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Abstract

Current EU policies aim to support regional research, development, and innovation activities. The

Cohesion Policy, implemented through Structural Funds (SFs) Operational Programmes, seeks to

foster local level innovation. In parallel, universities have become important drivers of regional

development through their ‘third mission’ driven by the different policy levels. This article investi-

gates the tensions between the primary institutional logics of the university and the institutional

logic of the SF programmes in peripheral regions as experienced by a multi-disciplinary university

network from Finland. The findings from the case study reveal competing and co-evolving institu-

tional logics of the two frameworks; university-led SF activities increase collaboration with local

stakeholders, but the implementation of SF projects remains challenging (e.g. strict guidelines,

higher education (HE) policies driving research excellence). Further investigation of these results in

different regional contexts could provide new tools for managing the university third mission more

efficiently, through SF programmes and beyond.
Key words: structural funds; third mission; regional development; higher education institutions; peripheral regions; institutional

logics

1. Introduction

EU Cohesion Policy, implemented through national Structural

Funds (SFs) Operational Programmes, plays an important role in

supporting national and regional innovation systems (EC, 2010).

Currently, based on the smart specialisation concept as a place-

based policy (McCann and Ortega-Argiles 2015), the Cohesion

Policy emphasises universities’ role not only in regional innovation

strategy formulation and identifying regional priorities (Foray et al.

2011), but also in the implementation of these regional strategies

(Santos and Caseiro 2015). It has been argued that Research and

Innovation Strategy for Smart Specialisation (RIS3) strategies, an ex

ante conditionality to access the European Regional Development

Funds (ERDF), can facilitate aligning universities’ research with re-

gional needs (Charles et al. 2014; Fonseca and Salomaa 2019), thus

supporting the university ‘third mission’ focussed on engagement

and external services in addition to the traditional core functions of

teaching and research (Chatterton and Goddard 2000; Jongbloed

et al. 2008). Furthermore, previous case studies indicated that SFs

have contributed to creating the foundations of regional innovation

systems and reinforced universities’ regional engagement (Charles

and Michie 2013), particularly through joint projects with local

businesses (Vallance et al. 2017), which implies that the SF

instruments may have an impact on the way in which the university

undertakes the third mission.

Policymakers expect universities to facilitate entrepreneurship and

technology transfer, binding the third mission to interact with regional

industry and society (Arbo and Benneworth 2007). Policy discussions

on university engagement have been influenced by the concept of the

‘entrepreneurial university’ (Clark 1998, 2004), which embeds eco-

nomic and social development more closely into research, education,

and technology transfer activities allowing all three academic missions

to support one another (Etzkowitz 2013). This suggests that the third

mission has moved from ‘the periphery’ of the university organisations

towards ‘the academic core’ (Pinheiro et al. 2015a). However, the vol-

ume of entrepreneurial spillovers from academia falls short of expecta-

tions, even more so in peripheral regions with a limited innovation

capacity. Thus, the focus of innovation policies should be on support-

ing the absorptive capacity of local SMEs, promoting networking and

knowledge exchange (Brown 2016), which resonates well with the cur-

rent ERDF priorities. But how can universities acknowledge better,

how regional policy and institutional contexts steer their third-stream
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activities on an institutional level (Salomaa 2019)? Although policy-

makers expect universities to facilitate entrepreneurship and technology

transfer, binding the third mission to interaction with regional industry

and society (Arbo and Benneworth 2007), further empirical studies on

the institutionalisation of the third mission are needed to generate

more information on the interplay between legal frameworks, policy

instruments, and university institutional responses towards the third

mission (Pinheiro et al. 2015a).

The policy push, supported by the idea of institutional isomorph-

ism (DiMaggio and Powell 1983), promotes the adaptation of similar

practices towards the third mission within different kinds of univer-

sities (Kitagawa et al. 2016). On a policy level, the third mission has

become strongly associated with regional development. In Finland,

this has resulted in the legitimatisation of the position of the Finnish

university consortia; university network organisations in peripheral

regions, which aim to foster economic growth in areas lacking local

access universities while coordinating and improving universities’ col-

laboration building on local strengths (FINHEEC 2013; MoEC

2015). While peripheral campuses may struggle to respond to region-

al expectations that are based on the capacity of full-range universities

(Charles 2016), the unique structure of the Finnish university consor-

tia combining the expertise of urban-based universities has potential

to overcome this problem; responding to external needs can be easier

at the unit level (Goddard et al. 2013) through ‘entrepreneurial

departments’ (Pugh et al. 2018) and other specialised (regional) units.

The ‘institutional logics’ perspective, defined as ‘the axial princi-

ples of organization and action based cultural discourses and mater-

ial practices prevalent in different institutional or societal sectors’

(Thornton 2004: 2), was employed to examine how Finnish univer-

sities deliver the third mission in peripheral regions within the SF

programmes. This is done by investigating the interaction of two dif-

ferent institutional logics determining the appropriateness of the or-

ganisational practices in a given setting at a particular historical

moment (Greenwood et al. 2010). A qualitative analysis based on

the ‘competing institutional logics’ (Reay and Hinings 2009) of the

university third mission and the SF activities carried out by the

University Consortium of Pori (UC-Pori) illustrates the ‘conditioning

factors’ of university-led SF activities from ‘institutional bricolage’

(Lok 2010) towards ‘co-existing’ (Durand et al. 2013). First, the

third-mission literature is reviewed in relation to universities’ en-

gagement with SF, paying attention to the competing institutional

logics of the third mission and the SF Operational Programmes.

Then the case of UC-Pori is introduced, and their use of SF is ana-

lysed to identify how these two different institutional logics are

aligned. The results highlight that universities deliver the third-

mission activities within the SF projects mainly through individual

academics’ efforts to bridge the gap between engagement and aca-

demic core with subterfuge (‘bricolage’) instead of management level

initiatives (‘co-existence’). Finally, the interplay of the policy frame-

work of the SF and university institutions is further discussed to en-

hance the institutionalisation of the third mission.

2. The university third mission and SF
programmes: Introducing the institutional logics
perspective

2.1. The third mission
The idea of the third mission, along with the conceptualisations of

the university as entrepreneurial (Clark 1998), engaged (Breznitz

and Feldman 2012), civic (Goddard and Vallance 2013), or part of a

triple helix system (Etzkowitz 2013) emerged in parallel with policy-

makers’ increasingly high expectations of universities’ contributions

to regional development over 2 decades ago (Arbo and Benneworth

2007). Universities have become portrayed as flexible, integrated,

and strategic actors in their regions (Uyarra 2010), though they can

only partially respond to regional needs, especially through trad-

itional academic infrastructure (Clark 1998). Thus, the expectations

to embed a range of new tasks to the universities’ core missions may

be unrealistic (Uyarra 2010), but the policy push, aligned with the

idea of institutional isomorphism (DiMaggio and Powell 1983),

encourages similar institutional responses towards the third mission

within different kinds of universities (Kitagawa et al. 2016).

Although universities have embedded a regional focus more

strongly in their missions (Charles et al. 2014), the concept of the

third mission can be understood in many different ways, varying from

technology transfer to a broader societal engagement of the univer-

sities in their respective regions (Goransson et al. 2009). This has a

significant impact on the institutionalisation of the third mission, as

most universities undertake a broad range of engagement activities

(Schoen, Laredo, Bellon et al. 2006), from business collaboration and

supporting entrepreneurship to wider civic engagement covering cul-

ture (Comunian et al. 2015), social development (Benneworth 2013),

sustainability (Trencher et al. 2014), policy engagement (Breznitz and

Feldman 2012), and a role in new regional governance systems

(Goldstein and Glaser 2012). Many scholars have attempted to con-

ceptualise the third mission and suggested indicators and new catego-

risations of the activities beyond the academic core (Trencher et al.

2014). Yet, its implications remain highly context-dependent, empha-

sising different institutional adaptions of the third mission (Laredo

2007) beyond isomorphic forces (Kitagawa et al. 2016).

However, national policies have a major role in creating the con-

text enabling universities to transform towards entrepreneurial/

engaged organisations (Stensaker and Benner 2013) and defining the

conditions of funding for regional engagement (Trippl et al. 2015).

Yet, universities should be cautious in their responses to regional

needs: a broadened curriculum and pragmatically developed re-

search portfolio to match local needs might steer organisational

behaviour towards opportunism rather than intentionally entrepre-

neurial strategies (Stensaker and Benner 2013) to reinforce the third

mission. This emphasises the importance of institutional capacity to

address the different disciplinary, institutional, and individual aca-

demics’ characteristics shaping the engagement (Pinheiro et al.

2015b) and draws attention to the successful institutionalisation of

the third mission.

The Finnish HE policies define the third mission through a variety

of activities: exploitation of research results outside of the academic

community, contributing to innovation processes and establishing

start-ups, graduates entering the job market, Open University educa-

tion and providing complementary training, collaboration with local

stakeholders, participation in public discussion, but also being part of a

university consortium to deliver these activities in peripheral areas

(FINHEEC 2013). In this study, the third mission is perceived broadly

based on the range of tasks introduced by the policy context of the case

study, which allows examination of the wide spectrum of the university

third-mission activities within the SF projects.

2.2. Universities and SFs: From policy formulation to

implementation
The SFs have evolved considerably from their origin as a form of re-

source transfer for economic infrastructure. Since the 1990s, the

2 Science and Public Policy, 2021, Vol. 00, No. 0

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/spp/advance-article/doi/10.1093/scipol/scab003/6126876 by guest on 14 April 2021



dominance of the knowledge economy concept in EU policies and

an emphasis on supporting economic competitiveness though innov-

ation and knowledge has led to a general shift in EU programmes to-

wards multi-sectoral and multi-disciplinary collaboration to address

grand societal challenges beyond fostering economic growth

(Benneworth and Cunha 2015). The SFs are one of the key policy

instruments to support local level innovation and economic growth

through multi-level collaboration. They are implemented through

Operational Programmes (OPs) seeking to increase collaboration be-

tween higher education, businesses, and other local stakeholders.

Hence, the SFs may play a significant role in universities’ institution-

al adaptations of the third mission driven by ‘economic forces’

(DiMaggio 1994). Furthermore, the smart specialisation approach

can bind universities more tightly to regional policy processes

(Goddard et al. 2013), especially on the management level (Fonseca

and Salomaa 2019). Although the diversified funding base increases

institutional autonomy (Armbruster 2008), the monetary incentives

alone are not sufficient for promoting collaborative actions (D’Este

and Perkmann 2011) without a broader organisational commitment

to regional engagement. The changes in the economic and social

structures have impact on the ‘executive power’ and ‘succession’,

which draws attention to ‘organisational decision makers’

(Thornton and Ocasio 1999). Thus, the role of the leadership is also

emphasised in the institutional adaptations of different third-

mission activities to the organisational practices within universities.

As Castellanelli et al. (2019) stated, the collaboration between uni-

versities and other regional actors in RIS3 processes is important in driv-

ing regional competitiveness and economic growth. Universities are

considered to be key players in the design and implementation of these

policies, especially in ‘lagging’ or peripheral regions where their contri-

butions to regional capacity are crucial (Kempton 2015). Despite the

proliferation of the literature on universities and RIS3 (Vallance et al.

2017), there is little evidence on universities’ role in the implementation

of these strategies. SF OPs are nationally differentiated and highly de-

pendent on regional circumstances (Bachtler and Wren 2006); thus, pre-

vious studies remain heavily rooted in specific territorial contexts.

Despite the rigorous monitoring and evaluation of SF, there is also a

need for further programme and project-level studies for producing

more insights on the effectiveness of the delivery mechanisms (Bachtler

and Wren 2006). Thus, instead of attempting to assess the ‘total’ impact

of SF programmes, there has been a shift towards studying ‘conditioning

factors’ that may explain the effectiveness of policies. OP-level evalua-

tions have also more potential to contribute to national and subnational

policy formulation processes (Fratesi and Wishlade 2017).

Although the SF beneficiaries’ perspective has not been studied

much, some lessons can be learned from previous empirical studies

and national reports. In Latvia, SF projects have contributed to aca-

demic outputs, for example, PhD degrees and publications

(Muizniece and Peiseniece 2012), whereas in North East England SF

programmes brought together industry and university representa-

tives, especially in university-based projects focussed on engagement

and building a culture of collaboration. A strong university sector,

particularly in regions with little RDI infrastructure, can initiate

industry-focussed innovation support services targeted to SMEs

with SF (Charles and Michie 2013).

2.3. The competing institutional logics of the

universities and SFs
According to Greenwood et al. (2010), the institutional logics deter-

mine ‘the appropriateness of the organizational practices’ in a

particular spatiotemporal context. The institutional logics perspec-

tive can foreground the principles of common organisations and

actions, which are based on cultural discourses and material practi-

ces (Thornton 2004). One typical approach for empirical studies is

to examine the ‘competing logics’ by having an impact on daily or-

ganisational life (Reay and Hinings 2009). This produces insights on

the paradoxical situations in which the organisation needs to either

choose or develop new practices steered by the other logic beyond

the coercive and mimetic isomorphisms explaining organisations’

compliance with external pressures (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). A

recent shift towards ‘co-existing’ (Durand et al. 2013) or ‘constella-

tion of logics’ (Smets and Jarzabkowski 2013) has expanded the per-

ception of the relationships between logics as cooperative, which

suggests that different institutional logics, for example, between pol-

itical processes and (public) actors, can mutually influence organisa-

tional practices (Berg Johansen and Waldorff 2017). Finally, a more

proactive approach for investigating multiple logics called ‘institu-

tional bricolage’ (Lok 2010) identifies how actors can make deliber-

ate choices by selecting and de-selecting certain elements within a

given logic. This approach can produce insights on micro-

organisational developments varying between individual actors by

cross-analysing ‘ideal-type-systems’ and creating sub-characteristics

for different logics (Berg Johansen and Waldorff 2017).

Previous studies have identified a range of internal and external

barriers hampering universities from delivering the (expected) third-

mission activities, for example, within the framework of RIS3

(Castellanelli et al. 2019) and its implementation (Fonseca and

Salomaa 2019). Thus, a combination of the above-described

approaches was selected to examine the different institutional logics

of the university third mission and the policy framework of the SFs.

The detected ‘conditioning factors’ (Fratesi and Wishlade 2017) hin-

dering effective implementation of the SF policies among universities

as the ‘competing logics’ are summarised in Table 1. These overlap-

ping constraints vary from external (e.g. policies affecting the SF

OPs and funding guidelines) to internal barriers (e.g. organisational

culture). These elements of the competing institutional logics are

next explained in detail. Then, the way in which universities can

overcome these issues through ‘co-existing’ approaches, including

individual choices to operate within the given frameworks related to

‘institutional bricolage’, are discussed in Section 4.

2.3.1 Collaboration

SF programmes operate through partnerships and often require

some degree of collaboration to ensure if university activities con-

tribute to regional economic development. However, regional policy

frameworks tend to become closed circles of ‘unorganised actors’,

who struggle to initiative collective actions, such as forming partner-

ships in SF-funded projects (De Rynck and McAleavey 2001). This

complicated collaboration can lead to undesirable competition be-

tween regional actors (FINHEEC 2013). Strong regional and organ-

isational coordinations are essential in ensuring that beneficiaries

are not implementing identical or analogous SF activities (Muizniece

and Peiseniece 2012).

As regional programmes, SF-funded projects are often restricted

by regional boundaries, which can make collaboration difficult, par-

ticularly when desired partners are located in other regions (Uyarra

et al. 2018). Policymakers should acknowledge better the geograph-

ical barriers affecting universities relationships with their respective

regions. They should be understood as ‘leaky’ institutions not

restricted by their operational environments in their efforts to

Science and Public Policy, 2021, Vol. 00, No. 0 3
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engage with their region, but accepting that the activities will, even-

tually, leak beyond the regional boundaries (Kempton 2015). It can

also be difficult to engage with local businesses in the framework of

SF projects (Muizniece and Peiseniece 2012): a general problem for

universities based in peripheral regions lacking other knowledge

institutions and potential business partners (Charles 2016).

2.3.2 SF administrative procedures

Evaluations of previous SF OPs have revealed a low demand for the

SF because of the bureaucracy. The complexity of administration

hinders the effective use of SF to promote competitiveness, and more

innovative initiatives have been funded from national sources

(Bachtler and Wishlade 2014). Also, universities can consider the SF

instruments to be very bureaucratic and a high-risk form of funding

(Spilanis et al. 2016). Olsson (2003) calls this as an ‘economic dem-

ocracy paradox’, created in combination by strict co-financing rules

and strong regional democratic controlling, which challenges the

equity and democratic values of the policy. The time pressure to

spend the SF during a specific timeframe favours more strongly

organised groups within the region (De Rynck and McAleavey

2001). Universities tend to be among these groups, which can easily

access to regionally granted SFs; the projects are often collaborative

in nature; thus, universities could also act as a mediator in carrying

the administrative (or financial) burden while introducing SF to less

organised or disadvantaged groups to facilitate capacity building for

future activities.

Despite the numerous evaluations, the overall impact of SF on

sustainable economic growth and convergence of lagging regions

remains difficult to assess (Percoco 2017), partly due to these admin-

istrative constraints (Rodriguez-Pose and Fratesi 2004), but also due

to an insufficient territorial approach tailored for different areas

(Gagliardi and Percoco 2017), for example, rural regions. SF diversi-

fies universities’ funding base, but they are considered ‘risky’ as they

often require some percentage of the match funding from the benefi-

ciaries, and the payment of the grant is linked to a successful imple-

mentation of the project. Finnish universities have had problems

with the high match-funding rates, which again make the SF less at-

tractive (FINHEEC 2013).

2.3.3 University organisational culture

Universities have also internal barriers hindering participation in SF

activities. The increasing pressure to prioritise institutional success

over wider public benefits can create tensions (Benneworth and

Cunha 2015); unless engagement activities are linked to a broader

institutional strategy, they will remain peripheral (Benneworth and

Sanderson 2009). Therefore, SF projects can also be considered as a

distraction unless strongly aligned with the academic core.

Furthermore, national HE systems can discourage universities’ par-

ticipation in RIS3 and its implementation (Vallance et al. 2017). On

a practical level, the timetable demands of teaching restrict resources

for such ‘extra’ work (FINHEEC 2013). A potential mismatch of

academic profiles and regional assets and between ‘borderless aca-

demic excellence as defined by international peer review and

reflected in institutional league tables and generating and applying

knowledge to meet specific regional specialisation opportunities’

(Goddard and Vallance 2013: 96) require extensive strategic cap-

acity to create synergies between different missions.

The regional role of the Finnish university consortia has dimin-

ished because of their parent universities’ strategies focus on re-

search excellence and producing traditional academic outputs

(FINHEEC 2013). This indicates that linking SF projects and other

engagement activities strategically to universities’ traditional core

functions is not straightforward, even in specialised units. Another

HE policy challenge in Finland is the state’s core funding model

(MoEC 2017), which favours traditional academic outcomes, reduc-

ing the motivation to carry out third-mission activities even though

universities’ societal role has been formally acknowledged (e.g.

Universities Act 558/2009). Thus, universities have funded their en-

gagement activities with supplementary funds from the municipal-

ities, regions, and SF programmes (MoEC 2015). The university

consortia regard SF programmes as an important funding

Table 1. Conditioning factors related to the university-led SF projects: A framework of competing institutional logics.

Conditioning factor Estimated impact to the implementation of the

SF projects within universities

References

Collaboration Non-desirable competition

Lack of regional coordination

Lack of business partners (peripheral regions)

Difficulties in cross-regional collaboration

De Rynck and McAleavey 2001; FINHEEC 2013;

Muizniece and Peiseniece 2012; Uyarra et al. 2018;

Kempton 2015; Charles 2016

SF administrative procedures Unrealistic policy goals

High bureaucracy

High risk form of funding

Match-funding rates

‘economy democracy paradox’

Bachtler and Wishlade 2014; Spilanis et al. 2016;

Percoco 2017; Gagliardi and Percoco 2017; Olsson

2003; De Rynck and McAleavey 2001; FINHEEC

2013

University organisational culture Embedding engagement to academic core com-

plicated; mismatch of academic profiles and

regional needs

Lack of resources

Absence of institutional strategies

Lack of academic outputs

Benneworth and Cunha 2015; Benneworth and

Sanderson 2009; Vallance et al. 2017; Goddard

and Vallance 2013; FINHEEC 2013; MoEC 2015

SF Project outputs Over-estimated outputs

Lack of academic outputs

Low number of commercial results

‘user inspired basic research’

Muizniece and Peiseniece 2012; Charles and Michie

2013; Goddard and Vallance 2013; Goddard et al.

2013

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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instrument for regional development (FINHEEC 2013), though they

cannot directly fund basic research.

2.3.4 SF project outputs

Finally, there are challenges in terms of the kinds of outputs needed

from SF projects. There is a tendency to set unrealistic targets, some-

times just to ensure funding, resulting in over-claimed number of

firms assisted and jobs created (Charles and Michie 2013). In

Latvia, the SFs have been significant in developing the university’s

research capacity in the absence of other available external funding

streams, but obtaining more commercial outcomes (e.g. patents)

have been less successful (Muizniece and Peiseniece 2012).

However, SF projects have facilitated entrepreneurial engagement

activities within universities (Charles and Michie 2013). In areas

without a strong R&D capacity, universities’ potential regional con-

tribution can be manifested through ‘alternative’ forms of innov-

ation, knowledge, and societal engagement beyond technological

interventions (Goddard and Vallance 2013). Researchers with

multi-disciplinary orientation are more likely to engage with exter-

nal partners through a range of engagement mechanisms, and to

bridge scientific objectives with regional needs through ‘user

inspired basic research’ (Goddard et al. 2013). Such projects can

also facilitate regional policy objectives in rural regions: increasing

the absorptive capacity of local SMEs and promoting networking

and knowledge exchange (Brown 2016).

3. Methods and data

3.1. Methodology
This article examines how the Finnish universities deliver third mis-

sion in peripheral regions within the framework of SF programmes

by investigating the interaction of competing institutional logics of

the university third mission and the policy context of the SF pro-

grammes. The assumption is that the SF programmes support imple-

mentation of universities’ third mission, but the number of

conditioning factors (Table 1) hinders effective implementation of

the SF policies among universities. These issues are examined with a

single case study of the UC-Pori, a Finnish university network of

three1 universities located in the Satakunta region, by utilising the

conceptual framework proposed in previous section.

A case study approach was chosen because it enables the investi-

gation of the phenomenon in-depth. The case selection followed the

logic of ‘atypical cases’ to obtain a richer dataset to create a deeper

understanding on the phenomenon (Flyvbjerg 2006). In the

Satakunta region >30 per cent of the regionally allocated SFs are

granted to higher education institutions (HEIs) (Regional Council of

Satakunta [RCS] 2017). At the time of the interviews, UC-Pori was

involved with nineteen SF projects generating up to e9.5 million of

external funding.2 In 2018, 14% per cent of UC-Pori’s funding origi-

nated from SF.3 In addition to being actively engaged with SF, the

university consortia have a special focus on regional development.

Their unique organisational structure enables the inclusion of many

universities within a ‘single’ case study.

This article draws on twenty-five interviews conducted between

December 2017 and December 2018 with UC-Pori units’ and their

parent universities’ personnel working with SF projects: academics,

professional staff, and management (rectorate, deans, research, and

enterprise personnel). The choice of interviewees was based on pub-

lic information on university beneficiaries of funded ERDF and

European Social Funds (ESFs) projects in the Satakunta region.4 An

interview request was sent out to every project manager and/or con-

tact person and the database was checked regularly in order to ob-

tain up-to-date information on funded projects to secure a

comprehensive dataset. Further interviewees were detected through

the snow-ball approach (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2016). The

interviews were recorded, transcribed, and coded with NVivo 11 by

the lead author to ease data management and categorising similar

data chunks for further analysis. After categorising answers into

four thematic groups following the logic of the conceptual frame-

work, the thick description approach (Geertz 1973; Denzin 1989)

was used for drawing conclusions for discussion.

3.2. The case study overview
The university consortia make an exception to the otherwise dualis-

tic higher education landscape in Finland, divided into research uni-

versities (thirteen) and universities of applied sciences (twenty-two).

In addition, there are two specialised vocational higher education

institutions. All Finnish HEIs depend on the funding from the

Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture. The university consortia

are HE collaboration networks of the research universities. They

provide education and research activities in areas otherwise lacking

a local university through collaborative efforts of the ‘parent’ uni-

versities. Their position was legitimised in 2009 (Universities Act

558/2009), and in 2012, the additional regulations on to secure their

state funding were approved. The establishment of these consortia

was justified by the enhanced societal role of higher education to re-

spond to local needs (FINHEEC 2013). Besides providing access to

higher education and being a source of skilled workforce, these con-

sortia are expected to play an enhanced role in regional develop-

ment. The consortia have been especially active in SF projects.

The UC-Pori is located in the Satakunta region on the southwest

coast of Finland. The population of the region is 220,3985 and it has

two regional centres, the cities of Pori and Rauma. The regional

economy is based on energy production, engineering, offshore pro-

cess industry, ports and logistics, and the food industry.6 The former

Tampere University of Technology (TUT) has provided degree edu-

cation in engineering in Satakunta since 1980s. It has been the coor-

dinating university of the UC-Pori, established in its current form in

2003. The other universities, all working under the same roof in a

historic factory building in central Pori, are the former University of

Tampere (UTA)—social sciences—University of Turku (UTU)—

business and maritime studies—and Aalto University (Aalto)—arts

and media. In 2019, the two Tampere universities merged into a sin-

gle institution. Currently the UC-Pori universities form an umbrella

organisation for 2500 students and 170 staff members.7 The person-

nel were directly recruited by their parent universities, but the staff

members work permanently in Pori. The coordinating unit, the new

Tampere University, nominates a director who is responsible for

promoting collaboration between the UC-Pori units, parent univer-

sities, and regional stakeholders through an earmarked funding, ap-

proximately 600,000 EUR per year, from the state.

The RCS regards local higher education as one of the strategic

factors that increases the region’s general attractiveness and contrib-

utes to knowledge capital (Regional Strategic Plan of the Satakunta

Region 2018–2021). UC-Pori has raised the local skills level as well

as increased the inflow and rate of R&D activities (RCS 2017). In

the early 2000s, the SF was a central element in developing univer-

sity research capacity in the region. Bringing in new disciplines to

the Pori campus to increase the local knowledge base demanded sup-

plementary funding, but since then the importance of SF—and the
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amount of available funding—has decreased. This is mostly due to

the renewed University Act (558/2009), and the shift towards

performance-based state funding indicators steering all research uni-

versities towards traditional academic outputs. However, all units of

the UC-Pori participate actively in SF programmes, though TUT and

UTU were granted more projects than Aalto and UTA, both of

which have smaller and specialised units in Pori.

4. Findings and discussion

In this section, the findings from the case of UC-Pori are discussed

to identify how the ‘conditioning factors’ (collaboration barriers,

university organisational culture, SF administrative procedures, and

expected outputs), related to the two competing institutional logics

of the SF OP and the university third mission, affect the practical im-

plementation of SF activities within universities. The observed im-

pact of these barriers to university-led SF projects are summarised

after which they are further discussed, reflecting potential pathways

from ‘institutional bricolage’ to ‘co-existing’ strategies (Table 2).

4.1. Collaboration
All university units located in the Pori campus typically collaborate

with local businesses, public organisations especially in the health-

care sector, and the city of Pori. Also, many SF projects have

resulted from long-term collaboration with these regional actors.

The majority of the UC-Pori personnel have worked with SF projects

for a long period of time. One of the most reported advantages of SF

projects was that they encourage collaboration with other HEIs and

businesses, which facilitates knowledge transfer and capacity build-

ing. The projects were seen as ‘a natural way for us to approach

businesses’ (TUT, Researcher 4) and collaboration was described to

be meaningful for both academics themselves and the region of

Satakunta:

I find it interesting to combine business collaboration with more

applied approach and academic research. (UTU, Researcher 3).

The regional policies were one of the key factors affecting UC-

Pori’s motivation to engage with the SF. An increased demand from

the Satakunta region for UC-Pori’s contributions to regional devel-

opment was clearly articulated in the regional development policies.

Also, personnel working in the Pori campus admitted that they ac-

tively seek ways to engage with local stakeholders through SF pro-

grammes. UC-Pori’s knowledge base is considered as an advantage

in the Satakunta RIS3 strategy (2014) and it was represented in the

design process of the regional strategic plan for 2018–21 through a

series of future workshops. Some of the UC-Pori units were also

involved in developing success indicators for regional goals.

However, the management of the parent universities did not recog-

nise how the regional programmes are built, or how UC-Pori is

involved with these processes. Overall, the parent universities’ top

management was not very active in regional networks, and only vis-

ited the Pori campus once or twice a year. In contrast, the local

researchers brought up the importance of following the regional

strategic plan as ‘it defines the key areas, so we have to do our

homework before starting to build new ideas and project consortia’

(TUT, Researcher 4).

Finding common angles was easy as the RIS3 strategy and the SF

calls both echo UC-Pori’s units’ key disciplines, for example, circular

economy, wellbeing technology, automation, and robotics. As RIS3

strategy focuses largely on technology transfer and supporting

entrepreneurship, the different units of UC-Pori were in an unequal

position when applying for SF. These disciplinary issues are evident

also when examining the funded SF projects: social science and arts

and culture were marginal compared with technology and business

projects. Even if all the SF activities are not aligned with regional

priorities, UC-Pori has been able to bring in much needed know-

ledge and initiate SF projects in the health sector and robotics for ex-

ample (KAMPUS-SOTE8 and AutoRobo9). Most of the projects are

multidisciplinary in nature as big changes in the business environ-

ment require multidisciplinary responses. The proximity of UC-Pori

member universities increases internal collaboration, also with par-

ent universities. The UC-Pori units are highly specialised, so it might

be challenging to find common interfaces, though it was also consid-

ered as an advantage:

There is an added value in having four universities together—it is

easy to step out of your own scientific field and establish projects

with researchers from different fields, which enables examining

the research problem from different aspects and finding new sol-

utions (UC-Pori, Management 2).

Although UC-Pori aims to fill the local skills gaps identified in

the development strategies, the parent universities admitted that

UC-Pori’s curricula were not developed as a response to local needs

but it was rather based on individual academics’ interests to work in

the Satakunta region.

In the absence of a tradition of cooperation between academics

and other stakeholders in the Satakunta region, the SF project activ-

ities have contributed to creating a culture of collaboration. Yet, it

can still be challenging to find suitable business partners from the re-

gion: ‘In the beginning they were suspicious and thought that we are

in some ivory tower’ (UTU, Researcher 3). Thus, the SF projects

allow researchers to work ‘in the field’ (Aalto, Researcher 1), get in

touch and discuss with different actors. The interviewees also

thought that regional engagement through SF projects may have an

impact on local authorities and policymaking: ‘this is what I hope

from the SF projects: to increase the regional impact and mission’

(UTU, Admin 1).

4.2. SF administrative procedures
Despite the recent national efforts to simplify administrative proce-

dures, many researchers working at UC-Pori still struggled with the

bureaucracy, especially in ESF projects. They thought that the man-

aging authorities do not provide consistent guidelines, which can

cause extra work or even clawbacks. Also, there were big differences

in the administrative support offered by the parent universities,

some of which had signalled, that SF is ‘unwanted money’ also in re-

mote units such as UC-Pori. Even though the city of Pori has pro-

vided generous support for match funding, which is typically

complicated to draw from external sources, universities’ internal ad-

ministration mechanism, the so called ‘full cost model’, is more com-

patible with national research funding schemes. However, as one of

the interviewees stated, ‘we have learned how to use SF instruments

here in Pori’ (Aalto, Researcher 1).

One of the appeals of SF is the high success rates; in some cases,

research groups’ success rates were as high as 100 per cent.

However, this strong tradition of carrying out SF projects at UC-

Pori raised concerns about rooting research too much in the local

needs at the expense of academic excellence:

. . .the competition is not so tough because of its regional limita-

tions. In the long term, it can lead to the dominance of SF
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projects, which makes their role distorted and decreases research

ambition as people will finally mix it up with research funding

instruments. (TUT, Researcher 2).

The interviewees agreed that SF projects were occasionally

applied for safeguarding jobs. This was more often the case for pro-

ject researchers (e.g. PhD students working on their research proj-

ects ‘on the side’) than for professional staffs (e.g. personnel

working on continuing education services, who had permanent con-

tracts). However, the latter were also expected to generate funding

‘from somewhere’.

Previously, SF projects had generated new content for continu-

ous education, for example, in maritime studies, or even piloted

degree study programmes, but the current OP guidelines are stricter

concerning education activities. The interviewees described that the

funding has become more targeted to businesses and thus less applic-

able for developing degree programmes or study modules.

Another challenge was that the SF managing authorities were

scattered across Finland, being government bodies and four Finnish

Centres for Economic Development, Transport, and the

Environment (ELY Centres) having a specific task to coordinate SF

programmes. The interviewees thought that this might affect the al-

location of SF funds as the decision-making authorities may lack the

local knowledge on priority areas. Therefore, the bidding processes

were not always considered to be transparent or fair. In addition,

some of the interviewees thought that there is not enough regional

Table 2. The observed impact of the ‘conditioning factors’ of competitive institutional logics to university-led SF projects

Conditioning

factors

Estimated impact to the im-

plementation of the SF

projects within universities

Observed key elements

(UC-Pori)

‘Institutional bricolage’ ‘Co-existing’ institutional

logics

Collaboration Non-desirable competition

Lack of regional

coordination

Lack of business partners

(peripheral regions)

Difficulties in cross-regional

collaboration

Contribute to creating

long-term collaboration

with other HEIs, busi-

nesses and public

organisations

More complicated in re-

mote regions with less

potential (business)

partners

Individual efforts can have

an impact on policy-

making (RIS3 and

implementation)

Facilitate knowledge trans-

fer and capacity building

to support regional in-

novation processes

Foster creating a culture of

collaboration with aca-

demia and regional

stakeholders

SF administrative

procedures

Unrealistic policy goals

High bureaucracy

High risk form of funding

Match-funding rates

‘Economy democracy

paradox’

Do not fund basic research

or degree education

High success rates

Regional policies favour

STEM

Bureaucratic, non-transpar-

ent and complicated to

manage (e.g. clawbacks)

Guidelines complicates

business collaboration

Low competition may lead

to opportunistic behav-

iour (‘projects for the

sake of external funds’)

Lower quality of imple-

mented projects (region-

al engagement

considered to be an

‘add-on’)

Forces to build research

agendas too much on

local needs

Forces academics to camou-

flage research activities

Unused potential to support

universities’ entrepre-

neurial activities

University

organisational

culture

Embedding engagement to

academic core compli-

cated (mismatch of aca-

demic profiles and

regional needs)

Lack of resources

Absence of institutional

strategies

Lack of academic outputs

Enable finding new ways to

work (e.g. capacity

building, networking)

Lack of strategic planning

and top management’s

involvement with re-

gional engagement

activities

Internal competition on SF

at the Pori units

Focus widely on generating

traditional academic

outputs

Individual researchers

focussing on engagement

work as ‘entrepreneurs’

SF less attractive funding

source for universities in

the national HE policy

framework

Overall engagement

depends on individual

academics and research

groups

A relevant funding source

for delivering third mis-

sion activities, especially

in remote campuses

SF Project

outputs

Over-estimated outputs

Lack of academic outputs

Low number of commercial

results

‘User inspired basic

research’

Strong applied approach

Allow researchers to ‘work

in the field’

Enable small-scale regional

pilots

SF projects based on trans-

ferring existing results in-

stead of cutting edge

technology

Results unexploited by the

regional companies (e.g.

strict SF guidelines, re-

gional SME landscape)

Offers rich datasets for fur-

ther research (e.g. user-

driven research in health

sector)

Publishing initial results

can be ‘steppingstones’

towards large-scale re-

search projects
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coordination for creating synergies or optimising the benefits from

on-going SF projects. All these aspects combined may threaten the

volume and quality of SF projects within universities.

4.3. University organisation culture
The SF projects were typically initiated by individual researchers or

research groups without coordination of UC-Pori or parent univer-

sities. The parent university of one of the Pori units had tightened

monitoring also on a project level due to large-scale organisational

changes. The other units could still work somewhat independently,

though they needed a formal authorisation to bid for SF: ‘When we

win a project, the university do not care very much, someone just

takes care of it’ (TUT, Admin 1). The interviewees from UC-Pori

described that researchers currently work ‘as entrepreneurs’ within

the university, without a strong strategic guidance from their home

organisations. Failure to win external funding would have a drastic

effect for individual researchers, and without long-term planning the

activities end together with the funding: ‘you get sacked when there

is no more funding. No one intervenes to our activities as long as we

can generate funds’ (UTU, Researcher 2).

Instead of traditional measurements of academic success (e.g. the

performance indicators of the state funding model), the researchers

thought it is ‘a relief’ to focus on the regional priorities through SF

projects. In contrast, the management of parent universities either

worried that these projects do not advance scientific research be-

cause of their more applied approach, or were not sufficiently aware

of the SF activities to respond. Overall, the management expressed

their concern on the amount of granted SF, also within the university

consortia: the parent universities need to ‘compensate’ for this by

generating more funds from sources that are applicable with univer-

sities’ internal mechanisms to secure sufficient funding from the

state: ‘If it would be the other way around, things would go finan-

cially wrong’ (TUT, Management 1). The management also esti-

mated, that the amount of available SF is too small to be truly

attractive for universities: ‘We aim to win long-term funding and

bigger amounts’ (TUT, Management 2).

The lack of internal coordination in UC-Pori has sometimes led

to situations where different units compete with themselves for SF

funds. This was not seen as a problem, because ‘it is the funding

authority’s task to choose which bids are granted funding’ (TUT,

Researcher 5), and UC-Pori has striven to tighten internal collabor-

ation in the recent years. The interviewees emphasised, that SF proj-

ects should be taken into account when designing long-term

research agendas, partly driven by regional priorities, and there

should be more critical discussion on role of the SF projects—par-

ticularly at the remote units:

I agree that also here in remote campus we should have other

sources of funding, so in that sense it is important to think how

SF projects fits in the unit’s strategy. (TUT, Researcher 5)

Some challenges were linked to the logics of the SF instruments:

the guidelines can even be counter-productive, especially in schemes

targeted to supporting local SMEs. However, the researchers felt

that ‘it is not just about the (SF) instrument, it is also about the in-

ternal chain. To be frank, they have wanted us to be more part of

the main campus, and not a separate unit’ (TUT, Researcher 1). This

centralised coordination was mentioned as one of the issues that

complicates implementation of the SF projects, but the researchers

were still highly motivated to apply for these funds: ‘If we want to

do regional development, we need ERDF funding’ (TUT, Researcher

4). The Pori interviewees widely believed that SF projects are essen-

tial in delivering the third mission in practice:

SF funding gives possibility to truly implement projects that are

aimed for societal impact in universities: It allows us to concentrate

more on the actual content of the projects rather than on academic

results that measure ‘success’ (Aalto, Researcher 1).

Although the national HE policies underline the importance of

universities’ societal impact, the overall absence of proper indicators

for the third mission and difficulties to access information (e.g. col-

laboration projects with firms may be classified) make the issue

complicated.

SF has their own aims, and maybe university tries to combine

those to its own objectives, but they do not go hand in hand.

Universities don’t have a need for the regional engagement, it

cannot be measured and it is unimportant in the funding model

(UTU, Researcher 2).

The management largely agreed that external research funding

and publications are suitable also for measuring impact as such. As

an exception, UTU was currently working on internal performance

indicators for societal impact, in which the amount of granted SF

was one of the measurements of success.

4.4. SF project outputs
The SF projects are not usually based on cutting-edge technology

but on transferring existing results. Thus, the focus is more on cap-

acity building, which does not necessarily foster research excellence

or publishing results in highly ranked journals. However, the local

researchers had increasingly thought about maximising the benefits

from SF activities and finding ways to combine regional engagement

activities with other academic missions: ‘We think about these links

for every project, I think there has to be a synergy there’ (TUT,

Researcher 1). All researchers had faced pressures to deliver more

academic outputs from their parent universities but it is challenging

in SF projects because of the national adaptation of the SF guidelines

do not allow allocating time for basic research.

The longer the researchers had been working with SF projects,

the clearer they described the change after the renewed University

Act (558/2009), which led to performance-based state funding. The

interviewees with less experience did not recognise other research

funding instruments being more desirable, while the senior staff

members had received a clear signal from their parent universities to

focus on other calls. Most of the senior researchers were generally

concerned about the rise of managerialism in the university: after

the new state funding model, the researchers implementing SF proj-

ects have become forced to work on ‘some sort of publications’ on

the side. The interviewees agreed that the SF projects can result in

conference papers, facilitate PhD studies and provide rich datasets

for further research as well as facilitate achieving individual

researcher’s or research groups’ goals. Only the purely networking-

based activities do not typically lead to academic outputs.

. . .we require two publications per year; it is possible to link these

three (missions). We require that all our project researchers are

PhD students. PhD students that work in SF projects make more

progress that those who teach (TUT, Researcher 4).

There is a limited number of potential partners in the region and

businesses have not exploited SF and project results as much as they

could have—partly because of the strict limitations of SF instru-

ments. However, the collaboration has brought people together and

8 Science and Public Policy, 2021, Vol. 00, No. 0

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/spp/advance-article/doi/10.1093/scipol/scab003/6126876 by guest on 14 April 2021



some researchers have ended up working in the local firms. In add-

ition, SF projects can be seen as ‘seed money’, so that they generate

academic outputs indirectly: ‘They (SF projects) enable small-scale

pilots and publishing preliminary results, which makes it easier to

apply for larger projects in the same area’ (UC-Pori, Management

2). Despite the limitations of SF schemes and the lack of internal co-

ordination and strategic management, there are successful examples

of building on the SF activities and creating research projects to-

gether with the parent university:

I mean the (ERDF) project finished, I guess a year and a half ago

or something—there has been a lot of continuation of things

from it. So, for example we just got a grant confirmed yesterday

from Business Finland—that’s something like 5.2 million EUR

(Aalto, Researcher 2).

4.5. From bricolage to co-existing mechanisms?

Interaction between institutional logics of the university

third mission and SF
The interviewees from UC-Pori described different agendas, individ-

ual motivations, and benefits from SF projects. On individual level,

the SF schemes were seen as a very important source of funding in

the absence of other suitable funding streams for the third mission,

especially for remote units with a stronger regional focus. According

to Finnish HE policies, universities can deliver the third mission sim-

ply by being a part of a university consortia and bringing university

activities (e.g. generating graduates to the job market) to locations

otherwise lacking access to a university, which was also highlighted

in the case of Pori. Beyond that, the third mission is broadly defined

as knowledge transfer, contributing to innovation processes, provid-

ing complementary training, collaborative actions, and participation

to public discussion (FINHEEC 2013). The findings from Pori sug-

gest that all these tasks can be aligned with SF projects carried out

by universities, but a number of conditioning factors, representing

competitive institutional logics, hinder optimising benefits from

these activities and the overall role of the third mission within

universities.

However, the local researchers working at UC-Pori referred

largely to the third mission in their SF activities. They saw added

value in bringing university activities to a heavily industry-based re-

gion with little academic traditions, which can be further reinforced

through SF activities—in particular with local businesses permitting

‘user inspired basic research’ (Goddard et al. 2013), ideally leading

to large-scale research projects. Fostering a culture of collaboration

between academia and regional stakeholders as well as building

larger RDI cooperation based on regional pilots are potential path-

ways towards developing towards cooperative ‘co-existing’ logics,

in which the political steering has a positive impact on organisation-

al practices (Berg Johansen and Waldorff 2017)—in this case, the

overall institutionalisation of the third mission through SF activities.

Furthermore, the universities’ participation in policy processes shape

the regional policies (e.g. RIS3), which is a concrete example of uni-

versities’ engagement role outside of academia. Thus, building ‘win-

win scenarios’ with regional partners (e.g. identification of relevant

priority areas for universities and local businesses) and feeding into

policy processes can lead towards co-existing institutional logics, al-

though the case of UC-Pori demonstrated a lack of broader organ-

isational engagement within the parent universities. In the absence

of ‘executive power’ of the organisational decisions-makers

(Thornton and Ocasio 1999), the role of the university in the policy

formulation remained vague and the individual efforts towards

policy-making can be interpreted as ‘institutional bricolage’ (Lok

2010), in which the academics strive to balance between different

logics between the university organisational culture and the third

mission. As previous studies indicate, universities’ role in regional

policy processes can be restricted by the national HE system

(Vallance et al. 2017); this was evident in the case study, as

UC-Pori’s parent universities’ management widely overlooked the

importance of these processes within the overall university organisa-

tion, whereas the remote units were considered as key players in the

design phase of RIS3 by the local authorities. Thus, universities’ cap-

acity to be involved with the RIS3 and its implementation is also

constricted by the opposing goals of Cohesion policy—regional spe-

cialisation opportunities—and ‘borderless academic excellence’

(Goddard and Vallance 2013). This distinction makes SF less

appealing and overlooked in universities’ strategic planning.

However, findings from UC-Pori indicated, that if SF collaboration

is based on long-term partnerships and strategically planned as part

of research group’s agenda, different university missions come to-

gether naturally (e.g. larger research projects based on regional SF

pilots, contribution to continuing education).

In the case of Pori, the SF projects allowed individual researchers

and research groups to increase their skills base (e.g. AI, Maritime

studies), which also contributes to knowledge transfer activities and

general capacity building of the region. Yet, the management of

these activities at the institutional level was considered to be compli-

cated and required a certain degree of institutional bricolage

through workarounds and camouflaging research activities, which

hinders obtaining maximum benefits from the projects. Another

more practical challenge of the SF is that they do not usually allow

cross-regional collaboration (Uyarra et al. 2018), which restricts

achieving ambitious policy goals set at the regional level. In the case

of UC-Pori, this had led to lower competition and somewhat oppor-

tunistic bidding processes, which again portrays ‘institutional brico-

lage’ between different logics instead of aiming towards successful

‘co-existing’ logics. Universities might be keener to implement SF

activities if they were less restricted by the limitations of administra-

tive guidelines (Spilanis et al. 2016) and the geographic borders of

the region, and acknowledged as ‘leaky’ knowledge institutions

(Kempton 2015) creating spillovers eventually having a wider

impact.

As the case of UC-Pori demonstrated, the national and regional

policies determine the conditions in which universities can transform

towards entrepreneurial organisations (Stensaker and Benner 2013)

and what kind of funding is available for these activities (Trippl

et al. 2015). The results also highlight the competing logics of uni-

versities, HE policies and regional development (third mission); The

SF activities do not automatically form a channel to deliver third

mission successfully. Unless the organisation has the capacity to

combine these externally funded tasks related to regional priorities

with institutional goals through developing successful co-existing

logics between these frameworks. In the case of Pori, the SF projects

were widely considered to be mere ‘add-ons’—institutional brico-

lage driven by individuals’ effort to deliver the third mission without

organisation’s commitment. Besides the organisational culture, add-

itional constraints were detected in the internal mechanisms of the

parent universities, which made SF projects unprofitable even when

the match funding was covered by a third party. This illustrates the

impact of the external pressures of national HE policies, but also the

inflexibility of the internal procedures within universities aligned

Science and Public Policy, 2021, Vol. 00, No. 0 9

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/spp/advance-article/doi/10.1093/scipol/scab003/6126876 by guest on 14 April 2021



with coercive and mimetic isomorphisms (DiMaggio and Powell

1983).

The findings reinforce that the university third mission is steered

by national and regional policies towards heterogenous adaptations

of the university engagement (Kitagawa et al. 2016) instead of insti-

tutional strategies, and that its successful implementation and align-

ment with teaching and research remains complicated (Chatterton

and Goddard 2000), even when there are additional resources from

external sources, such as SF. Instead of mere monetary incentives,

more tailored, strategic and transparent approaches are needed for

initiating successful university–industry collaboration to ensure syn-

ergies between different missions (Etzkowitz 2013). The existence of

university consortia is linked to the external resources from the

state, municipalities, SF, and other sources, which demonstrates that

universities are more inclined to opportunistic than strategically

entrepreneurial behaviour (Stensaker and Benner 2013). This is

demonstrated through ‘institutional bricolage’ of individual academ-

ics, even in dedicated units with a mission to engage with the sur-

rounding region, in which, according to previous studies, the third

mission could be more easily managed (Goddard et al. 2013). In the

case of Pori, the burden to find ways to combine all the three mis-

sions fell mostly on the shoulders of individual researchers, implying

that UC-Pori and its parent universities have not managed to design

a successful strategy for managing the third mission that would take

individual, disciplinary and institutional issues into account

(Pinheiro et al. 2015b) in a remote unit with a specifically articu-

lated task to serve their region, nor assessed the engagement on a

unit level beyond the concept of entrepreneurial universities (Pugh

et al. 2018).

To conclude, the case study suggests that there is yet unused po-

tential to deliver third mission activities through SF more efficiently.

The SF projects supported by the involvement of the university man-

agement representing the ‘organisational decision makers’

(Thornton and Ocasio 1999) can reinforce the institutionalisation of

the third mission. This requires further examination of the interplay

between different logics of policy frameworks (HE and regional)

and the university third mission (Pinheiro et al. 2015a) in different

regional context for developing effective co-existing logics.

5. Conclusion

This study sought to contribute to the current discussion on univer-

sities’ third mission through examining the interaction between

‘competing institutional logics’ (Reay and Hinings 2009) of the uni-

versity third mission and the SF programmes. Qualitative analysis

on the ‘conditioning factors’ explaining the effectiveness or ineffect-

iveness of regional policies (Fratesi and Wishlade 2017) was

employed for the single case study of the UC-Pori. The results reveal

characteristic and challenges related to universities SF activities

from ‘institutional bricolage’ (Lok 2010) towards developing suc-

cessful co-existing logics (Durand et al. 2013) in the case of a region-

ally focussed HEI. This article also provides insights on the

shortcomings of implementation of regional policies following the

emergence of the smart specialisation approach. The findings re-

inforce that the SF projects can strengthen universities regional en-

gagement, foster university–industry collaboration and RDI

capacity, but the implementation of the SF projects within a Finnish

university framework remains challenging because of a number of

conditioning factors, including organisational issues, HE policies,

and strict guidelines of SF lacking regionally tailored solutions.

However, these findings may not be extended to different types of

university institutions (e.g. research-oriented universities located in

more central areas) without further research.

SF programmes may enable universities to respond to regional

needs through collaborative projects (Fonseca and Salomaa 2019),

ideally leading to long-term research collaboration when SF are con-

sidered as ‘seed money’ or ‘user inspired basic research’ (Goddard

et al. 2013). This approach can help to create pathways towards suc-

cessful co-existing institutional logics between different policy

frameworks (HE and regional) and the university third mission.

Currently, the administrative burden of the SF OP (Spilanis et al.

2016) as well as overly ambitious policy goals stimulated by the

smart specialisation approach limits the potential of these activities.

Also, national (and international) HE policies steer universities to-

wards traditional academic outputs, which are not easily aligned

with SF projects’ deliverables as they tend to be less quantifiable

manifestations of the third mission (e.g. capacity building and

knowledge transfer beyond codified knowledge). This reinforce that

universities’ third mission is heavily steered by national and regional

policies towards heterogenous adaptations of the university engage-

ment (Kitagawa et al. 2016) instead of institutional strategies. The

successful implementation of the third mission and alignment with

teaching and research remains complicated (Chatterton and

Goddard 2000), even when there are additional resources from ex-

ternal sources, such as SF.

Another mismatch hindering delivering third mission through SF

was between UC-Pori’s strong regional orientation and their parent

universities: whereas UC-Pori’s personnel found that SF instruments

are one of the key tools in delivering their regional mission, the top

management regarded such activities as irrelevant. Through

enhanced strategic planning (Muizniece and Peiseniece 2012), more

active engagement of the university management as ‘organisational

decision makers’ (Thornton and Ocasio 1999) and carefully planned

project portfolio, universities could strengthen their regional engage-

ment activities through SF projects (Charles and Michie 2013).

Instead of the current ‘institutional bricolage’ as rather ad hoc ap-

proach based on individual academics’, efforts to support their

regions and generate external funding while safeguarding their jobs,

a shift towards a more cooperative perception on the relationships

between different institutional logics could be mutually beneficial in

developing organisational practices (Berg Johansen and Waldorff

2017) within peripheral and satellite campuses. Thus, the univer-

sities could set and achieve more realistic regional goals through the

implementation of the regional development policies, for example,

supporting local SMEs, networking and knowledge transfer in per-

ipheral areas (Brown 2016), and thus release unused potential of the

SF OP.

As universities’ institutional approach to third mission is also

shaped by their regional context (Salomaa 2019), and formulation

and implementation of SF OP are also nationally differentiated and

very dependent on regional circumstances (Bachtler and Wren

2006), further comparative studies on university-led SF projects

could provide more insight on the ways in which third mission activ-

ities are delivered in different regional contexts. This could also fa-

cilitate designing institutional strategies for managing the third

mission more efficiently so that each mission enhances one another

(Etzkowitz 2013), taking different individual, disciplinary and insti-

tutional issues into account (Pinheiro et al. 2015b).
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Notes
1. Previously four universities, but UTA and TUT merged to-

gether in January 2019. The new university became the main

shareholder of Tampere University of Applied Sciences (https://

www.tuni.fi/en/about-us 20 February 2019). Also, Aalto

University has no longer units in the Pori campus. All the par-

ent universities presented in the empirical section had opera-

tions at UC-Pori at the time of the interviews.

2. http://delta.ucpori.fi/?lang¼en 30 August 2017.

3. https://ucpori.fi/fi-fi/yliopistokeskus/yliopistokeskus-lukuina/

31/ 4 February 2020.

4. Structural Fund information service, https://www.eura2014.fi/

rrtiepa/?lang¼en 1 September 2017.

5. https://www.tilastokeskus.fi/tup/suoluk/suoluk_vaesto_en.

html#demographicdependencyratiobymunicipality 2017, 20

February 2019.

6. http://www.satakuntaliitto.fi/english 12 November 2018.

7. http://www.ucpori.fi/ 12 November 2018.

8. https://sites.tuni.fi/kampussote/in-english/ 2 August 2019.

9. https://www.tuni.fi/en/research/autonomous-robot-ecosystem

2 August 2019.

References

Arbo, P., and Benneworth, P. (2007) ‘Understanding the Regional

Contribution of Higher Education Institutions: A Literature Review’.

OECD Education Working Papers, 9. Paris: OECD Publishing.

Armbruster, C. (2008) ‘Research Universities: Autonomy and Self-reliance

After the Entrepreneurial University’, Policy Futures in Education, 6:

372–89.

Bachtler, J., and Wishlade, F. (2014) ‘Searching for Consensus: The Debate on

Reforming EU Cohesion Policy’. European Policies Research Paper, 55.

European Policies Research Centre, University of Strathclyde.

, and Wren, C. (2006) ‘Evaluation of European Union Cohesion Policy:

Research questions and policy challenges’, Regional Studies, 40/2: 143–53.

Berg Johansen, C., and Waldorff, S. B. (2017) What are Institutional

Logics—and Where is the Perspective Taking Us? In: G. Krücken, C. Mazza,

R. E. Meyer, and P. Walgenbach (eds) New Themes in Institutional

Analysis: Topics and Issues from European Research, pp. 51–76. Edward

Elgar Publishing.

Benneworth, P., and Sanderson, A. (2009) ‘The Regional Engagement of

Universities: Building Capacity in a Sparse Innovation Environment’,

Higher Education Management and Policy, 21/1: 123–140.

(2013) University Engagement with Socially Excluded Communities.

Dordrecht: Springer.

, and Cunha, J. (2015) ‘Universities’ Contributions to Social Innovation:

Reflections in Theory & Practice’, European Journal of Innovation

Managemen, 18: 508–27.

Breznitz, M. S., and Feldman, M. P. (2012) ‘The Engaged University’, The

Journal of Technology Transfer, 37: 139–57.

Brown, R. (2016) ‘Mission Impossible? Entrepreneurial Universities and

Peripheral Regional Innovation Systems’, Industry and Innovation, 23/2:

189–205.

Castellanelli, C. A., Castellanelli, L., and Nunes Resende, D. (2019)

Universities’ contributions to regional development: A systematic review of

smart specialisation case studies in Europe. Proceedings of the 43rd

International Scientific Conference on Economic and Social Development,

Aveiro, 15–16 July 2019.

Charles, D. (2016) ‘The Rural University Campus and Support for Rural

Innovation’, Science and Public Policy, 43/6: 763–73.

, and Michie, R. (2013) Evaluation of the Main Achievements of

Cohesion Policy Programmes and Projects over the Longer Them in 15

Selected Regions. Case Study North East England. Glasgow: University of

Strathclyde.

, Kitagawa, F., and Uyarra, E. (2014) ‘University in Crisis?—New chal-

lenges and Strategies in Two English City-Regions’, Cambridge Journal of

Regions, Economy and Society, 7/2: 475–96.

Chatterton, P., and Goddard, J. (2000) ‘The Response of Higher Education

Institutions to Regional Needs’, European Journal of Education, 35/4:

475–96.

Clark, B. R. (1998) Entrepreneurial Universities. Organisational Pathways of

Transformation. Oxford: IAU Press/Pergamon.

(2004) ‘Delineating the Character of the Entrepreneurial University’,

Higher Education Policy, 17: 355–70.

Comunian, R., Gilmore, A., and Jacobi, S. (2015) ‘Higher Education and the

Creative Economy: Creative Graduates, Knowledge Transfer and Regional

Impact Debates’, Geography Compass, 9: 371–83.

Denzin, N. K. (1989) Interpretive Interactionism. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

De Rynck, S., and McAleavey, P. (2001) ‘The Cohesion Deficit in Structural

Fund policy’, Journal of European Public Policy, 8/4: 541–57.

D’Este, P., and Perkmann, M. (2011) ‘Why do Academics Engage with

Industry? The Entrepreneurial University and Individual Motivations’, The

Journal of Technology Transfer, 36/3: 316–39.

DiMaggio, P. (1994) In Culture and Economy. In: N.J. Smelser, and R.

Swedberg (eds), Handbook of Economic Sociology, pp. 27–57. Princeton,

NJ: Princeton University Press.

, and Powell, W. (1983) ‘The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional

Isomorphism and Collective Rationality in Organisational Fields’,

American Sociological Review, 48: 147–60.

Durand, R., Szostak, B., Jourdan, J., and Thornton, P. H. (2013) ‘Institutional

Logics as Strategic Resources’, Research in the Sociology of Organisations,

39: 165–201.

Etzkowitz, H. (2013) ‘Anatomy of the Entrepreneurial University’, Social

Science Information, 52/3: 486–511.

European Commission. (2010) Europe 2020: A European strategy for smart,

sustainable and inclusive growth. http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/

COMPLET%20EN%20BARROSO%20%20%20007%20-%20Europe

%202020%20-%20EN%20version.pdf

Finnish Ministry of Culture and Education. (2017) Universities core funding

model. <https://minedu.fi/documents/1410845/4392480/Universities_fund

ing_2017.pdf/abc0974d-b8d5-4486-a12a-aa141d54b66f/Universities_fund

ing_2017.pdf>

Flyvbjerg, B. (2006) ‘Five Misunderstandings about Case-Study Research’,

Qualitative Inquiry, 12/2: 219–45.

Fonseca, L., and Salomaa, M. (2019) Entrepreneurial Universities and

Regional Innovation: Matching Smart Specialisation Strategies to Regional

Needs? In: A. D. Daniel, A. Teixeira, and M. Torres Preto (eds), Examining

the Role of Entrepreneurial Universities in Regional Development, pp.

260–85. Hershey, PA: IGI Global.

Foray, D., David, P. A., and Hall, B. H. (2011). Smart Specialisation from

Academic Idea to Political Instrument, the Surprising Career of a Concept

and the Difficulties Involved in its Implementation. <https://infoscience.

epfl.ch/record/170252> accessed 30 Apr 2020.

Fratesi, U., and Wishlade, F. G. (2017) ‘The Impact of European Cohesion

Policy in Different Contexts’, Regional Studies, 50/6: 817–21.

Gagliardi, L., and Percoco, M. (2017) ‘The Impact of European Cohesion

Policy in Urban and Rural Regions’, Regional Studies , 51/6: 857–68.

Geertz, C. (1973) The Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays. New York:

Basic Books.

Goddard, J., Kempton, L., and Vallance, P. (2013) ‘Universities and Smart

Specialisation: Challenges, Tensions and Opportunities for the Innovation

Science and Public Policy, 2021, Vol. 00, No. 0 11

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/spp/advance-article/doi/10.1093/scipol/scab003/6126876 by guest on 14 April 2021

https://www.tuni.fi/en/about-us
https://www.tuni.fi/en/about-us
http://delta.ucpori.fi/?lang=en
http://delta.ucpori.fi/?lang=en
https://ucpori.fi/fi-fi/yliopistokeskus/yliopistokeskus-lukuina/31/
https://ucpori.fi/fi-fi/yliopistokeskus/yliopistokeskus-lukuina/31/
https://www.eura2014.fi/rrtiepa/?lang=en
https://www.eura2014.fi/rrtiepa/?lang=en
https://www.eura2014.fi/rrtiepa/?lang=en
https://www.tilastokeskus.fi/tup/suoluk/suoluk_vaesto_en.html#demographicdependencyratiobymunicipality
https://www.tilastokeskus.fi/tup/suoluk/suoluk_vaesto_en.html#demographicdependencyratiobymunicipality
http://www.satakuntaliitto.fi/english
http://www.ucpori.fi/
https://sites.tuni.fi/kampussote/in-english/
https://www.tuni.fi/en/research/autonomous-robot-ecosystem
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20BARROSO&hx0025;20&hx0025;20&hx0025;20007&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20Europe&hx0025;202020&hx0025;20-&hx0025;20EN&hx0025;20version.pdf
https://minedu.fi/documents/1410845/4392480/Universities_funding_2017.pdf/abc0974d-b8d5-4486-a12a-aa141d54b66f/Universities_funding_2017.pdf
https://minedu.fi/documents/1410845/4392480/Universities_funding_2017.pdf/abc0974d-b8d5-4486-a12a-aa141d54b66f/Universities_funding_2017.pdf
https://minedu.fi/documents/1410845/4392480/Universities_funding_2017.pdf/abc0974d-b8d5-4486-a12a-aa141d54b66f/Universities_funding_2017.pdf
https://infoscience.epfl.ch/record/170252
https://infoscience.epfl.ch/record/170252


Strategies of European Regions’, Ekonomiaz: revista Vasca de Economia,

2013/83: 83–102.

, and Vallance, P. (2013) The University and the City. London:

Routledge.

Goldstein, H. A., Glaser, K. (2012) ‘Research Universities as Actors in the

Governance of Local Regional Development’, The Journal of Technology

Transfer, 3: 1.

Greenwood, R., et al. (2010) ‘The Multiplicity of Institutional Logics and the

Heterogeneity of Organisational ResponsesOrganisational’, Organisational

Science, 21, 521–39.

Goransson, B., Maharajh, R., and Schmoch, U. (2009) ‘New Activities of

Universities in Transfer and Extension: Multiple Requirements and

Manifold Solutions’, Science and Public Policy, 36/2: 157–64.

Jongbloed, B., Enders, J., and Salerno, C. (2008) ‘Higher Education and its

Communities: Interconnections, Interdependencies and a Research Agenda’,

Higher Education, 56: 303–24.

Kempton, L. (2015) ‘Delivering Smart Specialisation in Peripheral Regions:

The Role of Universities’, Regional Studies, Regional Science, 2: 489–96.

Kitagawa, F., Barrioluengo, M. S., and Uyarra, E. (2016) ‘Third Mission as

Institutional Strategies: Between Isomorphic Forces and Heterogeneous

Pathways’, Science and Public Policy, 43/6: 736–50.

Laredo, P. (2007) ‘Revisiting the Third Mission of Universities: Towards a

Renewed Categorisation of University Activities?’, Higher Education

Policy, 20: 441–56.

Lok, J. (2010) ‘Institutional logics as identity projects’, Academy of

Management Journal, 53/6: 1305–35.

McCann, P., and Ortega-Argiles, R. (2015) ‘Smart Specialisation, Regional

Growth and Applications to European Union Cohesion Policy’, Regional

Studies, 49: 1291–302.

MoEC. (2015) ‘Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture’, Vastuullinen ja

Vaikuttava. Tulokulmia Korkeakoulujen Yhteiskunnalliseen

Vaikuttavuuteen . <http://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/

10024/75117/okm13.pdf>

Muizniece, L., and Peiseniece, L. (2012) ‘EU Structural Funds Investment in

R&D and its Influence on Innovation Development—The Case of

University of Latvia’, European Integration Studies, 6: 31–40.

Olsson, J. (2003) ‘Democracy Paradoxes in Multi-level Governance:

Theorising on Structural Fund System Research’, Journal of European

Public Policy, 10/2: 283–300.

Percoco, M. (2017) ‘Impact of European Cohesion Policy on Regional

Growth: Does Local Economic Structure Matter?’, Regional Studies, 51:

833–43.

Pinheiro, R., Langa, P. V., and Pausits, A. (2015a) ‘One and Two Equals

Three? The Third Mission of Higher Education Institutions’, European

Journal of Higher Education, 5/3: 233–49.

, , and (2015b) ‘The Institutionalisation of Universities’

Third Mission: Introduction to the Special Issue’, European Journal of

Higher Education, 5: 227–32.

Pugh, R., Lamine, W., Jack, S., and Hamilton, E. (2018) ‘The Entrepreneurial

University and the Region: What Role for Entrepreneurship Departments?’,

European Planning Studies, 26: 1835–55.

Reay, T., and Hinings, C. R. (2009) ‘Managing the Rivalry of Competing

Institutional Logics’, Organisation Studies, 30/6: 629–52.

Regional Strategic Plan of the Satakunta Region 2018–2021. http://www.sata

kuntaliitto.fi/sites/satakuntaliitto.fi/files/tiedostot/Aluekehitys/MAKO_

2018_2021/Satakunnan_maakuntaohjelma_2018-2021_

SahkoinenJulkaisu_LowRes.pdf

Rodriguez-Pose, A., Fratesi, U. (2004) Between Development and Social

Policies: The impact of European Structural Funds in Objective 1 Regions.

Regional Studies, 38: 97–113.

Santos, D., and Caseiro, N. (2015) The Challenges of Smart Specialization

Strategies and the Role of Entrepreneurial Universities: A New Competitive

Paradigm. In: L. M. Carmo Farinha, J. J. M. Ferreira, H. L. Smith, and S.

Bagchi Sen (eds), Handbook of Research on Global Competitive Advantage

through Innovation and Entrepreneurship. pp. 537–551. IGI Global.

Salomaa, M. (2019) ‘Third Mission and Regional Context: Assessing

Universities’ Entrepreneurial Architecture in Rural Regions’, Regional

Studies, Regional Science, 6: 233–49.

Satakunta Region: RIS3 Strategy. (2014) Satakunta Region: RIS3 strategy.

<http://www.satakuntaliitto.fi/sites/satakuntaliitto.fi/files/RIS3__

Satakunta2014_TEM.pdf> accessed 25 Sep 2020.

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., and Thornhill, A. (2016) Research Methods for

Business Students, 7th edn. Pearson: Pearson Education Limited.

Schoen, A., Laredo, P., Bellon, B. and Sanchez, P. (2006) Strategic

Management of University Research Activities, Methodological Guide,

PRIME Project. Observatory of the European University.

Smets, M., and Jarzabkowski, P. (2013) ‘Reconstructing Institutional

Complexity in Practice: A Relational Model of Institutional Work and

Complexity’, Human Relations, 66/10: 1279–309.

Spilanis, I., Kizos, T., and Giordano, B. (2016) ‘The Effectiveness of European

Regional Development Fund Projects in Greece: Views from Planners,

Management Staff and Beneficiaries’, European Urban and Regional

Studies, 23: 182–97.

Stensaker, B., and Benner, M. (2013) ‘Doomed to be Entrepreneurial:

Institutional Transformation of Institutional Lock-Ins of ‘New’

Universities?’, Minerva, 51: 399–416.

FINHEEC (2013) ‘Korkeakoulut yhteiskunnan kehittäjinä. Korkeakoulujen

yhteiskunnallisen ja alueellisen vaikuttavuuden arviointiryhmän loppura-

portti’, The Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council, 5 <https://karvi.

fi/app/uploads/2014/09/KKA_0513.pdf>

Thornton, P. H. (2004) Markets from Culture: Institutional Logics and

Organisational Decisions in Higher Education Publishing. Stanford, CA:

Stanford University Press.

, Ocasio, W. (1999) ‘Institutional Logics and the Historical Contingency

of Power in OrganizationsExecutive Succession in the Higher Education

Publishing Industry, 1958–1990’, American Journal of Sociology,13: 8.

Trencher, G. et al. (2014), Beyond ‘the third mission: Exploring the emerging

university function of co-creation for sustainability’, Science and Public

Policy 41: 151–79.

Trippl, M., Sinozic, T., and Lawton Smith, H. (2015) ‘The Role of Universities

in Regional Development: Conceptual Models and Policy Institutions in the

UK, Sweden and Austria’, European Planning Studies, 23: 1722–40.

Universities Act 558/2009. http://www.finlex.fi/en/laki/kaannokset/2009/

en20090558

Uyarra, E. (2010) ‘Conceptualizing the Regional Roles of Universities,

Implications and Contradictions’, European Planning Studies, 18: 1227–46.

, Marzocchi, C., and Sorvik, J. (2018) ‘How Outward Looking is Smart

Specialisation? Rationales, Drivers and Barriers’, European Planning

Studies, 26: 2344–63.

Vallance, P., Blazek, J., Edwards, J., and Kveton, V. (2017) ‘Smart

Specialisation in Regions with Less-Developed Research and Innovation

Systems: A Changing Role for Universities?’, Environment and Planning C:

Politics and Space, 36: 219–38.

12 Science and Public Policy, 2021, Vol. 00, No. 0

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/spp/advance-article/doi/10.1093/scipol/scab003/6126876 by guest on 14 April 2021

http://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/75117/okm13.pdf
http://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/75117/okm13.pdf
http://www.satakuntaliitto.fi/sites/satakuntaliitto.fi/files/tiedostot/Aluekehitys/MAKO_2018_2021/Satakunnan_maakuntaohjelma_2018-2021_SahkoinenJulkaisu_LowRes.pdf
http://www.satakuntaliitto.fi/sites/satakuntaliitto.fi/files/tiedostot/Aluekehitys/MAKO_2018_2021/Satakunnan_maakuntaohjelma_2018-2021_SahkoinenJulkaisu_LowRes.pdf
http://www.satakuntaliitto.fi/sites/satakuntaliitto.fi/files/tiedostot/Aluekehitys/MAKO_2018_2021/Satakunnan_maakuntaohjelma_2018-2021_SahkoinenJulkaisu_LowRes.pdf
http://www.satakuntaliitto.fi/sites/satakuntaliitto.fi/files/tiedostot/Aluekehitys/MAKO_2018_2021/Satakunnan_maakuntaohjelma_2018-2021_SahkoinenJulkaisu_LowRes.pdf
http://www.satakuntaliitto.fi/sites/satakuntaliitto.fi/files/RIS3__Satakunta2014_TEM.pdf
http://www.satakuntaliitto.fi/sites/satakuntaliitto.fi/files/RIS3__Satakunta2014_TEM.pdf
https://karvi.fi/app/uploads/2014/09/KKA_0513.pdf
https://karvi.fi/app/uploads/2014/09/KKA_0513.pdf
http://www.finlex.fi/en/laki/kaannokset/2009/en20090558
http://www.finlex.fi/en/laki/kaannokset/2009/en20090558

	l
	l
	tblfn1
	l

