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Foreword

The present publication has a longer prehistory, which ultimately began
when I found my professional start at the German University of Adminis-
trative Sciences in Speyer after completing my studies in administrative
sciences at the University of Konstanz in 1991. Due to my private residence
in Strasbourg, I travelled weekly between the two cities — and was sudden-
ly a European cross-border communter whose everyday life was confronted
with two political-administrative systems and two very different cultures.

From this personal experience grew an interest that not only led to
the topic of my PhD thesis, published in 1997, but also had a decisive
influence on my further professional and academic career: Cross-border
cooperation in Europe. Over the years, this topic has led to many coopera-
tions with institutional and academic partners and resulted in numerous
publications. I have also been able to contribute to the development of
this policy field in cooperation with the Council of Europe, as an expert
advisor at the European Commission's Directorate General for Regional
Policy, in various research and consultancy projects funded by public in-
stitutions and, ultimately, through my active participation in the cross-bor-
der cooperation within the Upper Rhine metropolitan region as Director
of the Euro-Institut. Above all, these diverse experiences have enabled a
practice-based analytical approach in the form of ,participating observa-
tion“, which formed the basis for more fundamental scientific reflections
on the subject area of cross-border cooperation in Europe.

Looking back on more than 25 years of dealing with the topic of cross-
border cooperation, the idea arose to thematically bundle publications
of conceptual relevance that have been published in various journals or
scattered as book contributions, and to develop them further in a separate
book publication under an overarching question. Although this idea had
already been working in me for several years, two recent historical events
gave me the concrete reason to finally start writing the manuscript. On
the one hand, the temporary closure of internal and external borders in
the context of the Covid19 pandemic in spring 2020 made it clear, that
achievements of the European integration process that were thought to
be secure, such as open borders in Europe, can evaporate from one day
to the next. On the other hand, the invasion of Ukraine by the Russian
army in violation of international law dramatically showed that borders
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still have an important constitutive significance, but that even in the 21st
century they can be violated in the heart of Europe by acts of war with
fatal consequences. The resulting realisation, that European integration
needs to be noticeably deepened, raises not least the question, of what
roles European border regions can play in Europe in the future.

The title of this publication was deliberately chosen against this back-
ground. For some time now, I have been arguing that a horizontal Euro-
pean integration dimension is taking shape in European border regions,
which has not yet been sufficiently analysed and conceptualised in the
academic literature. Moreover, for me as an administrative scientist, the
subject area of cross-border administrative relations forms the core of my
research interest. And it is precisely these cross-border administrative rela-
tions that in practice play a major role in determining whether and, if
so, how border regions can develop their European integration potential
at all. From this point of view, too, European border regions have so
far only been analysed in a rudimentary way. In this respect, this publica-
tion attempts to close a twofold research gap and at the same time to
substantiate related perspectives of a transdisciplinary research approach in
administrative science.

Numerous people have accompanied me on my exploration of cross-bor-
der cooperation in Europe so far, and I am deeply grateful to them. A
selection must always remain unsatisfactory, nevertheless I would like to
mention a few people in particular in this context. First of all, I‘d like
to thank Birte Wassenberg and Anne Thevenet for their loyal connectivi-
ty, academic curiosity and professional support, which are an important
source of my work. In addition, I would like to thank Fabrice Larat
not only for his true humanity and friendship, but also for his constant
scientific and intellectual inspiration and encouragement. I thank Jirgen
Oser for his enthusiastic pragmatism, which has sustained me for many
years in cross-border cooperation on the Upper Rhine, even in difficult
phases. Klaus Konig, Michel Casteigts, Franz Thedieck, Gernod Joerger,
and Karlheinz Lambertz were/are constant role models and supporters.
Eddie Pradier, Sebastian Rihm, Alix Weigel, Tobias Heyduk and Philipp
Bauer were/are not only close collaborators to whom I owe many sugges-
tions — they have themselves became committed practitioners or young
academics - in the field of cross-border cooperation and beyond.

I would like to thank the Consortium of Baden-Wiirttemberg Libraries
for selecting and supporting this publication to appear in open access
format. Beate Bernstein and Eva Lang from NOMOS Verlag provided
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me with excellent advice and professional support in completing the
manuscript.

Ultimately, my special thanks go to Olaf Handloegten for his loyal and
inspiring friendship since the Constance times (even over times of big
geographical distance) — and to my wife Gabrielle and my sons Constantin
and Jonathan, who have always actively supported and sustained me over
the years in the various professional and academic functions — enduring
the spatial, intellectual and cultural border-crossings that have been associ-
ated with them. It is their understanding and openness that made the time
available for these texts to be written.

Strasbourg, June 2022 Joachim Beck
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1. Cross-border cooperation as a horizontal integration
perspective — an introduction

Cross-border cooperation in Europe is constantly gaining in importance.
At the latest with the realisation of the European Single Market, i.e.
the official abolition of internal borders in Europe, it became obvious
that European border regions play a very specific and central role in the
European integration process'. This was again reinforced by the eastward
enlargement, which expanded the spectrum of what we can define as cross-
border territories in Europe quantitatively, but above all qualitatively? .The
importance of cross-border territories can be illustrated by a few figures:
Approximately 40 % of the EU area can be classified as a cross-border area
at NUTS 2 level. An estimated 30 % of the EU population lives in border
areas. Of the 362 regions registered with the Council of Europe, more
than 140 are border regions®. Although only about 7 million nationals
of EU countries (=3.3 % of the European labour force) are mobile within
the EU in the sense that they live or work in a country other than their
country of origin in the course of their lives, about 1.2 million work as
posted workers in another EU country and 1.1 million commute daily as
cross-border commuters from their country of residence to a neighbouring
country for work* — a high proportion of this overall very relative mobility
phenomenon nevertheless takes place in the border regions of the Euro-
pean Union.

This specific type of territory, which has so far played a rather minor
role in the official documents and in the technical and spatial development
strategies of the European Commission’, performs specific functions for
the realisation of the European integration process. Especially in connec-
tion with the redesign of the European Cohesion Policy (2014-2020) and
the realisation of the Treaty objective of territorial cohesion®, it became

Wassenberg/Beck 2011

Foucher 2007

Ricq 2006

Eurostat 2014

See for example Sixth progress report on economic and social cohesion.
COM(2009) 295 final; Beck 2011

6 Ahner/Fuechtner 2010

“L AW =
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clear, that the border regions in Europe should experience a political and
functional upgrading in the future.” This can also be illustrated by the fact
that the effects of the progress of European integration can be studied here
with particular clarity: horizontal mobility of goods, capital, services and
people are very obvious in border regions, but also the remaining obstacles
to this horizontal mobility. This is why the border regions have often been
described as laboratories of European integration® and why cross-border
cooperation as such can be interpreted as a specific horizontal dimension
of European integration’.

The following diagram, created by the Association of European Border
Regions (ABER) illustrates the density of cross-border cooperation links
that have developed in Europe since the Second World War. In an interna-
tional comparative perspective, this represents an important unique selling
point of the European continent and illustrates the functional potential
that can result from such a horizontal European integration perspective:

7 Beck 2012
8 Lambertz 2010
9 Wassenberg 2008; Beck/Thevenet/Wetzel 2009; Beck 2018
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Figure 1: Cross-border territories in Europe
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Looking at the historical development of cross-border cooperation in Euro-
pe, however, it can be stated that for a long time, Europe was dominated
by confrontation rather than cooperation, in which nation states as central
actors sometimes aggressively redefined or changed territorial and state
borders in the form of armed conflicts. Ultimately, it was only after the
Second World War that one could speak of cross-border cooperation in the

17
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1. Cross-border cooperation as a horizontal integration perspective — an introduction

true sense of the word — the recognition and thus stabilisation of borders
through international and intergovernmental treaties formed the basis!?.

Cross-border relations were initially established in post-war Europe in
the form of town twinnings. In 1958, the first institutionalisation took
place with the founding of the EUREGIO Gronau in the German-Dutch
border region, which was followed in the 1960s by many analogous local
initiatives in Western European border regions, which finally led to the
founding of the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR) at the
end of the 1960s'!. In this respect, it can be said that cross-border coopera-
tion in post-war Europe developed from the bottom up. It was not until
the 1970s that cross-border cooperation was recognised and ultimately
codified at the level of the participating states, in the form of specific
intergovernmental agreements in which the fields of activity and the actors
involved in cross-border cooperation were defined and joint cross-border
government commissions were set up to implement them. This state prac-
tice was raised to a broader European level in the 1980s. Worth mention-
ing here is the so-called Madrid Framework Convention on Cross-Border
Cooperation of the Council of Europe, in which standards and founda-
tions for cross-border cooperation were laid for all 46 member states of this
international organisation'2.

The 1990s marked an important turning point. On the one hand, in the
wake of the fall of the Iron Curtain, the European Commission actively
took up the issue of cross-border cooperation and installed INTERREG,
a central funding mechanism in financial and conceptual terms. On the
other hand, numerous new border regions were formed in Eastern and
South-Eastern Europe, which defined themselves programmatically as "Eu-
roregions" right from the very beginning. On the other hand, the realisa-
tion of the single European market from 1993 onwards and the associated
implementation of the so-called four fundamental freedoms (freedom to
provide services, freedom of capital movement, freedom of movement of
persons, freedom of movement of goods) brought about a considerable dy-
namisation of horizontal socio-economic interdependencies, from which
the European internal borders in particular profited to a considerable
extent.

Not least because of the practical challenges arising from this, a dy-
namisation of cross-border cooperation in Europe can be observed from

10 Wassenberg 2007; Lambertz 2010
11 AGEG 2008
12 Ricq 2006
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the year 2000 onwards!3. Thus, numerous border regions located on Eu-
rope's western borders have questioned their established structural and
functional patterns of cooperation and tried out new forms of cross-border
governance. The border regions that emerged partly ad hoc on Europe's
eastern borders from the 1990s onwards caught up with functional and
organisational structuring, partly in a very innovative way from the outset.
The European Commission also supported this dynamisation, on the one
hand by successively increasing the funding available for the INTERREG
programme, and on the other hand by providing specific cooperation
instruments such as the legal institute of the EGTC (European Grouping
of Territorial Cooperation)'#. At the same time, some border regions repo-
sitioned themselves as so-called Euro-Districts, with the explicit aim of
strengthening the experimental laboratory function at the decentralised
level in a cross-border perspective!s.

Complementarily, the European Commission also promoted the emer-
gence of so-called transnational macro-regions and made its cohesion pol-
icy much more impact-oriented'e. Finally, with the initiative to create a
cross-border mechanism at the European level and the adoption of the
Franco-German Treaty of Aachen in 2019, more recent initiatives have
been taken at both the European and intergovernmental levels to make
the legal and administrative framework for cross-border cooperation more
flexible!”.

When this book reflects on cross-border cooperation in Europe, it does
so with the intention of placing the horizontal dimension of the European
integration process symbolised by cross-border cooperation more firmly
in the focus of academic and practical debate and, at the same time, to
explore ways in which territorial as well as socio-economic development
potentials in Europe can be better realised by improving cross-border co-
operation.

Cross-border territories have enormous territorial development poten-
tial. The practical realisation of the four European fundamental freedoms
is particularly concretised in this type of territory, which can be under-

13 MOT 2007

14 Beck 2017b

15 Frey 2005

16 https://ec.europa.eu/regional _policy/fr/policy/cooperation/macro-regional-strateg
ies/

17 Beck 2021
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stood as a proximity-level of European integration's. At the same time,
border regions illustrate the practical obstacles that still exist with regard
to the realisation of the European fundamental freedoms. At the level
of individual citizens, but above all at the level of businesses and civil
society, approaches to cross-border action are still hindered by a multitude
of obstacles in real-world practice. According to a survey carried out by
the European Commission in preparation of the socalled “b-solutions”-
Initiative!®, legal and administrative factors are the greatest obstacles to
cross-border mobility in Europe (53 %), in addition to linguistic and infor-
mational obstacles. These obstacles not only have a subjective de-motivat-
ing effect on individual actors who wish to orient their everyday actions
towards cross-border mobility, they also lead to considerable economic
welfare losses in Europe. A study, commissioned by the EU Commission
in 2017, proved that legal and administrative obstacles lead to a loss of
3% of European GDP. However, the specific welfare losses within the
socio-economic proximity-level within European border regions are likely
to be many times higher. If all negative legal and administrative border
effects in Europe were eliminated, this would lead to a growth boost of 485
billion euros and the creation of over 8 million jobs in European border
regions®’.

If one mentally removes the national border and looks at a cross-border
territory from a 360° perspective, functional and institutional scales may
well emerge that lead to comparability with national standards. For exam-
ple, the cross-border cooperation area of the Trinational Metropolitan Re-
gion Upper Rhine (TMO) on the German-French-Swiss border covers an
area of 21,000 km?, where more than 6 million people live in a polycentric
settlement structure, where more than 200,000 companies of partly global
importance exist, where more than 170 science and research locations exist
and where important regional, national, European and international insti-
tutions are located?!. In addition, as part of the European Commission's
reorientation of cohesion policy, cooperation patterns have emerged in
many border regions that follow the logic of multi-level governance and
tend to realize territorial development goals through the interaction of

18 Reitel/Wassenberg 2015; Blatter 2004; Bohm/Drapela 2017; Klatt/wassenberg
2020; Beck/Thevenet/Wetzel 2009/AGEG 2008

19 https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2021/02/02-09-2021-b-sol
utions-to-cross-border-obstacles-a-complementary-cooperation-tool

20 European Commission 2017a

21 https//www.rmtmo.eu/fr/home.html
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different sectors (politics, administration, business, science, civil society).
Initial experience with such approaches, however, shows that even in these
new governance patterns, a dominance of public actors can ultimately be
observed?2. Obviously, there is also a particularly pronounced institutional
(national) path dependency in cross-border affairs, which tends to hinder
the development of existing potentials.

Border regions and the cooperation processes taking place within them
can be defined today as a separate transnational policy field, whose consti-
tutive characteristics and functionalities in addition to its property as a sub-
system of national and regional governance are more and more also deter-
mined by the European level?>. From the point of European integration
and the related multi-level perspective it can be observed how cross-border
governance has — over time — become an increasingly significant object of
European policy?*. It is obvious that the cross-border areas of Europe have
strongly benefited from the advances of the European integration process.
Major European projects such as the Schengen Agreement, the Single
European Act (SEA), the Maastricht Treaty or the introduction of the
euro in the framework of the Monetary Union implemented important
integration steps which have influenced the life of the population in the
border regions significantly in a positive way. However, within these main
European projects, border regions ultimately have not been explicitly de-
fined as object areas, but still must rather be regarded as symbolic fields of
application or rather 'background slides' of respective high-level European
policy strategies. What has impacted, however, and strongly influenced
both the emergence and the practical functioning of cross-border coopera-
tion during the last 25 years, is the action-model of European cohesion
policy®

Within the European cohesion policy, only relatively low funding for
the promotion of cross-border cooperation was made available until the
late 1980s. Yet, the introduction of the Community initiative INTERREG
resulted in a veritable thrust. 100 cross-border programme regions have
been formed since then and until 2020 29.5 billion€ in EU funds, as well
as a nearly great amount of national and regional co-financing will have
been invested in border regions. In addition — and alone for the period
2014-2020 — an additional 876 million euros have been invested within

22 Beck 2013
23 Wassenberg/Beck 2011; Lambertz 2010
24 Beck 2011
25 Beck 2011
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the framework of the cross-border component of the neighbourhood pol-
icy (IPA-CBC and ENPI-CBC). In these territorial fields of cooperation
not only a variety of specific development projects are conceived and
implemented jointly between partners coming from different territorial
jurisdictions. The general governance model of European regional policy
— beyond the narrower project reference — often also leads to optimised
structuring of the overall organisation of cross-border cooperation itself?°.

Between 2000 and 2006 alone, INTERREG III contributed to the cre-
ation or maintenance of 115 200 jobs, the establishing of almost 5800 new
companies and the program also supported another 3900 already existing
companies. More than 544 000 people participated in events, dealing with
issues of territorial cooperation. In addition, cooperation within the frame-
work of almost 12 000 networks was promoted, which resulted in the
creation of nearly 63 000 cooperation agreements. More than 18 000 km of
roads and railways in border areas have been built or repaired, investments
in telecommunications and environmental improvements were forced
and more than 25 000 specific local and regional initiatives have been
promoted. With the 4th programming period (2007-2013), INTERREG
became a so-called "mainstream programme" of European structural poli-
cy, by which cross-border cooperation in addition to the interregional and
transnational cooperation has been upgraded as part of the new objective 3
"European territorial cooperation". Cross-border cooperation processes are
thus considered explicit fields of experimentation for European territorial
governance and are given an immediate cohesion-related action, which
was further strengthened in connection with the objective of territorial
cohesion, newly introduced in the Lisbon Treaty. The programme period
2014-2020 was characterised by a stronger thematic focus in programming
as well as a more intensive impact-orientation when choosing and im-
plementing new cross-border projects?”. The indicators in the following
table not only illustrate the quantitative significance of the overall impacts
achieved, they also show that the programme has already achieved signifi-
cantly more objectives than planned at an early stage:

26 Desousa 2012;
27 Beck 2011; Ahner/Flchtner 2010
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Figure 2: Interreg indicators: 2023 targets and achievements up to end-2019

Target value (number) Implemented values (number)  Implemented relative to target
(%)
Firms engaged in R&D 10 319 24 879 241
cross-border co-opera-
tion
Research institutes in- 2265 11 206 495

volved in cross-border
cooperation

Participants in cross- 194 080 132 629 68
border labour mobility
measures

Participants in cross- 65 740 108 282 165
border labour and
training programmes

Participants in cross- 31900 15771 49
border inclusion mea-
sures

Participants in cross- 62761 147 535 235
border youth schemes

Source: European Commission, Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Poli-
cy, Eighth report on economic, social and territorial cohesion, 2021, p. 292

The following chapter two examines the connection between European
integration and the genesis of cross-border cooperation in Europe on the
basis of established discourses on integration theory.

Beyond this EU-wide dimension, border regions are characterised by a
very specific structural situation: natural and/or socio-economic phenome-
na such as transport, labour market, service-delivery, individual consump-
tion, migration, criminality, pollution, commuters, leisure-time behaviour
etc. typically have a border-crossing dimension, directly both affecting and
linking two or more neighbouring states in a given trans-border territory.
These negative or positive spill-over effects of either structural or everyday
policy problems require a close cross-border co-operation between those
actors, which are competent and responsible for problem solution within
the institutional context of the respective neighbouring state?®. The wide
range of possible inter-institutional and problem-specific constellations
in Europe's border regions, however, does not allow a uniform classifica-
tion of what the characteristics of this type of regions look like: not all
border-regions, for instance, are isolated rural territories facing important

28 Drewello/Scholl 2015
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structural problems which are ignored by the respective national govern-
ment. During the last years many border regions have become rather
important junctions of the socio-economic exchanges between the neigh-
bouring states and their historical role as "crossing points" has even been
positively reinforced?.

One common element of cross-border regions in Europe, however, can
be seen in the fact that cross-border co-operation has a long tradition in the
old member states of Europe, and that it was gaining fast significance for
the new border regions in Eastern Europe. This history, constant changing
institutional challenges and the specific preconditions have in each case
lead to the development of specific solutions of the respective cross-border
governance®’. In contrast to the national context, where regional co-opera-
tion is taking place within a uniform legal, institutional and financial con-
text, cross-border governance is characterized by the challenge to manage
working together politico-administrative systems which have a distinctive
legal basis and share a different degree of vertical differentiation both in
terms of structure, resources equipment and autonomy of action3!. The
specific patterns of cross-border governance that can be observed in Europe
are examined in more detail in chapter three of this book.

Borders3? are a complex multidimensional phenomenon in Europe to-
day. If one looks at the realities of the living and working environments
as well as the leisure time of border residents33, the horizontal intercon-
nections of business and research?#, the cooperation between politics and
administrations,?, it can be seen that the border phenomenon and thus
also the object of cross-border cooperation can no longer be reduced to a
simple spatial separation function®¢. Cross-border territories and the coop-
eration that takes place in them are subsystems,?” which in turn are consti-
tuted by the horizontal networking (and selective integration) of function-
al subsystems of the respective national reference systems involved. In ad-
dition to the spatial, the border thus also encompasses political, economic,

29 MOT 2007

30 Benz 1999; Benz/Liitz/Schimank /Simonis 2007

31 Eisenberg 2007

32 Speer 2010; Blatter 2000; Rausch 1999; Beck 1997

33 Waille 2012; Beck/Thevenet/Wetzel 2009

34 Jakob/Friesecke/Beck/Bonnafous 2011

35 Beck 1997; Wassenberg 2007; Kohlisch 2008;; Federal Ministry of Transport,
Building and Urban Affairs 2011; Frey 2005

36 Casteigts 2010

37 Frey 2003
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legal, administrative, linguistic and cultural dimensions, which broaden
the analytical focus of the initial conditions, structuring, procedural pat-
terns and material solution contributions of the ,subsystem of cross-border
cooperation"8. In this context, an important role for the practical func-
tioning of this subsystem is played by the administrative-cultural factor?’.
In general, administrative cultures can be understood as the respective
structural and functional specifications of the legal and administrative
systems of different countries. As a rule, administrative cultural patterns
are related back to superordinate country-specific cultural patterns. They
manifest themselves at a macro-level, on the one hand, in the respective
specific, culture-bound structure of an administrative system and, on the
other hand, both through functional characteristics of administrative orga-
nisations that appear as institutional actors in cross-border cooperation.
On the other hand, at a micro-level, administrative culture maifests itself
through behavioural patterns of individual actors (=the agents), which in
turn are shaped by the given administrative cultures — as they still repre-
sent national domestic institutions (=the principals), for example in cross-
border working meetings. The following diagram schematically depicts
the basic administrative cultural constellation of cross-border cooperation.
The question of how problems or development potentials that are consid-
ered common can be dealt with in the form of cross-border cooperation
within an inter-institutional transnational subsystem, is very much shaped
by the respective institutional and individual administrative cultures of
the countries involved. Chapter four of this book takes up the resulting
analytical questions, namely firstly, to what extent different administrative
cultural imprints shape the results of cross-border cooperation processes
(in the sense of an independent variable), and secondly, to what extent
specific administrative cultural patterns have emerged within a cross-bor-
der cooperation area over longer periods of time from the cross-border
interaction between actors, coming from different administrative cultural
backgrounds (in the sense of a dependent variable), and to what extent
these can be interpreted as success factors of an effective cross-border coop-
eration related to the respective common need for action.

38 Beck 2010
39 Beck 2008a; Beck 2008b
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Figure 3: The intercultural challenge of cross-border copperation
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Beyond its current achievements, cross-border co-operation is still con-
fronted and finds itself sometimes even in conflict with the principle of ter-
ritorial sovereignty of the respective European states involved*’. Even legal
instruments aiming at a better structuring of the cross-border co-operation
by creating co-operation groupings with a proper legal personality*!, like
for instance the newly created European Grouping of Territorial Co-opera-
tion (EGTC)*, do not allow for an independent trans-national scope of
action: regarding budgetary rules, social law, taxation, legal supervision
etc. as the details of the practical functioning of an EGTC depend entirely
on the domestic law of the state, in which the transnational grouping has
finally chosen to take its legal seat.

Even in those regions where the degree of co-operation is well de-
veloped, cross-border co-operation is also still a transnational politico-ad-
ministrative subsystem, created by and composed of the respective "do-
mestic" national partners involved. Both, institutions, procedures, pro-
grammes and projects of cross-border co-operation depend — in practice
— on decisions, which are still often taken outside the closer context of
direct bi- or multilateral horizontal co-operation. In most transnational
constellations — also where federalist states are participating — cross-border
policy-making cannot be based on a transparent delegation of proper com-

40 Beck 1999

41 Janssen 2007

42 Regulation (EC) No1082/2006 on a European Grouping of Territorial Coopera-
tion
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petences from the domestic partners towards the transnational actors, but
the domestic partners must still rather recruit, persuade and justify their
actions and their legal and financial support for each and every individual
case. The "external" influence on such a sub-system of co-operation has,
thus, to be considered as being relatively important. Cross-border co-opera-
tion can therefore be interpreted as a principal-agent constellation® : with
the principals being the national institutional partners of this co-operation
(regions, state organisations, local authorities etc.), representing the legal,
administrative, financial and decisional competences and interests of their
partial region, and the agents being the actors (cross-border project part-
ners, members of transnational bodies or specific institutions, programme
officers and co-ordination officers etc.) responsible for the preparation, the
design and the implementation of the integrated cross-border policy*4.
Different to classical principal-agent assumptions, however, the principals
are playing a much more important role, clearly defining the scope and
limits of action for the agents within a transnational context of such a "sec-
ondary-diplomacy"#. Cross-border co-operation thus has always both an
inter-institutional and an inter-personal dimension, requiring the co-opera-
tion of both, corporate and individual actors with their specific functional
logic, motivated by special interests in each case*®.

The reference level of this sub-system is founded through a perception of
cross-border regions as being "functional and contractual spaces capable of
responding to shared problems in similar and converging ways, so they are
not political regions in the strict sense of the term"#. On the other hand,
the fact that cross-border co-operation is not replacing, but depending on
the competence and the role of the respective national partners*® does not
automatically mean that this co-operation is a priori less effective than re-
gional co-operations taking place within the domestic context. Research on
multi-level policy-making in Europe has shown that a productive entwine-
ment and networking of different actors coming from distinct administra-
tive levels and backgrounds can be as effective as classical institutionalised
problem-solving®. Yet, the institutional and functional preconditions of
cross-border co-operations are far more complex and exposed to various

43 see Czada1994; Chrisholm 1989; Jansen/Schubert 1995; Marin/Mayntz 1990
44 Beck 1997

45 Klatt / Wassenberg 2020

46 Coleman 1973; Elster 1985; Marin 1990

47 Ricq 2006, p. 45

48 Blatter 2000; Rausch 1999

49 Benz 1998; Benz/Scharpf /Zintl 1992; Grande 2000
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conditions. The central criterion for the evaluation of a successful cross-
border governance, however, is, nevertheless, both the degree of mobilisa-
tion and participation (structure and quality) of the relevant institutional
and functional actors and the effectiveness of the problem-related output
which this subsystem of co-operation is producing®®. Chapter five takes
this question as a starting point to discuss the possibilities and limits of
better capacity development in a cross-border context. Following the line of
argumentation of this book, the structural question of how cross-border
territories can be functionally upgraded, is addressed in addition to the
field of education and training. In this regard, two conceptual approaches
are presented and made usable for the cross-border context: On the one
hand, the extent to which cross-border development and action needs can
be better realised within the framework of horizontal subsidiarity , by which
the participating states increasingly transferring competences and scope
for action to cross-border territories and the institutions developed there,
so that these are put in a position to first develop relevant approaches to
solutions themselves. On the other hand, the functional idea of mutual
recognition established in the context of European law is transferred to the
context of cross-border cooperation. The concept of mutual recognition
can be seen as an alternative to legal institutional integration at the Euro-
pean level. For a cross-border cooperation context, a variety of innovations
can result from this approach.

In its various functional and spatial manifestations, cross-border cooper-
ation since the Second World War has also led to a remarkable growth of
transnational institution-building. The sixth chapter of this book analyses
the cross-border institutional profile that can be observed in Europe in
this regard. Particularly from the perspective of horizontal integration, as
this book is based on, the question of whether horizontal patterns of inter-
action between institutional and individual actors have in the meantime
reached a degree of intensity that can be regarded as a form of transna-
tional institution-building in its own right, appears significant. Starting
from basic considerations on the genesis and perspectives of the European
administrative space, the chapter examines the specific quantitative and
qualitative imprints of such cross-border territorial institutionalism. It is
argued that cross-border cooperation today constitutes an independent
horizontal dimension of the European administrative space, both qualita-
tively and quantitatively. At the same time, a model is developed that
makes it possible to make this territorial institutionalism usable for further

50 Casteigts/Drewello/Eisenberg 1999
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neoinstitutional research approaches. On this basis, the research perspec-
tives for a better understanding of the respective institutional functional
logics are outlined.

In the 21st century, societies as well as the economy and administrations
in Europe are increasingly confronted with the phenomenon of digitalisa-
tion. The seventh chapter of this book examines the extent, to which per-
spectives for the qualitative development of cross-border cooperation can
arise from this approach. Here, the focus is placed on two specific manifes-
tations of digitalisation. On the one hand, it examines the extent to which
approaches of administrative "e-solutions”, as they are currently being imple-
mented in many European member states for the modernisation of public
service processes, can provide new impulses for cross-border cooperation.
Based on a critical analysis of the status quo, which is still characterised
by analogue cross-border cooperation in many cases, a step-by-step model
of cross-border governance will be used to analyse for which cooperation
levels and practical approaches e-solutions could bring concrete added
value. Since digitalisation can fundamentally open up new possibilities for
interaction and forms of interaction between public administrations and
their target groups, the discussion on digitalisation in recent years has also
promoted a conceptual approach that fundamentally raises the question
of an increased opening of political administrative systems. The seventh
chapter therefore takes up the question of the extent to which approaches
to such open government in the area of cross-border cooperation are either
already being practised or can promote new impulses. On the basis of
the three classic fields of open government, it is shown how transparency,
participation and collaboration can be realised in a cross-border adminis-
trative context of action and what perspectives can result from this for
future cross-border cooperation.

As already explained in more detail above, legal and administrative
differences between the Member States constitute a considerable obstacles
to the development of cross-border cooperation approaches and, more
broadly, mobility in Europe. From the perspective of border regions, this
reveals a paradox of European integration: the more the European legisla-
tor relies on implementation-friendly Directives at the instrumental level,
the more the empirically verifiable differences in legal implementation
in the national context tend to stabilise rather than level out structural
differences beyond national borders in Europe. Moreover, numerous areas
of law relevant to European mobility are not subject to European standard-
isation at all — they can be interpreted as an expression of the member
states' desire not to communitise these areas of law. For example, tax law,
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general and special administrative law, labour law, social security law or
vocational training law, to name just a few areas of law, are primarily
characterised by national legislation. There are, of course, some European
Directives that at least coordinate the social law provisions of the mem-
ber states, for example, or intergovernmental solutions such as double
taxation agreements. From the perspective of cross-border cooperation,
however, law in areas relevant to mobility usually represents a veritable
obstacle, as actors crossing borders are confronted with different legal
systems. Against this background, chapter eight of this book analyses the
question of the possibilities and limits of legal flexibility, which is decisive
for the practical organisation of cross-border cooperation. The provisions
included in Chapter 4 under the heading "Regional and Cross-Border
Cooperation" in the Treaty between the Federal Republic of Germany
and the French Republic on Franco-German Cooperation and Integration
of January 2019 (the socalled Aachen Treaty) appear to be particularly
groundbreaking in this regard: Article 13 para. 1 not only acknowledges
the role of decentralised cross-border cooperation between Germany and
France, but also postulates the objective of "...facilitating the removal of
obstacles in border regions in order to implement cross-border projects
and to facilitate the daily lives of people living in border regions". Article
13(2) puts this in concrete terms by stating that cross-border bodies should
in future be equipped with appropriate competences, targeted resources
and accelerated procedures for this purpose. At the same time — and this
can be seen as a particularly innovative moment — the treaty opens up the
option of adapting existing legal and administrative regulations to meet
needs and to issue exemptions for border regions. The fact that the first
phase of the Corona pandemic led to border closures, which in fact also
led to a standstill in cross-border cooperation between local and regional
actors in the Franco-German border area on the ground, highlighted the
need for further reflection on the future of cross-border cooperation, par-
ticularly in the context of the Treaty of Aachen, in order to better consider
the three levels of European integration, Franco-German cooperation and
the decentralised territorial development of border areas in an integrative
post-pandemic perspective, with a special focus on the question of the
possibilities and limits of legal-administrative flexibilisation. Based on an
analysis of two concrete cross-border cooperation projects, the chapter
attempts to develop pragmatic approaches to solutions in this regard.
Finally, from the perspective of administrative science, broader research
perspectives are outlined in the last chapter of this book. Research in
administrative science is not only interdisciplinary in the sense that the
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subject area of public administration requires an integrative consideration
of different scientific disciplines (law, social sciences, economics); it is also
transdisciplinary in the sense that the reason for research in administrative
science — also and especially in a historical perspective — does not usually
find its justification in epistemological considerations of the scientific disci-
plines involved, but starts from practical problems of the object of investi-
gation itself. Such a transdisciplinary understanding of science also appears
to be particularly suitable for opening up the subject area of cross-border
cooperation in Europe in a more integrative way. The concluding chapter
attempts to illustrate this by using the example of some basic approaches
in administrative science and, on this basis, proposes elements for a future
transdisciplinary research programme in administrative science.
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2. Cross-border cooperation within the process of European
integration

Europe without borders is the core and finality of the European integra-
tion process: central milestones of European integration such as the cre-
ation of a single internal market, the monetary union, the various rounds
of enlargement, as well as the Lisbon and "Europe 2020" strategies aim at
this. The focus of this European integration process — also in its academic
analysis — is usually in the vertical perspective: the realisation of integra-
tion through supranationality in the form of a transfer (or preservation) of
nation-state tasks to the European level in order to be able to better solve
common problems and to ensure the level-playing field necessary for many
economic and political actors.

Practitioners and also the European institutions themselves are of course
very aware that despite the postulate of a Europe without borders, in fact
many borders still do exist. On the one hand, because only partial areas
of the spectrum of public tasks have so far been "zoned up" to the suprana-
tional level, on the other hand, because not all member states participate
in some European tasks and areas of competence (key words: monetary
union and Schengen) and because the historically grown political-adminis-
trative and economic systems of the member states want to secure their
specific national policy approaches in a number of public task areas. For
this reason, "subsidiarity-friendly" directives have long dominated over
"integration-friendly" regulations at the level of the European legislator,
and the Commission of the European Union (EU) is constantly striving for
better or more intelligent legislation’!.

Moreover, the phenomenology of the border itself has a multidimen-
sionality that is particularly relevant for cross-border cooperation as part of
the European integration process. In addition to the political-administra-
tive dimension, this also includes the legal, economic, cultural and linguis-
tic dimensions®2. The respective degrees of European integration can also
and especially be determined by the relevance of these dimensions in the

51 See for example " Smart Regulation in the European Union ", Commission

communication — COM (2010)543 (8.10.2010).
52 Beck 2010
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everyday practice of cross-border exchanges and relations within Europe®3.
In this respect, cross-border territories represent a specific subject for the
analysis of the European integration process. They have specific functions
that can be understood as horizontal contributions to integration and are
referred to in the literature as "European laboratories" or "Europe in
miniature". Thereby, in the practice of cross-border cooperation, the Euro-
pean overlaps with very specific territorial, transnational and substantive
functional levels®.

This chapterwill attempt to examine more closely the specific connec-
tions and mutual influences between European integration on the one
hand and cross-border cooperation on the other, and to outline some ac-
tion-oriented perspectives for the further development of this policy field.

2.1 Cross-border cooperation from the perspective of European integration
theories

It seems to be in need of explanation and at first also paradoxical to want
to apply European integration theories to the subject area of cross-border
cooperation — because no specific integration in the European sense takes
place in the border regions: It is not about the transfer of competences to
higher levels, the absorption of individual elements in the interest of a bet-
ter and greater whole, the transfer of at least partial sovereignty to a higher
level or the creation of an institutional framework comparable to that of
the European system of government. Rather, cross-border cooperation is
transnational or subnational cooperation within a European framework
designed externally by the member states. The objective of most cross-bor-
der cooperation approaches is to increase the cohesion of the respective
cross-border area. With the concept of cohesion, a conceptual bridge can
be built to the "neighbouring" concept of integration, especially as this
is increasingly used in the current European integration debate: In any
case, a direct reference to the current European integration debate is quite
possible via the concept of cohesion. Integration and thus also European
contributions to integration in and through cross-border regions take place
on many levels. In order to be able to grasp, correctly classify and assess
these in perspective, the premises and theorems of the different European
integration theories open up interesting insights.

53 Beck/Thevenet/Wetzel 2009
54 Beck/Pradier 2011; Lambertz 2010; AGEG 2008
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Four basic academic currents have accompanied the European integra-
tion process and have decisively shaped the related schools of thought
and academic lines of discourse: structuralist explanatory approaches (fed-
eralism and neo-institutionalism), functionalist approaches (functionalism
and neo-functionalism), nation-state-centred approaches (realism and in-
tergovernmentalism) and interaction-problem-solving-oriented approach-
es (transactionalism, multi-level politics). In the following, the essential
premises of the respective schools of thought are recapitulated in a nut-

shells.

2.1.1 Structuralist approaches

Structuralist approaches see the necessity of advancing the process of
European integration primarily through the establishment of performance-
based institutions at the supranational level. Without a real transfer of
competences and institutional decision-making powers to the supranation-
al level, symbolising a new form of cooperation beyond a confederation
of states, no real integration can ultimately take place. This position was
primarily advocated immediately after the end of the Second World War
by the school of thought of the federalists, who — following the example
of the USA - proclaimed the creation of the United States of Europe as
a new federal state. The normative concept of federalism is based on the
assumption that all other forms of integration (such as the international
legal form of cooperation in intergovernmental organisations) are less
effective in terms of securing lasting peace. All real integration steps and
measures of the European unification process are evaluated exclusively
from the perspective of their suitability for realising the goal of a European
federal state.

Classical federalism can thus be interpreted as an early form of Euro-
pean contructivism, according to which the direction of development of
European integration is not given per se, but must be constructed on the
basis of social interactions, i.e. through conscious, goal-oriented setting
within the framework of complex processes. Interestingly, this line of
thought received renewed attention in the 1990s in connection with (neo-)
institutionalist approaches, which emphasised the importance of the exist-
ing (and to be developed!) institutional framework for the procedures and
content of European policy development and thus the material progress of

55 The following is based on Beck 2011a; Eppler/Scheller 2913; Schwok 2005

34

(o) ENR


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748914044
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

2.1 Cross-border cooperation from the perspective of European integration theories

integration. Institutions, according to the premises, are not only results of
historical developments that lead a life of their own over time and thus
construct social realities: They are themselves created on the basis of more
or less rational decisions in anticipation of specific functions (e.g. reduc-
tion of transaction costs for the member states) for the further integration
process.

The premises of the structuralist approach can be simplified to the for-
mula "function follows structure", based on a well-known guiding principle
of management theory: Progress in European integration depends to a
large extent on how efficiently and ultimately autonomously European
institutions are equipped in relation to the member states.

2.1.2 Functionalist and neo-functionalist approaches

Functionalist and neo-functionalist approaches, on the other hand, see
the real motor for the European integration process not primarily in the
European institutions themselves, but in the realisation of functional-sec-
toral integration processes. Based on the so-called "Monnet method", the
assumption is made that political integration can be achieved primarily
through the greatest possible economic integration within the framework
of a common market. This principle was codified at the European level in
the Treaty of Rome in 1957.

The basic assumption of the (neo-) functionalist school of thought is
based on the thesis that the discrepancy between the socio-economic prob-
lem space (i.e. social and economic disparities between the member states)
and the political action space (national competences) almost automatically
results in a necessity to improve the ability to control at the supranational
level. The stronger the functional cross-border interdependencies, especial-
ly between economic actors in Europe, the more willing the member states
will be to jointly regulate technical, i.e. regulatory competences that are
remote from sovereignty, at the European level. This area of "low politics"
would then automatically lead to the necessity of gradually harmonising
more and more policy areas at the European level (so-called spill-over effect).
From this point of view, it is easy to explain, for example, the so-called
"internal market method" or the approach to the creation of monetary
union. According to this theory, European integration is "...ultimately
the result of the activities of those actors who are particularly active in
the search for new structures of cooperation, quasi an avant-garde of inte-
gration. According to the neo-functionalist view, the competences of the
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organs of the European Community (EC)/EU increase quasi-automatically
because in all member states the policy areas are so closely intertwined that
the integration of one policy area at the supranational level has a pull effect
on other functionally closely related policy areas"s®.

Mirroring structuralism, the premises of (neo-) functionalist theories can
be simplified to the formula "structure follows function": The intensity and
structure of European integration are determined by the functionality of
the underlying socio-economic interdependencies and not vice versa.

2.1.3 Nation-state-centred approaches

Unlike the structuralist and functional integration theories, whose levels
of finality both refer to the expansion of the supranational level, the
nation-state-centred approaches emphasise the role of the member states
in the European integration process. Their most extreme manifestation
is the so-called realist school, which was very much influenced by the
early premises of the international relations schools of thought. After the
end of the Second World War, the "realists" — in diametrical contrast to
the federalists — sought closer cooperation between the states of Europe
according to the classical principle of intergovernmental cooperation: The
aim was to create a confederation of states without transferring sovereign
rights to a supranational level, as this would never be possible from a
realist point of view.

In the tradition of this school of thought, intergovernmentalism estab-
lished itself from the 1970s onwards, which decisively shaped the academic
debate until the 1980s and can be interpreted as an anticipation of or
reflex to the so-called Eurosclerosis. The starting point of this theory is the
thesis of sovereign nation states as the only actors actually shaping policy
at the European level. These tend to resist the transfer of policy-making
competences to supranational institutions. If they are prepared to do so,
this is primarily motivated by the fact that this benefits their own nation-
state interests or that they can enforce them better in this way. Intergovern-
mentalism sees the nation state as a single actor. Economic, political or
financial power is recognised as the primary means of asserting interests in
the European system. Core areas of national sovereignty such as defence,
foreign policy, internal security, taxation, labour market and social policy
etc. or — in the case of the German Linder — cultural and educational

56 Lang2011:73
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2.1 Cross-border cooperation from the perspective of European integration theories

policy are systematically withdrawn from the European integration process
by the member states.

According to the premises of intergovernmentalism, the progress of
the European integration process is determined solely by the sovereign
decisions of the governments of the member states; progress in integration
is thus the result of negotiations between autonomous states, with their
economic and geostrategic interests dominating the European idea in prac-
tice. Competence is only transferred if there are concrete benefits for the
member state context. The postulate "I want my money back" attributed to
the then British head of government Margret Thatcher can be considered
characteristic of this. Neo-intergovernmental approaches also follow this
view of the primacy of the nation state, but differentiate the explanation of
its motives for action with regard to the need for greater consideration of
organised interests within the respective member state.

2.1.4 Interaction: problem-solving approaches

One school of thought that is important for the conception and interpreta-
tion of the European integration process, albeit one that has received little
attention for a long time, is transactionism. This theory, which is strong-
ly influenced by sociology (Karl Deutsch), assumes that the integration
progress is influenced by the intensity and structure of the communication
and interaction relationships between political/institutional, economic, so-
cial and individual actors. Mutual learning and cooperation relationships
result from consolidated communication and interaction relationships,
which not only reduce transaction costs, but also promote common ac-
tion orientations that ultimately contribute to integration. Many practical
approaches to promoting intercultural communication, European encoun-
ters (such as EU programmes like Leonardo, Tempus, voluntary services,
town twinning, etc.) or the transfer of good practices (Interact, Interreg IV
C) follow these theoretical premises.

Interest-led interaction and communication in the form of negotiation
systems also form the theoretical basis of the theory of European multi-lev-
el politics and its conceptual formulation as multi-level governances”. This
school of thought, developed strongly from political science network and
policy research’®, views European integration as the result of a highly net-

57 Scharpf 1994; Jachtenfuchs/Kohler-Koch 1996; Grande 2000
58 Windhoff-Heritier 1990, 1993; Jann 2009
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worked process of interaction and cooperation in which actors from differ-
ent vertical (local, regional, national, supranational) and horizontal (state,
economy, society, science, etc.) levels of action are functionally linked with
each other in order to define collective problems and solve the resulting
need for action based on a division of labour. The actions of the actors
are determined on the one hand by the institutional context within which
they (can) act within their own framework of action, and on the other
hand by the reconciliation of individual interests and variable modes of
decision-making. There is no hierarchical subordination structure between
the levels; decision-making competences are ultimately determined by
situational-strategic rather than per se structurally defined actor qualities.
The functional logic, degree and finality of European integration are thus
differentiated and ultimately seen as variable — which in turn leads to
normative questions regarding the legitimacy and acceptance of such a
highly complex European negotiation system.

2.2 Which interlinkeges between EU-integration and cross-border cooperation?

Just as the European integration process itself can be interpreted historical-
ly and conceptually by alternative schools of thought, different patterns
of interpretation or levels of evaluation are also possible for the analysis
of cross-border cooperation as part of this overarching integration process.
The difficulty, however, lies in the fact that cross-border cooperation has
never been treated as a separate subject area in the relevant academic
theories, which means that the necessary conceptual bridging must be
done interpretatively and on the basis of cross-border practice itself. On
the other hand, cross-border cooperation has a primarily horizontal dimen-
sion, which is why the vertical view (supranationality), that predominates
in most integration theories, can only be indirectly transferred to the
cross-border context.

A first level of reference to the European integration theories and the
historically variable meanings of their respective schools of thought can
be established by analysing the genesis of cross-border cooperation®. Inter-
esting parallels emerge here, although they are offset in time. Whereas
the Treaty of Rome relatively quickly and permanently established func-
tionalist views at the European level, the early days of cross-border cooper-
ation in Europe were characterised by transactionist and then structuralist

59 Wassenberg 2007
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attitudes on the part of the actors involved. In the first decade of coopera-
tion, the moment of mutual encounter between former wartime enemies,
the establishment of direct, decentralised communication and interaction
relationships across national borders, and the identification of common
issues and problems through mutual information about each other's policy
concerns were of central importance. This first phase then led directly at
the beginning of the 1960s and until the end of the 1970s to an intensive
phase of cross-border institution building: first at the inter-communal level
in the form of Euregios, then at the inter-state level through the creation of
mixed government commissions with mostly decentralised/deconcentrated
working structures.

At the end of the 1980s/beginning of the 1990s, on the other hand,
when nation-state-centred approaches gained in importance at the Euro-
pean level, a paradigmatic shift towards a more functionalist self-under-
standing can be observed at the level of cross-border cooperation with
the implementation of the first Interreg programmes: Territorial cohesion
of cross-border areas, according to the premises, can be better realised
through concrete projects in whose development, financing and imple-
mentation partners on both sides of the border actively cooperate, rather
than within the framework of institutionalised bodies. This paradigm shift
was in turn superimposed and strengthened by one of the largest func-
tionalist projects of European integration: the realisation of the internal
market. At the end of the last century, a certain convergence between the
European and cross-border levels can be observed, in which approaches of
multi-level governance are favoured at both levels.

However, a clear difference can be identified with regard to an interpre-
tation of the intergovernmental view. While at the European level, despite
the assumptions of the realist and then nation-state-centred schools of
thought, an ever greater transfer of tasks and competences to the suprana-
tional level can in fact be observed over time, at the level of cross-border
cooperation a proportionally ever greater increase in the importance of
the participating states can be assumed over the same period. It is true
that in the cross-border context, due to the high territorial cross-sectional
character, more and more thematic fields of action have been developed,
and decentralised actors have been activated and motivated on a broader
level to participate concretely in projects and measures of cross-border co-
operation. So far, however, this has in fact taken place within a constantly
narrow corridor of national sovereignty. Today, it can by no means be
said that border regions are in a position to compensate for the lack of in-
tegration at the supranational level with their own cooperation approach-
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es in relevant policy fields. As far as the development of approaches of
"horizontal subsidiarity"® is concerned, the nation-states have so far been
rather reserved and have generally rejected the corresponding requests of
the border regions for a material transfer of competences with the — quite
understandable! — argument, that any cross-border exception (e.g. in tax
law, labour law, social law, administrative law, etc.) is not compatible with
the principle of equal treatment within the state. So far, there are hardly
any genuine cross-border experimental clauses at the level of specialised
laws or the corresponding administrative regulations.

From the European integration theories outlined above, some interest-
ing conclusions can also be drawn that concern the interpretation of the
basic philosophy of cross-border cooperation and its specific governance®'.
These relate first to the question of which functional logic cross-border
cooperation primarily follows or should follow. In the field of tension be-
tween the functionalist premise of "structure follows function" and the struc-
turalist view of a "function follows structure", the former seems to dominate
in cross-border cooperation. Unlike the European reality, which manifests
itself through actual functional interconnections and as a veritable core
project on the international/global agenda, a broader cross-border reality
(beyond selective phenomena such as cross-border commuters) is not giv-
en per se, but must be constructed. Institution building, beyond the respec-
tive purpose-related justification in the cross-border context, always also
entails a superordinate symbolisation related to tasks and political fields®2.
It is not without reason that the sustainable cross-border structure building
is one of the most important goals of the Interreg programmes, because with
each permanent project a new cross-border reality is established, which
did not exist before in this form. In this way, cross-border functions and
functionalities are always established through the structures. Against this
background, the fact that many border regions today complain about the
great diversity of and sometimes confusion between these structures must
give cause for concern.

Furthermore, cross-border cooperation differs from European integra-
tion in its much stronger transnational character, which contributes to a
specific, more intergovernmental functionality. The transnational dimen-
sion of cross-border governance as a negotiation system® is a specific

60 Beck et al 2010

61 Beck/Pradier 2011.

62 Cf. Edelman 1990

63 Benz/Scharpf/Zintl 1992
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characteristic that contributes quite significantly to explaining the specific
functions and functionalities of this cooperation approach. Unlike "classic"
regional or European governance, cross-border governance is characterised
by the fact that decision-making arenas of a few, but directly neighbour-
ing and usually very different political-administrative systems are directly
linked to each other. The resulting cross-border negotiation systems are
characterised by a — in comparison to national, regional and European
governance — significantly stronger principal-agent problem. Here, it is not
only a matter of the clash or functional coordination of different system
characteristics, but also of the specific challenge of back-mediation and
thus of the possibilities and limits of the functional "embeddedness" of a
cross-border territorial sub-system in its respective constitutive national
political-administrative systems®4.

In addition, there is the intercultural mediation and communication
function®, which is also closely linked to the transnational dimension
of cross-border governance and which, due to its bi- or tripolarity, is signifi-
cantly more complex than that of the European level — especially since
this is increasingly overlaid in institutional practice by its own European
administrative culture®®. This refers not only to the interpersonal but also
to the inter-institutional components of the cross-border negotiation sys-
tem and explicitly includes the question of the compatibility of divergent
European administrative cultures, which is open in principle?’.

Furthermore, features such as the consensus principle, the delegation
principle, the non-availability of hierarchical conflict resolution options,
the rotation principle in the committee chair, the tendency to postpone
decisions or the structural implementation problem can also be explained
by this transnational dimension. Cross-border governance thus obviously
shares to a large extent those general features that have been elaborated in
international regime research with regard to the functionality of transna-
tional negotiation systems®s.

Finally, European integration theories can also be made useful for the
cross-border context in the form of questions about the field of tension be-
tween persons (pioneers) and institutions, about the connection between
functional interdependencies made possible by the European level (espe-

64 Frey, R. 2003

65 Beck 2008a

66 Georgakakis 2008

67 Thedieck 2007

68 Hasenclever et al 1997; Miiller 1993; Kohler-Koch 1989; Epfinger et al 1990
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cially the internal market effect and the monetary union) and the concrete
results of cross-border cooperation processes or the practical shaping of the
role of cross-border actors® are addressed in connection with European
multi-level governance’. It is not the place here to conduct an in-depth
interpretation of cross-border cooperation from the perspective of Euro-
pean integration theories. But already these very general points of view
have made it clear that from the point of view of integration-related theo-
rising, Europe's cross-border territories can represent a promising subject
of scientific analysis. In particular, the combination of structuralist and
transactional theory approaches, as developed in political science in the
form of so-called actor-centred institutionalism, appears to hold special
potential”!.

2.3 Cross-border territories: Objects or subjects of European policy?

In addition to the interpretation from the perspective of European integra-
tion theories, the European function of cross-border territories can also be
developed from their policy field-specific perspective. Border regions and
the cooperation processes that take place in them can be defined as a policy
field of their own, whose constitutive characteristics and functionalities
are co-determined by the European level in addition to their characteristic
as a sub-system of national and regional governance. From the perspective
of European integration and the multi-level perspective associated with it,
the question arises as to whether cross-border governance in this context
is more of an object (= scope of application) or also already a subject
( corporate actor) of European policy.

It is obvious that cross-border territories have benefited more than per-
haps any other type of region from the progress of the European integra-
tion process’2. Through the major European projects such as the Schengen
Agreement, the Single European Act (SEA), the Maastricht Treaty or the
introduction of the euro within the framework of monetary union, impor-
tant integration steps have been realised that have had a significant and
lasting positive influence on the lives of the population in border regions.
However, the border regions within these projects do not represent a real

69 Long 2010

70 Benz 2009

71 Scharpf 2006

72 Beck/Thevenet/Wetzel 2010
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object area, but must rather be regarded as symbolic fields of application
or "background foils" of higher-level European policy strategies.

As an object area of European policy in the proper sense, however,
cross-border cooperation at the European level is defined on the one hand
as a specific dimension of cohesion policy and on the other hand as a gen-
eral type of area within the framework of European spatial development
policy.

Within the European Cohesion Policy, only relatively small amounts of
EU funds were available for the promotion of cross-border cooperation
until the end of the 1980s. However, the introduction of the Community
Initiative INTERREG as its own funding framework led to a real boost. 75
cross-border programme regions have been formed, and a European fund-
ing volume of almost 8 billion euros was made available for cooperation
at European borders between 2007 and 2013 alone, and another 9.4 billion
under the cross-border component of the Neighbourhood Policy (IPA-CBC
and ENPI-CBC)73. In these territorial cooperation fields, not only were a
large number of concrete development projects conceived and implement-
ed in partnership, but the general action model of European regional
policy also led — beyond the narrower project reference — in many cases to
optimised structuring in the functional and procedural organisation of the
cross-border territories themselves.

Between 2000 and 2006, the INTERREG 111 programme also contributed
to the creation or maintenance of 115 200 jobs and the creation of almost
5800 new businesses, and supported a further 3900 businesses. More than
544 000 people participated in events dealing with cooperation issues. It
also supported cooperation through almost 12 000 networks, which led
to the development of some 1285 sections on cross-border or transnation-
al issues and the conclusion of almost 63 000 agreements. More than
18 000 km of roads, railways and paths in border areas were built or re-
paired, along with investments in telecommunications and environmental
improvements, and more than 25 000 specific local and regional initiatives
were supported’4. With the fourth funding period since 2007, INTERREG
became a so-called "mainstream programme" of European structural policy
by generally upgrading cross-border cooperation in the new Objective

73 Instrument of Pre-Accession (IPA) or European Policy Neighbourhood Instru-
ment (ENPI)

74 Cf. the detailed results of the ex-post evaluation of Interreg III at http://ec
.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluati-on/expost2006/inter-
reg_en.htm(2.1.2011).
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3 "European Territorial Cooperation" alongside interregional and transna-
tional cooperation. Cross-border cooperation processes are thus seen as
explicit experimental fields for European territorial governance and are
given a direct cohesion-related mandate for action, which was further
strengthened in connection with the new objective of territorial cohesion
introduced in the Lisbon Treaty.

The European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) also focuses on
the importance of cross-border cooperation as part of an integrated spatial
development policy that seeks to overcome national borders and adminis-
trative barriers. Together with the Territorial Agenda of the EU (TAEU)
and the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion, it forms the foundation for a
future territorial orientation of Community policies.

However, this is by no means a self-fulfilling process. Cross-border coop-
eration as an object area of European cohesion and spatial planning policy
has suffered greatly in the past from the fact that the classical European
sectoral policies have so far often been conceived and implemented in
isolation from the objectives of social and economic (and now territorial)
cohesion. It is true that according to the Union Treaty, the design and
implementation of all EU policies should take into account their impact
on economic, social and territorial cohesion. Moreover, as for instance the
Sth Cohesion Report pointed out, some policies — for example transport,
environment, fisheries — currently have a relatively clear territorial dimen-
sion. Other policies — for example, research, information society, employ-
ment, education, agriculture, climate change policies — tend to have only a
partial territorial dimension”’. "Still other policies — for example, internal
market and trade policies — do not or cannot make a distinction between
different parts of the EU in their implementation"’¢. Common to all EU
sectoral policies is the relatively low level of horizontal coordination and
harmonisation between the individual Directorates General and their sec-
toral interventions at the territorial level in Europe.

This general finding concerning cohesion policy as a whole is even
more relevant for cross-border cooperation: Here, it is not only the classic
questions of coordination and demarcation between INTERREG funding
on the one hand and other Structural Fund interventions (ERDF, ESF,
EAFRD) in the national sub-areas of the cross-border territories that pose
a challenge. From the perspective of cross-border territorial cohesion, far
more problematic are the regularly differing implementations of EU law

75 European Commission, Directorate General Regional Policy 2010.
76 Ibidem, p.XIX.
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by neighbouring states, which lead to asymmetries in sectoral policy and
thus often increaserather than level out structural, sectoral policy or proce-
dural differences. It must appear more than alarming that the extensive
annual work output of the European Commission (on average several hun-
dred proposals for directives, directives, regulations, decisions, communi-
cations and reports, green papers, infringement proceedings per year)”’
refers at best in a very indirect form to the cross-border territories, both
on the target and on the object level, but directly affects them in its im-
plementation! Within such a national and European sectoral policy frame-
work, which is still largely "externally" defined and thus independent of
the cross-border territorial development needs and objectives, INTERREG
programmes and cross-border spatial planning approaches can ultimately
only develop a structurally reduced effectiveness.

Four developments, however, illustrate that in recent times the Euro-
pean level has increasingly taken up the field of cross-border cooperation
and begun to develop it as a strategic object area beyond the classic "IN-
TERREG world".

On the one hand, with the European Grouping of Territorial Coop-
eration (EGTC)8, the European legislator has created a European legal
instrument which, from the EU's point of view, was primarily intended to
ensure integrated cross-border programme management, but which in fact
was quickly developing into a strong symbol for strengthening integration
within cross-border territories as a whole. On the other hand, new explicit
cross-border policy dimensions in territorial cohesion at the European
level can be identified in the framework of the European Neighbourhood
Policy (especially the IPA programme) as well as in the EU strategies
for the promotion of so-called macro-regions. Furthermore, the strategy
documents "Europe 2020, the flagship initiative for the creation of an
"Innovation Union"”? or the flagship initiative "Resource-efficient Europe"
also contain explicit references to cross-border territorial cooperation, e.g.
by calling for reducing the bureaucratic burdens of cross-border activities

77 See, for example, the European Commission's 2022 work programme "Making
Europe Stronger" (COM(2021) 645 final) with its numerous strategic and sectoral
initiatives. In addition, there are the so-called catalogue projects of the individual
directorates-general as well as a multitude of rather technical decisions of the
almost 400 administrative committees (so-called comitology).

78 Regulation (EC) N01082/2006 on a European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation.

79 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,
the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: Europe
2020 Strategy Flagship Initiative, Innovation Union SEC(2010) 1161, 6.10.2010.
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within markets that are still highly fragmented by 26 different legal sys-
tems, promoting cross-border cooperation in those cross-border areas that
can create innovative EU added value and reducing bottlenecks in cross-
border sections and intermodal hubs. Finally, the 5th Cohesion Report
itself already confirmed the explicit anchoring of cross-border cooperation
as part of the third cohesion objective, and saw this as an important future
field of action of a more territorially oriented European cohesion policy
from 2013.

A different picture emerges with regard to the question of the extent
to which cross-border territories are also subjects of European policy, i.e.
actors who proactively or at least reactively influence the emergence and
shaping of European policy. In the absence of empirical studies on this
topic, some experience-based aspects will be addressed in the following.

First of all, it is interesting to note that the European border regions
have had a common interest platform, the Association of European Bor-
der Regions (AEBR), with its headquarters in Gronau, North Rhine-West-
phalia, since the early 1970s%°. Over the years, this institution has carried
out very targeted lobbying not only at the level of the participating mem-
ber states, but also directly at the level of the European institutions, and
has been pushing this forward especially in recent times through a variety
of activities. In addition to AEBR, the Committee of the Regions (CoR)
as well as the Representations of the Regions in Brussels have established
themselves as further players in recent years, while at the level of the Euro-
pean Parliament there are hardly any intergroups or specific committees or
they are still in the process of being established — primarily promoted by
reflections on the design of macro-regional EU strategies.

The central challenge of a European representation of interests and thus
the foundation of a subject function capable of action and articulation
for European politics is the difficulty of defining cross-border territories
as a single actor. The wide range of cross-border territories in Europe®!
(old and new border areas, areas with urban cores and rural areas, border
areas with strong and weak geographical/natural borders, border regions
on the internal and external borders of the community, border regions
with high and low conflict intensity, border regions that lie outside the
EU, etc.)8? makes it difficult to identify common interests and thus to
articulate European interests.

80 See for a detailed presentation of this topic Guillermo-Ramirez 2010
81 Ricq 2006
82 Lambertz 2010
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In addition, in European multi-level governance it is primarily the mem-
ber states and then their sub-state units (countries, regions) themselves
that represent the interests of the border regions. Joint initiatives by the
border regions themselves have only taken place in recent times. From the
perspective of the cross-border regions, this shows the problem of vertical
and horizontal subsidiarity of a European representation of interests: The
professional communication relations in Europe (Council of Ministers,
Conferences of Ministers, etc.) are still being constituted by the Member
States and then their sub-state units (Lander, regions, etc.). Cross-border
coordination with regard to the conception and implementation of Euro-
pean policy approaches related to cross-border territories hardly takes
place at the level of the member states and the EU (at least beyond the
negotiations on securing the continuation of INTERREG or the further
development of European spatial planning policy).

This explains why the representation of interests to date — and thus
indirectly also the European subject function in question — of the cross-
border territories is very narrowly limited to specific aspects of cross-border
cooperation and thus also reflects the reception of the topic to date at
the European level: The interests regarding the creation of the EGTC, the
securing of the continuation of the INTERREG programmes and of Inter-
act or the corresponding contributions to the Green Paper on Territorial
Cohesion etc. were very effectively, but ultimately rather related to less
significant sub-sections of European policy development.

Finally, this may also be related to the general difficulty of getting
the "cross-border argument" heard at all, because the specific situation
of cross-border areas is usually regarded as a very marginal problem by
higher levels. This can be explained by the fact that border regions have
for a very long time been portrayed and perceived as disadvantaged periph-
eral regions and not as potential regions for innovation and growth. In
addition, there is the so-called "5 % phenomenon" and the "grey zone"
of cross-border cooperation: 90,000 cross-border commuters in a border
region, for example, initially seem to represent a significant factor for
territorial development. However, they are quickly relativised from the
perspective of the cross-border area itself, since they represent only 3 % of
an active population of 3 million! How can structural exceptions be justi-
fied for this comparatively small percentage of the total population with an
actual cross-border lifestyle? In many areas (tourism, education, transport,
health, social affairs, etc.) the actual cross-border reality in relation to the
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respective total territorial size often seems to be hardly larger than 5 068!
The situation is aggravated by the fact that, on the other hand, reliable
figures on the real potentials that could be realised through optimised
cross-border cooperation are still not available in most cross-border territo-
ries due to the lack of comparability of statistical data and the absence
of suitable prospective methods. Thus, beyond political and theoretical
desirability, there is a lack of resilient facts that quasi automatically lead
to a weakening of cross-border areas in relation to comparable areas of
the domestic context. Therefore, cross-border cooperation is perceived at
the higher decision-making level — at least in tendency - as something
very sensible, and everyone is anxious and well-intentioned to move things
forward, the only thing missing are concrete examples and approaches
for action that can form the basis for political decisions and integrated
representation of interests. Moreover, cross-border problems are often also
located in a grey aread4 : for the locally acting actors, these are often too
"big" due to a de facto lack of competence to act, while from the perspec-
tive of higher levels (nation states), these in turn are too "small" due to
their supposedly selective character to justify a nation-state approach to
solving them.

In summary, the hypothesis can be formulated that Europe's cross-bor-
der territories — despite all the positive developments that have emerged in
recent years and that are already discernible for the future — are, at least
so far, neither real objects nor actual subjects of European policy. This is
all the more surprising since the quantitative and qualitative importance of
cross-border territories for the success of European integration is obvious:
30% of the European population lives in this type of territory, almost
40 % of the European territory has a more or less direct connection to the
border situation, and of the only about 7% of the European population
who actually make active use of mobility rights in a united Europe, 80 %
are found in European border regions. Beyond the simple hinge function
between the different political-administrative systems, this type of territory
also stands for a new form of integrated territorial potential development,
which can be seen symbolically not only for the further shaping of the
future cohesion policy as a specific object area, but also for the impact-ori-
ented European policy and integration development as a whole.

83 The exception, however, is the area of cross-border consumption, where there are
sometimes significantly higher cross-border interdependencies in areas close to
the border.

84 Lamassoure 2005
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2.4 Prospects for cross-border cooperation within the process of European
integration

So how can cross-border cooperation in Europe in future be given the
status it should actually have as a horizontal dimension of European inte-
gration?

From the tension between the potential integration contribution of
the European border regions on the one hand and the factual status of
their object/subject reference in European policies on the other hand,
the necessity of an expansion and re-accentuation of the corresponding
integration-specific laboratory function arises: In addition to economic
and social cohesion dimensions, cross-border territories stand like no oth-
er type of territory in Europe above all for the possibilities of a better
realisation of territorial cohesion. New opportunities arise from the direct
reference to the Lisbon Treaty, which were already explicitly pointed out
in the 5th Cohesion Report. Admittedly, the report still showed an overall
tendency to subsume border regions only under the category of "special
areas with particular geographical features”". At the same time, however,
it was emphasised in the introduction that the new objective must be cov-
ered even better in the new programmes, "with a particular focus on the
role of cities, functional territorial units, areas with special geographical or
demographic problems and macro-regional strategies"$>.

In this respect, it is important that general reform tendencies of the
cohesion policy are constantly taken up by the cross-border territories at an
early stage and implemented in an exemplary manner for their respective
territorial references. On the one hand, it is a matter of strengthening and
differentiating the cross-border partnership on the basis of the specific ter-
ritorial contextual factors. This refers to the structure of the actors involved
in cross-border cooperation itself, with a stronger horizontal expansion in-
to the areas of economy and civil society. On the other hand, the partner-
ship should ensure a greater implementation orientation of the initiatives,
programmes and measures in question in the future®®. In addition to the
elaboration of integrated territorial development concepts at the cross-bor-
der level, concrete cooperation agreements should be concluded between
all relevant territorial actors, in which roles, co-financing and material
contributions to action are bindingly regulated for a medium-term period.

85 Cf. Sth Cohesion Report, p.XXVIIL.
86 Casteigts 2010
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2. Cross-border cooperation within the process of European integration

Furthermore, within cross-border cooperation, a stronger concentration
is required on those focal points in which innovations and development
impulses can actually be developed through targeted cooperation/network-
ing of the actors ("Strengthening strengths"). This means that, with regard
to project generation, top-down procedures that serve the targeted develop-
ment of strengths must be added to the still important bottom-up processes.
This can be done in the form of so-called project calls for which, in turn,
flexibly manageable budget lines should be set up within the existing
programme lines, which should be implemented, if possible, in the form
of lump sums. In this context, there is also a general need for a greater
impact orientation with regard to cross-border development management
in the future: consistent impact analyses in planning and project selection
as well as in implementation and evaluation on the basis of transparent
goals and real impact indicators must become the standard procedure for
future cross-border initiatives and projects.

In addition to these rather instrumental-procedural optimisations,
which refer to cross-border policy within a specific area itself, it seems nec-
essary that in the future cross-border areas also participate more strongly in
the development of European policy approaches within the framework of
new multi-annual European strategies, against the background of their spe-
cific laboratory function. In European system of impact assessment¥” related
to this, a specific cross-border impact category is currently still missing.
If there is a tendency to generally better assess the territorial impacts of
sectoral policies of the European level in an ex ante perspective, in order
to promote synergies and minimise contradictory impact effects in this
way®$, this should also apply to the cross-border level of this territorial
dimension®. Cross-border regions could thus become ideal test areas for
the ex-ante evaluation of future EU policies, as here, in an integrated
analytical view, effects on the various political-administrative systems of
the Community (e.g. assessment of bureaucratic burdens and so-called
compliance costs), effects on the spatial situation of various Member States
as well as on the cross-border, i.e. sub-European level itself can be recorded
in an exemplary manner. Border regions also cover the spectrum of all
European territorial typologies. Impacts on new and old member states,
urban and rural areas as well as internal and external borders could thus

87 European Commission (dir.), Impact Assessment Guidelines, 15.1.2009, SEC(2009)
92; in: http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/index_en.htm(2.1.2011).

88 Renda 2006

89 Unfried/Kortese 2019
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2.4 Prospects for cross-border cooperation within the process of European integration

be simulated in parallel through the integrated approach of a cross-border
impact analysis of future European policy approaches, which should be a
great attraction for the European Commission services entrusted with this
task®0.

However, at the level of the actors in the cross-border territories, this
presupposes that they are actively involved in the consultation processes
at EU level at a very early stage, if possible as a single point of contact,
and that they are prepared to contribute resources and know-how, but
above all cross-border technical impact reflections, to the impact assessment
studies of the European Commission. This will not be possible for all EU
initiatives and — due to the relatively high transaction costs — probably
not even for the most important ones, if only for reasons of capacity and
coordination (corresponding cross-border procedures still have to be estab-
lished and practised). However, at least for those areas in which a different
implementation of EU policy within national sectoral policy would lead to
contradictory or even conflictual effects in a cross-border perspective, the
cross-border actors should already show corresponding motivations out of
their institutional and functional self-interest.

Furthermore, lobbying and coordinated representation of interests at
EU level should be further strengthened®!. The European macro-regions
have shown how the interests of specific types of cross-border territories
can be incorporated into European strategies. Now it will certainly be
unrealistic to believe that every single cross-border territory can develop
direct lobbying functions towards Brussels and be heard individually.
However, the annual European Week of Regions and Cities in Brussels has
already shown how rich and exciting a joint presentation and reflection of
one's own development approaches in relation to specific typologies and
issues of cross-border cooperation can be.

Finally, as Karl-Heinz Lambertz, shows, besides the "may" (active support
by the member states) and the "will" (commitment and willingness to take
risks of the political-administrative actors themselves), above all the "abili-
ty" for cross-border cooperation will become a strategic challenge for the
future development and positioning of cross-border territories in Europe®2.
The more institutions, policy approaches and procedures of cross-border
governance functionally differentiate, specialise and network across sectors

90 Beck 2014a, 2015b
91 Guillermo-Ramirez 2011
92 Lambertz 2010
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and levels, the more new actors will be involved in this field®3. In the
future, beyond the promotion of the necessary foreign-language communi-
cation skills, which is already very important in itself, the focus will have
to be on the even better teaching of key cross-border skills (knowledge
of institutions, intercultural action skills, procedural management skills)
so that the desired learning and innovation approaches can actually be
realised in cross-border areas and are not hindered by mutual blockades
and lengthy interpersonal and inter-institutional learning loops®* : Innova-
tive cross-border cooperation presupposes the existence of and the ability
to engage in "reflexive learning" (so-called "double loop learning"®5) at the
level of the actors involved, and this can and must be taught and trained
precisely in cross-border terms®.

Not least in this context, the Euro-Institut Kehl/Strasbourg has initiated
the creation of a network of future Euro-Institutes in Europe (TEIN)?7, in-
volving national partners from different European border regions (includ-
ing France, Germany, Denmark, Austria, Italy, Spain, Slovenia, Poland,
Czech Republic, Ireland). The aim is to develop quality standards for
future cross-border further education and qualification programmes and
the creation of corresponding training facilities, among other things, on
the basis of a reflection of good practices. The European level can thus
have an efficient partner for all questions of cross-border education and
training,.

93 Beck/Pradier 2011

94 Eisenberg 2007.

95 Argyris/Schon 1996; Schimanke et al 2006
96 Euro Institute 2007

97 https:/transfrontier.cu/

52

(o) ENR


https://transfrontier.eu
https://transfrontier.eu
https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748914044
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

3. Characteristics and perspectives of cross-border governance

"At the turn of the millennium, the term governance was one of the
favourites in the competition for the title of the most used term in the
social sciences"?8. At the same time, this finding is linked to another
observation: "The understanding of what governance research is supposed
to be about is correspondingly varied and diverse"”. It is therefore not
surprising that the concept of governance has also found its way into a
field of research that has so far been relatively little explored by academics:
cross-border cooperation in Europe. It was therefore only logical that the
present publication should attempt to approach the concept of governance
as well as its empirically and conceptually identifiable characteristics in the
field of cross-border cooperation, in addition to other relevant questions.

The aim of this chapter is to make a contribution to this in two
respects: firstly, in a comparative perspective, using the example of four
very different cross-border-cooperation areas, it will be worked out in a
cross-sectional manner, which forms of governance can be observed in
cross-border practice, how these patterns can be characterised and how
their functionality is to be assessed. Secondly, from a normative point of
view, the question is whether and if so, which generalisable characteristics
of cross-border governance can be worked out from this cross-sectional
analysis, how these differ from other governance approaches, especially
"regional governance", and which perspectives can be derived from this for
the conception of a holistic understanding of cross-border governance.

The question posed in this chapter is closely related to two conceptual
forms of the term governance itself. On the one hand, there is the more
normative concept of governance, as it was first expressed in the concept
of "good governance" in development cooperation!® (what should gover-
nance achieve and how must it be structured?) and a more neutral, empiri-
cal understanding of the concept, as it was based in particular on the work
of the circle of authors around Arthur Benz!®! (what are the forms and
characteristics, what is the effectiveness and functionality?).

98 Blatter 2006: 50
99 Grande 2009: 77
100 Theobald 2001
101 Benz et al 2007
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3. Characteristics and perspectives of cross-border governance

As far as the definitional approach to the concept of governance is
concerned, Renate Mayntz has presented a broad conceptual variant of
governance: This serves to "designate the various mechanisms that create
order in a population of actors. This can happen through unilateral adapta-
tion (market), command and obedience (hierarchy), through negotiation
in networks, or ...through the common orientation of action towards the
norms and practices in a society"%2, whereby, in the sense of a narrower
variant of the term, it is ultimately a matter of distinguishing between dif-
ferent forms of the "intentional regulation of collective circumstances"!%?
and clarifying which are the circumstances in question and which are the
regulating actors and their patterns of interaction.

Following Fiirst!%4, two analytical differentiations can be derived from
this: On the one hand, there is the question of the procedure for reach-
ing collective regulations (e.g. decision-making processes, decision-making
rules, political styles, etc.), i.e. "governance in the narrower sense" as a
process dimension!®. On the other hand, there is the question of the
different organisational forms of this procedure (e.g. classical institutions
vs. networks), i.e. in the sense of a delimitation of "government in the
narrower sense" as a structuring dimension.

In addition, further differentiations should be considered here. In this
way, a third analytical dimension can be developed, which is of great
importance especially in political science, namely that of governance as a
specific form of governance in which private corporate actors participate
in the regulation of social circumstances and which, from an analytical
perspective, involves a distinction between a specific form of non-hierarch-
ical regulation and the interaction of hierarchical and non-hierarchical or
state and non-state forms of regulation'®. Finally, as a fourth dimension,
a differentiation of the concept of governance according to different levels
can be made, which in the vertical perspective refers to the question of
the different spatial levels of action and in the horizontal dimension to
the typology of the actors involved (state/non-state; public-private-social),
and which thus integrates the perspective of so-called multi-level gover-
nance.'%”

102 Mayntz 2009: 9.
103 Ibidem

104 Furst 2010

105 Botzen et al 2009
106 Mayntz 2009: 10
107 Benz 2009
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What most conceptual definitions of governance have in common is
that it is obviously something complementary that (has) developed as
a rule in addition to the already established public and/or private insti-
tutions and organisations, whether because the given institutional frame-
work for action is seen as deficient for new challenges and/or because
given market or state patterns of governance need to be complemented by
new forms of interaction!®® of (societal) self-governance.

In view of the complexity and great variety of existing definitions,
this chapter will be based on a rather simple self-understanding of gov-
ernance'®. This refers to a complementary, vertically (spatial/functional
levels of action) and horizontally (actor-specific composition) differenti-
ated interaction and steering structure for the solution/development of
collective problems/potentials, whereby its functionality/effectiveness is de-
termined by the material-strategic content (policy dimension) in question.
Especially the last feature, i.e. the material-strategic dimension of policy,
which is deliberately included in the working definition, is in danger of
disappearing in current governance approaches, some of which deliberate-
ly seek to distinguish themselves from the older "steering approaches” and
"policy research" or sometimes focus on conceptual term innovations!!C.
Especially for the analysis of cooperation approaches that are in the field of
cross-border cooperation and that are characterised by a high and (as will
be shown) very presuppositional practical relevance, it seems necessary to
give due consideration to this rather classical dimension of analysis.

The content of the first part of this chapter is based on the results of a
research project carried out within the framework of the Model Project for
Spatial Planning (MORO) project partnership!!!. Within the framework
of the study, the following seven analytical dimensions in particular were
examined more closely in the form of a cross-sectional analysis of the
cross-border cooperation areas of Lake Constance, the Upper Rhine, the
Greater Region and the Euregio Meuse-Rhine: 1. Contextual conditions
that represent overarching spatial, historical, cultural, socio-economic and
structural determinants of the respective cross-border integration areas;
2. the most important phases and characteristics in the genesis of cooper-
ation, their similarities but also their respective differences in terms of
sub-spatial cross-border development paths; 3. the actor structures and

108 Scharpf 2006

109 Beck/Pradier 2011

110 Toller 2018

111 Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning 2009
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typologies that are characteristic of the respective cross-border integration
area, with a special focus on recording the respective vertical (level-specific)
and horizontal (sector-specific) degree of differentiation; 4. the legal and
organisational forms to be found in each case, which allow statements
about the spectrum to be found, the specific characteristics as well as the
functionality of the degree of organisation in the cross-border cooperation
areas; 5. contents and results of cooperation, which can be regarded as con-
stitutive for the cross-border integration areas; 6. strengths and weaknesses
of the current governance in the cross-border cooperation areas, on the ba-
sis of which, finally, 7. the strategic challenges and innovation-oriented dis-
courses can be worked out and evaluated.

On the basis of the insights gained from the cross-sectional analysis
of the individual key questions, this chapter attempts to generate core
elements and possible variants of a target concept for the governance of
the spatial type "cross-border interlinked area" as well as differentiated
practice-related suggestions for the future design or further development
of the existing cooperation and governance structures in the cross-border
cooperation areas of Europe, with special consideration of the dimension
of large-scale communities of responsibility.

3.1 Results of a cross-sectional analysis of four cross-border cooperation areas

Within the framework of the above mentionned research project to
analyse cross-border interdependencies in western German metropolitan
regions (MORO), the author conducted a cross-sectional analysis of the
governance processes in four selected cross-border cooperation areas!!2.
The main findings of this cross-sectional analysis of the cooperation and
governance structures in the four cross-border cooperation areas studied
— Upper Rhine, Greater Region, Lake Constance, Euregio Meuse-Rhine —
can be summarised under the following points.

3.1.1 Specific contextual conditions of divergent polycentric structures
The comparison of the four study areas makes it clear that the delimitation

of what is to be understood by a "cross-border interlinked area" is not giv-
en per se. In addition to the area, which ranges from 65,400 km2 (Greater

112 Becketal 2010
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Region) to 10,800 km2 (Euregio Meuse-Rhine), the number of inhabitants
also varies greatly. The same applies to the population density, the number
of sub-regions included, as well as that of the participating states and their
characteristics: Thus, three states are involved in the cooperation in the
Upper Rhine, four in the Greater Region and four in Lake Constance. On
the other hand, Lake Constance is bordered by federal states, whereas the
Upper Rhine and the Greater Region are not (the latter, in turn, has an
entire state, Luxembourg, as a cooperation partner). Even the common
characteristic of polycentricity is very different on closer inspection. While
on Lake Constance Zurich, with over 200,000 inhabitants, is linked to a
city network of around 50,000 inhabitants, the core cities of Karlsruhe,
Freiburg, Strasbourg, Mulhouse and Basel on the Upper Rhine tend to
be of a comparable size (> 100,000 inhabitants). The urban system of the
Greater Region, in turn, is characterised by a great variety of different size
categories, whereby here the urban network of the major centres "Quat-
tropole"!!3 has its own networking function. With Aachen and Liege, the
Euregio Meuse-Rhine is again home to two large cities with over 200,000
inhabitants as well as the large city of Maastricht with over 100,000 inhabi-
tants.

Differences are also apparent with regard to cultural and linguistic dis-
parities. While these must be classified as relatively strong in the Greater
Region and the Upper Rhine (very different cultural circles and adminis-
trative cultures meet in these areas), Lake Constance cooperation is char-
acterised by the fact that, on the one hand, there is no language barrier
and that, on the other hand, the cultural differences between the partners
are also rather slight. The situation in the Euregio is more in between:
Although there is a greater linguistic proximity of involved actors (Dutch/
Flemish/German speakers), linguistic and cultural barriers definitely play
a role with the French-speaking partners (Liege). In all four study areas,
the regional cross-border identities of the population (beyond those parts
of the population that have an explicit cross-border life orientation, such
as cross-border commuters) are relatively weak. At the level of the actors
of cross-border cooperation, on the other hand, this can be identified as
significantly more pronounced, whereby the Lake Constance region has a
particularly strong cross-border identification feature with the lake, while
the Greater Region, on the other hand, tends to lack this due to the size

113 See the "Quattropole" city network: https://quattropole.org/ (accessed
30.03.2022)
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of its area. In the Euregio Meuse-Rhine, the shared history of Belgian and
Dutch Limburg offers special points of contact for a sub-area.

Overall, the comparison raises the question of the optimal size of a
cross-border interlinked area. This seems to be the case for the Upper
Rhine and Lake Constance, while the question arises as to whether the
Greater Region is not ultimately too large on the basis of the real internal
interdependence structures!'* and whether the Euregio Rhine-Meuse is not
too small in view of the increasingly differentiated socio-economic inter-
dependencies. Here the Euregio also competes with other more extensive
regional networks.

3.1.2 Comparable development phases with different finalities

All four study areas have a long tradition of cross-border cooperation. It is
characteristic that the basis of cross-border cooperation was established in
the early 1970s of the last century, that this form has largely been preserved
until today, but that very specific adaptations and developments have tak-
en place over the years, in which different finalities of the conceptual and
practical design of cross-border cooperation are recognisable!!S.

The first phase (late 1960s to early 1970s) can be characterised as ad-
ministrative institution-building: After gathering initial experimental expe-
rience and establishing selective relations in the 1960s, official government
commissions with sub-regional regional committees or regional commis-
sions and corresponding thematic working groups are set up in the Greater
Region (1971) and the Upper Rhine (1975) on the basis of corresponding
state treaties. The Euregio is established in 1975 in the form of a foundation
under Dutch law, and in the Lake Constance region the International Lake
Constance Conference (IBK) is constituted, with its Conference of Heads
of Government and its thematic commissions.

A second phase can be seen in the governmental differentiation from
the late 1980s to the early 1990s: The Greater Region establishes the In-
terregional Parliamentary Council in 1986, followed by an Interregional
Economic and Social Committee; on Lake Constance, the Lake Constance
Council is formed in 1991; the Euregio is expanded to include the Euregio
Council in 1995; and on the Upper Rhine, the Upper Rhine Council is
founded in 1997.

114 Niedermeyer/Moll 2007: 297
115 Similar Wassenberg 2007
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At the same time, a third phase began in the early 1990s, which can
be described as project-oriented professionalisation: Through the Commu-
nity Initiatives INTERREG, not only is substantial funding available for
concrete projects, which leads to a quantitative and qualitative expansion
of cross-border cooperation, but a very specific model of action is also
introduced through the European funding policy, which with elements
such as consultation, partnership principle, co-financing necessity, pro-
gramme planning and monitoring, internal and external reporting, public
relations, evaluation, etc. — albeit with very different intensities — directly
shapes the practical design of the existing cooperation approaches in the
four study areas.

A fourth phase, which began at the beginning of 2000, can be described
as level-specific differentiation. In the case of the Upper Rhine, the Greater
Region and the Euregio, this is characterised on the one hand by the
creation of (municipally supported) Eurodistricts and city networks, which
began in 2004, and in the case of the Lake Constance region by the imple-
mentation of a cross-border Agenda 21 process, in which the municipal
level in particular was very strongly involved!!¢. The most recent example
from the Euregio Meuse-Rhine is the declaration of intent of the Aachen
city region and Parkstad (a Dutch association of municipalities) to estab-
lish a European Grouping for Territorial Cooperation (EGTC).

At the same time, all four regions began to consider the further devel-
opment and reform of the existing cooperation structures (reform of the
Euregio Council 2000'7, reform of the Greater Region 2005''%), which
continues to this day. However, in the overall view, only the Upper Rhine
currently shows a consistent level-specific differentiation in the area of
cross-border cooperation, in which there are not only institutional but also
task-structural and functional approaches to a vertical division of labour
between the (inter-) national (government commission), overall spatial
(Upper Rhine Conference, Upper Rhine Council) and partial spatial levels
(Eurodistricts) on the one hand, and on the other hand (in the area of
common cross-sectional tasks) between the four Eurodistricts themselves.

116 For the evaluation of the Lake Constance Agenda 21 see: https://www.alexandri
a.unisg.ch/id/project/31757

117 Decision of the Executive Board of the Euregio Meuse-Rhine of 13.12.2000 and
of the Euregio Council of 31.1.2001 amending the Declaration of Principles and
the Rules of Procedure for the functioning of the Euregio Council.

118 Updated exchange of notes of 23.5.2005 in: Niedermeyer/Moll 2007.
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The four study areas are representative of different logics of action and
cross-border cooperation finalities, which represent interesting conceptual
alternatives for the question of structuring integrative cross-border cooper-
ation'”. The Euregio Meuse-Rhine, for example, follows the classic bottom-
up principle of an Euregio, in which functional solutions are developed for
a smaller cooperation area with regard to achievements of cross-border in-
tegration at proximity-level.. The Greater Region and the Lake Constance
cooperation, on the other hand, stand for a larger spatial-structural interde-
pendence context, in which there is a stronger interregional moment,
whereby the difference is to be seen in the existence/non-existence of an
identity-forming common frame of reference ("Lake Constance riparian").
The Upper Rhine, on the other hand, can be seen as a cooperation model
of vertical networking of different spatial levels of action, with which a
synchronisation of different spatial reaches of cross-border cooperation is
aimed at.

3.1.3 Different actor structures with the same mono-sectoral orientation

In all four study areas, the analysis shows a very strong dominance of
public actors. This is a characteristic that is representative of cross-border
cooperation as a whole!?0. On the one hand, this can be explained by
the fact that cross-border cooperation, as a so-called "secondary foreign
policy"121, is always at the interface and boundary of competences of differ-
ent states and that this state level is therefore — depending on the institu-
tional differentiations in the respective state organisation — per se always
involved — be it as a direct actor or indirectly via the general or the specific
supervisory function or via the financing function from ministerial action
programmes. On the other hand, it can be historically understood that the
initiators and promoters of cooperation in cross-border interlinked areas
were and are primarily public actors, be they regional or local politicians
or actors of the deconcentrated state administration or the regional and
local authorities.

On the other hand, in all four cooperation areas, cross-border coopera-
tion traditionally takes place in thematic fields that can be assigned to
the core area of compulsory or voluntary public tasks in the participating

119 Ricq 2006
120 Lang 2010
121 Klatt/Wassenberg 2020
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countries: When developing cross-border approaches to action, for exam-
ple in spatial planning, environmental protection, local public transport,
education, public services or public safety and order, public actors are first
and foremost responsible. Finally, cross-border projects, especially if they
are funded by European programmes such as Interreg, sometimes require
substantial financial participation in the form of national and regional
co-financing. Since the project costs must first be fully pre-financed in
accordance with the relevant funding criteria, actors from the social sector,
for example, quickly reach the limits of their capacity. Direct funding
to private actors, such as companies, is also legally very difficult due to
European state aid law and the relevant Interreg guidelines.

Within this general pattern, the four study areas nevertheless show some
interesting variations in terms of actor structures. For example, in the
Greater Region, actors of the economic and social partners are institution-
ally integrated at the interregional level in the form of the Economic
and Social Committee (ESC) — even if the ESC has a purely consultative
character and thus a rather limited scope, and have additional formal
participation opportunities via specific interregional association structures
(Trade Union Council, Chambers of Industry and Commerce (CCI) and
Chambers of Skilled Crafts (CHC)). A similar involvement, which is even
more intensive in terms of the degree of integration, can be found in the
Euregio Meuse-Rhine: there is a separate chamber of social organisations
within the Euregio Council, and these actors are also intensively involved
thematically at the level of the commissions.

Such institutional involvement at the decision-making level can only be
discerned in the structures of the Upper Rhine and Lake Constance to
date. The involvement of societal and economic actors takes place here in
institutional terms more at the working level (e.g. working groups and
expert committees of the Upper Rhine Conference or in the commissions
of the IBK), via the chambers' own (INTERREG) project initiatives (e.g.
advisory network of the Chambers of Crafts, network of Euro-advisors of
the Chamber of Industry and Commerce) or via Eurest-T'?? (e.g. Eurest-T
Upper Rhine).

Within the public actor segment, on the other hand, a strong region-
al/municipal momentum is noticeable in the Euregio Meuse-Rhine, while
the municipal level has so far been included in the official cooperation of

122 EURES-T sees itself as a competence centre for all questions concerning the
cross-border labour market, for the Upper Rhine, see: https://www.eures-t-oberr
hein.eu/ (29.03.2022)
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the IBK at Lake Constance rather selectively. The Upper Rhine and the
Greater Region, on the other hand, represent cooperation areas in which a
mix of state and municipal actors can be observed, with the state actors or
representatives of the regional authorities dominating at the overall spatial
level and the municipal actors dominating at the sub-regional level. The
Greater Region has the special feature that Luxembourg is involved in
cross-border cooperation as an independent state, whereby the question
can be asked whether this has a promoting or rather inhibiting effect on
cross-border cooperation.

Another interesting differentiation criterion within the public actor seg-
ment is the question of the degree of professionalisation with regard to
the specific technical requirements of effective and efficient cross-border
cooperation. In addition to the linguistic and intercultural competences of
the actors involved, the question of whether and to what extent full-time
actors are participatingin the cooperation is an important indicator in this
regard. This can be used to measure the extent to which the field of action
of cross-border cooperation is established or consolidated as an indepen-
dent policy field, or whether it continues to lead more of a "second-hand"
existence, i.e. is more or less completely dependent on contributions to
action from the national context with regard to its functional conditions.
Here, the comparative analysis shows strong differences between the ex-
amined cross-border interdependencies. The most striking is the Upper
Rhine region, where considerable personnel capacities have been built up
in recent years, both at the level of institutional partners and within the
framework of the cross-border institutions themselves: Around 100 people
are involved in cross-border cooperation on a full-time basis at the various
levels, in addition to around 600 experts in the Upper Rhine Conference
alone, who are provided by their national administrations on a selective
basis.

The less socio-economic interdependencies are oriented towards admin-
istrative borders, also in a cross-border context, and the more important
the cooperative interaction of actors from different sectors becomes for
territorial development, the more the question arises, also in a cross-bor-
der context, to what extent horizontal differentiations in the structure of
actors, as can be observed in many national metropolitan areas!?3, are also
of critical importance for cross-border interdependencies'?*. How the tar-
geted mobilisation and integration of the potentials and contributions of

123 Ludwig et al 2009
124 Beck 2008a
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public, social and private actors in the cross-border context can be ensured
and, if necessary, even controlled, is — on the basis of the findings from the
comparative analysis — a central question of future-oriented governance in
functionally interdependent cross-border territories.'?.

3.1.4 Different forms of organisation for comparable goals of action

With regard to the degree of organisation, the first thing that stands out
in the comparative analysis is that the institutionalisation of the regions
is based on different legal forms: Whereas at Lake Constance, the Upper
Rhine and the Greater Region, beyond the respective state treaties, there
is no uniform legal structure at the overall spatial level and the institu-
tions created here are based predominantly on multilateral agreements
between the partners, the Euregio Meuse-Rhine has a framework structure,
a foundation under Dutch law. The legal instruments created specifically
for cross-border cooperation (cross-border local special-purpose association
(GOZ) according to the Karlsruhe Agreement, EGTC according to Euro-
pean Union (EU) law) are not yet applied at the large-scale level, but are
used (if at all) in the sub-spatial context (Eurodistricts, individual projects).

Furthermore, it is noticeable that in the Euregio Meuse-Rhine, as well as
in the Greater Region and the Upper Rhine, there is a significantly higher
degree of formalisation and institutionalisation compared to Lake Con-
stance. While Lake Constance consciously relies on a policy of "strength
of loose coupling" within decentralised (sectoral) networks'?¢, the other
three regions are dominated by a pattern of classic institution building
with a conscious regulation of business processes and decision-making
procedures. Accordingly, the actors on the ground in these three regions
consider the degree of formalisation to be relatively high, whereas in Lake
Constance they consciously see the need for informal cooperative relation-
ships and specifically promote them.

In addition to the organisational structure, there are also considerable
differences between the four study areas in terms of financial resources. In
all regions, the INTERREG programme plays an important role for the reali-
sation of strategic projects, but there are some interesting differences with
regard to the question of how strongly this also determines the overall ma-
terial spectrum of cooperation. Since in the Euregio Meuse-Rhine there are

125 Kolisch 2008
126 Scherer/Schnell 2002
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almost no proper funds for projects available, INTERREG and its model of
action very much dominate practical cooperation, as well as the discourses
and decision-making patterns geared to it. A strong influence of Interreg
can also be observed in the Greater Region, as none of the diverse cross-
border bodies has a significant cross-border action budget and therefore, as
a rule, the problem pressure in the various areas is not sufficient in itself
to develop lasting cross-border cooperation without additional financial
incentives. In contrast, Lake Constance does not define itself through the
INTERREG programme but wants to be its own platform for cross-border
cooperation that uses the INTERREG programme to realise project ideas de-
veloped there. A similar, rather instrumental understanding is also found
in this respect in the Upper Rhine. Here, the institutional partners of
the cooperation have in some cases even created their own cross-border
budgets with which smaller projects can be financed autonomously and
very flexibly (the financing here takes place via fixed keys or annual contri-
butions based on population figures): Eurodistricts, Upper Rhine Council,
Upper Rhine Conference and Three-Country Congresses are not primarily
defined by the Interreg programme, but each represent their own platforms
for cross-border policy development and its implementation. As on Lake
Constance, many projects are also initiated here outside of Interreg.

An important feature of the cooperation areas studied for further reflec-
tion on the future design of cross-border integration areas is that, overall,
the degree of cross-border organisation is rather low. The administration
and political shaping of cross-border affairs is usually carried out through
a very strong reference back to the political-administrative context of the
partners involved, whereby cross-border cooperation is primarily perceived
there as a cross-sectional task located in the political management area: this
usually enjoys a high level of political and strategic attention, but in organ-
isational terms has the latent problem of a functional anchoring in the
technical-sectoral line (specialist departments, specialist administrations,
etc.). Even in cases where own cross-border structures and institutions have
been created, they are very much dependent on the functionality of the un-
derlying inter-institutional networks of their partners for the effectiveness
of their work. This regularly results in challenges in interface management
and inter-institutional coordination. They underline the tension between
an expansive cross-border task policy at the level of the interlinked areas
and the systemic limits of a corresponding integrative, competence-based
institution building.
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3.1.5 Strengths and weaknesses of the current cross-border cooperation
systems

The main strengths of the cooperation structures studied lie first of all in
the fact that they each represent specific responses to individual challenges
and needs for action in different spatial and political-administrative start-
ing conditions. In all four study areas, functional patterns of cross-border
cooperation have developed that are characterised by a strong tradition,
which in turn has led to independent cooperation cultures. These coopera-
tion cultures are both internalised and shaped by the actors involved. They
are mainly supported by functional inter-institutional and inter-personal
networks of public institutional key actors. They are supplemented by
individual personalities from business and society.

As a rule, these cooperation patterns involve high-ranking political and
administrative leaders who contribute to strong media visibility and politi-
cal-strategic importance: in all the cooperation areas studied, cross-border
affairs are "boss business".

This pattern is complemented by a very strong project orientation,
which has gained importance especially with the Interreg programme. At
this level, as well as at the technical level of the bodies of the various cross-
border structures, specialists are very much involved. These form a second,
complementary level, which is also characterised by inter-institutional and
inter-personal network structures. At both levels, cooperation in the four
study areas is very much based on and characterised by mutual trust.

Thematically, a very broad range of policy and thematic fields can be
observed within the cooperation system — again for all study areas. As a
rule, permanent working structures (commissions, working groups, com-
mittees, etc.) have been set up for the individual topics at the institutional
level, which lead to a stabilisation of the performance of tasks within the
overall system.

On the other hand, these strengths are contrasted by a number of
weaknesses in the four study areas, which can also be considered charac-
teristic for cross-border cooperation as a whole. In summary, these can
be outlined as follows: With regard to decision-making, the first thing
to mention here is the unanimity principle, which in combination with
the principle of "national" delegations and the resulting "compulsion to
parity" tends to slow down innovations in cross-border cooperation. In
addition, the mostly practised principle of rotation in the chairmanship
of the committee tends to stand in the way of continuity. Furthermore,
a tendency towards resolutions instead of real decisions can be identified,
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which very often results in a certain implementation deficit. Low meeting
frequencies at the decision-making level can also lead to breaks in the
continuity of decision-making. In addition, a relatively low level of infor-
mation about actual cross-border problems or potential needs for action
in the cross-border context can often be observed: Projects often emerge
as a result of selective initiatives by individual actors rather than in the
form of a systematic implementation of action strategies, based on a joint
cross-border need-analysis..

With regard to cross-border business processes, one can generally ob-
serve a significantly higher coordination effort compared to the national
context, which — especially in intercultural terms — leads to a high level of
complexity and a certain momentum of the processes. The work of the var-
ious institutions and bodies is usually largely decoupled, and there is a lack
of joint, result- and impact-oriented work processes. Since there can be no
institutional ,hierarchy" in cross-border cooperation, a not insignificant
lack of leadership can be observed (the steering option of cooperation "in
the shadow of the hierarchy" is ruled out'?”). In connection with relative-
ly closed working structures, the politically highly sensitive cross-border
business of "secondary foreign policy" therefore often leads to a high
degree of informality, but also to a lack of transparency in the processes.
Conversely, the high institutional and personal feedback and coordination
effort leads to comparatively lengthy process patterns (there are no easy
questions across borders), which also means that a certain dominance of
encounter/exchange (actors and their institutional backgrounds have to
be presented and explained again and again) instead of results-oriented
meeting processes must be considered characteristic in many cross-border
constellations. Cooperation of autonomous actors instead of integrated
structures and procedures as well as selective project work instead of
consolidation on the basis of common goals, in combination with the
lack of common effective working tools (diaries, databases, etc.), lead to a
tendency towards lower efficiency, which must be compensated for in each
case by a comparatively significantly higher personnel commitment of the
actors involved.

In addition to the one-sided "public-law" actor structures already out-
lined above, the personnel structures of the partners involved themselves
sometimes show specific weaknesses. Here, a lack of knowledge and func-

127 There can be no cross-border hierarchy, which of course does not exclude
the relevance of the shadow of institutional hierarchy from the home context
(principal-agent problem).
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tional compatibility of the national partners can be observed time and
again, which can only be rudimentarily countered even with specific train-
ing measures: Very often the "cross-border reflex" takes a back seat to a
certain "national tunnel vision". This is partly due to the fact that there
is very little horizontal mobility at staff level. In addition, a dominance
of individuals rather than a true "regional collective" can be observed.
Restrictions on direct communication arise particularly at the level of the
technical experts due to the need for simultaneous translation — although
this problem is not significant at Lake Constance. Finally, another overrid-
ing weakness in the area of personnel structures lies in the latent tendency
towards demotivation: Due to the factually low task-related cross-border
competence to act, as it results from the national and European legal
systems, the real scope for action is often rather low — this must be worked
out and justified again and again in the intersection of different systems
and competences in the subject areas to be dealt with.

3.1.6 Discourses and reform concepts

Against the background of the weaknesses outlined above, it is not surpris-
ing that intensive discussions took place in all four study areas on optimis-
ing cross-border cooperation and that concrete measures and projects have
already been implemented in some cases. In the Euregio Meuse-Rhine,
for example, a stronger opening to the state actors was currently on the
agenda, in the context of which a transformation of the foundation into
an EGTC was also being discussed!?8. In addition, the question arised
as to how the existing administrative territorial delimitation could better
accommodate changed, rather large-scale cooperations (e.g. in the area
of medical university cooperation). Furthermore, the idea of creating a
European experimental region with special competence models has been
discussed and it was examined how Euregional committee structures and
tasks (e.g. Euregio Council) could be optimised in the future, for example
by strengthening subject-specific working groups or developing strategic
annual programmes. In addition, closer cooperation between municipal
actors in the future (Stidteregion Aachen/Parkstad) was about to change
the current governance model in the Euregio and the question as to how
the work of the Euregio (in the current foundation structure) will have

128 Unfried 2009
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to be aligned with this. In contrast, the creation of a real budget beyond
INTERREG was not seriously pursued.

In the Greater Region, the positioning of the sub-regions with regard
to the Vision 2020'? was on the reform agenda. Furthermore, under the
guiding principle of a Greater Region of two speeds, there were isolated
discourses on the territorial reorganisation of the scope of cross-border
cooperation, which repeatedly also raised the question of naming. In addi-
tion to the reflection on making the work of the Greater Region Summit
more effective through more regular working meetings'3°, the creation of
a separate budget and the improvement of the working capacity through
a joint permanent secretariat supported and financed by all partners has
also been raised in particular. In this context, the creation of an EGTC
as an integrative supporting structure was also considered. In addition
to approaches for an optimised inter-communal networking and greater
involvement of civil society, the creation of a University of the Greater
Region!®! was and still is is a key project.

On the Upper Rhine, the realisation of the Trinational Metropolitan
Region Upper Rhine (TMO) was and still is at the centre of internal
and external modernisation discourses. Internally, cooperation was to be
optimised in the future through the synergetic networking of the four
pillars of politics/administration, economy, science/research and civil soci-
ety, with which sectoral and horizontal networks are to be consistently
oriented towards the strategic development of the existing cross-border
potentials'32. In addition, task-structural divisions of labour between the
Eurodistricts (inter-communal) and the region as a whole (inter-regional)
have been developed in relevant policy fields in the sense of vertical mul-
ti-level governance. Each pillar has developed its own strategies for action
for the realisation of lighthouse projects with which critical masses are

129 Cf. on the Future Vision of the Greater Region: https://www.grossregion.net/Ins
titutionen/Weitere-Akteure/Haus-der-Grossregion/Institut-der-Grossregion-IGR;
Niedermeyer/Moll 2007

130 Although the summit is to take place only every two years from 2011, there
are to be regular meetings of the specialist ministers (transport, environment,
research, spatial planning, etc.) in addition to the summits; Cf. on the whole in
detail: Wille 2011; 2012

131 Cf. website of the University of the Greater Region: http://www.uni-gr.eu/
(30.03.2022).

132 Cf. contribution of the Upper Rhine to the " Green Paper on Territorial Co-
hesion - Territorial Diversity as a Strength " of the European Commission
{SEC(2008) 2550} of 25.2.2009
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to be reached. These lead to corresponding task-critical optimisations and
networking approaches in and between the existing institutions of cross-
border cooperation. In the perspective of external positioning, targeted
lobbying strategies towards the level of the EU and the governments of the
participating nation states have been defined, which have already led to
very concrete external support.

On the other hand, in Lake Constance there wer signs of a conscious
retention or further development of the existing informal cooperation cul-
ture, which was and still is also very much based on personal and decen-
tralised networks. At the same time, however, there was definitely a focus
on strengthening the personnel capacities for cross-border cooperation in
the individual sub-regions and on how cross-border cooperation could be
made even more dynamic in the future and, above all, structured in such a
way that even conflictual issues can be tackled and effectively dealt with!33.
In addition, the question of even better integration and networking of the
municipal level was also on the agenda, which, in addition to targeted
projects (e.g. in the area of regional marketing and tourism promotion),
also addressed questions of institutional strengthening of this level. The
International Lake Constance University continues to be a European light-
house project, within the framework of which innovative approaches to
inter-institutional collaborative research are currently being conceived.

3.2 Perspectives of cross-border governance

The comparative analysis of the existing cooperation and governance struc-
tures has made it clear that in the cross-border integration areas studied,
the encounter of different political-administrative systems and cultures in
particular leads to a high degree of complexity and momentum in the
procedures. The networking of different national political arenas implies a
pronounced multi-level problem, in which the level-specific functions and
functionalities are still relatively unclear in the overall view!3*. In addition,
it is particularly difficult at the large-scale level to find cross-border recog-
nised "leading figures" to initiate, promote and symbolise cross-border co-
operation. Original competences to act for substantial cross-border policy
production (in the sense of regional self-governance) do not exist per se,
but must be justified on a case-by-case basis and specifically legitimised

133 Scherer/Schnell 2002
134 Beck 20010
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in each case. Cross-border cooperation is network-like but mostly interper-
sonal and not really intermediary. Important preconditions that exist in
regional governance approaches in the national context must therefore
still be created systemically in the cross-border perspective. Whereas in
the national regional context networks, due to the loose, intermediary
linkage of their members, represent suitable modes of governance for a
needs- and potential-oriented regional development, which is oriented on
the basis of functional socio-economic interdependencies and not only on
the basis of administrative distributions of responsibilities, the cross-border
context is, at least so far, much more strongly relegated to public-legal
and political-administrative functional conditions. In particular, the gover-
nance of large-scale interdependence contexts still shows characteristics of
cross-border government rather than governance in the normative sense.

The analysis of the four cross-border cooperation areas examined also
allows the conclusion that the specific characteristics of what one seeks
to understand as cross-border governance are very strongly determined
by the respective spatial and structural starting conditions as well as the
resulting genesis of a specific cooperation culture in each case. Just as it
is very difficult to identify the one standard model of regional or sectoral
governance in a national context!®, it is hardly possible to work out a
uniform empirical pattern that could justify a normative target concept of
cross-border governance.

What can be identified, however — and this is a first conclusion of
the analysis — are common features of cross-border cooperation that can
be worked out from the cross-sectional analysis of the case studies and
which can be interpreted as constitutive basic components of cross-border
governance, and with which the specifics of the corresponding functional
conditions can be explained at the same time. Four constitutive features
appear decisive in this context.

The first characteristic is that cross-border governance first of all always
has a territorial dimension!3¢. The cooperation and coordination process-
es that can be observed are constituted within a spatial parameter that
encompasses the territories of two or more countries bordering each other.
The respective given cross-border spatial structure (e.g. existence of natural
borders, population density, degree of socio-economic interdependence,

135 On the great institutional and functional diversity of German metropolitan
regions, see Ludwig et al 2009.
136 Casteigts 2010
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polycentricity)!3” as well as the resulting challenges with regard to the pro-
duction of coordinated spatial solution approaches (development of given
potentials, creation of infrastructural prerequisites, balancing of sub-spatial
functions, etc.) form both the occasion and the framework for this form of
cooperation!38, Characteristic here is both the strong reference to political-
administrative boundaries and the existence of socio-economic spill-over
effects that transcend these boundaries. This results in the tension and
challenge of adapting the spatial parameters of cooperation to the scope
and content-related references of the various degrees of functional interde-
pendence, as well as mobilising the relevant territorial actor structures in
the sense of a "regional collective"!3 by networking them intermediately.
In this respect, cross-border governance has strong links to the challenges
of classic "regional governance"40,

The second characteristic of cross-border governance is that this regional
governance operates in a context that concerns relations between different
states. The transnational dimension of cross-border governance is thus a
specific characteristic that contributes significantly to explaining the spe-
cific functions and functionalities of this cooperation approach. Unlike
"classic" regional governance, cross-border governance is characterised by
the fact that decision-making arenas of different political-administrative
systems are linked to each other. The resulting cross-border negotiation
systems are characterised by a much stronger principal-agent problem than
national regional governance. Here it is not only a matter of the encounter
and functional coordination of different system characteristics, but also of
the specific challenge of mediating back and thus of the possibilities and
limits of the functional "embeddedness" of a cross-border territorial sub-
system!#! into its respective constitutive national political-administrative
systems. In addition, there is the intercultural function of mediation and
understanding, which is also closely connected to the transnational dimen-
sion of cross-border governance. This refers not only to the interpersonal
but also to the inter-institutional components of the cross-border negotia-
tion system and explicitly includes the question of the compatibility of
divergent European administrative cultures'#?. Finally, features such as the

137 Ricq 2006: pp. 18

138 Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning 2009
139 Prince 2010

140 Kleinfeld et al 2006.

141 Frey 2003

142 Beck/Thedieck 2008
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consensus principle, the delegation principle, the non-availability of hier-
archical conflict resolution options, the rotation principle in committee
chairmanship, the tendency to postpone decisions or the structural imple-
mentation deficit can also be explained by this transnational dimension.
Cross-border governance thus obviously also shares to a large extent those
general characteristics that have been elaborated in international regime
research with regard to the functionality of transnational negotiation sys-
tems!3,

The third constitutive feature of cross-border governance can be seen
in its European dimension'#4. It is true that national patterns of regional
governance also generally have European references, especially when it
comes to questions of external regional positioning and/or the use of
corresponding funding programmes. However, cross-border governance is
comparatively much more strongly related to this European dimension
in terms of its character and its finalities. Thus, on the one hand, cross-
border cooperation in the European context fulfils a specific horizontal
integration function'® — not only in the political discourses of the acting
actors on the ground, but also and especially in the objectives of European
policies and institutions: the "growing together of Europe at the borders of
the member states", the "Europe of the citizens", "territorial cohesion" or
the "European Neighbourhood Policy" are concepts that directly refer to
the European dimension of cross-border cooperation!#6. Thus, in perspec-
tive, cross-border cooperation is constituted as a separate level of action
in the European multi-level context!#. In addition, there is the (sectoral)
laboratory function that cross-border territories have for European integra-
tion: In all those policy fields that are either not harmonised at the Euro-
pean level or in which European regulations are implemented differently
at the level of the member states, adapted cross-border solutions must be
developed as answers to real horizontal interdependence problems. These
often represent a proper innovation perspective with regard to the devel-
opment of a European cross-borderproximity-level. In addition, with the
INTERREG programme and its characteristic functional principles, cross-

143 Hasenclever et al 1997; Miiller 1993; Kohler-Koch 1989; Finger et al 1990

144 Lambertz 2010

145 Schwok 2005: pp. 123

146 This is also illustrated, among other things, by the fact that only 7% of the
EU population is cross-border mobile, but that over 80 % of this mobility takes
place in European border regions. On the functions of border regions in this
regard in detail see: Beck/Thevenet/Wetzel 2009: pp. 3

147 Benz 2009: pp. 134
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border governance is very strongly structured by an external model of ac-
tion conceived at the European level. As a rule, this model of action shapes
cooperation more strongly than it is the case in the national context, in
which, in case of doubt, other than European funding and/or programme
logics can also be resorted to. Finally, cross-border cooperation, and thus
also its governance, is particularly strongly shaped by specific structuring
approaches at the European level, for example at the instrumental, proce-
dural and/or regulatory level, which has a comparatively high influence
in the bilateral or multilateral constellation of cross-border cooperation
between actors coming from different European countries'.

Finally, the fourth characteristic of cross-border governance can be seen
in the factual-strategic dimension. At the substantive level, cross-border
issues are by no means a separate policy field, but contain more or less
integrated cooperation approaches in and between different policy fields.
The character of these individual regulatory, distributive, redistributive,
allocative, innovation- or production-related policies!'#’ not only shapes the
respective actor constellations and the corresponding degree of politicisa-
tion of the issues in question, it also decisively determines the different in-
stitutional requirements of the governance structures necessary for this's.
These vary considerably from policy field to policy field and thus compli-
cate the functionality and practical design of an overarching cross-border
governance related to the overall territorialdevelopment control. The com-
plexity of such a highly presuppositional governance is increased by the
fact that the (variable) policy type in question also directly influences the
interests and action strategies of the actors involved and thus significantly
shapes the style of interaction, the decision-making rules applied and ulti-
mately the efficiency of cross-border problem-solving patterns. The differ-
ence to the functionalities of cooperation patterns that take place within
the uniform institutional system context of one single jurisdiction'! can
be seen in the fact that the systemic determinants and thus also the inter-
sections for actor qualities, decision-making competences, action resources
and the synchronisation of strategic interests in the cross-border context
can vary greatly here from policy field to policy field. Constellations and

148 As an example, the EU regulation on EGTC can be considered, which — irre-
spective of the material necessity — causes a relatively strong " regulatory push
" of cross-border cooperation in many border regions and thus has direct conse-
quences for the design of cross-border governance regimes.

149 Windhoff-Heritier 1990, 1993; Jann 2009

150 See already Beck 2007: pp. 279

151 Benz/Scharpf/Zintl 1992
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logics of action that are evident in the domestic context and can thus
be constructively shaped in the sense of a "social investment"!52, lead to
completely different patterns of interaction and decision-making styles in
the perspective of cross-border governance. This, in turn, can be used to
explain the specific culture of cooperation, which usually is characterised
by a much higher complexity and inherent dynamics of the processes in
question, with a simultaneous tendency to decouple factual and interest-
driven interaction.

In addition, in contrast to national and international patterns of con-
flict regulation, where tying and deliberate cooperation in the area of the
game-theoretical Kaldor optimum are relatively easy to achieve!33, this is
rather difficult in the cross-border context. Although the breadth of the
issues dealt with offers, in principle, a good prerequisite for coupling trans-
actions: due to the low binding effect of cross-border decisions and the
highly complex nesting of thematic and factual decision-making arenas,
coupled with the very low original competence profile of cross-border co-
operation, coupling transactions, but above all the factual-logical "zoning
up" of conflicting issues to higher decision-making levels, are, however,
very difficult. The dilemma is that there is no hierarchy across borders and
that complementary cooperation at the intergovernmental level follows
other functional logics'* (see transnational dimension). Thus, the func-
tionality of cross-border governance in these areas is limited and patterns
of negative coordination tend to dominate in such cases.

The particular distinguishing feature of cross-border governance is to
balance the interdependencies between these four constitutive dimensions.
A holistic understanding of cross-border governance is therefore much
more complex and presuppositional than is the case in a regional, national
or international context. The following diagram summarises the four con-
stitutive dimensions of cross-border governance:

152 Beck, D. 2001: pp. 297

153 The Kaldor optimum is reached when a policy measure brings an improvement
for at least one individual and the losers could be compensated by the winners,
cf. Scharpf 2006: pp. 123

154 Lamassoure 2005 speaks in this context of the "grey zone" of cross-border
cooperation: the dimensions of the issues dealt with are often too "large" for
the sphere of responsibility of local/regional actors, but too "small" for the
national states, precisely because this relates only to partial sections of their own
territory.
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Figure 4: Dimensions of cross-border governance
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A second characteristic feature of cross-border governance can be seen in
the fact that it can refer to different functional levels. Ideally, six functional
levels of cross-border cooperation can be identified, which in practice — in
the sense of a core process — very often build on each other sequentially in
the sense of different development stages.

The encounter between actors from different national political-adminis-
trative contexts can be regarded as a basic function of cross-border gover-
nance. At this level, the focus is on aspects of getting to know each other
and exchanging information about the specifics of the respective home
context. Mutual encounters promote mutual understanding and thus form
the basis for building trusting mutual relationships. On this basis, the
partners can then enter the second stage, which is characterised by regular
mutual information. If the informative relationships are sustainable, they
lead in a third step to cross-border coordination of the respective actions
and policy approaches of the partners involved. This then leads to the need
to develop joint cross-border planning and strategies on a fourth level,
which can ensure a coordinated, integrated approach in relevant fields
of action (problem solving and potential development). Building on this,
joint decisions can be made, that finally lead to an integrated, cross-border
coordinated and jointly supported implementation of programmes and
projects on a sixth level.
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The model of the six cross-border functional levels, which build on
each other, stands on the one hand for the empirical observation that
the intensity, commitment and integration of cooperation grow across the
individual levels. Each level in itself represents a necessary and legitimate
dimension of cross-border governance. On the other hand, it takes into
account the practical necessity that the spectrum of actors involved tends
to decrease across the individual stages, while the need for institutionalisa-
tion tends to increase. Thus, the six stages can be brought into a context
with three overlapping interaction typologies: the first two stages primarily
represent a discourse level, the following stages rather a structuring or
action level. It is characteristic that the genesis of cooperation structures
has historically passed through these different levels, but that in the prac-
tice of inter-institutional cooperation — depending on the subject matter
in question — the different levels very often mix interactively. New topics
and projects, on the other hand, tend to pass through the level model
sequentially. Therefore, if we are to speak of holistic cross-border gover-
nance, the different functional levels of this governance would have to be
recorded as a whole and evaluated in a differentiated manner according
to the diverse factual, sectoral, actor-specific and/or thematic references
of cross-border cooperation. Empirically reliable cross-border governance
therefore only exists if all functional levels are at least partially realised in
all the reference levels in question. The fact that many deficits can still be
observed , especially with regard to the two functions "decision-making"
and "implementation", illustrates the real world challenges to realizing
an integrated cross-border governance. The following diagram summarises
the functional stage model of cross-border governance.
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Figure S: Functional levels of cross-border governance
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From the combination of these two general characteristics of cross-border
governance (reference levels and functional levels), conceptual foundations
for the generalisation of basic components of cross-border governance can
be derived as a first approximation. These lead to 24 strategic fields of
action, the holistic realisation of which would have to be the normative
orientation of cross-border governance in the narrower sense. The follow-
ing diagram summarises the central fields of action of such a holistic
cross-border governance in key words.
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Figure 6: Holistic model of cross-border governance
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In order to realise such a holistic cross-border governance approach, it is
essential in the territorial dimension to enable regular meetings between
actors from different sectors and to establish the necessary territorial ref-
erences (real-world problems and potentials) of corresponding needs for
action through the development of cross-border spatial information sys-
tems, on the basis of which regional key actors can be mobilised as an
intermediary in the sense of a cross-border collective. The development
of integrated territorial development concepts is of central importance,
especially in cross-border terms: on their basis, vertically and horizontally
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networked decision-making procedures and structures can be developed,
which enable the integrated implementation of strategic lead projects for
synergetic (cross-sectoral) territorial potential development.

In the transnational dimension, this requires active intercultural com-
munication of the respective systemic!*S and actor-related!’¢ specifics of
the neighbouring states, active interface management of the different in-
formational levels and procedures, synchronisation of the task and deci-
sion makers as well as better anchoring of the cross-border sub-system at
the level of the institutional headmasters (the principals) of cross-border
cooperation. In this way, an optimised networking of cross-border and
national decision-making arenas can be achieved, which strengthens the
implementation functions of cross-border cooperation in the sense that
the headmasters gradually delegate their own sponsorships for cross-border
tasks to the cross-border area.

In addition to optimising the functional embedding of the cross-border
cooperation system in its national political-administrative context, the step-
by-step model for the European dimension in its basic function implies
first of all the establishment of direct contacts with the relevant institu-
tions at the European level, on the basis of which a then consolidated
vertical flow of information can be developed with regard to relevant
EU initiatives (top-down) as well as the communication of the results
of cross-border flagship projects with regard to their contribution to the
European model and laboratory function (bottom-up). The cross-border
actors are thereby enabled to realise joint European lobby initiatives in
order to speak with one voice in Brussels. This makes them attractive as
actors and partners for the European institutions and they can also actively
participate, for example, in the elaboration of relevant EU initiatives (e.g.
in the framework of official consultations or more informally for the
ex ante quantification of territorial impacts in the framework of the EU
Impact Assessment (IA) procedure). An active mobilisation of European
decision-makers from the sub-regions of the cross-border cooperation area
(especially at the level of the European Parliament, but also e.g. at the level
of the national or regional representations), who act as a cross-border "in-
tergroup", can also accompany the process of cross-border cooperation at
the European level and ensure that support for the realisation of cross-bor-
der pilot projects and/or programmes is actively provided by the European
level.

155 Beck 2008
156 Euro Institute 2007
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Finally, the thematic dimension also contains different levels of inten-
sity, the sequential and/or complementary realisation of which is to be
regarded as a central prerequisite for a holistic cross-border governance
approach. At the level of encounter, it will be important to optimise the
functional networking of policy specialists and other sectoral actors in the
sense of "horizontal professional fraternities", with which common profes-
sional, linguistic and conceptual understandings can take place. Building
on this, the second step is to intensify the mutual information functions
with regard to developments and reforms in the national sectoral policies
in question, so that in a third step the necessary "cross-border reflex"
is ensured with regard to the early synchronisation and coordination of
sectoral needs, goals, strategies and policy-specific approaches to action.
In the fourth step, it will be essential to anchor cross-border territorial
objectives at the level of sectoral policies (e.g. cross-border opening and/or
experimentation clauses at the level of legal regulations as well as the
opening of cross-border perspectives in sectoral programmes) in order to
provide an even broader basis for cross-border approaches to action in
both technical and financial terms. Finally, in order to strengthen the
decision-making and implementation functions, there is a need to make
the existing structures and procedures more flexible, with which the policy
and sector-specific interests and rationalities of the actors involved can
be taken into account even better. Cross-border cooperation in higher
education and research differs fundamentally in terms of the functionali-
ties of the negotiation and interaction logics in question, for example,
from those in the field of economic promotion, nature conservation, the
health sector or culture and civil society!>”. Likewise, the policy-specific
structuring needs of cross-border cooperation are variant and can neither
be satisfactorily mapped exclusively by the alternatives of soft "function-
al/informal networking" nor the classic hard "institution building" or a
simple temporary "project organisation". Here, cross-border governance
must actually also be multi-level governance and enable differentiated,
policy-specific approaches for the design of negotiation systems and the
practical design of integrated sponsorships for cross-border tasks.

Such a holistic approach makes it possible to do justice to the real-world
complexity and multi-layeredness of cross-border cooperation in perspec-
tive and to avoid conceptual narrowness that focuses only on selected indi-

157 With regard to the respective sector-specific administrative cultures, there are
close links back to the transnational dimension as well as the general question
of what characterises sectoral action regimes in the transnational dimension, cf.
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vidual aspects of governance (such as the creation of networks, integration
of civil society, joint external lobbying). At the same time, it stands for
the real breadth and differentiation of the fields of action to be tackled
in order to make use of the potentials of cross-border governance as a
complementary, vertically and horizontally differentiated interaction and
control structure for the future-oriented development of cross-border areas
in Europe.
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4. On the importance of administrative culture in cross-
border cooperation

4.1 The concept of administrative culture

The concept of administrative culture ultimately goes back to political
science cultural research, as established by the early works of Almond/Ver-
ba from the 1960s on civic culture!’®. Since the 1980s it has become
increasingly important, especially in political science research on adminis-
tration, as a specific differentiation of the sub-disciplines of "comparative
government” and ,policy research“. The starting point was, on the one
hand, the observation that the political-administrative systems of different
countries are characterised by specific functional mechanisms, which in
turn can be explained by the influence of different national cultures. These
basic findings were confirmed by comparative implementation research
of European programmes and legislation as well as by corresponding cross-
sectional analyses of sectoral policy fields in different member states. One
of the first comprehensive empirical studies in this context was presented
by Werner Jann's®. He has identified three dimensions of administrative
culture: He defines administrative culture I as the sum of social values
that exist in a particular country with regard to its own administration.
This is supplemented by an understanding of administrative culture that
refers to the values existing within an administration itself (administrative
culture II). The combination of both dimensions can then be used to
analyse and explain country-specific patterns of administrative action/style
in policy-implementation (= administrative culture III). According to this,
administrative culture can be understood as the sum of values, attitudes
and behaviours that exist in and towards an administration. The dichoto-
my of systemic hardware (= structural level) and administrative culture
"software" (= interaction/value level) of public administration is sometimes
used for conceptual purposes. In this tradition, Thedieck defines adminis-
trative culture as follows: "In contrast to the (legal and organisational)

158 Almond / Verba 1993
159 Jann 1983
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structure, administrative culture captures the values, norms, orientations

and patterns of action of public administration"!¢0.

Another, more systemic approach to the phenomenon of administrative
culture can be found through organisational studies. Following the early
work of Parsons/Linton, Rudolf Fisch'¢! has presented a broader definition
of organisational culture, which is particularly suitable for the purposes of
cross-border cooperation, and which can be understood as a cooperative
subsystem of national institutions'¢2. According to this definition, one can
always speak of an appropriate organisational culture or, in a figurative
sense, a cooperation culture, if the members of an organisation/cooperation
system have identical motives for action and self-understandings, refer
to common and recognised symbol systems, share identical norms and
congruent value systems and if they have developed specific patterns of
action and reaction for standard situations.

The administrative historian Stefan Fisch from Speyer, in turn, has
coined the very memorable and beautiful image of administrative culture
as "coagulated history"1¢, while Dieter Schimanke, following recent work
by Werner Jann'¢4, has recently elaborated the following four dimensions
and thus laid a foundation for administrative culture research, with special
regard to aninterdisciplinary and comparative approach!®’ :

a) Opinions, attitudes, values concerning public administration (adminis-
trative culture in the narrow sense and part of the political culture),

b) Typical models of roles and orientations of the members of public
administration,

c) Specific typical behaviour in public administration (e.g. in a national
public administration with a difference to other national public admin-
istrations), and

d) Administrative culture in the broadest sense would cover patterns of
behaviour, organisational forms and principles stable over time in a
defined unit (e.g. a nation); this definition is close to the classical
understanding of the anthropological definition of culture

What these definitions have in common is, on the one hand, an under-

standing of the object that can be located between the macro-level of a

160 Thedieck 2007: 9
161 Fisch 2002

162 Beck 2007

163 Fisch,2000

164 Jann 2002

165 Schimanke 2008: 14
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state and the micro-level of the individual as a country-specific "culture
bearer" and that can thus be interpreted as an (administrative) organisa-
tional meso-level. On the other hand, it takes into account the fact that
administrative culture is always both an independent variable that can be
used to explain different political-administrative patterns, outputs and out-
comes of public policies, but on the other hand is itself a contingent phe-
nomenon that — in the sense of a dependent variable — can be influenced
and is indeed influenced by external factors, albeit in a corresponding tem-
poral dimension!¢¢. Administrative culture cannot be viewed in isolation
from the basic cultural characteristics of individual countries or global
cultural circles'®” — but conversely, it is not the all-explanatory factor either
— as could be observed in the recent past, for example, with the uniform
New Public Management model of administrative modernization, when
normative protagonists of the new "movement" complained that the im-
plementation of the modern approach had failed due to the inertia of
an "outdated" bureaucratic administrative culture. Rather, in most cases,
an understanding of administrative culture as an intervening variable can
realistically be justified, which does not diminish the importance of the
concept, but seeks to further differentiate it in the sense of a contingency
model.!68.

The following diagram schematically represents the previous consider-
ations on the concept and analytical dimensions of administrative cul-
ture!® :

Figure 7: Administrative culture as meso-level of analysis
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166 Beck 2007

167 See Konig 2008 who distinguishes between Anglo-Saxon civic-culture and conti-
nental European legalistic administrative culture.

168 Beck 2008

169 Beck 2007: 34
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In (comparative) cultural research, a number of analytical criteria can be
identified that are used for the analysis of both the macro and micro
level. In the sense of locating administrative culture as an institutional
meso level, the application of these criteria is of great importance with
regard to the identification and description of country-specific basic cul-
tural characteristics: they can also form the contextual starting point for
the comparative analysis of different "national" administrative cultures. In
summary, the analysis of relevant publications reveals the following seven
criteria of (inter-) cultural differentiation!”? :

Communication style: Cultural differences between countries can be
determined by which general social communication styles dominate.
The empirical findings in this regard range from cultural groups that
cultivate a rather implicit communication style to countries in which
an explicit communication style dominates.

Perception of time: The_perception and interpretation of the role that
the factor of time plays in social relationships is another cultural differ-
entiation feature. In so-called polychronic cultures, an understanding
of time prevails according to which man dominates time, while in
so-called monochronic cultures, time tends to dominate man, which in
turn has direct consequences for the respective self-image, the handling
of time and its relative importance in social interaction.

Action orientation: International comparative analyses have also identi-
fied countries in which the primary social action orientation relates to
people as concrete counterparts. In contrast to this, there are country
cultures that attach greater importance to the task in question. From
this, the cultural differentiation criterion of object orientation versus
person orientation can be derived.

Degree of differentiation: Uniformity versus difference, both socially
and organisationally, forms another important differentiation criterion
by which different basic cultural patterns of different countries can be
analysed.

Discourse orientation: The way in_which social discourses are struc-
tured also represents an intercultural differentiation criterion. The two
contrasts that can be worked out in empirical studies in this regard
are, on the one hand, countries or cultural circles in which dissent is

170 The following classification is based on an interpretative cross-sectional analysis

of the work of Hofstede 1980; Hofstede 1994; Hall 1984; Jann 2002; Jann
2006; Eder 2000; Todd:1999; Demorgon 2004; Davoine 2005: Thedieck 1992;
Thedieck 2007
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an important characteristic: Dissent is not seen as negative per se but
as productive. On the other hand, there are countries that are charac-
terised by a pronounced culture of consensus. An interesting indicator
in this context is, for example, the strike rate (= number and duration
of strikes per social conflict event) of a country.

- Power distance: The spatial and/or personal distance between different
levels of power and decision-making can also vary considerably be-
tween different countries/cultures. Elitist cultures usually have a much
higher social and then also organisational power distance than so-called
egalitarian cultures.

- Problem-solving style: Finally — not least as the sum of the criteria
mentioned so far — the prevailing individual and collective problem-
solving patterns of different cultural groups also differ, sometimes
considerably. In certain countries, according to the empirical findings,
problem solving takes place predominantly in the form of a linear, very
strongly analytical style in which the individual problem components
are usually prioritised and then worked through sequentially. Other
national cultures, on the other hand, are characterised by the fact that
problems are approached in a circular manner, whereby non-linear
problem solving can sometimes involve creative combinations of the
initial problem dimensions, which usually leads to the parallel process-
ing of different, more holistically shaped problem solutions.

This view reveals that comparative cultural research is characterised by a

real dilemma: on the one hand, criteria are needed to be able to identify

and explain cultural differences and similarities at all. On the other hand,
such a comparison must always remain sweeping and latently carries the
danger of reproducing cultural stereotypes. For the analysis of the adminis-
trative-cultural dimension of cross-border cooperation, such a comparative
view is nevertheless worthwhile in several respects. On the one hand, it
makes clear that there can be "national" cultural profiles in a cross-border
area, which obviously differ in important criteria, sometimes quite consid-
erably. At the same time, it shows that these cultural profiles cannot be
regarded as alternative or contradictory per se and that a sweeping contrast
is of little use. It is precisely this high degree of difference in detail that
makes practical dealings between different national cultures so presupposi-
tional and (in both a positive and negative sense) sometimes so fraught
with tension. The following diagram attempts to illustrate this using the
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example of the basic cultural profiles of the three neighbouring states on
the Upper Rhine:!”!

Figure 8: Cultural patterns oft he Upper-Rhine region
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Such a criterion-based comparison suggests that the differences in adminis-
trative culture between different countries are likely to go much further
than simple dichotomies such as the one between the "central state" of
France on the one hand and the "federal state" of Germany and Switzer-
land on the other. At the same time, it can be asked to what extent
there are differences in the details of the prevailing basic patterns of
administrative culture beyond the common affiliation to a continental
European administrative family, which are of interest for variances in the
performance!”? and/or the style of public administrative action.

171 In a first step, the author based the location of the country profiles on partic-
ipative observation during meetings and professional work-experience within
a cross-border context. As a second step the ,hypothesis“ of the graph was vali-
dated by several self-assessments by numerous actors from the three countries
during exercises and workshops on ,intercultural management® guided by the
author..Actors were asked to first locate their own cultural profile and then
locate the culural pattern of the neigbours as they perceive it. In a third step, the
findings were analysied and taken into account by the author, wich lead to the
final graph.

172 See e.g. Kuhlmann 2011
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Cross-border cooperation and the transnationality of interaction be-
tween actors from different administrative cultural contexts that charac-
terises it thus offers an interesting subject for administrative culture re-
search in Europe. Here, the focus is not on the comparative analysis of dif-
ferent administrative-cultural patterns of the partners involved (although
these naturally have a very strong impact on the cooperation context as in-
dependent variables), but rather on the question of which specific patterns
characterise cross-border cooperation in the sense of a dependent variable,
and whether the emergence of a specific administrative-cultural pattern
can be concluded from this. A conceptual understanding of cross-border
cooperation culture as a transnational administrative culture'’3, which refers
to the specific patterns of action of cross-border cooperation between ad-
ministrations from different countries and which can be distinguished
from comparable patterns in the context of the respective "home adminis-
tration", would guide the investigation.

4.2 Administrative cultural patterns of cross-border cooperation in the Upper
Rbine: results of a survey

In the following, an attempt will be made to approach the administrative
cultural factor in cross-border cooperation at the level of cooperation
culture in the trinational Upper Rhine region. This chapter is based on
the results of a survey amongst more than 500 actors in cross-border
cooperation in the area of the Upper Rhine region!’4, in the course of
which the German, French and Swiss participants evaluated, among other
things, specific working hypotheses for recording and describing selected
characteristics of the cross-border cooperation culture. The research design
followed the variables of the GLOBE-Study'”® and implemeted them to
the specific context of cross-border cooperation, which enabled the first
empirically proven recording of those specific interaction patterns that
take place within the sub-system of cross-border cooperation in the Upper
Rhine.

173 Cf. Beck/Dussap/Larat 2012

174 The survey was conducted by the Biro fir angewandte Psychologie BAP on
behalf of a PEAP-funded project in November 2011. A detailed study report was
published in 2015 as Speyerer Arbeitsheft Nr. 221: Beck/ Becker-Beck/ Beck, J.
(2015)

175 Chhokar/Brodbeck/House 2007
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One basic question referred on how actors perceive the cross-border
cooperation context in comparison to their domestic cooperation-context.
The results show a specific and distinct pattern of cross-border cooperta-
tion culture which is illustrated in the following graph!7¢:

Figure 9: The cultural pattern of cross-border cooperation in the Upper-Rhine

Vergleichende Beschreibung der Kultur der grenzilberschreitenden Zusammenarbeit und der
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The different basic administrative cultural patterns of the three neighbour-
ing states on the Upper Rhine!'”” have a formative effect on the design of
cross-border cooperation and thus on the functionality of the cross-border
cooperation system as a structural framework condition. Firstly, with re-
gard to problem perception and analysis, the survey shows that there are ob-
viously different time horizons and levels of problem analysis between the
partners involved, which usually also lead to diverging assessment criteria
and goals. The difficulties of reconciling these different approaches lead to
the result that cross-border cooperation is generally characterised by a low
degree of original problem analysis, a low degree of strategy orientation

176 The red line shows the pattern of cross-corder cooperation which is distinct
from that of cooperation, taking place at domestic level (blue line), with rergard
to seven out of nine items

177 See Beck 2008: pp. 196 for more details.
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and often a one-sidedness of the initiative function of individual actors for
new projects!’3,

With regard to cross-border agenda-setting, one can observe a replication
or synchronisation of national topic contours. In addition, local interests
often dominate over cross-border needs. Differences also relate to the roles
of administration and politics as providers of topics and ideas, which
generally leads to a low selectivity or an addition of diverse thematic
approaches in cross-border cooperation.

The process organisation of cross-border cooperation is characterised by
the challenge of synchronising very different responsibilities and compe-
tences for action, which results in very small-scale work processes with
diverse informal feedback loops. The large number of committees and
meetings that can be observed thus stands for a high procedural and a
relatively low result orientation of cross-border cooperation!””.

The different basic patterns of administrative culture are also reflected in
the high complexity of cross-border decision-making. Different roles, com-
petences and self-perceptions of the actors regularly lead to an increased
complexity — compared to the national context — in the preparation and
structuring of working meetings, resulting in lengthy processes!®’. In
this context, administrative cultures that define themselves more strongly
through project ideas that are kept open and ready for discourse contrast
with those cultures that present elaborated project proposals with plans,
draft contracts and business plans at a very early stage. A lack of knowledge
about the partners' functional conditions also means that cross-border
patterns of decision preparation are characterised by delays at the working
level as well as the need to synchronise different administrative cultural
self-understandings, with the result that decision preparation takes an un-
usually long time.

With regard to cross-border decision-making itself, the transnational
negotiation system can be characterised by the fact that there are very
strong blockades due to veto positions at the working level. This is not
only caused by the unanimity principle!8!, but also by the fact that in the

178 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 3.9

179 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 4.2 and 4.1 respectively

180 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 4.2

181 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 3.8 and 3.6 respectively
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different administrative cultures there are different self-understandings of
what a decision is and who has to make it. The informal preliminary deci-
sion-making function is therefore performed by a close interpersonal and
inter-institutional network of representatives of the official cooperation
partners'82, The fact that — beyond the institutionally very low competence
profile for original cross-border decisions — there is not infrequently a
large discrepancy between the chief level and technician level between
the administrative cultures involved can also be seen as a cause for the gen-
erally observable tendency to postpone and/or avoid decisions. Different
interpretations of the contents of decisions as well as the institutionally
low binding effect in implementation also lead to the fact, that the mate-
rial dimensioning of cross-border decisions is very often limited to basic
statements, announcements and superordinate external support aspects of
cooperation in the "external relationship"'®3. Obviously, there is much less
coupling or bartering in cross-border decision-making processes, as there
is little "bargaining power" or original competence to act on the part
of the actors acting across borders.!3 The cross-border decision-making
processes are also complicated by the fact that the decisions made by the
subsystem of cooperation must always be followed up and democratically
validated at the level of the decision-making bodies of the institutional
partners involved in the respective national context, with the risk that, in
case of doubt, "external" interests very often dominate.!®S It is therefore
not surprising that the material scope for action is not experienced as very
wide by the actors involved.!8¢

Finally, with regard to policy implementation, a (systemic) restriction can
be observed to those thematic areas that are located in the intersection
of professional, spatial and political responsibility between the actors in-
volved. Since this is not evident per se, delays in implementation can very
often be observed due to different sub-spatial, political-administrative im-

182 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 4.2

183 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 3.7

184 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 3.6

185 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 4.0

186 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was only confirmed
by all respondents with 2.8
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plementation cultures'¥. In addition, the implementation of cross-border
decisions is dominated by the great dependencies of the cross-border coop-
eration system on technical and financial contributions from "external"
actors. Here, the cross-border cooperation system can only rarely break
up the different programme and administrative cultures of the "external"
ministries in Paris, Berlin, Stuttgart, Mainz, Basel and partly in Bern: In
the implementation of cross-border projects and initiatives, the actors of
cross-border cooperation are highly dependent on the support of these
"external" partners, who themselves are often not directly involved in the
preparation of decisions!®8. The complex implementation conditions of
cross-border cooperation often lead to projects and plans being delayed
again in the implementation phase due to different administrative-cultur-
al patterns: inter-administrative-cultural problems, misunderstandings and
sometimes also conflicts very often come to light here, without these being
able to be solved by suitable institutional structures and procedures within
the framework of the sub-system's own genuine problem-solving compe-
tences.!®?

Thus, the de facto binding effect of decisions, once taken in the imple-
mentation, in the cross-border cooperation must generally be classified as
rather low.

The tendency of cross-border cooperation to be less effective, efficient
and sustainable than national regional policy can be very much explained
by the high divergence of the administrative cultures involved. However,
the search for the "administrative culture" factor in cross-border coopera-
tion has another dimension. Over the years, the subsystem of cross-border
cooperation has itself developed its own administrative cultural pattern,
which can be interpreted in terms of systemic organisational culture on
a supra-individual basis and as an institution in the broader sense. This
administrative culture of cross-border cooperation is highly functional and
makes it possible to mitigate the direct "spillover" of national administra-
tive cultures.

If we look at the motives for action and the self-image of the actors involved,
the history of cross-border cooperation on the Upper Rhine, for instance,

187 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 3.8

188 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 3.6

189 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), the hypothesis of own problem-solv-
ing skills was only confirmed by all respondents with 2.9
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shows that it is characterised by phase-specific, jointly supported leitmotifs
that have shaped the actions and mutual interaction of the actors over
time! : In the 1950s, for example, the motive of reconciliation between
former wartime enemies was in the foreground and had a formative ef-
fect on cooperation. This was supported by individual personalities who
saw themselves as pioneers and, for example, developed direct contacts
through town twinning arrangements close to the border. The 1960s, on
the other hand, were characterised by the discovery of the necessity of
overcoming administrative and national borders due to increasing socio-
economic interdependencies that did not stop at national borders. It is
no coincidence that the Regio Basiliensis, for example, was founded in
this phase. The 1970s, in turn, were marked by the belief in the necessity
and usefulness of joint institution-building, which found expression in
the founding of the D-F-CH Intergovernmental Commission (with its two
regional committees, the later Upper Rhine Conference) as well as other
commissions and committees. In the 1980s and then 1990s, a common
leitmotif was the conviction, that it was not enough to just plan together,
but that also joint projects should be realised. The use of EU funds for
joint projects was and is a strong common motive for action, which can
also stand for the self-image of cooperation as a whole in this phase. Today,
on the other hand, the interest of all actors in a joint utilisation of the
potentials of the three sub-regions for the positioning as an integrated
European metropolitan region, as well as a uniform external appearance
are in the foreground. This is combined with the desire for optimisation
and better networking of the existing institutions and the sectors of po-
litics/administration, business, science and civil society in the sense of
synergetic, high-performance cross-border governance.

Interesting patterns of cross-border administrative culture can also be
identified at the level of common symbol systems. The creation of common
facilities and institutions, the development of their own legal forms (Karl-
sruhe Agreement), the importance of common logos, the use of symbolic
places for meetings and events, the role of flags, etc. symbolise a common
cross-border self-image today'!, which in its specific manifestation can be
considered just as characteristic of cross-border cooperation as the (still
unsuccessful) search for a universally valid logo and a branding for the

190 Wassenberg 2007
191 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 3.7
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trinational cooperation region on the Upper Rhine that can be communi-
cated to the outside world.

With regard to the normative systems (written and unwritten rules),
patterns can also be identified that can be considered characteristic of
cross-border cooperation. At the formal level, this is usually structured by
cooperation contracts and agreements between the partners involved, in
which formal decision-making procedures and rules are laid down. In ad-
dition, the partnership and co-financing principle is generally valid, which
ultimately means that no project can be realised without all competent
partners and thus not against the will of one of the partners involved.
There are also structured patterns of decision-making via project and work-
ing groups, as well as established patterns of informal trinational coordina-
tion via personal networks. Bilingual documents and the differentiation
between "official" and "other" forms of cooperation are further elements
of the cross-border norm system. This also includes the informal rule that
projects only come into being if all partners can find themselves in them.
In contrast, informal tying, which is usually the case for negotiation sys-
tems, does not exist in the cross-border context due to the lack of sufficient
negotiating mass. The informal rule is rather, that everyone can speak his
or her mother tongue, but it is good manners to speak the language of
the neighbour, if a meeting takes place on its territory'®? -only then does
one have a chance of actual acceptance there within the framework of in-
formal networks. The fact that observing the unwritten rules in particular
is crucial for the functionality of the cross-border cooperation system was
considered very important by all respondents.!??

With regard to the question of shared value systems, cooperation in the
Upper Rhine region has always been characterised by the demand for
particularly good, high-quality and intensive cooperation!®4. Efforts are
always made to present a positive image and consequently (also as a result
of intensive coordinated press work) there are hardly any critical press
articles in the regional media, but rather success stories about cross-border
cooperation. The actors involved at all levels also see themselves as "doers
of conviction" who constantly adhere to the necessity of cross-border co-

192 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 4.2

193 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 4.1

194 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 4.0
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operation, even if immediate results and communicable benefits are not
always immediately apparent. They also see themselves as a laboratory
of European integration and define themselves vis-a-vis the nation state
through the claim of a so-called "small foreign policy". The Upper Rhine
is therefore always presented as a European model region with the firm
intention of seeing cross-border cooperation as its own policy field and
further upgrading it'S. In addition, respect for cultural differences, efforts
to create a partnership of equals, and cooperation based on trust and
conflict avoidance are further elements of this common value system'%.
Finally, the cross-border cooperation culture is also characterised by the
fact that common patterns of action have developed in and for standard
situations. Its most visible expression is that today all institutional part-
ners in cross-border cooperation have created special organisational units
for cooperation. These form a supra-individual network of cross-border
responsibilities and are characterised by a high degree of professionalisa-
tion in cross-border affairs'®”. Furthermore, the creation of joint working
processes for policy development and implementation can be observed,
which represent a very specific Upper Rhine pattern!®® : Relevant topics
are prepared by so-called three-country congresses, the results of which
are then taken up and implemented by the Upper Rhine Conference and
implemented with the help of the available INTERREG funds. New topics
are first prepared in the Upper Rhine through trinational basic studies.
The work is structured by setting up bi- and trinational project groups
at the working level, which in turn work for the decision-making level
(steering committee). An important role is played by those working full-
time on cross-border cooperation who, as sherpas, form a dense, informal
network of 30 people!®. In addition, a high degree of routinisation of deci-
sion-making content and processes can be observed through a standardised
meeting procedure (cross-border meetings usually follow the same proce-
dure — regardless of whether they are held on the German, French or

195 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 3.8

196 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), these hypotheses were confirmed by
all respondents with 3.8 and 3.9 respectively

197 Botthegi 2014

198 Beck/Pradier 2011

199 On a rating scale from true (5) to false (0), this hypothesis was confirmed by all
respondents with 4.2
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Swiss side)2%0. Particularly at the executive level, importance is attached to
a smooth course of meetings?! : conflicts must be resolved in advance at
the working level, because the "zoning up" of and thus direct involvement
of the political level with conflict-prone issues is to be avoided. This would
collide with another standard constellation: that of creating a particularly
pleasant environment for the meetings, which may well include the culi-
nary dimension.

As a result, the Upper Rhine multi-level system?°? certainly has its
own culture of cooperation, which can be interpreted as a transnational
administrative culture not least because this cooperation takes place almost
exclusively between public actors?®. It is characteristic of the system that
this Upper Rhine cooperation culture is founded less on an integration
of the existing national administrative cultures than on the functional re-
quirements (solving common problems, developing common potentials),
the jointly held values or benefit expectations (reconciliation, programme
management, regional positioning in Europe) as well as the specifics of
cross-border cooperation as a "small foreign policy" (symbolism, diplomat-
ic gesture) or "decentralised European domestic policy" (laboratory of
European integration). In this respect, it should not differ significantly
from other border regions.

4.3 On the contingency of administrative culture in cross-border cooperation

The analysis of cooperation on the Upper Rhine, however, reveals another
facet of the administrative-cultural phenomenon in cross-border coopera-
tion, namely its relativity or contingency in relation to other factors rele-
vant to cross-border policy-making?%4. In this respect, the analysis of cross-
border cooperation in the Upper Rhine confirms the experience-based
hypothesis according to which the administrative-cultural factor is always
either overrated or undervalued®®. It is certainly undervalued in a view
that sees cross-border cooperation merely as a transnational regime, mak-
ing analogies with international negotiation systems, for example at the

200 On a scale from true (5) to false (0), the relevant hypotheses were confirmed by
all respondents with 3.7, 3.6, 4.1 and 4.2.

201 Similarly Hartmann 1997

202 Nagelschmidt 2005

203 Beck/Pradier 2011

204 Cf. Benz/Scharpf/Zintl 1992

205 Eisenberg 2007
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EU level or in the field of international relations?°. In fact, this facet has
so far only been partially explored in the literature and thus represents a
very innovative new field of research. Such an interpretation suggests that
the cultural factor as an institution in the broader sense is overlaid by the
power- and interest-driven interaction between rational actors. Following
the corresponding modelling of the rational choice school and then also
the basic assumptions of game theory?”, the interaction in cross-border
networks of institutional (headmasters) and individual (agents) actors is
likely to be determined by the material and strategic objects of negotiation
in question, the institutional context, but above all by the respective con-
stellations of interests, rather than by administrative cultural differences?°s.

Conversely, the danger of overemphasis exists in academic approaches to
comparative cultural research and then specifically in the field of intercul-
tural communication?®”. Here the reader of relevant studies sometimes has
the impression that every interaction in international networks or every
institutional and individual relationship between actors in transnational
space is exclusively culturally determined. Practitioners of cross-border co-
operation will then tend to raise critical objections regarding the viability
and performance of models of acculturation or oscillation?!® and point to
the relativity of interpersonal learning potentials compared to the inter-in-
stitutional challenge of cooperation?!!.

A pragmatic approach can be developed with the concept of cultural
contingency in cross-border cooperation?!2. This is based on the observa-
tion that in cross-border affairs, both of the perspectives outlined above
are often linked to each other. Rational, interest-driven interaction and
(administrative) cultural contingency are mutually dependent and are cou-
pled with each other in many different ways. Criteria that can be used to
illustrate this contingency are, in addition to the character of a policy field
at issue in cross-border cooperation, the nature of the respective task, the
degree of institutionalisation within which the cooperation takes place, the
nature of the actors' relationships to each other, and the typology of the ac-
tors who encounter each other in the respective cooperation relationship.

206 Hasenclever/Mayer/Rittberger 1997; Miller 1993; Kohler-Koch 1989; Efin-
ger/Rittberger/Wolf/Ziirn 1990

207 Scharpf 1993; 2006

208 See already Beck 1997

209 Demorgon 2005; Eder 2000

210 Euro Institute 2007

211 Lang 2010; Lambertz 2010

212 Beck 2011b
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Such a consideration can lead to a corresponding contingency model,
which I have formulated elsewhere as a proposal?!3 :

Figure 10: Contingency-model of administrative culture in cross-border coopera-
tion

Type of Type of Degree of insti- Type of Type of actors
policy problem mission tutionalisation relation involved
= — i -
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E g - cross-sectoral
s 2 - EXp. Seniors
23| 2 o - coordination - primary - personal - politicians
e 2 | -distributive - infarmation organisation = Informal - professionals
i E - routine | - representation | (Institutions] - regular of cooperation
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Accordingly, the relevance of the (administrative) cultural factor varies
depending on the characteristics of other variables relevant to cooperation:
it correlates with these and cannot be seen independently. In other words:
If cross-border policy is characterised by aspects of strategic redistribution
and presupposes cooperation in the sense of material reconciliation of
interests, takes place irregularly in projects with a zero-sum character and
between technocratically acting newcomers with little autonomy of action,
then the inter- (administrative-) cultural conflicts will be much more pro-
nounced than in such constellations that can rather be located in the lower
half of the matrix. This can be explained by the fact that in cases that
correspond to the first pattern, the respective differing institutional factors
are much more important than in the latter, in which, as a rule, little is at
stake materially.

It is no coincidence that large parts of cross-border cooperation have
tended to move in the lower range of the contingency matrix in recent
years and were thus only relatively little problematic from an inter-(admin-
istrative)cultural point of view. In contrast, newer approaches to integrated
cross-border governance?'# appear to be much more demanding. They re-

213 Beck 2008; 2015b
214 Hooghe 1996; Hooghe/Marks 2001; Piattoni 2010; Grande 2000
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quire effective network management?'s, which optimises both the internal
and the external dimension of cross-border cooperation as a subsystem?!6.
Functional institutionalisation can cushion the direct impact of different
national administrative cultures and increase the effectiveness and efficien-
cy of cross-border cooperation?'’. Moreover, it is often the prerequisite
for transnational administrative culture to come into being at all and
to unfold its functionality for the cross-border cooperation context?!s.
Regional governance?’ is (normatively) also the right answer to future
challenges in the cross-border context. Therefore, there is currently great
euphoria and expectation among many actors in cross-border cooperation,
and the concept is being actively taken up by consensus. In the medium
term, however, considerable intercultural tensions are likely to arise over
the concrete design of its basic components. In order for these to lead to
productive intercultural learning and innovation processes??® and thus ul-
timately serve to deepen the transnational administrative culture, the func-
tional autonomy of the cross-border sub-system vis-a-vis the institutional
context of its home institutions would have to be increased??!. Keywords
that are currently being discussed in this context, especially with regard
to creating the conditions for the further development of the cross-border
administrative or cooperation culture, are: Cross-border opening clauses
in sectoral legal ordinances (e.g. on the basis of cross-border de minimis
regulations), political will to transfer material tasks and competences to
cross-border institutions (so-called horizontal subsidiarity: see chapter 5.3),
flexible EU programmes with compatible funding criteria as well as net-
working and functional change of existing structures??2, There is thus the
prospect that the administrative-cultural patterns of cross-border coopera-
tion will also be more strongly oriented towards the future requirements
of cross-border areas in Europe. Conversely, only then will it really be pos-
sible to speak of the emergence of a distinct transnational administrative
culture in cross-border affairs.

215 Cf. Benz/Litz/Schimank/Simonis 2007; Jansen/Schubert 1995; Marin/Mayntz
1990; Mayntz 1992

216 Cf. Kilper 2010

217 Beck/Pradier 2011

218 Critically, Debray 2010

219 Prince 2011

220 Casteigts 2008

221 Similarly, Schlie 2008; Blatter 2000

222 Janssen 2007; Beck 2012
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4.4 The relativity of cross-border cooperation culture

On the basis of this finding, however, the question then arises in a second
step as to the extent to which this cross-border culture of cooperation,
which in practice is predominantly constituted by a cooperation of public
administrations, can actually be interpreted as a transnational administra-
tive culture in the sense defined above, beyond its relatively plausible organ-
isational systemic dimension.

Here the assessment will be rather cautious. On the one hand, the
system of cross-border cooperation presents itself more as a cross-border
negotiation system than a transnational administrative system: Both the quan-
tity of the cross-border policy profile per se and the cross-border degree of
organisation are — compared to the respective functional and institutional
context of the partner regions involved — rather low. A few simple figur<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>