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Abstract

Numerous European programmes and initiatives haea linstrumental in identifying a large (and insieg)
number of examples dfest practice(or good practice) in the field of spatial plaririn fact, there is now a
profligacy of best practice, which means that mpaljcy-makers are confronted with too much inforioatif
they try to assemble all the examples of best wacHowever, the identification and disseminat@fnbest
practices remains central to many areas of Europe#iay, including sustainable development and uhgan
environment. The underlying assumption in theseudwmts appears to be that best practices are gquall
applicable and effective in another setting, arad the development and dissemination of best peetill help
to lead to improvements in policy and practice timeo countries, regions or cities. This paper asghat such a
belief is too simplistic. The reality is that bgshctices have a more limited role in policy-makprgcesses:
other influences are more important. The valuexchanging European best practices is limited stheee are
huge differences in the technological, economiditipal or social situation between countries i tBuropean
Union. This is particularly true when considerimg transfer of best practices between ‘new’ and ‘wlember
states, where the social and economic situatiomedisas the institutional frameworks, are oftemyvdifferent
in the ‘borrowing’ and ‘lending’ countries.

This paper focuses on the implications and impaeasf best practices for spatial planning. The papgins by
reviewing recent European policy documents on ebosder and inter-territorial cooperation, and eia the
importance these documents attach to the idertificaand dissemination of best practices. Next, ghper
identifies some of the main reasons why governmieat® been increasingly active in developing (ameing)
innovative policies that represent best practieasons include image, prestige, power and fundihg. paper
then reviews literature on how best practices aiadly viewed and used by government officialsd an
examines the extent to which best practices adeenfial in changing the direction of policy. Thigper
examines the extent to which best practices iniapalanning are transferable, especially betwesstegn and
western Europe.



1. The evolution of spatial planning in Europe

“To what extent are... policy instruments, which harewed to be successful in one urban area, traafilerto
another, given that the latter has a different diital, cultural or political background, or is ianother phase of
economic development? Are there ‘best practice&lware convertible like currencies? If not, howdan what
extent must one take account of specific circuncstsh (Galler, 1996: 25)

The concept of best practice (or good practicefesn European policies and programmes. In tleaaf spatial
planning, best practices have been developed uadeange of European programmes and projects. The
underlying belief is that identifying, promoting @&rdisseminating good practice will help contribute
transnational learning and lead to improvementgpadlicy and practice. This paper questions this ugyitey
belief: it examines thevalidity of European best practices, particularly given thet that there are huge
differences in the technological, economic, pditior social situation between countries in Europed it
investigates theole of European best practices in influencing policgking processes. The paper then outlines
some conclusions in the form of directions for fetactivity in the area of best practice. The papegins by
considering some of the key European policies angrammes that promulgate the development or usesif
practice in areas related to spatial planning.

Recent attention to best practice in European palmcuments is undeniably high. Frequent mentiomesxt
practice can be found in diverse European polic@svant to spatial planning: examples include 1869
European Spatial Development Perspective, or ESOBD, 1999), the 2001 White Paper on European
Governance (CEC, 2001), the 2005 revised sustanddlelopment strategy (CEC, 2005), the 2006 Themat
Strategy on the Urban Environment (CEC, 2006),206@7 Green Paper on Urban Mobility (CEC, 2007), the
2007 Leipzig Charter on Sustainable Urban Citiesr(@n Federal Ministry of Transport, Building ancoin
Affairs, 2007b) and the 2007 Territorial Agendatloé European Union (German Federal Ministry of Spaont,
Building and Urban Affairs, 2007b).

The ESDP states thathe exchange of good practices in sustainable urpalicy... offers an interesting
approach for applying ESDP policy optiof€SD, 1999: 22). The 2001 White Paper on EuropBaxernance
highlights the role of the ‘open method of coordioa® (OMC) as a key factor in improving European
governance, stating that OMC involvesitouraging co-operation, the exchange of besttjma@nd agreeing
common targets and guidelind€EC, 2001: 21). The 2005 revised sustainablestigpment strategy considers
‘the exchange best practicesogether with the organization of events andkekemlder meetings and the
dissemination of new ideas, as important ways dhstgaming sustainable development (CEC, 2005: D%
2007 Green Paper on Urban Mobility asserts tBatropean towns and cities are all different, bugytHace
similar challenges and are trying to find commotusons (CEC, 2007: 1) and argues thahe exchange of
good practice at all levels (local, regional or f@tal) (p5) provides an important way of finding common
solutions to these challenges at the European.l@ba Leipzig Charter on Sustainable Urban Cit@sr(nan
Federal Ministry of Transport, Building and Urbaffars, 2007a: 7) calls fora' European platform to pool and
develop best practice, statistics, benchmarkinglisg) evaluations, peer reviews and other urbaraesh to
support actors involved in urban developmenhe Territorial Agenda of the European Union &ons a whole
annex of examples of ‘best practices of territociabperation’ (German Federal Ministry of Transp8uilding
and Urban Affairs, 2007b).

The EU’s 2006 Thematic Strategy on the Urban Emvirent (CEC, 2006) has perhaps the most to say about
best practices concerning spatial planning and ldpwgent. In fact, the exchange of best practices$oone of

the four main actions of the strategy. The stratgigyes thatrhany solutions already exist in certain cities but
are not sufficiently disseminated or implemehtt that the EU can best support Member States and local
authorities by promoting Europe’s best practiceagilftating their widespread use throughout Euroaed
encouraging effective networking and exchange péeances between citielCEC, 2006: 3). The document
argues thatifmproving local authorities’ access to existingg@ns is important to allow them to learn from
each other and develop solutions adapted to theécHic situatioh and highlights thatthe Commission will
offer support for the exchange of good practice &arddemonstration projects on urban issues foraloand
regional authorities(CEC, 2006: 6).

Examples of best practice in European researchrgmoges and cooperation initiatives are widespread.
Examples include programmes funded under the Earogeegional Development Fund (e.g. INTERACT,

ETC/INTERREG, URBACT), pre-accession funding pragnaes (e.g. IPA — the successor of Phare, ISPA and
SAPARD), research programmes, environmental progresn(e.g. LIFE+) and rural development programmes
(e.g. LEADER+, which ran from 2000-2006). The Ewrap Research Framework Programme (and particularly
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the Energy, Environment and Sustainable Developtiematic programme of the Fifth Framework Programm
— EESD) gave rise to a number of projects that hdeseloped best practice guides/comparisons coimgern
spatial planning and governance (see Table 1 fomditative list of examples). The extent to whittese
projects have considered the applicability of h@stctices in another context and the transfergbift these
examples, especially to new member states of thegean Union, has however been rather limited.

Table 1. Selected examples of European projectsicing best practices on spatial planning
Project title Funding Programme Description
AGORA — Cities for People FP5 EESD Identifies ha@sictice for urban planning
and design. Studies the transferability/
applicability of best practice.
COST Action C8 — Best practice in  ESF-COST Programme  Identifies best practices coiugr

sustainable urban infrastructure sustainable urban infrastructure.

COST Action A26 — European city ESF-COST Programme Identifies best practice exasrfpte
regions in an age of multi-level reconciling competitiveness and social
governance cohesion.

GRIDS - Best practice guidelines forINTERREG IIIC West  Produces best practice guidelifoe
instruments of regional development Regional Development Strategies and
and spatial planning in an enlarged Spatial Plans.

EU

LASALA — Eco-efficient urban FP5 EESD Identifies best practices in urban
management and new models of governance and eco-efficient urban
urban governance management.

RESCUE — Regeneration of FP5 EESD Identifies examples of best practiceén th
European sites in cities and urban regeneration of ‘brownfield’ land.
environments

SCATTER - Sprawling cities and ~ FP5 EESD Identifies best practices for managing
transport: from evaluation to urban sprawl.

recommendations

SELMA — Spatial deconcentration of FP5 EESD Produces a best practice guide based on
economic land use and quality of life collective experience in dealing with

in European metropolitan areas deconcentration of economic land use.
SURE — A time-oriented model for FP5 EESD Collects best practices of urban renewal
Sustainable Urban Regeneration policies.

TRANSLAND - Integration of FP4 Transport Identifies best practice in the figfld
transport and land-use planning integrating transport and land-use planning,

and analyses their transferability, including
legal and regulatory requirements.

TRANSPLUS — Transport planning, FP5 EESD Identifies best practices for integratangl
land use and sustainability use and transport planning.

URGE - Development of Urban FP5 EESD Identifies good practice for developing
Green Spaces to Improve the Quality urban green spaces and improving the
of Life in Cities and Urban Regions quality of life in cities and urban regions.

Attention to best practice at the global level Isoahigh. Activities concerning best practices imfily in the
form of publications) can for example be found witthe OECD and the World Bank. These include tECO
report ‘Best Practices in Local Development’ (OE@DQ1) and the World Bank working paper entitledcal
Economic Development: Good Practice from the EumopBnion (and beyond)’ (World Bank, 2000). UN-
Habitat supports the Best Practices and Local Lrshge Programme,dedicated to the identification and
exchange of successful solutions for sustainableldpmerit(UN-Habitat, 2008) and aims todise awareness
of decision-makers on critical social, economic amvironmental issues and to better inform thenthef
practical means and policy options for improving tiving environment... by identifying, disseminatargd
applying lessons learned from best practices tooargytraining, leadership and policy developmentiaties
(UN-Habitat, 2008).

These various European and global policies, progresnand initiatives all serve to illustrate thae th
development and dissemination of best practiceitely considered to be an effective means of pramgot
policy transfer and learning. According to Bulkel@p06: 1030), the assumption that tigsemination of best
practice can lead to policy chandes become an accepted wisdom within national igsliand programmes, as
well as in international arenas and netwdtKEhe logic seems to be that by providing inforioator knowledge



about specific initiatives, other individuals andfrganisations will be able to undertake similaoj@cts or
processes, or learn from the experience, which ledt to policy change (ibid). Nevertheless, despit the
attention on best practice in policies, programmed projects, little is known about the ways in ethbest
practices are produced and used, and their rgdeocesses of policymaking.

2. The validity of European best practices

A common assumption behind best practices is tfet &re equally applicable and effective in anoedting.
However, the large number and diversity of Europe@mber states, where there are substantial diifesein
governance, administrative cultures and professioapacities, make such an assumption questiondbies.
assumption is particularly questionable in the calsgansposing best practices between dissimitamtries,
such as from west to east Europe (‘old’ to ‘new’nniber states of the EU), where the social and ecanom
situation, as well as the institutional frameworkse often very different in the ‘borrowing’ ancefiding’
countries. Nevertheless, examples can be foundendmrintries in eastern Europe have used bestggadtiom
western Europe as a way of trying to catch up igaliy and/or economically (Rose, 1993). Randmar#005:
472) states thapblicy transfer has become a fact of everydayitifearious countriesand that post-communist
countries have been especially willing to emulage\West

Various factors, including European initiatives fesearch, territorial cooperation and developnaessistance
(see above), have inspired these processes ofypotinsfer from west to east Europe. Politicianemfsee
policy transfer as the quickest solution to manghbfems without having to reinvent the wheel (RA2@05;
Tavits, 2003). In eastern Europe, policy transéefréquently regarded as a means of avoiding newcoosts:
using the experience of other countries is chebpeause they have already borne the costs of ppléryning
and analysis, whereas creating original policieguires substantial financial resources (Randma;12R05).
The availability of financial resources to suppihese processes of west-east policy transfer éeafse another
(and perhaps the most important) factor behindett@®cesses taking place, especially where funttiom
other levels is limited. However, as the OECD re¢pBest Practices in Local Development’ recognidesst
practices is not without its complexities and obradles becausehe possibilities of what can be achieved by
policy may vary between different areas and difietenes and because there iad single model of how to
implement local development or of what strategiesotions to adopt{OECD, 2001: 29).

There are also limitations of best practice in temwh the ability to transfer sufficient detailedomedge and
information in the form of case-study reports, ppldocuments, policy guidance notes or databagestféct,
best practice seeks to make the contextual, o, tawdwledge about a process or instrument exgbigitneans

of codification (Bulkeley, 2006). However, this pess is not as straightforward as the productioest
practices might make it seem becausgpfessing tacit knowledge in formal language igrofclumsy and
imprecisely articulated(Hartley & Allison, 2002: 105). Accounts of beptactices are often condensed and
sanitised and lacking in detail for applicationesltere. In the words of Vettoretto (2009)p6d practice [or
best practice] is cleansed of the political dimemsof policy-making and of the historically defirledal social
and cultural differencég{p1079) and the production ofe¢pertoires of good practices is usually associatgith
some degree of de-politicization and de-contextasitiri (p1081). Wolman et al (1994) make a similar pomt
relation to the difficulty in conveying the full gfure of best practice. They report thdelegations from
distressed cities are frequent visitors to... ‘sustds cities, hoping to learn from them and to eateltheir
successbut ‘these visitors — and others who herald these ‘urbaccess stories’ — are frequently quite unclear
about the nature of these successes and the tsetiefit producgWolman et al, 1994: 835).

In terms of the transferability of best practidee OECD report on Best Practices in Local Develagr® ECD,
2001) differentiates between various componentsest practice and identifies the extent to whiotheaf these
can be transferred (Figure 1). At one end of trecspm of components are ideas, principles andgbjhies
which have low visibility (since they can be diffic for the outside to fully understand and spécifyd difficult
to transfer because it can be difficult for othiersnake them relevant to their own situation. Ag tither end of
the spectrum are programmes, institutions, modesrgdnisation and practitioners which tend to hhigh
visibility and are relatively easy to understand hte not very transferable since they tend to peific to
particular areas or contexts. According to the OEE€fbrt, it is components such as methods, tecksjcdtnow-
how and operating rules, with medium visibilityatimake the most sense to exchange or transfemeploet on
Best Practices in Local Development also highlights need to examine who is involved in the proa#ss
transfer in order to gauge transferability of hestctices. It distinguishes between top-down trempfocesses
initiated by promoters (e.g. national agencieskisgpto disseminate best practices and bottom-uggsses
initiated by ‘recipients’ in response to a need i@y have recognised themselves. It argues tatatiter is
likely to work best. This is very much linked toetmotions of demand and supply led processes atypol

4



transfer: demand-based policy transfer is basedthen initiative and acknowledged need of a recipient
administration, whilst supply-led policy transferliased on the initiative of the donor and the derperception
of the needs of the recipient such as foreignmtatives (Randma-Liiv, 2005).

Planners across Europe are now routinely involvettans-boundary cooperation networks and inteiered
collaboration initiatives and thus subject to fgreexperiences and exposed to a variety of plarsppgoaches
from other member states (Dihr et al, 2007). Néedess, literature on the Europeanization of spplénning
suggests that different policy concepts take rodatifferent ways across the European territory (eeexample
Bohme & Waterhout, 2007; Dabinett & Richardson, 20Giannakourou, 2005; Janin Rivolin & Faludi, 2005
Tewdwr-Jones & Williams, 2001). It is thus unlikelyat best practices will lead to the same outcoawesss
different European member states, no matter hawftdly transferred.

Figure 1. Components of local development practicektheir transferability (source: OECD, 2001)
Visibility Component for exchange Transferability
Low Ideas Low
Principles for action
Philosophy

Medium  Methods High
Techniques
Know-how
Operating rules

High Programmes Low
Institutions
Modes of organisation
Practitioners
Joint projects

How are best practices identified? Wolman et aD@Qake a very critical view about this, arguitgtt best
practice in urban public policy is frequently bugltound perceptions without evaluati]orfhey conclude that
identifying best practice is oftemn exercise in informal pollingp992) and argue that the reputations of so-
called best practice simply snowball as observeroine self-referential. Best practice, they suggaal just
represent the manifestation of the best advertising and meféective programmatic or municipal spin
doctoring (p992). Benz (2007) argues that sub-national gavents in Germany are becoming increasingly
active in developing (or claiming) innovative padis, which they then try to sell as ‘success ssbré@d best
practices. According to Lidstrém (2007: 505) this new competitive world of territorial govermce, most
units depict themselves as winriefi® be highly ranked and used as a benchmarkt®nly a good image for
the locality, but can also attract additional morfieym the federal government. It is equally likehat this is
also the case in other countries and also at thelezbl with sub-national governments competing by
funding by promoting ‘success stories’ and besttras. In so doing, they not only attract addigibnational
and regional funding, they can also use EU fundmgartly bypass traditional structures of domeptiticy
making and vertical power relations, should theyvigh (Carmichael, 2005; Heinelt & Niederhafnerp20Le
Gales, 2002).

The creation and use of best practice as a meamsvafd and recognition for particular initiativésdividuals,
and places means that only ‘good news’ storiesdm®eminated, and that the sometimes murky dedfiow
practices were put into place (and any difficult@sfailures along the way) are obscured. Aware thest
practices represent sanitised stories (Vettore2t)9), practitioners often pursue their own netwod
knowledge in order to gain an understanding of ghecesses involved (Bulkeley, 2006). Wolman & Page
(2002) report that UK local government officialsvitved in urban regeneration are sceptical abowdgo
practice documents, exemplified in the followingtes from some of their interviewees:

“I've found some of the good practice guides so Il@tip that they are almost of no valuéregeneration
partnership official)

“There seems to be a lot of material promoted agl gactice that wouldn't stand the light of dayitifvere
seriously evaluatédnational government official, DETR)

! Wolman & Page (2002) also discuss the lack ofuatidn of best practice. They argue that both xezeiand
producers of best practices have virtually no medirassessing the validity of the information thegeive, and
that most do not even recognize this as a problem.
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“Everyone has to be seen as ‘succeedifaficial from the Government Offices for the Regs)

3. The role of best practice

National and international best practices

Despite the proliferation of best practice examplkesre appears to be some opinion in the acadéteriature
that the practical use and usefulness of best ipesctare rather limited. While a high proportion lotal
authority actors agree that learning from the eepee of others is important and indicate that thegage in
such activity, only a small minority of officialebeves that it plays a large or significant raietheir decision-
making. In a study of urban regeneration policy, IMan & Page (2002) for example report that offigial
generally find government documents and convensatath other officials more useful for finding owbat is
going on than from good practice guides. The resufittheir questionnaire survey suggests that thpnity of
officials believes that information about other ewdes from thesame countrymay have some effect on
decisions within their own authority, although févink that the effects will be ‘significant’ or ‘tge’ (Table 2).
However, when questioned about the effect of exasmfriomabroadon decisions within their own authority,
most officials believe that the effects of thesamples will be either ‘little’ or ‘none’. Wolman &age (2002:
484) quote a member of a local authority associatibo asserts thakhowing what other authorities are doing
is a very low priority for councils most authorities want to do things in their oway and not just copy what
others are doing. They also quote another offisiab states thathere are many factors that are much more
important [than best practicéland that good practices elsewhere don’t matter that muphrticularly since
‘projects have to be very sensitive to local circiamses (Wolman & Page, 2002: 495-496). Informal contacts
with peers, according to Wolman & Page (2002),theemost trusted and useful sources of informagimong
local government officials, while mechanisms sushsaminars, conferences and good-practice guidekess
useful. One of the most important reasons for logkit examples from elsewhere, they contend, reasily to
gain information about what kind of proposals tlwweynment is likely to fund, rather than using bastctices
as inspiration for new policy or practice.

Table 2. Opinions of local authority officials altdbe effects of information from elsewhere on dewis in
local authorities (source: Wolman & Page, 2002:-496)

From national examples From international examples
Big effect 2% 1%
A significant effect 11% 1%
Some effect 69% 21%
Very little effect 16% 42%
No effect 1% 35%
Number of respondents 288 286

Wolman & Page (2002) conclude that, despite theraoos effort that has been devoted to disseminagogd
practice’, their findings throw cold water over igittes concerning the identification and dissentimia of best
practice, at least in the area of urban regenerafibey acknowledge that the same is not necegsaui for
other areas of policy, although there seems ligkeson to think that the situation may be muchedffit in the
area of spatial planning. They also conclude tiagn when well resourced and pursued activelyetfexts of
spreading lessons and ‘good practice’ are not weelf understood by those involved in the processes
dissemination and that this observation is unlikedybe unique to the area of urban regenerationealo
Similarly, Bulkeley (2006: 1041) concludes that thepacts and implications of disseminating bestfica on
urban sustainability remain poorly understood. Adawy to Wolman & Page (2002: 498) it iswuch easier to
offer a compendium of practices and ideas and Iéawp to the recipient to decide which is the maygpealing
than to offer an evaluation of what works bestalene what works best for highly differentiatedl@mces

The relevance of best practices for Central and eteyn Europe

While current spatial planning activities in Euragprewer member states are focusing on broadlyainsisues
to those in Western Europe, there are neverthalessnber of important differences between spatairpng in
central and eastern Europe and in Western EuropEQE, 2008). These include lower levels of trusthia
role of government (van Dijk, 2002; Mason, 1998 position of planning which is generally weakecéntral
and eastern Europe (Maier, 1998) and the factdpatial planning has had a longer history in WeasEurope
(Adams, 2008). Each of these factors means thdtgrastices from western Europe are likely to bdesk
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relevance for central and eastern Europe. Two ksiamples of east-west transfer of best practietog) help
to illustrate this point.

In the first example, the development of St. Péieng's strategic plan was based on experienceeofvbstern
cities, and the model of the planning process vaamolwved from Barcelona and adapted to the locadlitioms
(Jounda, 2004). This was mainly due to the fadt fihancial and technical assistance was providetd 8AID
during the first stages of developing St. Peterglsustrategic plan and a condition of this assistanas that the
strategy should be formulated according to westenmocratic standards. The example of Barcelondy ait
established system of planning, was chosen as t@elno follow, and officials from St. Petersburgne
brought into contact with Barcelona’s planners imed in preparing the city’s strategic plan, ashasl officials
from various other cities in Europe and the USAwldwer, neither the process of preparing the stiaggn for
St. Petersburg nor the end result itself (i.e.dinategic plan) bore few similarities to Barcel@nhest practice
model, although inspiration from Barcelona (or urfhce of foreign financial and technical assistadad result
in the introduction of a participatory approachd)b

The second example concerns Wroclaw (Poland) agd @iatvia), where two similar projects were fundsd
the German Federal Environment Agency, primarilgwdng on German best practices, to try to establish
German-style public transport executives (Verkedrstinden) or similar structures as a way of prongothore
integrated public transport operation in the twilesi and the regions around them. The intentiorinbethe
transfer of good practice was more coordinatedipubhnsport services and timetables, common inébiaon,
communication and marketing for transport servieasl integrated ticketing across different transpperators.
However, the public transport situation was (arnldl is) quite different in the two cities comparéa German
cities. The experiences and outcomes of the twigpi©were quite different and, in both cases,ctlin@nsfers

of German best practice did not occur (Stead e204l8).

Clearly, west east transfers of best practicescaraplex and certainly not merely a matter of cogyor
emulation: successful transfer also involves preee®f learning and adaptation. Former communishtcies in
Europe have unique features that restrict the timpplicability of imported tools and methods, regutheir
‘customization’, or demand entirely new ones (Neddudi¢, 2001). Substantial differences in political and
administrative cultures across Europe reduce tlevaace and applicability of best practices andr ttiansfer
from west to east. More specific to spatial plagnidistinct planning cultures and social or welfaredels in
European member states mean that different polioregractices may result in very different outcomes
depending on the context. The notions of path-dégecy and path-shaping may also have implicationshie
effects of policies or practices in different caigs.

4. Conclusions — a reappraisal of best practice

The previous two sections of this paper have ifiedtia number of issues and concerns related twahdity
and role of best practice. In terms of validityeh are concerns about issues of transferabilggeaally
between dissimilar situations (e.g. ‘old’ to ‘nemember states of the EU), the lack of detail thest lpractices
are able to convey (and the fact that some aretisaghi good news stories without details of proldem
difficulties or failures along the way), the lack evaluation of many examples of best practice armbrtain
degree of distrust or scepticism in best practareshe part of practitioners. In terms of the roldest practice,
there are concerns about the proliferation of exaspnd the overload of information for policy oféils, the
low level of impact that these examples often hagpecially in the case of international exampbesnpared to
examples from the same country) and the lack ofidevand systematic assessment of the impacts and
implications of disseminating best practice on @glnaking. Given these issues and concerns, a raappof
the status and use of best practice is perhapsseage

First, it is time to reappraise the importance cittal to best practice in policies, programmes angegts,

particularly at the European level. There are sriil social, economic and institutional differeadbetween
EU member states but there is little recognitionthe fact that policy options need to be differatetd: the
underlying assumption of many European policies prodjrammes is that best practices are equallyiciye

and effective in another setting. A study of theywawhich best practice examples of spatial plagrare used
across Europe (building for example on the workdofman & Page, 2002) would be instructive and help
inform the way in which best practice examplestesed in European policies and programmes.

Second, it is time to reappraise the way in whieBtlpractice examples are presented and consideherhit
would be better to differentiate between variousponents of best practice according to the extetitdse can
be transferred (see also Figure 1). Because dflitlegsity of member states, institutions, planningtruments
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and cultures, it is perhaps more appropriate tsiden a move away from the idea of best practicergptes and
refer instead simply to examples of practice, whplicy officials can draw on and adapt to theirnow
circumstances (as advocated in OECD, 2001). Sirsgatiments are expressed by Neddudic (2001: 49),
who recommends that planners in central and eaBterope shouldstay away from any automatic transfer of
Western methods and models, and... consider whapi®priate to keep from their own traditions

Third, there is substantial merit in carrying oubre detailed examinations of the transferabilityspftial
planning methods, techniques, operating rulestumgnts, programmes and so on. Detailed, systemvatik is
lacking in this area and research in this area evqubvide an interesting contribution to debatesbath
academia and in practice. Related to this, reseancthe processes of transfer of spatial plannirghods,
techniques, operating rules, instruments, prograsnamel so on would be very instructive, particulamlyases
where examples have been transferred between desssituations (e.g. between ‘old’ to ‘new’ memlstates
of the EU). Such research might include theories@mncepts from the policy transfer (and relatédydture as
well as literature on planning cultures (SanyaD®0 social or welfare models (Nadin & Stead, 208&) path-
dependency/path-shaping (see Stead, 2008).

Fourth, further research on the way in which thmesdest practice can take root in different waydiiferent
settings would be instructive. This might for exdengraw on the work carried as part of ESPON ptap8.1

on the application and effects of the ESDP in Eeampmember states, which examined how various ypolic
concepts from the ESDP (e.g. polycentric spatisetigment, urban-rural partnerships) had been adaptsuit
different regional and national contexts, and hbese concepts were elaborated in policies and anmuges at
these levels.

Finally, another direction for future work relatémlthe area of best practice might be to examirtetast the
extent to which there are common principles acmbplanning systems, irrespective of differencesthe
economic and social situation, planning culturesja or welfare models and so on. This might bwildthe
report of the UNECE (2008), which proposes thatoter principles (democracy, subsidiarity, partitipa,
policy integration, proportionality, and the pretianary approach) are applicable and desirablaligolanning
systems.
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