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Abstract

In connection with the so-called territorial dimension of the cohesion policy promoted by the
European Commission, a gradual Europeanization of territorial organization can be observed in
EU member states. Two main approaches can be identified in literature describing this phenome-
non: scholars in European studies discuss the issue in terms of the notions of governance, while
planners tend to focus on the priorities of regional development. What is missing is a unified
conceptual understanding that includes the diverse aspects of these processes. This article offers
an innovative view of the Europeanization of territoriality. Its key argument is that there are two
ways of studying the Europeanization of territoriality: (1) as changes in the spatial organization
of member states and the establishment of new regions (a static component of the polity); and
(2) as changes in relations between actors of governance in consequence of the new territorial
arrangement (a dynamic component of politics).
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Introduction

The Europeanization of the territorial organization of EU member states is a topic that
resonates in contemporary discussions about the impacts of European integration (for ex-
ample, Allmendinger et al., 2014; Luukkonen, 2017; Mendez, 2013, see also previous
studies, for example Clark and Jones, 2008; Jensen and Richardson, 2004). In recent
years this has been given increasing attention, largely because of what has been called
the territorial dimension of cohesion policy.! In this ‘new approach’, the European
Commission seeks to retarget its structural funds, favouring increasingly regional and
subregional or local areas and supporting strong economies of agglomeration and local
development milieus (Zaucha et al, 2014, Bachtler and Begg, 2018, for a difference
against ‘plain governance’, see Stead, 2014, p. 1380). The scholarly discussion has
highlighted many aspects of this process: the motives of the European Commission in
adopting this new approach (especially the process of improving competitiveness); the
course of the process; the response by nation states; and the ‘new regionalism’, which
is linked with the creation of new territorial units at the local, regional or supranational
level. At the most general level of knowledge, one may note that the European integration
process has provable long-term impacts on the administrative or territorial organization of
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'Of course, the Europeanization of territorial organisation is not exclusively linked with the ‘territorial dimension’. New
territorial units were previously established as part of EU cohesion policy, such as NUTS II regions and Euroregions
and, subsequently, micro-regions, macro-regions etc.
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nation states. Their territorial organization, which had long been stable, thus experiences
relatively important change (in that new regions establish themselves alongside the
already existing old regions).

Certainly, this is not a new phenomenon, but its conceptual understanding is hindered
by a fragmentation of approaches employed by various disciplines. Each branch
(European studies, planning studies, governance studies, geography, urban studies and
economics) then only tells an incomplete, relatively narrow part of the whole story. There
are at least two main approaches in the literature concerning the Europeanization of the
territorial organization of the state. Although they often analyse similar aspects of the
same issue, there is little communication between them. One approach prevails in
European studies, another in planning studies and development theory. Mainstream polit-
ical scientists in European studies (for example, Benz and Eberlein, 1999; Gualini, 2006;
Marshall, 2005, Mendez, 2013, Luukkonen, 2017; more generally Stephenson, 2013) dis-
cuss the topic using the classical concepts of governance — specifically, Europeanization
and multi-level governance (MLG). Typically, their terminology and concepts operate
with bottom-up or top-down patterns, describing how regional and local actors adjust to
the pressure to adapt exerted by the European Commission and how the actors respond
to Europeanizing change in their own activities. These articles, although beneficial, lack
the viewpoints available in the planning studies literature, which tends to discuss much
more the specific outcomes of Europeanization such as ‘new regions’ (Keating, 1998)
or ‘soft-spaces of governance’, including the process of their emergence and the dynamics
of their operations. Planners (for example, Deas and Ward, 2000; Deas and Lord, 2006;
Doucet, 2006; Fricke, 2017; Sykes and Shaw, 2008), for their part, often fail to consider
the broad conceptual debate, or their debate is conceptually conducted outside the main-
stream of political science, namely largely outside the notions of governance mentioned
above, opting instead for concepts from such disciplines as geography, urban studies
and environmental studies.

The aim of this article, thus, is (a) to summarize the main conceptual starting points of
the approaches in literature and to integrate them in a unified view of the Europeanization
of territoriality; and (b) to undertake a conceptual update based on the most recent empir-
ical findings (see case and comparative studies from recent years, for example Boggero,
2016; Crivello and Staricco, 2017; Fricke, 2017; Havlik, 2018; Krukowska and
Lackowska, 2017, Lang and To6rok, 2017; Nosek, 2017), one that can coherently explain
the most recent events in the domain of the reterritorialization of EU member states. Thus,
the article goes beyond compiling existing approaches to provide a new schematic over-
view of the transformations in EU member states’ territorial organization. As Gualini
(2016, p. 513) noted, ‘New socio-spatial configurations of state agency affect traditional
understandings of territoriality. They call for a renewal of the conceptual vocabulary of
the processes of socio-spatial structuration.” The added value stemming from
interconnecting the debate about new trends and reforms of cohesion policy with the
debate concerned with its consequences, consists of naming and understanding new
phenomena from their instigation to their implementation to their consequences for the
stability of the existing system of relations among the actors of MLG. The advantage of
this new conceptual understanding is that it can be used to explain phenomena that are
very new (for example, tensions between levels of governance). The consequences of
the new regionalism, especially in Central and Eastern European (CEE) states with a
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1290 Vratislav Havlik

weak tradition of decentralisation, are very substantial and it would be insufficient to de-
scribe them separately as an ‘interesting nuance’ in the overall debate about new region-
alism. The Europeanization of territoriality, as we have been discovering largely over the
past two programming periods (namely 2007—13 and especially 2014-20), is different. It
1s not a small variation on the worldwide trend of urbanization, or a mere offshoot of the
grand debate about rescaling the state (Brenner, 2009, see below). It is a phenomenon sui
generis, which is not a gradual, creeping ‘disappearance of the Westphalian state’ due to
globalization, but a purposeful action directed by the European Commission, which enters
the Europeanization process not just in the initial phase, but also subsequently. The
European Commission thus creates new territorial instruments in cohesion policy (for ex-
ample, after 2014, the integrated territorial investments — see below), the implementation
of which it then actively promotes in member states. The concept of the ‘Europeanization
of territoriality’ is therefore not an amalgamation of existing approaches, but a new way
of grasping a specific process, whose various hitherto undertaken partial descriptions do
not provide sufficient understanding. The key argument is that there are two ways of
studying the Europeanization of territoriality: (1) as changes in the spatial organization
of member states and the establishment of new regions (a static component of the polity);
and (2) as changes in the relations between actors of governance in consequence of the
new territorial arrangement (a dynamic component of politics).

This article is split into three sections. The literature review presents selected concepts
concerned with the reterritorialization of the state, as well as the two main approaches in
the debate about the Europeanization of territoriality. A conceptual section, originally
based on Risse, Cowles and Caporaso (2001) and Marshall’s (2005) update, is divided
into various subsections that conceptually ground the Europeanization of territoriality.
Some parts of this concept are partially based on original works by the authors cited
above; but they have been amended to reflect the discussion about changing the territori-
ality of nation states, and take into account developments over the last decade. Thus, this
section discusses (a) the European Commission’s motivations for the reterritorialization
of member states, (b) adaptational pressures at the domestic level, (c) change
agents/veto points, (d) domestic change and (e) the implications of domestic change for
relations between actors of governance. The third section summarizes the main features
of the concept and the ambiguities related to it and suggests avenues for future research.

I. The Expressions ‘Territorial’ and ‘Spatial’ as Concerned with the
‘Europeanization of territoriality’ Concept

First, we need to discuss briefly the expressions ‘territorial’ and ‘spatial’. Though for-
mally they have distinct definitions, in the literature they are sometimes used interchange-
ably, whether due to author carelessness or the fact that the processes that unfold as part of
EU cohesion policy are difficult to grasp. Luukkonen and Moilanen (2012, p. 484—490)
have noted the difficulties with differentiating between the two concepts. They see ‘terri-
tory’ as one of many ‘spatial categories’, or ‘spatial constellations’. They also state that
‘spatial planning and development strategies include a growing number of new forms
of spatial imaginaries, which challenge the traditional conceptions of territoriality.’
(Luukkonen and Moilanen, 2012, p. 485). Agnew (2015, p. 43) writes about the ‘need
to stop associating “geography” with territory as the only modality for the spatial
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organization of politics’, with the ambition of suggesting that governance does not always
necessarily take place in a territory, but, for example, in social interactions across
networks (Agnew, 2015, p. 47, see also ‘territorial trap’ in Agnew, 1994). Elden (2010,
p- 811) speaks of ‘territory’ as a ‘political technology’, which comprises ‘techniques for
measuring land and controlling terrain’. Thus, control over space (see below) can be seen
as the fundamental criterion for defining ‘territory’.

In the processes we observe, there is a blending of the two concepts (spatial and terri-
torial), willy-nilly, because ‘spatial development policy is necessarily territorial in the
sense that there has to be some kind of authority over space in which the policy is to
be implemented’ (Luukkonen and Moilanen, 2012, p. 486). In describing the emergence
of ‘new regions’ in the context of new trends in EU cohesion policy, I therefore use the
term ‘the Europeanization of territoriality’. Admittedly, these new regions do not always
have ‘responsibility for their territory’, over which they would exercise ‘exclusive power’,
as one of the definitions of territoriality would require (Faludi, 2009, p. 2). In discussing
the Europeanization of territoriality, then, it must always be added that, rather than an
achieved process in the sense of a ‘change in territoriality’, it is an ongoing process aimed
in that direction, because the emerging territories are increasingly involved in ‘mapping,
bordering and controlling the space’ (Luukkonen and Moilanen, 2012, p. 485—486). The
understanding of territoriality employed in this article is compatible with Medeiros’s
(2016, p. 6), who sees a ‘number of senses’ in which the term ‘territoriality’ is used, in-
cluding ‘any form of behaviour displayed by individuals and groups seeking to establish,
control, maintain, and exercise power over space’.

II. Selected Concepts Concerned with the Reterritorialization of the State

Beyond the literature on Europeanizing the territorial organization of the state, there are
several other discussions and concepts that address similar processes. We shall look at
these first. Beyond political scientists and planners, whose work is crucial for the concep-
tual grounding of this article, there are the debates of political geographers (important for
their notions of territory, space and rescaling; see the next section), as well as urbanists
(the notions of urbanization and metropolization) and economists (the notion of growth
poles). There are other disciplines, which this article does not explore in greater depth,
including environmentalists and sociologists. Most of these debates have one thing in
common: they are concerned with the territorial transformations of regional, subregional
and local spaces, but, at the same time and for reasons outlined below, they may be — but
not necessarily are — linked with Europeanization.

Urbanists and economists view the contemporary transformations of European states’
territory through the lens of the trends they observe. Prevailing in their studies are the
issues of (a) urbanization (for example, Brenner and Schmid, 2014, 2015) and (b)
metropolization or metropolitan expansion (for example, Brenner and Schmid, 2015, ¢f.
Capello et al., 2015). Brenner and Schmid (2014, p. 750) describe a process of the
emergence of ‘densely settled zones (cities, metropolitan regions, megacity regions, and
so forth), in which population, economic activities and infrastructural systems are
clustered.” Crucial for the present article is the view of urbanization as a very broad, ‘plan-
etary phenomenon’ (Brenner and Schmid, 2014, p. 750). As with the debate in political
science concerned with ‘rescaling the state’, mentioned below, the urbanists’ debate is
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not primarily concerned with the discourse of Europeanization. Finally, when considering
the trends described by economists, it has been shown that during an economic crisis, re-
covery in agglomerated regions is fast (Capello et al., 2015) and thus these have a solid
potential for becoming ‘growth poles’ in their country’s economy. The emergence of a
new level of governance such as the metropolis is thus often discussed as a consequence
of a recent economic crisis (for example, Cotella et al., 2015, p. 33—40). However, we
need to distinguish the gradual and, from the viewpoint of capitalism, natural trend of
people moving to cities and the related emergence of metropolizes on the one hand, from
the process of creating ‘functional spaces’, intentionally controlled by the European
Commission on the other. Certainly, the processes described in this article arise in the
context of worldwide trends of changing local and regional governance and urbanization.
However, unlike these trends, the discussed processes share another trait. The changes in
the territoriality of member states — both in terms of contents and temporal sequence — are
evident (and mostly provable) responses to steps taken by the European Commission.
This can be shown in individual cases (in the spirit of the explaining-outcome process-
tracing research method, Beach and Pedersen, 2013) by (1) the temporal sequence of
events in which territorial changes in member states occur immediately after an EU
initiative, (2) a content analysis of national strategic documents on regional policy, which
directly refer to the initiating role of the European Commission in this process and (3)
interviews (for example, Havlik, 2018) conducted with stakeholders from the various
levels of governance, who confirm the important role exercised by the European
Commission in the whole process. Thus, conceptually speaking, these changes are a
product of a top-down Europeanization (for example, Borzel and Risse, 2000), even if
it is obvious that this top-down driven Europeanization is inspired by current trends
including urbanization, metropolization and other phenomena.

ITII. Europeanizing the Territorial Organization of the State

Given the focus of this article, this section must start with the discussions concerned with
state rescaling, territory and territoriality, which need to be linked with the process of
Europeanization. In terms of its generality and its overall geographic scope that goes
beyond Europe, the broadest debate has been concerned with the concept of rescaling
the state (for example, Brenner, 2009; Keating, 2009; Paasi, 2009; Gualini, 2006). This
is based on the premise that within modern capitalism there occur ‘changing geographies
of statehood’ (Brenner, 2009, p. 124), one consequence of which is the creation of new
regions or ‘inter-regional competition’ (Keating, 2009, p.39). The problem for us here
is that the rescaling of the state is a somewhat broad framework which, though it comes
to many similar conclusions, does not fit very well with the current debate about the
Europeanization of territoriality. Indeed, even Brenner (2009, p. 123) admits that the
‘processes of state rescaling must be distinguished analytically from other (territorial,
place-based and networked) dimensions of state spatial restructuring’. Looking now at
the above-mentioned territorial dimension of state restructuring, we see multiple points
of contact with the Europeanization of territoriality. Murphy (2008, p. 16) sees the EU
as an actor which ‘offers the possibility of overcoming some of the territorial rigidities
of the modern state system’. While ‘many aspects of state territoriality (controlling
education, pitting itself against other states) remain very much in place’ (Murphy, 2008,
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p. 12), there are other aspects (not limited to cohesion policy) which states have to share,
‘not only with the EU but also with new actors’, that is, substate administrations or private
stakeholders (Faludi, 2016, p. 496). Discussing the state’s territoriality, Murphy (2013, p.
1214—1215) notes a ‘tendency to downplay the tenacity of territory’s continuing allure’,
aptly adding that ‘less clear is the extent to which new multi-level governance arrange-
ments are moving Europe beyond a political geography rooted in the Westphalian state
system’ (Murphy, 2008, p. 7). This idea needs to be further developed into two
dimensions: (a) ‘a place can be territory at times but not at others’ (Elden, 2010,
p. 802); in other words, the disruption of the Westphalian state territoriality varies over
time, because newly established territories or spaces can be short-lived, and in terms of
its territoriality, an EU member state can be weakened but also strengthened; the disrup-
tion of the state’s territoriality might thus be temporary; (b) what always matters is the
measure of decline in the state’s territoriality, namely which of its functions the state is
losing control of. As Keating (2009, p. 38) states in a similar context, ‘European integra-
tion is creating new territorial boundaries for some purposes and not others so that, while
states may be losing their old monopolies, this does not necessarily herald the emergence
of an integrated European space to replace them.” Viewing the contemporary territorial
changes, we do not observe an outflow of power from state territoriality to the benefit
of a notional European territoriality, but the state monopoly on certain policies is
disrupted.

The Europeanization of territoriality as described below can therefore change the ter-
ritoriality of an EU member state, but that certainly does not mean that the Westphalian
state is dead. Thus, it is worth emphasising that in the case of the Europeanization of ter-
ritoriality, we are not so much dealing with a final result as with a suggestion of a trend,
where ‘the European Union is a major actor in the construction and governance of spaces
and borders’ and ‘member states are much less able to decide what counts as important
borders and spaces in Europe’ (Rumford, 2006, p. 137). This argument of Rumford’s is
crucial for the understanding proposed in this article. So far, the Europeanization of terri-
toriality is not necessarily to be understood in the narrow sense of the word, as a loss of
the state’s ability to exercise power over space, because EU member states hitherto have
not lost much to the benefit of the new territories (for example, agglomerations). Rather,
the Europeanization of territoriality is an expression of the process through which (a) new
territories emerge within the state and (b) the state is no longer fully sovereign in the sense
that it cannot fully control this process. Finally, the various manifestations of the Europe-
anization of territoriality are shown by Axford (2006, p. 168) in response to Brenner,
1999), who says that ‘the making of Europe involves new configurations of territoriality
as much as an abandonment of state-centric notions of territoriality.” As Agnew (2015, p.
45) noted, in the process of European integration, the territoriality of the state changes, in
that the model of ‘mutually exclusive and fixed territoriality upon which state territorial
sovereignty has relied’ comes to an end.

Let us now move to the literature that deals strictly with the process of Europeanization
and the relations between the various actors involved. As noted above, there are at least
two approaches to the study of the Europeanization of national states’ territory in the
literature, among which there is only a partial overlap. Of course, the distinction between
the two approaches is only partially valid, as many articles sit on the boundary and to
some extent employ aspects of both.
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The literature which we can classify as focusing on the concepts of governance
(Bachtler and McMaster, 2008; Benz and Eberlein, 1999; Gualini, 2006; Gualini, 2016;
Marshall, 2005; more generally also Stephenson, 2013) itself takes various forms. A
group of articles discuss Europeanization against a background of the concept of MLG
(Benz and Eberlein, 1999; Gualini, 2006; Gualini, 2016; Marshall, 2005). There is some
consensus that with the gradual regionalization of regional policy, the number of type II
governance arenas rises inexorably (Gualini, 2006; Marks and Hooghe, 2003), but their
number, stability and adaptability to MLG are not automatically given by a top-down Eu-
ropean Commission decision. The degree to which a new region is able to adapt to MLG
largely depends on the national institutional pattern (Benz and Eberlein, 1999). Bachtler
and McMaster (2008, p. 407) assign to the government the responsibility for orchestrating
the process in which influence is allocated to subnational actors. They say that ‘ultimately,
it is central governments that need to arbitrate between competing interests in deciding the
allocation of funding’. Although this claim is still largely valid, it has been somewhat
relativised in recent years by two trends. Over the past decade, the European Commission
has substantially increased the impetus behind implementing so-called territorial dimen-
sion, namely further regionalization, narrowing to some extent the options available to na-
tional governments. Within the territorial dimension, the main instrument is the integrated
approach, which often implies the creation of new type Il governance arenas (for exam-
ple, metropolitan areas). Regional and local actors, which particularly in the new member
states showed their lack of experience during the years following EU enlargement, more
recently have partially emancipated themselves after all and many — though not all — are
able to develop a bottom-up strategy for promoting their interests (Havlik, 2018). Existing
literature thus suggests a development in governance in EU member countries, which is
due to a changing understanding of the priorities of regional policy. New priorities de-
mand new arenas of governance, which emerge alongside the old ones. Some such arenas
will probably not last and will perish when EU funding comes to an end; others already
show themselves to be stable players and thus interfere with the stable territorial organi-
zation of the nation state.

By contrast, some works in planning studies proceed from other points of departure,
focus on somewhat different aspects and, most importantly, employ a different vocabu-
lary. The planning literature (for example, Deas and Lord, 2006; Doucet, 2006; Diihr
et al., 2007; Fricke, 2017; Sykes and Shaw, 2008) gives more attention to the spatial
development strategy, though undeniably it does so in the context of Europeanization.
In this approach one can identify articles that highlight the current clash between the
advocates of ‘growth poles’ and ‘lagging areas’, as the two main and largely opposed
paradigms for development (Deas and Lord, 2006; Doucet, 2006; Fricke, 2017). The
overall focus of planners or political geographers is different from that of their colleagues
in European studies. The former place much greater emphasis on the results of European-
ization, namely the establishment of the so-called new regions, described variously by
such terms as ‘soft territories’ (Luukkonen, 2015), ‘soft spaces’ (Allmendinger et al.,
2014) and ‘non-standard regional spaces’ (Deas and Lord, 2006). These articles have
one thing in common. Being products of a broad current in the literature on new region-
alism, they narrowly focus on the establishment and operation of the new regions and on
their consequences for local governance (for more about the tensions involved, not only in
planning studies, see for example Allmendinger et al., 2014; Begg, 2010; Deas and Lord,
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2006; Deas and Ward, 2000; Havlik and Kuchynkova, 2017; Havlik, 2018; Luukkonen
and Moilanen, 2012; Van Der Zwet et al., 2014; Wheeler, 2002; Ziafati Bafarasat, 2016).

It is precisely the study of the impacts the newly established regions have on relations
among actors involved in governance that could significantly enrich European studies lit-
erature. There are already numerous case studies describing the tension between new and
old regions (for example in Germany: Benz and Eberlein, 1999; Czechia: Havlik, 2018,
Italy: Boggero, 2016, Crivello and Staricco, 2017, Grumo and Bellino, 2015); what is
lacking is a study that synthesises this knowledge and transfers it from planning literature
to European studies or general political science. Naturally, we also lack an understanding
of the long-term impacts that the Europeanization of territoriality will have.

IV. Towards Conceptual Clarification

In seeking a schematic understanding of the contemporary ‘Europeanization of territorial-
ity’, one may proceed using the approach proposed by Marshall (2005), which is based on
a model by Risse, Cowles and Caporaso (2001). Beyond its simplicity, this approach is
distinguished by its employment of the notions of veto players and mediating institutions.
Specifically, a four-step model, called ‘Europeanization at the urban level’ (Marshall,
2005: 672), includes (1) EU initiatives (structural funds, community initiatives etc.), (2)
adaptation pressures (degree of fit between EU and domestic norms), (3) mediating insti-
tutions (local, regional, national institutional context) and (4) urban structural change
(institutional shifts/governance change). However, the model needs updating in view of
(a) the precipitous development of regional policy in the last decade; and (b) the fact that
the outcomes of Europeanization are not necessarily limited to ‘urban’ or regional
‘structural’ change, but could mean a total reterritorialization of national governance, or
the creation or new territorial units (see Figure 1). Any attempt to synthesize the present

Figure 1: The Europeanization of territoriality. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.
com]
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1296 Vratislav Havlik

state of knowledge must consider several aspects as described above. It very much mat-
ters whether (a) we understand the Europeanization of territoriality broadly, in the sense
of the developments unfolding over the past several decades or (b) narrowly in the sense
of the rise of the ‘territorial dimension’ as promoted by the European Commission over
the last decade. The original, general concept of Europeanization as proposed by Risse,
Cowles and Caporaso (2001) and Marshall (2005) is used here as a framework. Combined
with the topic of territoriality and the evolution of cohesion policy, and subjected to some
modification, it creates an innovative conceptual scheme.

The European Commission’s Motivations for the Reterritorialization of Member States
and the Causes of ‘Misfit’

In the last decade we have witnessed a change of priorities in regional development. Rather
than ‘balanced spatial development and territorial cohesion’ (Lang and To6rok, 2017, p. 3),
the European Commission has been emphasising competitiveness (Deas and Lord, 2006;
Fricke, 2017; cf. Krukowska and Lackowska, 2017, p. 282-283; Tewdwr-Jones, 2013)
and, in connection with this, support for a broader spectrum of actors including the ‘poles
of growth’. In the late 1990s, Benz and Eberlein (1999, p. 338 and p. 344) wrote about a
‘certain competition for funding’, but it would be another decade before the phenomenon
was perceived to be more widespread. As Deas and Lord (2006, p. 1848) put it, the
ambition of the European Commission was the ‘creation of new internationally significant
territories of economic dynamism’. One can infer that the aim of these new territories was
to compete with (but not push out or eliminate) the old regions, thus increasing the push for
quality in the projects that compete for ‘European money’. Crucially, the motive of the
European Commission is not just to promote ‘integrated actions in detached geographical
units with similar characteristics within a region’ (European Commission, 2014), but,
increasingly, to give support for ‘functional areas’. In the Europeanization process as
described, there is thus a ‘misfit’ (Borzel and Risse, 2000), consisting in the initiation, pro-
motion and incorporation of new territorial units (for example, agglomerations, but also
metropolitan areas and so forth), as new players of regional policy, into the established
administrative setting of nation states. There are, of course, numerous instances of metro-
politan areas existing long before the emergence of the ‘territorial dimension’ (for exam-
ple, Zimmermann and Heinelt, 2012); but in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe
in particular this is more a phenomenon of recent years. Overall, it can be noted that from
the viewpoint of the European Commission, the primary motivation is to create new,
‘effective’, functional regions, not to change territoriality (of member states) as such. At
the same time, it is true that in such a situation changes of territoriality come pretty much
as a matter of course, although this was not necessarily intended by the Commission.

Adaptational Pressure

One notion discussed in the context of new members acceding to the EU in 2004 was
‘accession conditionality’. Typically lacking experience with decentralisation, the new
member states had to accept the creation of NUTS II regions, which did not correspond
to their existing administrative structures (Adams er al., 2013; Bache et al, 2011,
p. 131; ¢f. Bachtler and McMaster, 2008; cf. Baun and Marek, 2017). This step, often
taken in a hurry (Yoder, 2007), was a condition of their drawing on EU structural funds
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after accession (Keating, 2008), and the new members were given very little chance to
adapt the size of the new NUTS II regions to their existing regional structures. The
Europeanization of their territorial organization, then, was pretty much inevitable. In
the case of the ‘territorial dimension’ (for the periods 2007—13 and 2014-20), the pres-
sures to adapt were and are rather different. States are not obliged to implement the
new types of soft space (for example, integrated territorial investments), but they (and this
applies to old member states as well) are indirectly encouraged by the European Commis-
sion to do so. It is a form of peer pressure, where, as part of their ongoing learning, the
member states are induced by the Commission to recognise the advantages that a change
in their approach towards regional development priorities would bring (cf- Adams et al.,
2013, p. 37-38; for more on this aspect, see section (c) on change agents below). In
extreme instances, adaptational pressures can take the form of naming and shaming.
For instance, the Commission might highlight improper existing implementation in a
member state (see the case of corruption in Czech regions; Havlik and Kuchynkova,
2017; Havlik, 2015), which might also imply an invitation (or a hint of recommendation)
to implement future regional policy at a different level. This type of adaptational pressure
could be expected in new member states (cf. Lysek and RySavy, 2018) which receive a
substantially higher allocation from structural funds than their old counterparts. However,
a substantial number of case and comparative studies show that the new understanding of
priorities of regional development also supports the ‘growth poles’ (for example, Avdikos
and Chardas, 2016; Boggero, 2016; Fricke, 2017; Havlik, 2018) and that new regions in
old member countries (for example, Germany — see Koschatzky et al., 2017, p. 181-184;
Italy — Boggero, 2016, p. 8) are also financially motivated to participate (c¢f. Brunazzo,
2016, p. 31). Thus in recent years of the Europeanization process, what we observe is peer
pressure and learning, rather than conditionality. Of course, the effect of all this is that the
pace of changes to territorial organization is not equal across member states. While one
country implements metropolitan areas (for example, Romania — Lang and Torok,
2017; Czechia — Havlik, 2018; Italy — Boggero, 2016), another invests EU funds within
the boundaries of its ‘old regions’ (for example, Slovakia — Havlik, 2018). What the
European Commission implements is not a sudden change, but a gradual transition in
the understanding of priorities. So far, its pressures are not unavoidable, as shown by
the practice of many countries that implement the regional policy within their existing
administrative boundaries (c¢f. Krukowska and Lackowska, 2017, p. 278).

Change Agents/Veto Points

A key element in all this is a re-evaluation of the role of nation state as a MLG actor, at
least as the implementation of regional policy is concerned. This is not to deny Bachtler
and McMaster (2008), who ascribe the crucial coordination role to the national govern-
ment; but we must not underestimate the key role of the European Commission. Although
central governments continue to orchestrate the assigning of influence to subnational
actors, their room to manoeuvre is being increasingly restricted as the European Commis-
sion specifies or alters regional development priorities and subnational actors become
more active and emancipated. We need to be aware that, more than ever before, since
2013 the European Commission has pushed for a different understanding of regional
development policy priorities (Zaucha et al., 2014) and, hand-in-hand with this process,
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the Commission obtains control over the programming (Mendez, 2013, p. 641) as well as
broad authority in the Europeanization process. It is not that the European Commission
won more powers at the expense of the nation state in respect of this policy — one of
the ‘shared EU policies’. Rather, in the initial setup of the agenda the Commission sub-
stantially amended the definition of who should be supported, thus substantially affecting
the character of the policy as a whole (cf. Stead and Nadin, 2013, p. 157). It would be too
limiting to understand the Commission as a mere initiator of change, because in addition
to having this legislative function it also plays the role of change agent throughout the
Europeanization process. It is the Commission that takes the key position in the ongoing
evaluation of member states; it is the Commission that suggests the course of regional pol-
icy implementation in individual member states. It is also the Commission that, at the end
of the negotiations, does or does not sign the partnership agreement with a state for the
next seven-year period. Regions or cities can also be effective change agents, but the
weight of their votes is substantially dependent on the national institutional pattern, as
well as on the long-term positions which they won (or failed to win) for themselves in
the process of regional policy planning. If specific subnational actors have been able to
obtain requisite positions and skills in MLG as European integration unfolded, they can
become decisive change agents (opinion makers) in the process, and influence the
regional policy setups in their countries. It is theoretically possible that, in the context
of new regionalism, new regions — as long as they have been created and obtained for
themselves the requisite position in their country — could also become change agents,
or veto players (see Figure 2).

Politicians are, of course, also change agents involved in the process. As case studies
(Baun and Marek, 2017; Havlik and Kuchynkova, 2017) and some theoretical works
(Keating, 2017a; cf. Keating, 2017b; Van Der Zwet et al., 2014) have shown, under the
right circumstances regional development priorities can become a strongly politicized is-
sue that polarises the political spectrum. Whether the national governing party holds a
substantial number of elected offices at the regional, as opposed to the local, level may
swing the matter decisively, as it may decide whom the central government supports in
regional policy planning (Havlik, 2018). The politicizing of regional development thus
implicitly determines whether the process of Europeanization will or will not take place.
In practice, the creation of type Il governance arenas (for example, new metropolitan
areas) might be contingent upon there being a political interest in supporting the large cit-
ies in a country, or not. The odds of territorial organization becoming politicized is largely
dependent on how attractive the structural funds are to central and regional actors. In this
respect, one may contrast the relatively consensual setup of, for instance, the integrated
approach of Germany’s Baden-Wiirttemberg (a developed region with relatively small
allocation, c¢f. Koschatzky et al., 2017, pp. 181-184) with the very turbulent setup of
the same in Czechia, where the amount of money distributed is incomparably larger than
in the western regions of Europe (though direct connection with the size of the allocation
cannot be proven).

Domestic Change

The Europeanization of subnational actors does not necessarily lead only to their
structural change or to a change in governance techniques in existing territorial units.

© 2020 University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons Ltd

SUORIPUOD PUe W L U1 39S *[9202/£0/20] U0 AT BUIIUO AB]IM ‘20" IUNO@) BAUBLU-<UR |00 US> AQ TEOET SWOTTTT'OT/I0p/W00" A8 1M Al [ouluo// Sy Wiy papeoiumod ‘G ‘0202 ‘596589 T

o fo M ARIqIRUI

B5U0 17 SuoWIWOD aA1EaID a|qedi|dde ayy Aq peusenoh ae sajoite YO ‘s Jo sajnu 1oy Akeid ) auluQ AS|IAN UO (SUO 1 IPUOI-PLE



Europeanization of territoriality 1299

Figure 2: Change agents in Europeanization of territoriality. [Colour figure can be viewed at
wileyonlinelibrary.com]

The possibility that entirely new territorial units will be created must also be considered. It
is also true that the process of Europeanization does not necessarily lead to a one-off
change of the status quo in the sense that new territorial units (for example, regions)
are created overnight. Also, as products of the European integration process, the new
regions are characterised by their ‘temporal dynamics’ (Allmendinger et al., 2014). By
its nature, the process of the Europeanization of territoriality will always be unfinished,
as it is possible and in fact probable that over the years many new regions will either
‘harden’ or, by contrast, ‘soften’ (that is, in practice, perish; Allmendinger et al., 2014).
The authors also emphasize a key phenomenon that helps us to understand the process
of Europeanization. ‘Soft spaces are not only an outcome of political processes, but they
can also be employed as a political tool [...] They can be an efficient element in political
bargaining of political competences and power.” In this respect (see Figure 1), new
regions can be seen as a form of adaptation pressure, the aim of which is to achieve some-
thing else — the establishment of the European Commission as the promoter of a new
shape of regional development. If we see domestic change as the institutionalisation of
new governance arenas, then these are a perfect fit for type Il MLG, as described by
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Marks and Hooghe (2003). Their relatively short longevity or instability can then be a
crucial factor — but does not have to be.

The Implications of Domestic Change for Relations between Actors of Governance

Europeanization outcomes can also create dynamism in the relations between the actors
involved, for example, in tensions arising in response to the newly set up relations
between the different levels of governance (Havlik, 2018). Strictly speaking, this is not
about a physical change of the territory, but about relations between territories. In other
words (and as stated above in the introduction), the Europeanization of the territorial or-
ganization of member states (a static component of polity) may under certain circum-
stances change the relations between actors of governance (a dynamic component of
politics). The very fact that new regions are established alongside old regions does not im-
ply a tranquil and stable coexistence. Such tension is not necessarily a direct and intended
consequence of European Commission policy; rather it is a externality of the Europeani-
zation process. As the ‘territorial dimension’ or ‘place-based approach’ are implemented
(Barca, 2009; Nosek, 2017), there are now, empirically speaking, many changes in the re-
lations among domestic actors; ranging from tensions among actors at the regional and
subregional levels (for example Boggero, 2016) to entirely tranquil coexistence (Havlik,
2018). A stability, or non-escalation of relations among the actors involved, are not nec-
essarily products solely of the diplomatic efforts of central government or the powers that
be in general, but also of the simple fact that in some countries (typically in Western
Europe) the new regionalism does not provide a substantial enough stimulus in terms
of the size of the funds allocated to prove itself attractive to the actors involved. In
CEE states (but not only: see Boggero, 2016), by contrast, the change in the relations
among actors of governance is a logical response to the Europeanization of the polity,
for the reason described above.

Conclusions and New Research Agendas

The Europeanization of territoriality is a process largely resulting from the development
of EU regional policy, but also from the continuously evolving notions of good gover-
nance, modified on the go. There is a difference between changes of territorial organiza-
tion in new and old member states. New member states may act differently and have less
experience with the setup of new regions; on the other hand the promise of substantial al-
location from the structural funds can prove a stimulus for the substantial Europeanization
of their territories. The most recent trends suggest that the European Commission has
embarked on a path that might lead towards the Europeanization of territoriality not just
in new but also in old member states. The creation of instruments such as integrated
territorial investments and community-led local developments suggests that across the
EU increasing emphasis is, and will continue to be, placed on the so-called growth poles
and integrated development. The Commission’s ambition is to introduce more competi-
tiveness into regional development, simply because too much emphasis on convergence
(cf. Farole et al, 2011) — in the sense of decreasing the GDP-per-capita gap between
regions — and, broadly speaking, the unending support for old regions across EU gener-
ally have not proved efficient and ‘policies supporting peripheral and disadvantaged areas
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seem to have lost importance’ (Lang and Torok, 2017, p. 1). Instead, the adaptation of
existing regions to globalization seems to require a more differentiated, ‘place-based’
approach (Bachtler and Begg, 2018). In this context the externalities of the new priorities
of planning might prove a problem. The future of the new regions created by this process
is not easy to predict. They might become important competitors for old regions and es-
tablish themselves permanently on the map of the territorial organization of member
states. But they might also prove transitory phenomena, spurred by munificent support
from EU structural funds, after the termination of which they might disappear as quickly
as they emerged. The persistence of these new regions is a more likely scenario, as
suggested by evidence from Western Europe, with metropolitan areas or thematic regions
established in some countries (even without EU support) decades ago, that continue to be
successful.

This article has attempted to provide a conceptual grounding for a very topical phe-
nomenon: the Europeanization of the territorial organization of EU member states. This
is a description of an unfinished process — indeed, in many countries it has not even been
started yet — that might develop in various directions. More than anything else, this article
is a conceptualization of processes that have occurred over the past decade. In the light of
this fact, this article views the Europeanization of territoriality (1) as changes in the spatial
organization of member states; and (2) as changes in the relations between actors of
governance in consequence of the new territorial setup. This dynamic component of the
concept can prove crucial for the future of the Europeanization process, in that the nature
of relations between regional and local actors might accelerate or decelerate this process.

Based on new empirical data produced by the developments in the upcoming seven-
year programming period 2021-27, the future research agenda should place increased
emphasis on the dynamic element in the Europeanization of territoriality. Specifically, fu-
ture articles ought to aim to describe and explain the evolution of relations between new
and old territorial units, or more broadly the evolution of relations among MLG actors,
after the establishment of new regions. This should take our knowledge beyond the find-
ing that Europeanization causes territorial change. We should increasingly ask ourselves
what these changes mean for governance and for long-term relations among actors.

After several years, an answer to the question of whether the new territorial units are
stable actors — whether they persist over time — or whether they perish, will provide
another welcome contribution. The trend of the European Commission, aimed at a
substantial change in the understanding of regional policy priorities, has a clear direction,
but we are unable to estimate its permanence. Future studies should also address the
question of the identities (cf. Capello, 2018) of those new regions that emerged in the
most recent wave of regionalization, namely the territorial dimension of regional policy
(especially in the period 2014—-20) as described in this article.

Given the planning cycles of EU cohesion policy, the next chance to update research
will occur in two or three years. By that time we will know the general setup of the policy
for the next seven-year period, and more importantly how this setup will have been
reflected in the specific negotiations at regional and local levels and in the setup of spe-
cific (operational) programmes. That point in time will also provide welcome space for
new research proposals. These might be theoretical works moving forward the discussion
about the Europeanization of territoriality or of substate governance. A change in the par-
adigm of governance may entail externalities that existing knowledge could not consider.
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