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In Finnish rural development, the role of municipalities has 
proven to be modest, even though the place-based policy 
approach in principle gives them an important position. The 

main part of municipal rural development involves cooperation with 
LEADER groups, to which municipalities give priority. In this study I ask: 
What explains the current status of municipalities in place-based rural 
development, that is, the dominance of LEADER and the small scale of the 
municipalities' own rural development? The methodology is based on 
critical realism, and the analysis draws from semi-structured interviews 
conducted in three municipalities. The aforementioned state of local rural 
development is called demi-regularity, which is the starting point of the 
research. Using a thematic analysis developed by Tom Fryer for critical 
realist research, the study proposes three causal explanations for this 
observation, namely the idea of responsible local communities, the 
development policy of the shrinking municipality, and the challenges of 
projectification. According to the findings, the increased role of villages in 
rural development does not necessarily support the involvement of 
municipalities, but rather the opposite. The study also shows that when 
municipalities are primarily looking for (economic) growth, they have 
difficulties in trusting the potential of rural areas, let alone exploiting it. 
On the other hand, the challenges of projectification do not characterise 
LEADER projects in the same way as other municipal project work, making 
it tempting to rely on LEADER in municipal rural development. Overall,  
the study shows how strongly and differently LEADER is rooted in place-
based rural development in Finland. In order to bring municipalities back 
into the scene, a broader discussion on the actual preconditions of 
municipalities in place-based rural development is needed.
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Introduction
In rural governance systems, the role of municipalities varies considerably depending on the national 
and international context (Douglas 2018). In the European Union, the contribution of municipalities 
to rural development has been specifically linked to the implementation of the LEADER programme, 
where municipalities have acted as public-sector partners for rural actors (Teilmann & Thuesen 
2014; Pollermann et al. 2020; Gargano 2021). However, the place-based policy approach, which 
emphasises the cultural, social, and institutional characteristics of a place (Barca et al. 2012), 
potentially places municipalities in a much more important position in rural development. From  
a municipal perspective, the approach stresses interaction with rural communities (Winterton  
et al. 2014; Kumpulainen & Soini 2019), as well as place leadership and a local collective agency 
(Horlings et al. 2018). In Finland, the potential of municipalities in place-based rural development 
stems from the strong tradition of local democracy and the number of tasks they retain in local 
affairs (Haveri 2015). This article examines why this potential seems largely unrealised. Specifically, 
why do municipalities refrain from taking a more active role in place-based rural development, 
preferring the LEADER programme and keeping their own rural development practices modest or, 
in some cases, non-existent?

In Finland, municipalities are the focal point to generate viability, growth, and community well-
being in their area (Makkonen & Kahila 2020). In rural contexts, essentially, all municipal policies have 
an impact on the area. Hence place-based rural development can be approached within the framework 
of national rural policy and its key concepts of broad and narrow rural policy (Kattilakoski et al. 2022). 
Such development consists of both integrating the rural perspective into the different administrative 
sectors of the municipality (broad rural policy) and of building local capacity and cooperation with 
rural communities through projects funded by the European Union’s rural and regional development 
programmes (narrow rural policy). From this perspective, it can also be expected that rural 
municipalities will integrate the objectives and content of national rural policy and national municipal 
policy into their own development work, for example, by approaching local development issues from 
the perspectives of interdependence and environmental justice, promoting a new knowledge 
economy, smart adaptation, and multilocality (Kattilakoski et al. 2022; Valtiovarainministeriö 2022). 
The scope for the municipalities to pursue their own rural development therefore potentially goes 
well beyond the implementation of LEADER.

From a European perspective, the relation between municipalities and LEADER Local Action Groups 
(LEADER groups) has proven to be quite specific in Finland. First, it has been based on a tripartite 
principle put rigorously into practice in LEADER executive committees (Munck af Rosenschöld & 
Löyhkö 2015), which decentralises the decision-making between public, private, and third-sector 
actors (Kull 2009). Little is known of the dominant role of municipalities in implementing the LEADER 
programme, unlike in some other European countries (Furmankiewicz et al. 2010; Navarro et al. 2016). 
Instead, some have stated that Finnish municipalities are lagging in rural development and their 
position from the perspective of rural policy has remained weak (Hyyryläinen 2014; Kahila 2016; 
Hyyryläinen 2017). In a study by Kumpulainen and Soini (2019, 301), the interviewed representatives 
of villages even felt that “municipal officials and decision makers have turned their back on the 
development of rural areas”. However, no precise answers for how and why municipalities have fallen 
by the wayside in rural development exist.

This article aims at opening the ‘black box’ of the municipal rural development in Finland, by 
exploring what explains the current status of municipalities in place-based rural development, that  
is, the dominance of LEADER and the small scale of the municipalities’ own rural development. The 
methodology is based on critical realism, turning the analytical focus on the causal explanations of the 
observed phenomenon (Bhaskar 2008; Buch-Hansen & Nielsen 2020). The aforementioned state of 
municipal rural development in Finland is adopted as an empirical observation – a demi-regularity in 
critical realist terms (Lawson 1997) – that forms the point of departure for the deeper analysis. The 
potential causal explanations are examined by using a thematic analysis method elaborated for 
critical realist research by Fryer (2022). Empirically, I draw from 31 semi-structured interviews 
conducted in three municipalities. In the analysis, three causal explanations – the idea of responsible 
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local communities (Herbert-Cheshire & Higgings 2004; Nørgaard & Thuesen 2021), the development 
policy of the shrinking municipality (Syssner 2020), and the challenges of projectification (Godenhjelm 
et al. 2015) – are drawn inductively.

I will first briefly outline the starting points of place-based rural development at the municipal 
level. The next sections clarify the methodology, the critical realism approach, and introduce the 
thematic analysis. Before turning to the results, I describe how the demi-regularity of municipal rural 
development was reflected in the data. The analysis focuses on three causal explanations. In the 
concluding section, I summarise the main findings and reflect on the implications of the study in 
theory and practice.

Municipalities in place-based rural development: the state of play

Local policy environment for place-based rural development

Place-based rural development in Finnish municipalities consists of both broad and narrow rural 
policies. For the first, the conditions for municipalities changed significantly from the beginning of 2023 
when a massive national reform of health and social services, implemented by the Finnish government, 
came into force. The reform transferred health, social, and rescue services from the municipalities to 
21 counties. The impact of the reform goes to the very heart of the nature of municipalities, emphasizing 
their potential role in local community and economic development (Vakkala et al. 2021). Although the 
more specific consequences remain unknown, the abolition of a number of tasks will, at least in 
principle, give municipalities more room to manoeuvre in local development, which will also have an 
impact on the role of municipalities in place-based rural development.

For municipalities, policy instruments of narrow rural policy are diverse, and their implementation 
is mostly based on projects. The main sources of funding are the EU regional and rural development 
programmes, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development in particular, but also the 
European Regional Development Fund and the European Social Fund when their funding is specifically 
used for rural development. In the implementation of the programmes, the participation of 
municipalities is very much a political decision (see Jakola & Prokkola 2021). The exception is the 
LEADER programme funded by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development: in Finland, 
municipalities must participate in LEADER with a ‘lump sum’ for the entire programme period, leaving 
funding decisions for individual projects to the LEADER groups. In all projects (including LEADER), 
municipalities can act as project managers in addition to their role as financiers.

Additionally, municipalities have usually budgeted allowances for civic activity. However, in rural 
development such are typically modest, highlighting the villages’ own responsibility for fundraising 
(Kumpulainen & Soini 2019). Additional funding can be received from the private sector, such as 
energy or mining companies, as shown by the data (interviews 8 and 12). The funding sources and the 
related role of the municipality are summarised in Table 1.

Funding 
instrument 

Projects financed by  
EU rural and regional 

programmes 

Projects financed by 
LEADER 

Municipal allowances 
for civic activity 

Other funding (e.g. 
private enterprises) 

The role of the 
municipality 

Co-financier, 
Manager 

Co-financier,  
Manager 

Financier Co-financier,  
Manager 

 

Table 1. The funding instruments of place-based rural development in Finnish municipalities.
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The critical implications of the place-based approach at the municipal level

The research highlights a number of challenges that municipalities face in place-based development. 
For example, barriers to the use of this development approach have arisen from the wider institutional 
environment, such as outdated municipal legislation, as noted in Canada by Barrett and Vodden 
(2023). Similarly, in Sweden, Hermelin and Trygg (2022, 309) note that the conditions for place-based 
rural development have been characterised by “the mandatory and strongly institutionalised task of 
local authorities”, which has led to “a precarious and unstable status for local development policy”. 
Highly regulated conditions have been typical of the Nordic welfare states, although the situation in 
Finland is now somewhat changed.

Even in these circumstances success in place-based development is not a given. Today, very high 
expectations are placed on the innovativeness of municipalities (Makkonen & Kahila 2020). Project-
based development also often involves bureaucracy and uncertainty, and the funds allocated to 
projects may not meet the real needs of municipalities (Kallert et al. 2021). There is evidence of a 
mismatch between programme priorities and local needs, which is likely to lead to inefficiencies in 
policy implementation (Jakola & Prokkola 2021).

In essence, place-based development can be seen as a reflection of neoliberal ideology, which 
emphasises the governance of communities and places through individual skills and empowerment 
(Tonts & Horsley 2019). However, the question arises, to what extent can development policies based 
on this ideology guarantee the vitality of rural areas? As Tomaney, Pike and Rodríguez-Pose (2010) 
point out, the importance of wider economic development structures and government institutions in 
regional development should not be ignored. They argue that national and international policies 
should be more explicit about supporting local and regional actors. From this perspective, the 
involvement of the local public sector in rural development grows important. Hence, in this paper, I 
will explore the ultimate reasons why Finnish municipalities have refrained from taking a more active 
role in rural development, through the lens of critical realism.

A critical realist approach to municipal rural development

The ontology of critical realism, demi-regularities and causal explanations

Studies in various academic fields have demonstrated the potential of critical realism as a research 
method (e.g. Ryan et al. 2012; Zachariadis et al. 2013; Hoddy 2019; Melia 2020; Hastings 2021). In rural 
research, the approach has been applied to some extent (e.g. Oksa 1998; Reid 2019; Kuhmonen 2023), 
yet given the methodological pluralism associated with critical realism (Danermark et al. 2019), many 
untapped opportunities for its application exist.

Critical realism provides a systematic way of examining what makes things happen – or not happen 
(ibid.). This study is about the latter. From a territorial perspective, this means that I am particularly 
interested in understanding the modesty of the role of municipalities in relation to ‘deep’ rural areas, 
such as rural heartlands and sparsely populated areas surrounding municipal population centres, 
including villages. These areas make up a large part of the studied municipalities1. Ontologically, 
demi-regularity and causal explanation lie at the heart of this approach.

According to critical realist ontology, reality exists independently of human consciousness, but it 
is stratified and consists of the empirical, actual, and deep domains (Bhaskar 2008). The empirical 
domain includes experiences and observations, being the narrowest part of reality. The actual 
domain consists of events and phenomena not necessarily observed or experienced. The deep 
domain is the broadest, including unobservable structures and mechanisms that cannot be 
approached directly. Analytically, the deep domain is of particular importance: the structures and 
mechanisms cause events that manifest themselves in the empirical and actual domains of reality. 
Consequently, in critical realist research, empirical analyses focus specifically on the deep domain 
and the causation it contains (Buch-Hansen & Nielsen 2020).

From the critical realist viewpoint, reality is characterised by demi-regularities. According to 
Lawson (1997, 204), it refers to “a partial event regularity which prima facie indicates the occasional, 
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but less than universal actualization of a mechanism or tendency, over a definite region of time-
space”. Demi-regularities thus signal that mechanisms or structures have activated in the deep 
domain of reality, bringing them out and maintaining them. Finding them, however, does not 
constitute in-depth analysis, since they are merely observations in the empirical domain of reality. 
Accordingly, Patomäki (2019, 195) points out that “it is the task of social scientists to move quickly 
from identifying them towards analysing the deeper social structures and causal complexities 
generating these manifest phenomena”. In other words, the detection of demi-regularity should  
lead to the search for a causal explanation.

In critical realism, the concept of causality differs significantly from that of the positivists. Whereas 
the latter see causality as a horizontal cause-and-effect relationship between two phenomena, the 
causality of critical realism is vertical, with explanations of events rooted in underlying mechanisms 
and structures (Buch-Hansen & Nielsen 2020). The primary concern is to understand the nature and 
emergence of causality in a particular context, rather than find a generalisable causality (Danermark 
et al. 2019). Consequently, there has been debate about how critical realism relates to more 
interpretive philosophical orientations such as poststructuralism or social constructionism. While 
poststructuralists have criticised critical realism of falling into dualism – by making a clear distinction 
between agency and structure (e.g. Willmott 2005) – in social constructionism the relationship with 
critical realism has been seen as more synergistic. According to Al-Amoudi and Willmott (2011), 
critical realism and social constructionism are linked by epistemological relativism, and Elder-Vass 
(2012) argues that causal forces are equally at the root of discursive practices. The coexistence of 
these philosophies has been found useful, for example, in governance research (Newton et al. 2011).

In principle, causal explanations can be examined a priori or a posteriori, meaning that they can be 
based either on existing theories or extracted inductively from the data (Ryan et al. 2012). Most often, 
the analysis is a combination of both (e.g. Fletcher 2017). As Bhaskar states (2008, 186), since causal 
powers “can only be known, not shown to exist”, the role of theories in explicating them is pivotal (also 
Danermark et al. 2019). At the same time, choosing theories that best explain the phenomenon 
contributes to the credibility of critical realist analysis (Isaksen 2016). The ontological starting points 
of this paper are presented in Figure 1.

Fig. 1. The ontology of critical realism, demi-regularity, and the causal 
explanation.
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Thematic analysis in critical realist research

The analysis follows the method of thematic analysis developed by Fryer (2022). Experiences, events, 
and causal mechanisms as its core concepts, this provides a clear framework for conducting analysis 
from a critical realist perspective. The method has some similarities with the critical realist thematic 
analysis developed by Wiltshire and Ronkainen (2021), which, nevertheless, is more nuanced and 
better carried out through research collaboration. In Fryer's version, instead, the definition of a theme 
is exclusively limited to a causal explanation, which “pushes researchers to produce causal explanations 
in their work” (Fryer 2022, 381). Therefore, I found this method ideal for my own research.

Fryer defines the ontology of the method as follows: (empirical) experiences are primarily located 
in the data, events are placed in the codes, and causality corresponds to the themes. In practice, it is 
based on a five-step procedure: 1) the researcher develops at least one causal research question by 
identifying the experiences/events of interest; 2) the data are prepared for analysis by becoming 
familiar with them; 3) codes are applied, developed, and reviewed; 4) themes (i.e. causal explanations) 
are developed and reviewed; 5) conclusions are drawn and the findings reported. Next, I describe how 
I used this method in this study.

Conducting the analysis for finding causation

The data consists of 31 semi-structured interviews, conducted in 2021–2022, in three rural 
municipalities in different parts of Finland: Kauhajoki in the west, Sodankylä in the north and 
Sotkamo in the east. All municipalities have a population density well below the national average 
(18.3 inhabitants per km2), but they differ to some extent in terms of population development and 
the spatial distribution of inhabitants (Table 2.). In each case, local elected representatives, civil 
servants, village residents, and LEADER representatives were interviewed. The interviews focused 
on five topics: the municipality's development potential; villages and cooperation with them; the 
municipality's rural development work; the municipal strategy and its use in rural development; and 
rural development projects. To facilitate the discussion on the last topic, a list of projects in the 
municipality was presented to them.

    

Municipality 
(population) 

Population change Population density 
(inhabitants  
per km²) 

Share of  
inhabitants in  
rural areasᵃ (%) 

Kauhajoki (12 750) -140 9.8 34.9 

Sodankylä (8 134) -53 0.7 98.1 

Sotkamo (10 345) 6 3.9 38.6 

ᵃThese include rural areas close to urban areas, rural heartland areas and sparsely populated rural areas  
(Helminen et al. 2020).  

 

Table 2. Figures on the population 2022 (Statistics Finland 2024).

In Fryer’s method, step 1 focuses on the formulation of a causal research question, which can take 
place flexibly before or after data generation. In the beginning, I was interested in the roles that 
projects play in municipal rural development. However, I could formulate the causal research 
question – what explains the current status of municipalities in place-based rural development, that 
is, the dominance of LEADER and the small-scale of the municipalities’ own rural development –only 
after I had familiarised myself with the existing data, from the perspective of place-based rural 
development. Then, an interesting finding emerged: in each municipality, LEADER groups and their 
projects were in a key position, while at the same time the municipalities’ own rural development 
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seemed rather modest. Moreover, the municipalities willingly gave room to the LEADER groups in 
rural development. In critical realist terms, I had detected a demi-regularity that also reflected the 
existing research in municipal rural development. Focusing on causation, I then asked, what explains 
this? Consequently, as the research question was formulated when (re-)reading the data, step 1 was 
inherently linked with step 2.

Moving on to step 3, I started coding the data by using ATLAS.ti software. At this stage the coding 
was largely data driven: the aim was to describe the data as it appeared, as suggested by Fryer. In 
practice this meant focusing on the experiences of the interviewees and coding them into events of 
municipal rural development. At the same time, the inductive coding process produced more 
information on the demi-regularity. In step 3, I coded each municipality separately.

In the first round of coding, the number of codes became expectably relatively high: 234. To manage 
such a large number, Fryer suggests two ways to develop the codes: consolidation and standardisation. 
Accordingly, I combined the codes with a similar content (standardisation) and created more general 
concepts for similar ones (consolidation). As a result, the number of codes was reduced to 117. I also 
reviewed the codes constantly and renamed some of them to better reflect the data.

After finalising the coding, I focused on themes, or causal explanations (step 4). According to Fryer 
(2022, 375), “the causal explanations will try to outline how particular causal mechanisms produce the 
experiences and events we see in our data”. As initial evidence of causality can be registered during 
the coding and the review of the initial codes (Wiltshire & Ronkainen 2021; Fryer 2022), I marked most 
of the codes with the labels ‘projects’, ‘rural communities’ and ‘municipal development policy/politics’, 
based on my theoretical pre-understanding. However, as Fryer stresses, the use of existing theories is 
crucial for making causal explanations theoretically valid. Thus, informed by previous research on the 
role of local communities in rural development, rural shrinkage, and the proliferation of projects in 
public organisations, I created three code groups for themes that reflected my interpretations of the 
causal explanations. Titled by the chosen theories they are: ‘the idea of responsible local communities’, 
‘the development policy of a shrinking municipality’, and ‘the challenges of projectification’. Each code 
group included codes from all municipalities. The first code group had 24 codes, the second 36, and 
the third 29, with a total of 487 excerpts.

In sum, by applying the critical realist thematic analysis method by Fryer (2022), I analysed the 
experiences of the interviewees and coded them into events, which made it possible to create causal 
explanations by grouping the codes into themes with the assistance of the existing theories. The 
analysis is illustrated in Figure 2. Before moving to step 5, to report the results, I outline the demi-
regularity found in the data. In the analysis, I refer to the interviews with the numbers in brackets.

Fig. 2. The thematic analysis of the study.
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Demi-regularity: The current status of municipalities in rural development
Demi-regularity refers to a rather enduring phenomenon, observed at the empirical level of reality, 
based on an activated mechanism or tendency (Lawson 1997). The demi-regularity of municipal 
rural development – the dominance of LEADER and the small scale of the municipalities’ own rural 
development – was reflected both in the data and the existing research literature (Hyyryläinen et al. 
2011; Kahila 2016), indicating its social relevance. In the analysis, 28 of the 117 codes were related 
to demi-regularity. Next, I will outline how the previous observations on the role of municipalities  
in rural development applied to the data.

LEADER groups were widely regarded as key agents of rural development (2, 3, 12, 18, 21, 23, 26). 
They were seen as “the natural partners of villages” (21), and LEADER funding was praised for 
matching the needs of local communities well (23). Additionally, when asking one local elected 
representative about rural development in his municipality, he immediately turned the attention to 
the local LEADER group and asked me whether I had visited their office (26). Even those who in 
general criticised projects approached LEADER positively (10, 17).

There is evidence of weak cooperation between municipalities and villages, especially in sparsely 
populated areas (Hyyryläinen et al. 2011). According to the data, some cooperation still exists but mainly 
for strengthening cooperation between villages and LEADER groups, rather than between villages and 
municipalities. For example, municipalities informed rural communities about LEADER funding (18, 23), 
helped them with their project applications (19, 20, 30), and provided interest-free temporary loans  
to village associations for project implementation (1, 3). The municipality of Sodankylä had also 
systematically encouraged village communities to form associations to apply for LEADER funding (18). 
Thus, the municipalities' own rural development was mostly based on the work of LEADER groups.

The interviewees implied that the budgeted allowances for village work in the municipalities were 
low (3, 11, 22, 28, 29) or even seen as symbolic (12). Concurrently, the expectations of village residents 
regarding development were noted to be usually modest (9). However, as addressed by two municipal 
officials, even a small sum of money was expected to make a difference at community level (8, 31). 
Thus, there seemed to be few pushing forces to change the municipalities’ own rural development.

Taken together, these findings suggest that the municipalities rely heavily on LEADER in their rural 
development. Simultaneously, it means that the municipalities themselves remain in the background, 
which from a governance perspective can be seen as a (political) choice (see Hämäläinen & Németh 2022).

Causal explanations

The idea of responsible local communities

EU and national rural policies are built on the idea that rural communities take responsibility for their 
own development (Nousiainen & Pylkkänen 2013; Gargano 2021). At the same time, as Husu and 
Kumpulainen (2019) state, rural policy objectives have required a new kind of moral behaviour as the 
residents are expected to be increasingly interested in the development of their communities. They 
also argue that in this setting, “the state and municipalities are constructed as ‘others’, ‘outsiders’ 
who do not naturally belong to village life” (Husu & Kumpulainen 2019, 16). Hence, the first causal 
explanation is based on the idea of responsible local communities, which, according to the data, is 
not only the cornerstone of contemporary rural policy, but also frames the general position of 
municipalities in place-based rural development. The view that local communities take a significant 
responsibility for their development was shared both by the interviewed village activists and the 
municipal representatives (i.e. the civil servants and local elected representatives) (6, 17, 18, 19, 24, 
26). Although their reasoning differed, the final causal effect was very similar, as shown below.

The interviewed village residents participated in the development of their villages to varying 
degrees, some of them very actively. In particular, in the interviews with the more active participants, 
the independent agency of the villages was highlighted. As one village activist said (19): “You often 
hear it said that the municipality does not do this or that, and there comes no help or such. But it's 
so much up to us. […] I don't think the municipality should come and tell us what to do.” Indeed, the 
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data provides one example where a municipality had consciously pursued a more prominent role in 
the development of villages. These experiences reveal that building a stronger partnership with 
empowered villages can be challenging and may not encourage the municipality to proceed any 
further but rather the opposite, as the findings from Sodankylä municipality illustrate.

As reported by Kitti, Ovaska and Wuori (2014), Sodankylä initiated a strategic cooperation with its 
villages in a project on the green economy. Yet, the endeavour failed. In the interviews, the attitude of 
the municipality was criticised. One village activist said that the municipality was very demanding 
when expecting new development initiatives from the village, which already put effort into LEADER 
projects (20). Another village activist stated that the municipality was rather unfamiliar with the local 
circumstances when suggesting a new development idea for the village (local bioenergy production). 
She condemned it by saying that the municipality did not consider that all the fodder produced in the 
village was used to feed cattle, and hardly any raw material was left for bioenergy production (19). 
Moreover, some other interviewees noted that the rural development projects of Sodankylä had 
sometimes been too visionary and detached from the everyday lives of the rural residents (16, 18). 
These observations show that the project ideas initiated by the municipality were considered ‘top 
down’, even if a genuine aim was to strengthen cooperation with the villages (1). Thus, in place-based 
rural development, adopting a more visible role can be difficult for the municipality. This makes it 
appealing to rely on an existing rural governance tool, the LEADER programme. Indeed, this is what 
happened in Sodankylä, as the municipality later withdrew to its current role (1, 22) and focused 
mainly on the LEADER policy in its rural development (18).

The idea of responsible local communities was also widely adopted by the representatives of the 
municipalities (2, 10, 22, 24, 26). These interviewees stressed the responsibility of the villages as a 
starting point for their sustainable development as well as for their cooperation with the municipality. 
As noted by one elected representative of Sodankylä (17): “The will must be found in the village. If 
there's no will, it's pointless for the municipality to put any money there.” In Kauhajoki and Sotkamo, 
the elected representatives stressed the same issue by saying that “carried water does not stay in the 
well” (26) and that “the municipality cannot keep any village alive” (9). These comments reveal the 
current ‘code of conduct’ in place-based rural development from the municipal viewpoint: villages 
must show their own interest in development, and only then is it reasonable for the municipality to 
put effort into developing them. These findings resonate with the study of Herbert-Cheshire and 
Higgins (2004), who state that in governance, the development of rural communities is very much a 
local choice that determines the extent to which expert organisations will contribute. Thus, from a 
causal perspective, the responsibilization of local communities can mean that the municipalities are 
happy to ‘wait’ for initiatives to come from villages.

The causal effect of the idea of responsible local communities did not appear so clearly in the 
interviews of the LEADER representatives. However, it was indirectly present as they hoped that the 
municipalities would take a more prominent role in rural development. For example, it was expected 
that local elected representatives would become more familiar with the LEADER method and thus be 
able to inform rural actors about the funding effectively (7). The municipalities were even invited to 
take more responsibility in project management, specifically in cases where a suitable project 
coordinator was otherwise difficult to find (16). These views are much in line with what the interviews 
in general indicate about the causal effect of the idea of responsible local communities on municipal 
agency in place-based rural development.

The LEADER representatives also shared the view that the potential of rural areas has not yet been 
fully exploited in local development policy (7, 16, 29). These comments turn the analytical lens towards 
broader regional dynamics and their impact on local development policy. Consequently, the next 
section looks at the second causal explanation.

The development policy of a shrinking municipality

Shrinkage is often the result of long-term depopulation, which in Finland characterises the development 
of rural municipalities in particular (Makkonen et al. 2022). Therefore, it was not surprising that the 
concrete outcomes of shrinking were marked in all studied municipalities. The development of rural 
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areas was described as uneven as the vitality concentrated in villages in favourable areas (1, 6, 11, 24). 
Additionally, the shrinkage extended to population centres (8, 21), reflected as empty commercial 
premises on the streetscape (24, 25) and the diminishing number of working-aged people living in  
the municipality (19, 22). Consequently, the second causal explanation stems from the phenomenon 
of shrinkage and especially how the municipalities' own development policies are used to tackle it.

Several scholars argue that to ensure the quality of life in shrinking areas, development policies 
must change (Hospers 2014; Syssner 2020; Hagen et al. 2022). It is expected that growth will  
be understood from a new perspective, meaning disengagement from policy approaches that 
exclusively aim at increasing economic growth (Hospers 2014; Sousa & Pinho 2015). According  
to Syssner (2020), municipalities are in a key position to adapt to shrinkage and make choices 
between alternative policies. Accordingly, she calls for an explicit local adaptation policy to be 
formulated by the municipalities. The potential of rural areas can relate, for example, to digitalisation, 
sustainable movement, and the circular economy, as well as to approaching these areas as places 
for the elderly and/or temporary residents (Syssner 2022). Respectively, adhering to established 
policies and prevailing project ideas is a causal force that prevents positive change and restrains the 
municipality from strengthening its agency in rural development. As illustrated below, local 
development policies that largely aim at growth can explain the current position of the municipalities 
in place-based rural development.

Despite the above observations on shrinkage, the development policies in all three municipalities 
seemed quite growth-oriented. Sotkamo focused on tourism and winter sports, the promotion  
of which was very fruitful and resulted in Vuokatti becoming a well-known tourist resort and  
winter sports centre (11). In Sodankylä, projects facilitating the international mining industry were 
considered important (10, 13), as the mines have a significant impact on local vitality (19, 22). 
Kauhajoki focused on promoting local economic development in general, continuing the strong 
tradition of entrepreneurship in the area (21, 23).

The above development activities could be considered as municipal rural development, as all three 
municipalities are almost entirely rural. This point was highlighted in some interviews, used to mitigate 
the distinction between rural development and other municipal development (3, 12). However, 
numerous findings on the fading villages and the declining municipal population centres show that 
the current municipal development policies are not really adaptive and do not significantly contribute 
to rural viability. Based on the data, municipal development policy is not de facto rural development. 
Concurrently, this finding illuminates the contribution of the municipalities in place-based rural 
development: by pursuing their policies in the current way, the municipalities are rather modest 
players in rural development.

Nevertheless, the potential of rural areas was recognised in the interviews. In the light of global 
trends, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, the municipalities were seen as having “momentum” on which 
they should capitalise (2, 13). It was also noted that some people seek out remote rural areas to live and 
work (11, 14, 22), not to mention places closer to local population centres and potential jobs (12, 20). 
Opportunities were also seen in remote work, natural lifestyles, and small-scale rural tourism (11, 12, 22).

However, the ideas that represent an adaptive policy for shrinkage were not yet put into practice to 
a significant extent, maintaining the causality in question. Indeed, the interviews indicated a strong 
disbelief that the municipalities could significantly mitigate rural shrinkage. In Sodankylä, where many 
of the interviewees pointed to an increased demand for housing in the villages (14, 20, 22), the 
representatives of the municipality were reluctant to intervene in the situation, stressing that the 
market would take care of it (10, 22). The situation had not changed although a well-known social 
media influencer moved to one village, bringing visibility on different media channels to the 
municipality. For a time, Sodankylä municipality cooperated with the influencer in marketing, but the 
cooperation ended and much of the produced material, it was claimed, remain unused (14). In the 
interviews, this pioneer work to cope with the shrinkage was hardly mentioned, indicating its minor 
significance in the municipality’s development policy.

The ability of municipalities to influence rural development was also questioned in other interviews. 
In Kauhajoki, when asked if he had anything else to add at the end of the interview, an elected 
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representative began to talk about the extensive migration of local residents to America in the early 
20th century and to Sweden in the 1970s (26). In the light of historical events, rural development 
seemed to him rather deterministic, explaining the increase in the number of rural schools as well as 
their decline. In Sotkamo, when talking about the declining villages, an elected representative (6) 
tactfully stated that “for them the story will probably be different, at least from the point of view of the 
municipality”. Both views suggest that the municipality, as a local development agent, had little to do 
with rural shrinkage.

Thus, based on these findings, adherence to existing policy approaches (and undervaluing rural 
potential) in municipal policy-making is partly due to the difficulty of approaching shrinkage as a 
dominant rural phenomenon. This is very much in line with previous research (e.g. Manu et al. 2020). 
According to Syssner (2015; 2022), municipal policymakers fear stigmatisation if they use shrinkage as 
a starting point for policy. Consequently, this causal dynamic provides the third explanation for why 
municipalities are so willing to transfer responsibility for rural development to LEADER groups. Unless 
municipalities can reformulate their policies to address shrinkage, they are likely to continue to play a 
relatively modest role in place-based rural development.

The challenges of projectification

As projects symbolise efficiency and innovation (Nylén 2021), and are the main tools of local 
development, it is not surprising that all municipalities made efforts to use them. Kauhajoki was 
praised for having among its municipal staff professionals who were very skilled in using project 
funding and who made Kauhajoki's project activities lively (21, 30). In the same vein, Sotkamo 
strengthened its project expertise by hiring new staff (2, 4). Sodankylä had changed its approach to 
projects as municipal politics had become more critical of them. It was argued that, in the future, 
Sodankylä should focus only on projects that had practical relevance and directly supported local 
economic development (10, 22). The success of the projects was however not as clear-cut as these 
observations would suggest. Consequently, the third explanation for why municipalities have not 
gained a stronger foothold in place-based rural development lies in their project implementation.

In the research literature, the increase of projects is called projectification, referring to the profound 
change that projects have brought to public organisations and their way of working (Büttner & Leopold 
2016; Fred 2020). A key question is, how do projects as temporary organisations fit into permanent 
institutions and how short-term projects are adapted to public policies, over a longer period of time 
(Sjöblom & Godenhjelm 2009; Mukhtar-Landgren & Fred 2019). Projectification stems, especially, 
from EU funding policies, such as regional and rural development programmes (Godenhjelm et al. 
2015; Granberg et al. 2015), as a result of which projects have increased also in municipalities.

The views on projects were strikingly divided. Whereas LEADER projects were praised for their 
concreteness, municipal development projects were generally criticised and their results were 
considered weak or only temporary (4, 6, 10, 11, 12, 13, 22, 31). In Sodankylä and Sotkamo, most of 
the interviewees were frustrated with the project world. As one municipal official commented (31):

How long will the world go on like this? We have people jumping from one project to another and 
trying desperately to accomplish something bigger. Or we get something done but what happens 
after that is not considered at all. We have a lot of them [projects] which don't really fit into our 
budget, don't fit into anywhere, and then things just remain... And then we have twenty-five-year-
old guide signs, with the arrow pointing towards the sky because no one has remembered them. 
[...] The project world is probably really good and it's here to stay, but we should know how to 
adapt these activities to our organisation so that they would support instead of hampering it.

The excerpt encapsulates the essence of projectification in practice: the integration of projects into 
the municipal organisation is difficult, resulting in a causality that affects the current role of the 
municipalities in place-based rural development.

The observations above also turn the attention to the project management capabilities of the 
municipalities. Based on the data, succeeding in project management requires work and puts pressure 
on municipal officials. Indeed, two officials from different municipalities reported very similarly about 



48 FENNIA 202(1) (2024)Research paper

their limited resources for contributing to projects in parallel with their other duties (22, 23). One 
official explained (22):

When these people are recruited, they need active guidance from us. You can't leave it so that the 
project manager is chosen and you just give him the project application and say that let's come 
back in a year to see what you've achieved. I work weekly with these projects even though basically 
they don't belong to me.

The above interviewee also saw that, should project manager lack support, there is a risk that the 
project will not achieve the expected results, municipal financing will not pay itself back, and there will 
probably be problems with well-being at work as well. As Fred (2020) states, project fatigue occurs 
especially as project objectives prove unrealistic. Yet, we can ask to what extent the municipality’s 
project management capability influences performance. Is it possible that project objectives prove to 
be unrealistic due to poor management, which understandably also increases the criticism of projects? 
If that is the case, the crux of the causal explanation related to projectification is the municipalities’ 
project management capability, and there seems to be an urgent need for improvement if 
municipalities want a greater foothold in place-based rural development. Along the same lines, Kuura 
(2010, 153) advocates that “governments should give much more credit to project management” and 
calls for a particular (local) policy regarding project management practices.

According to Maylor and others (2006), one potential mechanism to improve the situation is the 
establishment of programmes, known as programmification, which provides the link between 
projects and governance (also Nylén 2021). Although this does not eliminate the need for support at 
the project level, it could provide a means of linking projects to the long-term plans of municipalities, 
thereby alleviating the core challenge of projectification. However, there was little evidence of this in 
the data, as it was only in Sodankylä that programmification had played a significant role in 
coordinating projects. The local mining programme and the bio-economy programme were of 
particular importance (1, 12), but both had become outdated. An update of the mining programme 
was planned (22), but the bio-economy programme, with its specific focus on rural development, was 
no longer implemented. In fact, the importance of the latter collapsed in tandem with increasing 
criticism of the projects (1), pointing to the key role of local decision-making in rural development. In 
the descriptions of contemporary rural development in Sodankylä, the bio-economy programme did 
not play a significant role (13, 17, 18).

Another example is Sotkamo. Although programming in this case was carried out at the regional 
level, it also had an impact on rural development at the municipal level. Previously, in Kainuu 
Province, the regional authority of the central government (ELY Centre) funded regional rural 
thematic programmes to coordinate rural development, which were implemented by a number of 
regional organisations. Reflecting on this period, a municipal representative said that the programmes 
had led to a proliferation of rural projects (8). From Sotkamo's viewpoint this seemed ambiguous 
because, as the interviewee explained, the municipality did not want to become a project actor at 
that time. Secondly, the municipality had been very cautious about rural development as LEADER 
funding was primarily aimed at villages. In result, Sotkamo chose to support its villages directly with 
municipal grants. It was claimed that, as a result of these events, the municipality's project activities 
in rural development remained modest (8). Projectification and the related dynamics thus provide a 
possible explanation for the lack of rural projects in Sotkamo, which I discuss in depth elsewhere 
(Mustakangas & Vihinen 2024).

Overall, the interviewees' experiences show that, as Nylén (2021, 3) states, “projects can be a crude 
method of organising development work”, that is, their temporality and contextuality may not 
correspond to the reality of development. In the light of these observations, the funding of LEADER 
projects seems to be a fairly clear way for municipalities to promote rural development. LEADER 
represents rural development per se, and in the Finnish context its administrative procedures are 
clear, including the role of the municipality (Munck af Rosenschöld & Löyhkö 2015). Thus, by 
emphasising rural development within the LEADER programme, municipalities do not have to face the 
challenges of projectification in the same way as in projects in general. Nevertheless, as municipalities 
finance LEADER, they are actively involved in rural development – at least from their own viewpoint.
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Concluding discussion: broadening perspectives on place-based rural development 
in municipalities
In this study, my aim has been to explain why municipalities have remained secondary players in rural 
development in Finland, giving priority to LEADER groups and the local actors involved. Utilising the 
methodology of critical realism and with the support of rural and regional development literature,  
I examined three causal explanations to answer the research question. The explanations found – the 
idea of responsible local communities, the development policy of a shrinking municipality, and the 
challenges of projectification – provide a detailed picture of what is really happening in municipalities 
in terms of rural development.

The first causal explanation relates to rural policy and its impact at the village level. The village 
activists and municipal representatives shared the view that villages are the most relevant actors in 
rural development. This notion also formed the starting point of the municipalities’ own rural actions: 
the initiative for cooperation is primarily expected to come from the villages. However, at the same 
time, it may explain why the municipalities appear rather passive in rural development. On the other 
hand, if the municipality takes the initiative, in the worst case it may step on the toes of village 
communities by bringing development ideas from the top down. Thus, from the municipal viewpoint, 
it can be tempting to regard LEADER groups as the primary partners of villages. In sum, the 
strengthened role of villages in rural development does not inevitably support the involvement of 
municipalities; rather, the causal effect can be the opposite.

Second, the study revealed that in shrinking municipalities, current development policies work 
poorly as a means of rural development. Based on their experience, municipalities are primarily 
seeking (economic) growth, which makes it difficult to trust the potential of rural areas, let alone 
exploit it. Consequently, the municipalities can play a rather minor role in rural development. Thus, by 
underpinning the previous findings on shrinkage as a (politically) difficult issue for municipal decision-
making (Syssner 2015), the study provides evidence for why the responsibility for rural development 
in municipalities is so willingly given to LEADER groups.

The third causal explanation draws from projects and their utilisation in municipal development 
work. The project world is challenging for municipalities. It is difficult to take advantage of projects, 
which are always temporary, and the lack of project management capacity in municipal organisations 
does not make it any easier. In some cases, programmification has been used to coordinate projects, 
although even then the results have not been very convincing. LEADER projects, on the other hand, 
are valued: compared to other projects, they often produce tangible results. Moreover, from the 
municipal perspective, their implementation is fairly unambiguous due to their well-established 
funding and management procedures. The results thus show that the challenges of projectification do 
not characterise LEADER projects in the same way as other municipal project work – helping to explain 
the current role of municipalities in rural development.

The role of municipalities in rural development is not a new research topic. Since Finland joined the 
European Union and rural development has been implemented through programmes and projects, 
the issue has been addressed in various studies (e.g. Karhio 2000; Rantama 2002; Mustakangas et al. 
2004; Uusitalo 2009). As the research design already showed, it is also not new that municipalities 
seem to rely on LEADER groups for the development of rural areas. This study provides insight into 
why this is the case and makes the dynamics of (intra)municipal rural development more visible. In 
doing so, it broadens the perspective beyond more conventional explanations, such as the view of 
rural projects as a funding resource, from which, as discussed by Nousiainen (2011), the relationship 
between municipalities and LEADER groups has already been addressed. Thus, I propose that the 
resource-based view is only one explanation of how municipalities participate in rural development 
(see Syssner & Meijer 2017).

The three causal explanations observed show how strongly and differently the LEADER groups are 
rooted in place-based rural development in Finland. Without LEADER, rural development at local 
level would be much more modest in terms of resources, agents, and modes of action. At the same 
time, I could argue that when municipalities leave rural development to LEADER groups, they have 
understood the essence of neoliberal rural development policy and also acted accordingly (see 
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Nousiainen & Pylkkänen 2013; Husu & Kumpulainen 2019). In this sense, the choices of Finnish 
municipalities cannot be much faulted. Another question is whether the focus on creating space for 
other local actors is essentially rural governance. This is quite different from what, for example, 
Borén and Schmitt (2022) stress that place-based development requires from a governance 
perspective. According to them, it means creating the networks of deep learning that enable mutual 
trust and the use of collective capacities in action. With this in mind, I would argue that there is still a 
lot of work to be done in the municipalities with regard to local rural policies and the use of related 
instruments to govern rural development.

The central role of municipalities in place-based rural development is also underlined by the 
national municipal policy, which increasingly emphasises the differentiation of municipalities 
(Valtiovarainministeriö 2022). The current policy pays particular attention to rural shrinkage, which 
should be seen from a new perspective – not as a burden but as an opportunity for strategic 
development. For municipalities, these views can be seen as a call for a stronger role in broad rural 
policy and to discuss rural issues openly in local policy-making, without fear of stigmatisation. A key 
issue is to recognise the territoriality of the municipality. What does shrinkage mean in ‘deep’ rural 
areas and what does it mean in municipal population centres? In my view, both issues should be 
addressed strategically.

The methodology of critical realism provided an access to the actual events of municipal rural 
development in Finland, and the inductively drawn initial causal explanations were considered in 
relation to contemporary rural and regional development theories. Therefore, it is possible that the 
causal explanations that I have examined here have, at least provisionally, the most explanatory power 
for the phenomenon under study (Buch-Hansen & Nielsen 2020). In practice this means that the 
challenges faced by the municipalities in project-based development are probably not uncommon. 
Similarly, the study sheds light on the positionality of municipal officials in projects and feelings of 
frustration with project-based development. Therefore, when municipalities are expected to adopt a 
place-based approach to development, particular attention should be paid to their actual capacity to 
do so, especially in relation to projects.

Overall, the examination of the three causal explanations has shed light on the conditions of 
municipal agency in place-based rural development. However, the concept of agency could have also 
been used more analytically. This concept would have made it possible to highlight the differences 
between municipalities in terms of the composition of actors and power relations, and to show that 
peripheral areas are indeed quite heterogeneous in terms of their development opportunities, as 
suggested by Nilsen, Grillitsch and Hauge (2023). At the same time, approaching municipalities from 
an agency perspective would have shifted the analytical focus even more towards seeing them as 
political communities, as Häkli (1993) has pointed out already some thirty years ago. By talking about 
the municipality as an agent, we help to create an image that people living in the area can identify 
with, rely on and work for (Zimmerbauer 2008). Today, this kind of language is necessary because, in 
my view, at the heart of place-based (rural) development lies a fairly strong belief in the capacity of 
municipalities to act.

Notes
1 According to the national urban-rural classification, the three observed municipalities include four 
types of rural areas: local centres in rural areas, rural areas close to urban areas, rural heartland areas 
and sparsely populated rural areas (Helminen et al. 2020).

Acknowledgements
I would like to thank Research Professor Hilkka Vihinen and Professor Jouni Häkli for carefully reading 
earlier versions of this article and for their valuable comments during the research process. The 
research for this paper was financially supported by Keskitien säätiö, to whom I would like to express 
my gratitude for making this research possible.



FENNIA 202(1) (2024) 51Ella Mustakangas

References
Al-Amoudi, I. & Willmott, H. (2011) Where constructionism and critical realism converge:  

interrogating the domain of epistemological relativism. Organization Studies 32(1) 27–46.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840610394293

Barca, F., McCann, P. & Rodríguez-Pose, A. (2012) The case for regional development intervention: 
place-based versus place-neutral approaches. Journal of Regional Science 52(1) 134–152.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9787.2011.00756.x

Barrett, J. & Vodden, K. (2023) Partnerships in place: facilitating rural local government 
entrepreneurialism in Newfoundland and Labrador. Canadian Geographies 67(1) 188–197.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/cag.12814

Bhaskar, R. (2008) A Realist Theory of Science. 3rd ed. Routledge, Abigdon.
Borén, T. & Schmitt, P. (2022) Knowledge and place-based development – towards networks of deep 

learning. European Planning Studies 30(5) 825–842. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2021.1928042
Buch-Hansen, H. & Nielsen, P. (2020) Critical Realism. Basics and Beyond. Macmillan, London.
Büttner, S. M. & Leopold, L. M. (2016) A ‘new spirit’ of public policy? The project world  

of EU funding. European Journal of Cultural and Political Sociology 3(1) 41–71.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/23254823.2016.1183503

Danermark, B., Ekström, M. & Karlsson, J. C. (2019) Explaining Society: Critical Realism in the Social 
Sciences. 2nd ed. Routledge, Abingdon, Oxon. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351017831

Douglas, D. J. (2018) Governance in rural contexts: toward the formulation of a conceptual  
framework. EchoGéo (43) 1–15. https://doi.org/10.4000/echogeo.15265

Elder-Vass, D. (2012) Towards a realist social constructionism. Sociologia 70 9–24.  
https://doi.org/10.7458/SPP2012701208

Fletcher, A. (2017) Applying critical realism in qualitative research: methodology  
meets method. International Journal of Social Research Methodology 20(2) 181–194.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1144401

Fred, M. (2020) Local government projectification in practice – a multiple institutional logic perspective. 
Local Government Studies 46(3) 351–70. https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2019.1606799

Fryer, T. (2022) A critical realist approach to thematic analysis: producing causal explanations.  
Journal of Critical Realism 21(4) 365–384. https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2022.2076776

Furmankiewicz, M., Thompson, N. & Zielińska, M. (2010) Area-based partnerships  
in rural Poland: the post-accession experience. Journal of Rural Studies 26(1) 52–62.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2009.05.001

Gargano, G. (2021). The bottom-up development model as a governance instrument for the  
rural areas. The cases of four local action groups (LAGs) in the United Kingdom and in Italy. 
Sustainability 13 9123. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13169123

Godenhjelm, S., Lundin, R. A. & Sjöblom, S. (2015) Projectification in the public sector – the case  
of the European Union. International Journal of Managing Projects in Business 8(2) 324–348.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJMPB-05-2014-0049

Granberg, A., Andersson, K. & Kovách, I. (2015) Introduction: LEADER as an experiment in  
grass-root democracy. In Granberg, L., Andersson, K. & Kovách, I. (eds.) Evaluating the European 
Approach to Rural Development, 1–12. Ashgate, Surrey.

Hagen, A., Higdem, U. & Overvåg, K. (2022) Planning to meet challenges in shrinking  
rural regions. Towards innovative approaches to local planning. Fennia 200(2) 175–190.  
https://doi.org/10.11143/fennia.119752

Hastings, C. (2021) A critical realist methodology in empirical research: foundations, process, and 
payoffs. Journal of Critical Realism 20(5) 458–473. https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2021.1958440

Haveri, A. (2015) Nordic local government: a success story, but will it last? International Journal  
of Public Sector Management 28(2) 136–149. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-09-2014-0118

Helminen, V., Nurmio, K. & Vesanen, S. (2020) Kaupunki-maaseutu-alueluokitus 2018.  
Suomen ympäristökeskuksen raportteja 21/2020. Suomen ympäristökeskus, Helsinki.  
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-11-5172-9

Herbert-Cheshire, L. & Higgins, V. (2004) From risky to responsible: expert knowledge and the 
governing of community-led rural development. Journal of Rural Studies 20(3) 289–302.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2003.10.006

Hermelin, B. & Trygg, K. (2022) Decentralised development policy: a comparative study on local 
development interventions through municipalities in Sweden. European Urban and Regional  
Studies 29(3) 297–311. https://doi.org/10.1177/09697764211054773

https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840610394293
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9787.2011.00756.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cag.12814
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2021.1928042
https://doi.org/10.1080/23254823.2016.1183503
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351017831
https://doi.org/10.4000/echogeo.15265
https://doi.org/10.7458/SPP2012701208
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1144401
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2019.1606799
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2022.2076776
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2009.05.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13169123
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJMPB-05-2014-0049
https://doi.org/10.11143/fennia.119752
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2021.1958440
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-09-2014-0118
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-11-5172-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2003.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/09697764211054773


52 FENNIA 202(1) (2024)Research paper

Hoddy, E. T. (2019) Critical realism in empirical research: employing techniques from grounded  
theory methodology. International Journal of Social Research Methodology 22(1) 111–124.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2018.1503400

Horlings, L. G., Roep, D. & Wellbrock, W. (2018) The role of leadership in place-based  
development and building institutional arrangements. Local Economy 33(3) 245–268.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269094218763050

Hospers, G-J. (2014) Policy responses to urban shrinkage: from growth thinking to civic engagement. 
European Planning Studies 22(7) 1507–1523. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.793655

Husu, H-M. & Kumpulainen, K. (2019) Promoting neoliberal ideology in Finnish rural community 
development: the creation of new moral actors. Local Government Studies 45(6) 893–912.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2019.1635015

Hyyryläinen, T. (2014) Kuntainstituution kasvun ja erilaistuvan paikalliskehityksen välinen jännite 
maaseutupolitiikan lähtökohtana. In Lundström, N. & Virkkala, S. (eds.) Maaseutu, yliopisto ja 
yhteiskunta. Juhlakirja Hannu Katajamäen 60-vuotispäiväksi, 63–77. Acta Wasaensia No 246. Aluetiede 
II, Vaasan yliopisto. https://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-476-406-3

Hyyryläinen, T. (2017) Maaseutu ja paikkaperustaisen hallinnan tulevaisuus. In Nyholm, I., Haveri, A., 
Majoinen K. & Pekola-Sjöblom, M. (eds.) Tulevaisuuden kunta, 188–205. Acta nro 264,  
Suomen Kuntaliitto, Helsinki.

Hyyryläinen, T., Katajamäki, H., Piispanen, S. & Rouhiainen, V. (2011) Neoendogeenisen 
maaseutupolitiikan ilmeneminen kylätoiminnassa. Maaseudun Uusi Aika 2 20–38. http://www.mua-
lehti.fi/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/MUA_2011_2_a_Hyyrylainen.pdf 24.1.2024.

Häkli, J. (1993) Seudulliset strategiat ja vallan perspektiivi – kunta toimijana ja kansalaisyhteiskuntana. 
In Iisakkala, J. (ed.) Näkökulmia seutuistumiseen, 5–23. Sarja A, Aluetieteen laitos, Tampereen 
yliopisto, Tampere. 

Hämäläinen, P. & Németh, S. (2022) The Finnish way of CLLD: place-based or half-hearted implementation? 
European Planning Studies 30(5) 879–898. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2021.1928049

Isaksen, K. R. (2016) Reclaiming rational theory choice as central: a critique of methodo- 
logical applications of critical realism. Journal of Critical Realism 15(3) 245–262.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2016.1169369

Jakola, F. & Prokkola, E-K. (2021) Voidaanko rakennerahastoilla vaikuttaa? Kuntien näkökulma. 
Kunnallisalan kehittämissäätiön julkaisu 38. Kunnallisalan kehittämissäätiö, Helsinki. https://kaks.
fi/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/38_rakennerahastot.pdf 24.1.2024.

Kahila, P. (2016) Paikkaperustaisuuden kehittäminen vahvasti paikkaperustaisessa maassa. In Luoto, 
I., Kattilakoski, M. & Backa, P. (eds.) Näkökulmana paikkaperustainen yhteiskunta, 59–72. Työ- ja 
elinkeinoministeriön julkaisuja. Alueiden kehittäminen 25/2016. Työ- ja elinkeinoministeriö, 
Helsinki. http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-327-118-0

Kallert, A., Bernd, B., Miesner, M. & Naumann, M. (2021) The cultural political economy of rural 
governance: regional development in Hesse (Germany). Journal of Rural Studies (87) 327–337. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2021.09.017

Karhio, K. (2000) Paikallisen kumppanuuden pitkä tie. In Hyyryläinen, T. & Rannikko, P. (eds.) 
Eurooppalaistuva maaseutupolitiikka. Paikalliset toimintaryhmät maaseudun kehittäjinä, 78–107. 
Vastapaino, Tampere.

Kattilakoski, M., Husberg, A., Kuhmonen, H-M., Rutanen, J., Vihinen, H., Töyli, P., Lukkari, T., Osmonen, 
E., Väre, T. & Åström, C. (2022) Countryside renewing with the times – rural policy programme  
2021–2027. Publications of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 2022: 13, Helsinki.  
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-366-380-0

Kitti, L., Ovaska, U. & Wuori, O. (eds.) (2014) Vihreän talouden toimintamalli. Tapaustutkimus  
Sodankylästä. MTT Raportteja 168. MTT, Jokioinen. http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-487-575-2

Kuhmonen, I. (2023) Imprisoned by the regime? Farmer agency and farm resilience in the making of a 
sustainable food system. JUY Dissertations 730. University of Jyväskylä, School of Business and 
Economics. http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-951-39-9854-7

Kull, M. (2009) Local and regional governance in Finland. A study in institutionalisation,  
transformation and europeanisation. Halduskultuur 10 22–39. https://halduskultuur.eu/journal/
index.php/HKAC/article/view/20/23 24.1.2024.

Kumpulainen, K. & Soini, K. (2019) How do community development activities affect  
the construction of rural places? A case study from Finland. Sociologia Ruralis 59(2) 294–313.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12234

Kuura, A. (2010) A policy for development of project management. Projektijuhtimise arendamise 
poliitika. Estonian Discussions on Economic Policy 18 139–155. https://doi.org/10.15157/tpep.v18i0.877

Lawson, T. (1997) Economics and Reality. 1st ed. Routledge, London. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203195390

https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2018.1503400
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269094218763050
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.793655
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2019.1635015
https://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-476-406-3
http://www.mua-lehti.fi/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/MUA_2011_2_a_Hyyrylainen.pdf
http://www.mua-lehti.fi/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/MUA_2011_2_a_Hyyrylainen.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2021.1928049
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2016.1169369
https://kaks.fi/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/38_rakennerahastot.pdf
https://kaks.fi/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/38_rakennerahastot.pdf
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-327-118-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2021.09.017
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-366-380-0
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-487-575-2
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-951-39-9854-7
https://halduskultuur.eu/journal/index.php/HKAC/article/view/20/23
https://halduskultuur.eu/journal/index.php/HKAC/article/view/20/23
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12234
https://doi.org/10.15157/tpep.v18i0.877
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203195390


FENNIA 202(1) (2024) 53Ella Mustakangas

Makkonen, T., Inkinen, T. & Rautiainen, S. (2022) Mapping spatio-temporal variations of shrinkage in 
Finland. Fennia 200(2) 137–156. https://doi.org/10.11143/fennia.119495

Makkonen, T. & Kahila, P. (2020) Vitality policy as a tool for rural development in peripheral Finland. 
Growth and Change 52(2) 706–726. https://doi.org/10.1111/grow.12364

Manu, S., Lähteenmäki-Smith, K., Siltanen, K. & Huttunen, J. (2020) Kuntastrategiat paikallisen 
elinvoiman tekijöinä ja sanoittajina – "oikean kokoinen kaupunki" supistumisen olosuhteissa.  
Terra 132(2) 154–157. https://terra.journal.fi/article/view/95229/57596 24.1.2024.

Maylor, H., Brady, T., Cooke-Davies, T. & Hodgson, D. (2006) From projectification to  
programmification. International Journal of Project Management 24(8) 663–674.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2006.09.014

Melia, S. (2020) Learning critical realist research by example: political decision-making in transport. 
Journal of Critical Realism 19(3) 285–303. https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2020.1765643

Mukhtar-Landgren, D. & Fred, M. (2019) Re-compartmentalizing local policies? The translation  
and mediation of European structural funds in Sweden. Critical Policy Studies 13(4) 488–506.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2018.1479282

Munck af Rosenschöld, J. & Löyhkö, J. (2015) LEADER and local democracy: a comparison between 
Finland and the United Kingdom. In Granberg, L., Andersson, K. & Kovách, I. (eds.) Evaluating the 
European Approach to Rural Development, 13–31. Ashgate, Surrey.

Mustakangas, E., Kiviniemi, M. & Vihinen, H. (2004) Kunta maaseudun kehittämisessä – maaseutu kunnan 
kehittämisessä. Maa- ja elintarviketalous 57. MTT, Helsinki. http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:951-729-904-4

Mustakangas, E. & Vihinen, H. (2024) How do municipal strategies work in rural development? A critical 
realist case study. Journal of Rural Studies 106, 103215. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2024.103215

Navarro, F. A., Woods, M. & Cejudo, E. (2016) The LEADER initiative has been a victim of its own 
success. The decline of the bottom-up approach in rural development programmes. The cases of 
Wales and Andalusia. Sociologia Ruralis 56(2) 270–288. https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12079

Newton, T., Deetz, S. & Reed, M. (2011) Responses to social constructionism and critical realism in 
organization studies. Organization Studies 32(1) 7–26. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840610394289

Nilsen, T., Grillitsch, M. & Hauge, A. (2023) Varieties of periphery and local agency in regional 
development. Regional Studies 57(4) 749–762. https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2022.2106364

Nousiainen, M. (2011) Hallinta, osallistuminen ja toimijuus - tulkintoja suomalaisen LEADER-toiminnan 
poliittisuuksista. Helsingin yliopisto, Ruralia-instituutti, Seinäjoki.

Nousiainen, M. & Pylkkänen, P. (2013) Responsible local communities – a neoliberal regime of solidarity 
in Finnish rural policy. Geoforum 48 73–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2013.04.015

Nylén, E-J. A. (2021) Projectified governance and sustainability transitions: how projects and frame-
work programmes can accelerate transition processes. Environmental Policy and Governance 31(6) 
605–618. https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1957

Nørgaard, H. & Thuesen, A. A. (2021) Rural community development through competitions, prizes, 
and campaigns: the villagers' perspective. Journal of Rural Studies 87 465–473.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.03.006

Oksa, J. (1998) Syrjäkylä muutoksessa. Joensuun yliopiston yhteiskuntatieteellisiä julkaisuja N:o 30, 
Joensuu.

Patomäki, H. (2019) The promises of critical realism in the 2020s and beyond. Teoria Polityki 3 189–200. 
https://doi.org/10.4467/25440845TP.19.010.10293

Pollermann, K., Aubert, F., Berriet-Solliec, M., Laidin, C., Lépicier, D., Pham, H.V., Raue, P. & Schnaut, G. 
(2020) Leader as a European policy for rural development in a multilevel governance framework:  
a comparison of the implementation in France, Germany and Italy. European Countryside 12(2)  
156–178. https://doi.org/10.2478/euco-2020-0009

Rantama, E. (2002) Uudet instituutiot omaehtoisen kehittämisen tukena. Acta Universitatis  
Tamperensis 879, Tampere University. https://urn.fi/urn:isbn:951-44-5400-6

Reid, S. (2019) The rural determinants of health: using critical realism as a theoretical framework. 
Rural and Remote Health 19 5184. https://doi.org/10.22605/RRH5184

Ryan, A., Tähtinen, J., Vanharanta, M. & Mainela, T. (2012) Putting critical realism to work in  
the study of business relationship processes. Industrial Marketing Management 41(2) 300–311. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.01.011

Sjöblom, S. & Godenhjelm, S. (2009) Project proliferation and governance. Implications for 
environmental management. Journal of Environmental Policy & Planning 11(3) 169–185.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/15239080903033762

Sousa, S. & Pinho, P. (2015) Planning for shrinkage: paradox or paradigm. European Planning Studies 
23(1) 12–32. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.820082

Statistics Finland (2024) Key figures on population by region, 1990–2022. https://statfin.stat.fi/PxWeb/
pxweb/en/StatFin/StatFin__vaerak/statfin_vaerak_pxt_11ra.px/ 24.1.2024.

https://doi.org/10.11143/fennia.119495
https://doi.org/10.1111/grow.12364
https://terra.journal.fi/article/view/95229/57596
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2006.09.014
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2020.1765643
https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2018.1479282
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:951-729-904-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2024.103215
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12079
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840610394289
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2022.2106364
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2013.04.015
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1957
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.03.006
https://doi.org/10.4467/25440845TP.19.010.10293
https://doi.org/10.2478/euco-2020-0009
https://urn.fi/urn:isbn:951-44-5400-6
https://doi.org/10.22605/RRH5184
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1080/15239080903033762
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.820082
https://statfin.stat.fi/PxWeb/pxweb/en/StatFin/StatFin__vaerak/statfin_vaerak_pxt_11ra.px/
https://statfin.stat.fi/PxWeb/pxweb/en/StatFin/StatFin__vaerak/statfin_vaerak_pxt_11ra.px/


54 FENNIA 202(1) (2024)Research paper

Syssner, J. (2015) Planning for shrinkage? Policy implications of demographic decline in Swedish 
municipalities. Ager. Revista de Estudios Sobre Despoblación y Desarrollo Rural 20 7–31.  
https://doi.org/10.4422/ager.2015.14

Syssner, J. (2020) Pathways to demographic adaptation. Perspectives on policy and planning in 
depopulating areas in Northern Europe. SpringerBriefs in Geography. Springer, Cham.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-34046-9

Syssner, J. (2022) What can geographers do for shrinking geographies? Fennia 200(2) 98–119.  
https://doi.org/10.11143/fennia.120536

Syssner, J. & Meijer, M. (2017) Informal planning in depopulating rural areas: a resource- 
based view on informal planning practices. European Countryside 9(3) 458–472.  
https://doi.org/10.1515/euco-2017-0027

Teilmann, K. A. & Thuesen, A. A. (2014) Important types of LAG-municipality interaction  
when collaborating on rural development: lessons from Danish LEADER LAGs. International  
Journal of Rural Management 10(1) 21–45. https://doi.org/10.1177/0973005214526501

Tomaney, J., Pike, A. & Rodríguez-Pose, A. (2010) Local and regional development in times of crisis. 
Neoliberalism and its legacies. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 42(4) 771–779. 
https://doi.org/10.1068/a43101

Tonts, M. & Horsley, J. (2019) The neoliberal countryside. In Scott, M., Gallent, N. & Gkartzios, M. (eds.) 
The Routledge Companion to Rural Planning. 1st ed. Routledge, New York.

Uusitalo, E. (2009) Maaseutu – väliinputoajasta vastuunkantajaksi: maaseutupolitiikan itsenäistyminen 
alue- ja maatalouspolitiikan puristuksessa. Ruralia-instituutti, Helsingin yliopisto, Mikkeli.  
http://hdl.handle.net/10138/17931

Vakkala, H., Jäntti, A. & Sinervo, L-M. (2021) Redefining local self-government: Finnish municipalities 
seeking their essence. In Bergström, T., Franzke, J., Kuhlmann, S. & Wayenberg, E. (eds.) The  
Future of Local Self-Government, 43–54. Palgrave Studies in Sub-National Governance. Palgrave 
Macmillan, London. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56059-1_4

Valtiovarainministeriö (2022) Kuntapolitiikka käännekohdassa? Kuntien toimintaedellytysten 
vahvistaminen ja kuntapolitiikan tulevaisuuden skenaariot. Valtiovarainministeriön julkaisuja  
2022:5, Helsinki. http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-367-910-8

Willmott, H. (2005) Theorizing contemporary control: some post-structuralist responses to some 
critical realist questions. Organization 12(5) 747–780. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508405055947

Wiltshire, G. & Ronkainen, N. (2021) Realist approach to thematic analysis: making sense of qualitative 
data through experiential, inferential and dispositional themes. Journal of Critical Realism 20(2) 
159–180. https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2021.1894909

Winterton, R., Hulme Chambers, A., Farmer, J. & Munoz, S-A. (2014) Considering the implications of 
place-based approaches for improving rural community wellbeing: the value of a relational lens. 
Rural Society 23(3) 283–295. https://doi.org/10.1080/10371656.2014.11082071

Zachariadis, M., Scott, S. & Barrett, M. (2013) Methodological implications of critical realism for mixed-
methods research. MIS Quarterly 37(3) 855–879. https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2013/37.3.09

Zimmerbauer, K. (2008) Alueellinen imago ja identiteetti liikkeessä. Julkaisuja 15. Ruralia-instituutti, 
Helsingin yliopisto, Seinäjoki. http://hdl.handle.net/10138/17929

https://doi.org/10.4422/ager.2015.14
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-34046-9
https://doi.org/10.11143/fennia.120536
https://doi.org/10.1515/euco-2017-0027
https://doi.org/10.1177/0973005214526501
https://doi.org/10.1068/a43101
http://hdl.handle.net/10138/17931
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56059-1_4
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-367-910-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508405055947
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2021.1894909
https://doi.org/10.1080/10371656.2014.11082071
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2013/37.3.09
http://hdl.handle.net/10138/17929

