Madanipour, & V. 
Watson (Eds.), The Routledge Handbook of Planning Theory (pp. 237–249). 
Oxon: Routledge. 

Mäntysalo, R., Jarenko, K., Nilsson, K. L., & Saglie, I.-L. (2015). Legitimacy of 
Informal Strategic Urban Planning—Observations from Finland, Sweden and 
Norway. European Planning Studies, 23(2), 349–366. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.861808 

Mäntysalo, R., Kangasoja, J. K., & Kanninen, V. (2015). The paradox of strategic 
spatial planning: A theoretical outline with a view on Finland. Planning Theory 
& Practice, 16(2), 169–183. http://doi.org/10.1080/14649357.2015.1016548 

Mäntysalo, R., & Saglie, I.-L. (2010). Private Influence Preceding Public Involvement: 
Strategies for Legitimizing Preliminary Partnership Arrangements in Urban 
Housing Planning in Norway and Finland. Planning Theory & Practice, 11(3), 
317–338. http://doi.org/10.1080/14649357.2010.500123 

European Union environmental law in the new member states: The Urban Waste 
Water Treatment Directive in the Czech Republic and Poland. Environment and 
Planning C: Politics and Space, 35(6), 0263774X16686071. 
http://doi.org/10.1177/0263774X16686071 

Impact Assessment in the Case of Natura 2000 [Slovenija kot naravni park 
Acta Geographica Slovenica, 

53(1), 91–116. http://doi.org/10.3986/AGS53105 

Mastop, H. (1997). Performance in Dutch spatial planning: An introduction. 
Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design, 24(6), 807–813. 
http://doi.org/10.1068/b240807 



 

References  79 

Mattila, H. (2018). Balancing between efficiency and sustainability: discourses on the 
Finnish land-use planning system. In S. Kristjánsdóttir (Ed.), Nordic 
Experiences of Sustainable Planning (pp. 156–174). Oxon: Routledge. 

Mayring, P. (2014). Qualitative Content Analysis: theoretical foundation, basic 
procedures and software solution. Klagenfurt. Retrieved from http://nbn-
resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-395173 

McCann, E. (2003). Framing Space and Time in the City: Urban Policy and the Politics 
of Spatial and Temporal Scale. Journal of Urban Affairs, 25(2), 159–178. 

Medeiros, E. (2015). Territorial impact assessment and cross-border cooperation. 
Regional Studies, Regional Science, 2(1), 97–115. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/21681376.2014.999108 

Medeiros, E. (Ed.). (2018). European Territorial Cooperation. Springer International 
Publishing. http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-74887-0 

Metzger, J., & Schmitt, P. (2012). When soft spaces harden: The EU strategy for the 
Baltic Sea Region. Environment and Planning A, 44(2), 263–280. 
http://doi.org/10.1068/a44188 

Ministry of Environment. Land Use and Building Act (1999). Finland. Retrieved from 
http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/kaannokset/1999/en19990132.pdf 

Moilanen, H. (2012). Regional development zones in spatial development in Finland. 
Governing spatial development through new territorial frames. University of 
Turku. 

Moisio, S. (2008). Finlandisation versus westernisation: Political recognition and 
Finland’s European Union membership debate. National Identities, 10(1), 77–
93. http://doi.org/10.1080/14608940701819785 

Moisio, S., & Leppänen, L. (2007). Towards a Nordic competition state? Politico-
economic transformation of statehood in Finland, 1965-2005. Fennia, 185(2), 
63–87. 

Nadin, V. (2006). The Role and Scope of Spatial Planning. Literature Review. Spatial 
Plans in Practice: Supporting the Reform of Spatial Planning. London. 

Nadin, V., & Stead, D. (2008). European Spatial Planning Systems, Social Models and 
Learning. DisP - The Planning Review, 44(172), 35–47. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2008.10557001 

Newman, P., & Thornley, A. (1996). Urban Planning in Europe. London: Routledge. 

OECD. (2018). Social Expenditure - Aggregated Data. Retrieved from 
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=SOCX_AGG 

ÖROK. (2011). Österreichisches Raumentwicklungskonzept ÖREK 2011. Vienna: 
ÖROK Schriftenreihe Nr. 185. 

ÖROK. (2016). Agenda Stadtregionen in Österreich. 

ÖROK. (2018a). Programmstruktur und Planmittel. Retrieved from 
https://www.oerok.gv.at/index.php?id=902 

ÖROK. (2018b). Spatial Planning in Austria with References to Spatial Development 
and Regional Policy. Vienna: ÖROK Schriftenreihe 202. 

Paasi, A. (2009). The Resurgence of the ‘Region’ and ‘Regional Identity’: Theoretical 
Perspectives and Empirical Observations on Regional Dynamics in Europe. 
Review of International Studies, 35, 121–146. 
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210509008456 

Pálné Kovács, I., Paraskevopoulos, C. J., & Horváth, G. (2004). Institutional ‘Legacies’ 
and the Shaping of Regional Governance in Hungary. Regional & Federal 
Studies (Vol. 14). http://doi.org/10.1080/1359756042000261388 

Parkinson, M. (2016). UK city regions: policies , performance and prospects. Town 



 

80 Eva Purkarthofer: Understanding Europeanisation from Within 

Planning Review, 87(6), 629–653. http://doi.org/10.3828/tpr.2016.42a 

Pinho, P., McCallum, S., & Santos Cruz, S. (2010). A critical appraisal of EIA screening 
practice in EU Member in states. Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 
28(2), 91–107. http://doi.org/10.3152/146155110X498799 

Purkarthofer, E. (2013). Die Auswirkungen der EU-Mitgliedschaft auf die 
österreichische Planung und ihre AkteurInnen. Vienna University of 
Technology. 

Purkarthofer, E. (2016). When soft planning and hard planning meet: Conceptualising 
the encounter of European, national and sub-national planning. European 
Journal of Spatial Development, 61, 1–20. 

Purkarthofer, E. (2018). Diminishing borders and conflating spaces: a storyline to 
promote soft planning scales. European Planning Studies, 26(5), 1008–1027. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2018.1430750 

Puustinen, S., Mäntysalo, R., Hytönen, J., & Jarenko, K. (2017). The “deliberative 
bureaucrat”: deliberative democracy and institutional trust in the jurisdiction of 
the Finnish planner. Planning Theory & Practice, 18(1), 71–88. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/14649357.2016.1245437 

Radaelli, C. M. (2003). The Europeanization of Public Policy: Introduction. In K. 
Featherstone & C. M. Radaelli (Eds.), The Politics of Europeanization (pp. 27–
56). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
http://doi.org/10.1093/0199252092.003.0002 

Ravesteyn, N. Van, & Evers, D. (2004). Unseen Europe: A survey of EU politics and 
its impact on spatial development in the Netherlands. Rotterdam: NAi 
Publishers. 

Richardson, T., & Jensen, O. B. (2000). Discourses of mobility and polycentric 
development: A contested view of European spatial planning. European 
Planning Studies, 8(4), 503–520. Retrieved from 
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?eid=2-s2.0-
0033942642&partnerID=tZOtx3y1 

Rodríguez-Pose, A., & Courty, J. (2018). Regional lobbying and Structural funds: Do 
regional representation offices in Brussels deliver? Regional and Federal 
Studies, 0(0), 1–31. http://doi.org/10.1080/13597566.2018.1441828 

Salo, R., & Mäntysalo, R. (2017). Path dependencies and defensive routines in Finnish 
city-regional land-use policy cooperation: case Ristikytö. International Planning 
Studies, 22(2), 128–144. http://doi.org/10.1080/13563475.2016.1219653 

Say, N. P., & Yücel, M. (2006). Strategic environmental assessment and national 
development plans in Turkey: Towards legal framework and operational 
procedure. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 26(3), 301–316. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eiar.2005.08.002 

Semsroth, K., & Dillinger, T. (2002). Föderales Planen—der Reichtum der 
Inkonsistenz. DisP - The Planning Review, 38(148), 52–59. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2002.10556799 

Shaw, D., & Sykes, O. (2003). Investigating the application of the European Spatial 
Development Perspective (ESDP) to regional planning in the United Kingdom. 
Town Planning Review, 74(1), 31–50. http://doi.org/10.3828/tpr.74.1.3 

Shaw, D., & Sykes, O. (2004). The concept of polycentricity in European spatial 
planning: reflections on its interpretation and application in the practice of 
spatial planning. International Planning Studies, 9(4), 283–306. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/13563470500050437 

Shaw, D., & Sykes, O. (2005). European Spatial Development Policy and Evolving 
Forms of Territorial Mobilisation in the United Kingdom. Planning Practice and 
Research, 20(2), 183–199. http://doi.org/10.1080/02697450500414694 



 

References  81 

Sielker, F. (2016a). A stakeholder-based EU territorial cooperation: the example of 
European macro-regions. European Planning Studies, 0(0), 1–19. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2016.1221383 

Sielker, F. (2016b). New approaches in European governance? Perspectives of 
stakeholders in the Danube macro-region. Regional Studies, Regional Science, 
3(1), 88–95. http://doi.org/10.1080/21681376.2015.1116957 

Sjöblom, S. (2010). Finland: The Limits of the Unitary Decentralized Model. In F. 
Hendriks, A. Lidström, & J. Loughlin (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Local and 
Regional Democracy (pp. 241–260). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Sohn, C. (2014). Modelling cross-border integration: the role of borders as a resource. 
Taylor & Francis Geopolitics, 19(3), 587–608. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2014.913029 

Stead, D. (2011). Policy & Planning Brief. Planning Theory & Practice, 12(1), 163–167. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/14649357.2011.583146 

Stead, D. (2013). Convergence, Divergence, or Constancy of Spatial Planning? 
Connecting Theoretical Concepts with Empirical Evidence from Europe. Journal 
of Planning Literature, 28(1), 19–31. http://doi.org/10.1177/0885412212471562 

Stead, D. (2014a). European Integration and Spatial Rescaling in the Baltic Region: 
Soft Spaces, Soft Planning and Soft Security. European Planning Studies, 22(4), 
680–693. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.772731 

Stead, D. (2014b). Rescaling Environmental Governance - the Influence of European 
Transnational Cooperation Initiatives. Environmental Policy and Governance, 
337(May), 324–337. http://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1649 

Stead, D., & Cotella, G. (2011). Differential Europe: Domestic Actors and Their Role in 
Shaping Spatial Planning Systems. DisP - The Planning Review, 47(186), 13–21. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2011.10557140 

Stec, M., & Grzebyk, M. (2016). The implementation of the Strategy Europe 2020 
objectives in European Union countries: the concept analysis and statistical 
evaluation. Quality & Quantity, 52(1), 119–133. http://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-
016-0454-7 

Sykes, O. (2008). The Importance of Context and Comparison in the Study of 
European Spatial Planning. European Planning Studies, 16(4), 537–555. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654310801983464 

Sykes, O. (2011). Investigating Sub-state Interpretations of European Territorial 
Cohesion: The Case of the United Kingdom. International Planning Studies, 
16(4), 377–396. http://doi.org/10.1080/13563475.2011.618026 

Sykes, O., & O’Brien, P. (2018). "So you say you want a (permanent) revolution” – 
planning under the shadow of constant reform, the case of the United Kingdom. 
In J. Farinós & E. Peiró (Eds.), Territory and States – Essential for the 
Coordination of Spatial Planning Policies in the XXIst Century (pp. 621–660). 
Valencia: Tirant Humanidades. 

Tatham, M. (2008). Going Solo: Direct Regional Representation in the European 
Union. Regional & Federal Studies, 18(5), 493–515. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/13597560802351523 

Tennekes, J., & Hornis, W. (2008). Ruimtelijke-effectanalyse van EU-beleid: een 
leidraad. Den Haag. 

Torriti, J. (2007). Impact assessment in the EU: A tool for better regulation, less 
regulation or less bad regulation? Journal of Risk Research, 10(2), 239–276. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/13669870701217847 

Turnhout, E., Behagel, J., Ferranti, F., & Beunen, R. (2015). The construction of 
legitimacy in European nature policy: expertise and participation in the service of 
cost-effectiveness. Environmental Politics, 24(3), 461–480. 



 

82 Eva Purkarthofer: Understanding Europeanisation from Within 

http://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2015.1008260 

Van den Brande, L. (2014). Multilevel Governance and Partnership. The Van den 
Brande Report. European Commission. 

van der Heijden, H. A. (2006). Multi-level environmentalism and the European 
Union: The case of trans-European transport networks. International Journal of 
Urban and Regional Research, 30(1), 23–37. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2427.2006.00648.x 

van Gestel, T., & Faludi, A. (2005). Towards a European Territorial Cohesion 
Assessment Network? A bright future for ESPON? Town Planning Review, 76(1), 
81–92. 

Varró, K. (2014). Spatial Imaginaries of the Dutch-German-Belgian Borderlands: A 
Multidimensional Analysis of Cross-Border Regional Governance. International 
Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 38(6), 2235–2255. 
http://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12202 

Vedung, E. (1998). Policy Instruments: Typologies and Theories. In Carrots, Sticks, 
and Sermons: Policy Instruments and Their Evaluation (pp. 21–58). 
http://doi.org/10.1016/0040-5809(79)90007-8 

Vogelij, J. (2014). Does ESPON support planning practice? Planning Theory and 
Practice. Taylor & Francis. http://doi.org/10.1080/14649357.2013.873232 

von Haaren, C., & Reich, M. (2006). The German way to greenways and habitat 
networks. Landscape and Urban Planning, 76(1–4), 7–22. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2004.09.041 

Waterhout, B. (2007). Territorial cohesion: the underlying discourses. In A. Faludi 
(Ed.), Territorial Cohesion and the European Model of Society (pp. 37–59). 
Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy. 

Weatherill, S. (2005). The Challenge of the Regional Dimension in the European 
Union. In S. Weatherill & U. Bernitz (Eds.), The Role of Regions and Sub-
National Actors in Europe (pp. 1–32). Oxford: Hart Publishing. 

Wildavsky, A. (1973). Planning is Everything , Maybe it’s Nothing. Policy Sciences, 4, 
127–153. 

Williams, R. H. (1996). European Union Spatial Policy and Planning. London: Paul 
Chapman Publishing Ltd. 

Williams, R. H. (2000). Constructing the European Spatial Development Perspective—
For Whom? European Planning Studies, 8(3), 357–365. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/713666410 

YLE. (2018, May 27). Finnish PM: October regional elections on social, health care 
reforms postponed. Helsinki. Retrieved from 
https://yle.fi/uutiset/osasto/news/finnish_pm_october_regional_elections_on
_social_health_care_reforms_postponed/10225550 

 



83 

Articles I-IV 

I. Purkarthofer, Eva. 2016. When soft planning and hard planning meet: 
Conceptualising the encounter of European, national and sub-national 
planning. European Journal of Spatial Development, 61.  

II. Purkarthofer, Eva. 2018. Diminishing borders and conflating spaces in 
Europe: A storyline to promote soft planning scales. European Planning 
Studies, volume 26, issue 5, pages 1008-1027. DOI: 
10.1080/09654313.2018.1430750  

III. Purkarthofer, Eva. 2018. Investigating the partnership approach in the EU 
Urban Agenda from the perspective of soft planning. European Planning 
Studies. DOI: 10.1080/09654313.2018.1527294 

IV. Purkarthofer, Eva; Mattila, Hanna. 2018. Integrating regional 
development and planning into “spatial planning” in Finland: The untapped 
potential of the Kainuu experiment. Administrative Culture, volume 18, issue 
2, pages 149-174.  

 

  



seicilop noinU naeporuE neewteb seit ehT  
era setats rebmem eht ni gninnalp laitaps dna  

.detabed hcum dna gnignahc-reve ,dlofinam  
siht ,snoitcennoc xelpmoc eseht yfiralc oT  

neewteb gnihsiugnitsid stseggus noitatressid  
laicnanfi :secneuflni naeporuE fo sepyt eerht  
evisrucsid dna snoitaluger lagel ,stnemurtsni  

fo sepyt eseht fo hcaE .stnemucod ycilop  
snoitacilpmi esrevid sah snoitnevretni ycilop  

dna nabru stceffa dna srotca gninnalp rof  
 .syaw niatrec ni tnempoleved lanoiger
ot redro ni taht seugra noitatressid sihT  

ot yrassecen si ti ,stceffe eseht dnatsrednu  
ni stupni UE fo noitacilppa eht esiniturcs  

tI .stxetnoc lacol dna ,lanoiger ,lanoitan  
ni ecitcarp gninnalp morf selpmaxe no sward  

eht setagitsevni dna dnalniF dna airtsuA  
dna noitatnemelpmi ,noitaterpretni  

.seicilop naeporuE fo noitasilatnemurtsni  
rieht evah seirtnuoc htob ni srotca citsemoD  

naeporuE htiw gnilaed fo syaw nwo  
rieht ot seicilop UE gnitcennoc dna secneuflni  

gnidrager secnereffid ni tluser hcihw ,krow  
eht fo ecnatropmi otcaf ed dna deviecrep eht  

 .stxetnoc cfiiceps ni gninnalp rof UE

-o
tl

a
A

D
D

 
21

2
/

 8
10

2

 +h
hgci

a*GM
FTSH

9  NBSI 7-7628-06-259-879  )detnirp( 
 NBSI 4-8628-06-259-879  )fdp( 
 NSSI 4394-9971  )detnirp( 
 NSSI 2494-9971  )fdp( 

 
ytisrevinU otlaA  

gnireenignE fo loohcS  
tnemnorivnE tliuB fo tnemtrapeD  

 if.otlaa.www

 + SSENISUB
 YMONOCE

 
 + TRA

 + NGISED
 ERUTCETIHCRA

 
 + ECNEICS

 YGOLONHCET
 

 REVOSSORC
 

 LAROTCOD
 SNOITATRESSID

 r
ef

oh
tr

ak
ru

P 
av

E
 n

ih
ti

W 
mo

rf 
no

it
as

in
ae

po
ru

E 
gn

id
na

ts
re

dn
U

 y
ti

sr
ev

i
n

U 
otl

a
A

 8102

 tnemnorivnE tliuB fo tnemtrapeD

gnidnatsrednU  
 noitasinaeporuE

 nihtiW morf
fo noitasilatnemurtsnI dna noitatnemelpmI ,noitaterpretnI ehT  

 dnalniF dna airtsuA ni gninnalP laitapS naeporuE

 refohtrakruP avE

 LAROTCOD
 SNOITATRESSID


	Aalto_DD_2018_212_Purkarthofer_verkkoversio



