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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1. Research Topic 
 
Background 

Nowadays, there is almost no international
1
 border in Europe across 

which there is not at least some cooperative activity, and the number of such 
initiatives is steadily increasing. With the increase of cooperative activities, 
interest in the subject has also increased in academic research. However, despite 
this increased interest in cross-border cooperation among academics, little is yet 
known about the factors that actually drive cross-border cooperation among 
subnational governments (regional and local governments), especially cross-
border cooperation in service provision. Do subnational governments cooperate 
because it is the only way to solve common problems? Or is it because of the 
availability of European Union grants? Do subnational governments cooperate 
because of the ambitions of their key political leaders? 

This study is about subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe in 
service provision. The geographical restriction – Europe – is chosen for two 
reasons. Firstly, cross-border cooperation in Europe stands out, since only in 
Europe do we observe cooperation among subnational governments across 
international borders. Secondly, subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe 
is supported by public action. The latter is, to a great extent, responsible for the 
emergence of subnational cooperation across international borders. Support 
driven by public action is one of the most important differences between cross-
border cooperation in Europe compared with the rest of the world, where cross-
border cooperation comes about mainly as a result of market dynamics. The 
Council of Europe and the European Commission have for decades considered 
cross-border cooperation, including cross-border cooperation in service 
provision, to be one of their key objectives. They have expressed this vision 
through various policies and strategies: the EU Cohesion Policy, the EU 
Enlargement Policy, the EU Neighbourhood Policy and Macro-Regional Strategies. 
Currently, access to high-quality services and the development of common 
services’ provision for the local populations are some of the key goals of the EU 
Cohesion Policy. Also, the Single European Market Act promotes the free 
movement of goods, services, workers, capital, and knowledge throughout the 
European Union, and aims to achieve common standards for publicly provided 
services. However, this has not worked out entirely as intended, since service 
standards still vary widely among the European Union’s Member States. This 
means that in most of the border areas of the European Union, the public 
provision of services is still duplicated, i.e. subnational governments on both sides 
of international borders are still providing similar services – for example, waste 
management, transportation or water supplies – but to varying standards instead 

                                                           
1
 Under international border we mean a border between sovereign states. 
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of providing such services in cooperation on both sides of the border to a 
(usually) higher common standard. 

 
Societal relevance  

In 1990, the European Commission officially recognized
2
 that border 

regions were often disadvantaged because (for example) they tended to lay at 
the extremities of transport systems that had been planned on a national basis. In 
such areas, trade was often distorted, while services were often wastefully 
duplicated, and mobility hampered by variations in socio-cultural, economic and 
administrative systems. The implementation of the Single Market Act highlighted 
that borders were not merely economic barriers, but also simultaneously formed 
administrative, legal, political, cultural and even psychological barriers. Removing 
such barriers to the free working of ‘market forces’ provided an opportunity for 
the European Commission and the Council of Europe to develop new financial 
and institutional initiatives for border regions.  

Implementing an effective institutional form is often regarded as one of 
the most important elements in setting up a cross-border cooperation initiative 
(hereafter: CBC initiative). The first step towards the creation of cross-border 
cooperation structures in Europe that are based on public law was the 
establishment in 1980 of the Madrid Convention, which provided a legal and 
organizational framework for cross-border cooperation. However, the Madrid 
Convention (and its two additional protocols) do not have treaty status which 
means that it does not create a binding common legal-institutional framework. 
Therefore, to establish a CBC initiative, additional agreements among the 
concerned countries are necessary. As the Madrid Convention was not able to 
deliver a common legal basis for setting up a CBC initiative, it took the European 
Commission until 2006 to introduce the instrument termed the European 
Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC). The EGTC is an European-wide 
instrument designed to facilitate and promote territorial cooperation (namely, 
cross-border, transnational and international cooperation) through enabling the 
public authorities in the various EU Member States to team up and deliver joint 
services without requiring a prior international agreement to be signed and 
ratified by national parliaments. However, even though the EGTC instrument is 
considered the most important (legal) institutional form for the subnational 
governments to provide services in cooperation across international borders, it 
has still some flaws (for example being overly complex) that are considered as key 
obstacles to its use. Most of these flaws stem from the ambivalence of the EGTC 
instrument itself. On the one hand, EGTC is an optional instrument to help 
institutionalize cross-border cooperation and is clearly a key part of the EU 
Cohesion Policy’s subsidy and programming vehicle. The use of an EGTC 
instrument in cross-border cooperation is increasingly becoming a pre-condition 

                                                           
2
 By establishing the Interreg Community Initiative Programme (hereafter: INTERREG 

initiative). 
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for participation in the EU Cohesion Policy (this is clear from the 2013 EGTC 
Regulation

3
 which contains an explicit reference to the European Territorial 

Cooperation as being its general mission). Therefore, the use of the EGTC 
instrument for non-Cohesion Policy related cross-border cooperation will 
probably become less attractive. However, even currently it seems that the EGTC 
tool is not working as intended as a means of creating more CBC initiatives in 
service provision. From the 69 established EGTCs in existence by the end of 2017 
(i.e. after 11 years from creating the instrument), only one EGTC is clearly 
engaged in everyday cross-border location-related service provision – The 
Hospital of Cerdanya adjacent to the border of Spain and France. However, nine 
EGTCs have reported cross-border cooperation in service provision as one of their 
key policy aims. 

Today, there are many institutionalization forms that stimulate the 
institutionalization of cross-border cooperation – loose institutional forms such as 
Euroregions, Working Communities, and Eurodistricts – as well as strict legal 
forms such as the European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG); forms for cross-
border cooperation among private sector bodies such as the European Company 
(SE) and the European Cooperative Society (SCE); and forms for cross-border 
cooperation among public sector bodies such as the European Grouping of 
Territorial Cooperation (EGTC). However (as we will show in Chapter 3), most of 
those institutional forms have not been as widely used as intended when they 
were created. At the same time, there is no comprehensive research studying the 
connections between the institutional forms created by the European 
Commission or the Council of Europe and the emergence of sustainable CBC 
initiatives. 

The other type of incentives for cross-border cooperation created to 
increase and improve cross-border cooperation in Europe are financial 
instruments. The launch of the INTERREG initiative in 1990 represented a huge 
leap towards funding cross-border cooperation in Europe. Over the following 
years, several other funding programs for cross-border cooperation have been 
added to support CBC initiatives in both internal and external border areas within 
the European Union. For the programming period of 2014-2020, for cross-border 
cooperation €6.6 billion has been budgeted under the EU Cohesion Policy (and 
the same amount was spread among CBC initiatives during the previous program 
period of 2007-2013).  
 
Main puzzle: Why are there so few CBC initiatives in service provision? 

Interestingly, despite the importance of cross-border cooperation 
highlighted in the European Union policy documents and the amount of money 

                                                           
3
 Regulation (EU) No 1302/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 

December 2013 amending Regulation (EC) No 1082/2006 on a European Grouping of 
Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) as regards the clarification, simplification and improvement 
of the establishment and functioning of such a grouping. 
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spent on improving and increasing cross-border cooperation in Europe, there 
have been no comprehensive studies about factors driving cross-border 
cooperation or its success. Nor is there even a unified database of CBC initiatives 
in Europe – describing, for example, their locations, their fields of action, and the 
partners involved. 

As we will show in Chapter 3, financial incentives for cross-border 
cooperation have led to an increase in the number of CBC initiatives in Europe – 
from only 65 before 1991 (Maskell and Tornqvist 1999) to 237

4
 in 2018. However, 

most CBC initiatives are about organizing cultural events or developing strategic 
documents rather than providing services. The lack of subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision is especially striking given that the development 
of cities and regions, access to high-quality services for all, attractive living and 
working conditions are some of the core goals that the EU Cohesion Policy for the 
period of 2014–2020 is intended to help to achieve. Developing common services 
for local populations is an important objective of cross-border cooperation within 
the framework of the EU Cohesion Policy. Moreover, if subnational governments 
cooperate across international borders, one would also expect such cooperation 
to be mainly about service provision, given the set of tasks that such 
governments usually share: on average 80% of their tasks involve the provision of 
services such as social services, building roads, and maintaining infrastructure.  

From these observations, we define the main knowledge gap identified 
in this dissertation: given the fact that many incentives to form CBC initiatives 
have been created, it is striking that the number of established CBC initiatives in 
service provision remains very small. This prompts several key questions: (1) what 
hinders the establishment of CBC initiatives in service provision in the face of so 
many positive incentives provided by the European Commission and the Council 
of Europe? (2) what are the factors that lead subnational governments to 
cooperate across international borders at all, but especially in service provision? 
These are the two main questions that this dissertation aims to address. 

 
Organization of this chapter 

The remainder of this introductory chapter discusses, in general terms, 
the main features of the present dissertation. As we have explained above, the 
aim of this research is to explain the gaps, in practice, of CBC initiatives in Europe 
that have motivated this research (section 1.1). We continue by discussing the 
published academic research about the phenomena of cross-border cooperation 
in service provision in Europe and the gaps in that research (section 1.2). 
Subsequently, we discuss the complexity of researching cross-border cooperation 
(section 1.3) and the innovative aspects of this research (section 1.4). In section 
1.5, we set out the main research question and the resultant sub-questions. 
Section 1.6 discusses the options for and choice of research methodology for this 
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 This number is based on data collected during this research. 
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study. Finally, this chapter ends with a description of the outline of this 
dissertation (section 1.7). 
 
 

1.2. Research Gap  
 

The launch of several cross-border cooperation-oriented policies and 
strategies by the European Union has led to many studies and reports about 
cross-border cooperation among subnational governments. According to Jaansoo 
and Groenendijk (2014) distinct patterns can be discerned within the great 
variety of studies into cross-border cooperation. First, there are numerous single 
case studies which – with varying degrees of detail – describe the particularities 
of the (success or failure of) cross-border cooperation in specific cases. From a 
worldwide perspective, most such research concerns CBC initiatives in the USA 
(see, for example, Morgan and Pammer 1988; Tiller and Jakus 2005) but far fewer 
CBC initiatives in Europe (see, for example, Bel and Warner (2013) for cross-
border cooperation in Spain; Medve-Bálint (2012) and Ocokolijc (2013) for cross-
border cooperation in Central and Eastern European countries). Secondly, some 
attempts have been made to theorize cross-border cooperation (and/or the 
emergence of macro-regions) within European integration theory (see, for 
example, Groenendijk 2014; Nadalutti 2013). Thirdly, various scholars have tried 
to classify various forms or stages of cross-border cooperation, by looking at a 
variety of characteristics (see, for example, Perkmann 2003; Gerfert 2009; Zwet & 
McMaster 2012; Ocokoljic 2013; Sousa 2013). Most of these characteristics are 
also used in the literature on regionalization and (new) regionalism (see, for 
example, Groenendijk 2014). Finally, cross-border cooperation – and European 
Territorial Cooperation in general – has been analyzed in terms of success and 
failure factors, with a view to defining best practices and creating suitable toolkits 
(see, for example, the Council of Europe’s CBC Toolkit 2012; Ricq 2006).  

However, despite the ubiquity of research done in this field, our 
understanding about the fundamental factors that drive cross-border 
cooperation among subnational governments remains fairly rudimentary. This is 
surprising, because cross-border cooperation is one of the key objectives of the 
EU Cohesion Policy, for which €6.6 billion

5
 (2.07% of EU Cohesion Policy funding) 

has been budgeted for the period of 2014-2020 (the same amount was budgeted 
for the previous programming period of 2007-2013). Furthermore, even though 
there are over 200 CBC initiatives reported in EU documents, only a few of these 
CBC initiatives relate to service provision.  

At the same time, there is neither current theory nor research that is 
able to explain the reasons why so few CBC initiatives are in service provision. 
Even though there is much literature discussing cross-border cooperation from 

                                                           
5
 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/cooperation/european-territorial/ 



22 

various angles, the question of what factors drive subnational cross-border 
cooperation, especially cross-border cooperation in service provision, has not yet 
been given sufficient attention nor been subjected to empirical testing.  

However, even though there are no comprehensive studies explaining 
the lack of subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision, some 
attempts have been made to model the cross-border cooperation among 
subnational governments. One of those works is by Medve-Bàlint and Svensson 
(2012) who built a model incorporating factors driving cross-border cooperation 
among subnational governments based on a case study conducted in one county 
of Hungary. In total, they identified 14 incentives for and obstacles to subnational 
cross-border cooperation. These incentives for and obstacles to were divided into 
normative/instrumental and internal/external factors. However, there are three 
reasons why the model by Medve-Bálint and Svensson (2012) cannot be fully 
used for the current research. Firstly, the model is based on just in-depth case 
study research in just one Hungarian international land-border adjacent county. 
That is an unlikely setting from which to generalize for the whole Europe. 
Secondly, instead of using the term ‘factor’, these scholars use the terms 
‘incentive’ and/or ‘obstacle’ even though incentives and obstacles are often 
mirrors of each other. For example, sufficient financial resources for cross-border 
cooperation create an incentive, whereas a lack of financial resources for cross-
border cooperation form an obstacle. Finally, the model by Medve-Bálint and 
Svensson (2012) is about subnational cross-border cooperation in general and not 
specifically about subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. 
Nevertheless, their model serves as a sufficiently good basis for our research.  

To build a comprehensive model incorporating the factors that drive 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe, we 
borrowed from relevant disciplines that help us further understand the problem. 
We collected data about factors driving cross-border cooperation from relevant 
fields of research – such as, human geography, organizational theory, public 
economics – to build on the Medve-Bálint and Svensson (2012) study. To obtain 
as much information about the research topic as possible, we did not distinguish 
between intra-state

6
, inter-state

7
 and international

8
 subnational cooperation nor 

did we distinguish between subnational cooperation in Europe and subnational 
cooperation in other parts of the world. We first discovered that there is 
considerable conceptual variety and overlap in describing factors that drive 
subnational cross-border cooperation. This creates a strong need for synthesizing 
and systemizing the extant knowledge. Secondly, by analyzing the literature 
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 Intra-state cooperation occurs within a sovereign state where subnational governments 

cooperate across their administrative borders. 
7
 Inter-state cooperation is cooperation among subnational governments in federal 

countries across the state borders. 
8
 International cooperation is cooperation among subnational governments across 

international borders. 
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about intra-state (and in the case of federal countries also inter-state) and 
international cooperation among subnational governments, we found that most 
factors identified in the literature to drive intra-state cooperation are also 
applicable to inter-state and international cooperation. Finally, we discovered 
that most of those factors identified in the literature that aim to explain 
subnational cross-border cooperation in general also explain subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision (see Chapter 2 for further explanation). 
 
 

1.3. The Complexity of Studying Cross-Border Cooperation 
 

The study of cross-border cooperation by subnational governments is a 
highly complex affair. Complexity arises in both the theory and in the empirics. 
Below we try to explain why studying drivers for subnational cross-border 
cooperation is so complex. 
 
Theoretical complexity 
 Firstly, as the nature of cross-border cooperation is complex, it has been 
examined by various disciplines. Public economists, for example, study the 
efficiency and effectiveness of cooperation; human geography studies the 
cooperation’s effect on the free movement of people; and organizational 
theorists study the necessary leadership and organizational culture for 
cooperation. Each of those disciplines uses its own theories and conceptual 
language, but usually does not consider research performed by other disciplines 
on the same subject. This has led to a situation of high conceptual variety and 
overlapping research coupled with a lack of theoretical integration.  
 Secondly, in several academic fields case studies have been performed 
about subnational cross-border cooperation. However, those case studies give us 
little systematic information about the factors that drive subnational cross-border 
cooperation as each case study was conducted following a particular theoretical 
approach in a specific context. 
 Thirdly, most of the studies about subnational cross-border cooperation 
have been conducted in the USA (see, for example, Chen and Thurmaier 2009; 
Shrestha and Feiock 2011) which means that those studies reflect either intra-
state or inter-state cross-border cooperation. There are only few studies about 
subnational cross-border cooperation across international borders. These have 
been conducted mainly in Europe (see, for example, Medve-Bálint and Svensson 
2012; Bel and Warner 2013, 2016). Actually, there is not much systematic 
knowledge about subnational cross-border cooperation across the international 
borders. 
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 Other than those previously mentioned, there is only one study
9
 about 

subnational cooperation in service provision across international borders in 
Europe.  
 
Empirical complexity 
 The empirical study of subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe is 
challenging as there are many nuances that must be taken into account. Firstly, 
the absence of a Europe-wide database about CBC initiatives makes researching 
subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe challenging. Only one type of 
CBC initiative – that use an EGTC form – is currently monitored

10
. 

 Secondly, the European Commission and the Council of Europe have 
made many proposals to institutionalize cross-border cooperation. However, as 
we see in Chapter 3, most of those CBC initiatives do not use the forms provided 
by the European Commission and/or by the Council of Europe, but rather 
institutionalize the CBC initiative based on their national law or based on bilateral 
and multilateral agreements between neighboring nation states. Institutionalized 
CBC initiatives that use one of the forms proposed by the European Commission 
or the Council of Europe are usually easier to identify than those CBC initiatives 
using their national law-based institutionalization forms.  

Thirdly, the CBC initiatives that use an institutionalized form are also the 
ones that are most stable and thus yield at least some data source. CBC initiatives 
that are not institutionalized are those that are usually formed on an ad hoc basis 
and will end their existence after the EU funding ends. The data about such ad 
hoc CBC initiatives can be obtained from national Programme Managing 
Authorities of the EU CBC programs. However, to retrieve this information from 
the national Programme Managing Authorities involves complex procedures. 
Furthermore, those CBC initiatives are constantly changing structures and 
partners in order to comply with the funding requirements. For example, during 
the period of 2007-2013 more than 6000

11
 projects were financed under 

INTERREG A CBC programs. Most of these projects have ad hoc CBC initiatives as 
applicants. These numbers show us that the number of ad hoc CBC initiatives is 
overwhelming. In addition to excessively complicated data gathering procedures, 
it may be that data available from various national Programme Management 
Authorities can vary to such an extent that it may be not comparable. This can be 
because the data management requirements are not unified and are determined 
individually by each national Programme Management Authority. 

Finally, in some cases non-institutionalized CBC initiatives continue their 
existence for years after the funding has ended or the initial problem has been 
solved. An example is cross-border cooperation between the two towns of Valga 
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 ESPON Targeted Analysis on Cross-Border Public Services finalized in 2018. 

10
 Monitoring is done by the Committee of the Regions on a yearly basis. 

11
 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/nl/policy/cooperation/european-territorial/cross-

border/#3 
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and Valka on Estonian-Latvian border. Their cooperation has been going on for 
two decades, and they have also signed a cooperation agreement, but this CBC 
initiative cannot be found in any of the EU official listings as it is not 
institutionalized and bears no commonly used name, such as Euroregion or EGTC. 
It may well be that there are many of these kinds of CBC initiatives, but as they 
are not listed in official documents, they are not easily traceable. 
 
Two challenges in current research 

Even though we are aware of the challenges discussed above, our 
ambition with this research is to contribute to studies about subnational cross-
border cooperation in three ways. Firstly, we will integrate research performed in 
various disciplines about subnational cooperation across international borders to 
build a first overarching theoretical framework explaining the drivers for 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. Secondly, we will 
collect and inventarize empirical data that describes – for the first time in a 
comprehensive way – subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe.  
 
 

1.4. Ambition and Innovation of the Research 
 

The present research is innovative both scientifically and from the view 
of practical policy. As can be seen from the first three sections of this chapter, 
there is a great need to improve our scientific and practical understanding of both 
the processes and the structures of subnational cross-border cooperation in 
Europe, especially in service provision. Systematic knowledge moreover creates 
the scientific basis for initiating policies that promote subnational cross-border 
cooperation and increase the operational abilities of all participants.  
 
Scientific innovation 

This dissertation contributes to existing research on subnational cross-
border cooperation in five ways. Firstly, as discussed in the previous sections, our 
contribution lies in the systematic and comprehensive study of content and of 
those factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation, especially subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision. To advance the fundamental 
understanding about subnational cooperation across international borders, this 
dissertation firstly integrates perspectives and concepts from multiple disciplines 
and provides the first systematic, integrated theoretical framework of the factors 
driving cross-border cooperation among subnational governments in Europe in 
service provision. As mentioned previously, the complexity of cross-border 
cooperation has made the subject interesting for various disciplines. There are 
several existing studies about cooperation in general and cross-border 
cooperation among subnational governments in particular. However, during our 
literature search we found that the research about subnational cooperation 
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across international borders is still in the development stage and 
compartmentalized. The latter means that each discipline that has studied 
subnational cross-border cooperation has done so based on its own theories and 
lines of thinking, but does not consider the relevant research performed in other 
disciplines

12
. This kind of single discipline based research has created a 

considerable conceptual variety and overlap in identifying the factors driving 
subnational cross-border cooperation.  

Secondly, by focusing on the phenomenon of cross-border cooperation 
as a research object, and not on a particular theory, this dissertation provides a 
first empirical test of a theory of subnational cross-border cooperation by 
combining these factors in a mixed-methods research design. We test our 
theoretical framework through case studies and an online survey. Thereby we 
aim to make a valuable contribution to the further development of theory about 
subnational cross-border cooperation. 

Thirdly, by following an interdisciplinary approach, this dissertation 
contributes to cross-border cooperation research in a more structured and 
empirically connected way than that previously attempted. The interdisciplinary 
research applied in this dissertation is expected to bridge a significant gap in the 
literature on subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. In 
addition, it extends the theoretical basis for self-organizing solutions to public 
problems by providing more insights into both the motivations for, and barriers 
to, inter-subnational cooperation. 

Fourthly, the theoretical framework and methodologies for this research 
were based on mainly research on intra-state (and in the case of federal 
countries, inter-state) cooperation among subnational governments since 
research about cooperation among subnational governments across international 
borders is not yet well developed. We mainly used the literature about cross-
border cooperation among subnational governments in general because research 
on cross-border cooperation in service provision remains scarce. Therefore, we 
contribute to the academic literature of cross-border cooperation among 
subnational governments by adding an international element as well as 
examining subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. 

Finally, as most of the existing research about subnational cross-border 
cooperation is US-based (i.e. treating intra-state and inter-state cooperation 
among subnational governments), this dissertation not only adds the European 
dimension to the existing cross-border research (i.e. cooperation among 
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 An ancient Indian story about six blind men and an elephant can be used to describe the 
research about subnational cross-border cooperation, i.e. all six men will give a different 
description of the elephant as they all touched a different part of the animal unable to see 
what their hands were resting on. Asked to describe what they had touched, the man who 
felt the side of the elephant said that he touched the wall; the man who felt the elephant’s 
tusk said that he touched the spear. So the six men argued among themselves about was it 
a snake, a cow, a wall or a piece of rope. 



27 

subnational governments across international borders) but also combines three 
dimensions: cooperation across intra-state, inter-state and international borders. 
As a result of these combinations, this dissertation explains more thoroughly than 
previously the relations among various factors and their impacts on subnational 
cross-border cooperation.  
 
Innovation in empirics 
 This research is innovative because it provides a first overview of the 
subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe by giving an inventarization of 
the CBC initiatives within Europe as well as the key characteristics of subnational 
cross-border cooperation in Europe. In inventarizing the CBC initiatives in Europe, 
we provide information about the name of the CBC initiative, partner countries 
and the essence of the CBC initiative. We also provide information about the 
main characteristics of the subnational cross-border cooperation in three geo-
political locations in Europe – Traditional Europe

13
, ’New’ EU Member States

14
 

and the Non-EU countries
15

. This classification reflects the focus of the European 
Union cross-border cooperation policies (see Chapter 3). 
 
Innovation in policy relevance 

As subnational cooperation across international borders is one of the 
objectives of the EU Cohesion Policy, a multidisciplinary study that spans various 
disciplines is required to achieve a predictive capability that could better inform 
policy makers. In this dissertation in addition to providing an integrated 
theoretical framework and testing it, we also offer policy recommendations. By 
systemizing and analyzing cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments in Europe, it allows a better understanding of the mechanisms of 
providing services in cooperation across international borders and hence 
successfully creating and intervening in such mechanisms. This knowledge can be 
of value for policy makers at both the European and national levels, but also for 
both public and non-governmental organizations seeking to understand the 
potential of – and to promote – subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision. Through providing knowledge about the conditions under which some 
subnational governments cooperate whereas others do not, this dissertation also 
brings practical insights for self-organizing solutions to public problems, and for 
policy design. 
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 Traditional Europe includes countries that joined the EU before 2004 and the European 
Free Trade Association (EFTA) Member States (Norway, Switzerland, Iceland and 
Lichtenstein). 
14

 ‘New’ EU Member States include countries which joined the EU in 2004 or later. 
15

 Into this group belong Non-EU countries within continental Europe (other than the EFTA 
Member States). 
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1.5. Study Design and Research Questions  
 

In the previous section we concluded that despite the ubiquity of 
research in the field of subnational cross-border cooperation, no systematic 
knowledge is yet available that explains what drives subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision. Therefore, we formulated the following main 
research question:  
 
Main research question: To what extent, and how, can we explain subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe?  
 
Approach and design of the study  

To address the main research question, we need to take a number of 
steps, which are further elaborated in sub-questions. We follow a logic that starts 
with the development of an overarching theory. Theory development is vital in 
this (interdisciplinary) field, characterized by contributions from various 
disciplines, such as economics, organizational studies, public administration, 
European studies, and regional studies. The next step is related to the ambition to 
provide a first inventarization of cross-border cooperation in Europe. At present, 
as we noted above, no such inventory is currently available. Subsequently we will 
explore how subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision works in 
various contexts. This step is essential, because it further explores the contexts in 
which the theoretical factors operate in practice. These contexts are used as 
input for the next step: the identification of the factors that subnational 
governments in Europe experience. Below, we elaborate on each of the steps and 
sub-questions. Section 1.6 further discusses the mixed-method approach and 
associated methodologies used to address each of the sub-questions. A summary 
of the steps, sub-questions, and methodologies are shown chapter by chapter in 
Figure 1.1 at the end of this chapter. 
 
Step-1: Theory development (Chapter 2). In Chapter 2, we develop a theoretical 
basis for our research by analyzing the extant academic research on subnational 
cross-border cooperation, especially subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision. We systemize and synthesize diverse strands of research on 
various disciplinary and interdisciplinary approaches to subnational cross-border 
cooperation, into an overarching, integrated theoretical framework. This 
integrated theoretical framework will then be applied throughout this research. 
By developing the integrated theoretical framework, we aim to address the first 
sub-question of this research: 
 
First sub-question: To what extent can we identify the factors driving subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision within an integrated theoretical 
framework? 
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Step-2: Inventarization of subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe 
(Chapter 3). Having built the theoretical framework, we provide a first overview 
(inventarization) of the research object of this study: subnational cross-border 
cooperation in Europe. We noted that many CBC policies, strategies, and 
regulations have been rolled out and implemented by the European Union to 
increase and improve cross-border cooperation among subnational governments 
in Europe. The political-institutional promotion and support for subnational cross-
border cooperation has created a situation in which there is hardly any 
international border in Europe across which subnational authorities are not 
involved in some kind of cooperative activity. However, we also observed that 
currently a comprehensive overview of such CBC initiatives is lacking, despite the 
existence of special interest groups and the supportive role of the European 
Union. Therefore, in Chapter 3, we first inventarize and subsequently analyze CBC 
policies, strategies, and policy implementation tools in order to better 
understand the institutional context in which subnational governments operate. 
The analysis in Chapter 3 builds on the integrated theoretical framework 
developed in Chapter 2. By inventarizing and analyzing the CBC initiatives in 
Europe, we also inventarize the key characteristics of cross-border cooperation in 
Europe. Through this, we aim to address the second sub-question of this 
research: 
 
Second sub-question: What are the key characteristics of subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision in Europe? 
 
Step-3: Exploration of subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in 
various contexts (Chapter 4). Findings from previous steps show that subnational 
cross-border cooperation in Europe can be divided into three groups based on its 
characteristics: (1) subnational cross-border cooperation in Traditional Europe; 
(2) in ‘New’ EU Member States; and (3) in Non-EU countries. Following the 
integrated theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2 and the key 
characteristics of subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe described in 
Chapter 3, we now are interested in developing in-depth knowledge about how 
the drivers for subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision work in 
various geo-political settings in Europe. For that, we have conducted three case 
studies – one about cross-border cooperation among subnational governments 
within the Traditional Europe (the case of EUREGIO straddling the border 
between Germany and The Netherlands), within the ‘New’ EU Member States 
(the case of twin-town Valga/Valka straddling the border between Estonia and 
Latvia) and one about cross-border cooperation among subnational governments 
outside the borders of the EU (the case of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus 
straddling the border between Armenia and Georgia). This allows us to address 
the third sub-question of this research: 
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Third sub-question: How do the drivers for subnational cross-border cooperation 
in service provision work in the various geo-political settings prevalent in Europe? 
 
Step-4: Perception of subnational governments about the drivers for cross-border 
cooperation (Chapter 5). As a final step in addressing the main research question, 
we are interested in the perception and judgement of subnational governments 
about the drivers for cross-border cooperation in Europe, but especially for cross-
border cooperation in service provision. To do so, we conducted an online survey 
among international land border adjacent subnational governments in Europe. 
Through this, we address the fourth sub-question of this research: 
 
Fourth sub-question: How do subnational governments experience, perceive and 
judge the drivers for cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe? 
 
Step-5: Recommendations for future research and policy. Reflecting on the 
answers to the previous sub-questions that follow from each of the steps in the 
research design, we will provide a definitive answer to the central research 
question. This is the subject of the final chapter of this dissertation (Chapter 6). 
This answer requires further reflection on the strengths and weaknesses of the 
chosen research design, particularly in relation to recommendations for future 
research. Finally, the reflection also requires the inclusion of policy 
recommendations. Policy-makers at the European Union level, national 
governments or interest groups could benefit from the analyses and the answers 
these analyses provide to the sub-questions. Thus, we hope that our study will 
not only stimulate further research, but also both increase and improve the 
provision of subnational cross-border cooperation in the provision of services in 
Europe. This will address the fifth and final sub-question: 
 
Fifth sub-question: Which implications for future research, and what policy 
suggestions will follow from the results of the study? 
 
 

1.6. Methodology and Data  
 

The purpose of this section is to discuss the choices made concerning the 
design used in this dissertation to help address the main research question: To 
what extent, and how, can we explain subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision in Europe? Since the research design and related sub-questions 
require empirical insights from several perspectives, we must apply a variety of 
methods and methodological approaches to address the main research question. 
In this section we will elaborate on the methodology that we broadly describe as 
a “mixed-method” research approach. A multidisciplinary study must avoid being 
caught in “paradigm wars” between various methodological perspectives. 
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Assuming that both qualitative and quantitative methods are complementary 
rather than competitive, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) propose “mixed-
method research” as a suitable approach for the accumulation of empirical 
knowledge within a field of study (in their case, educational research).  
 
Methodological innovation  

Given the mixed-methods approach, which we will elaborate below, this 
dissertation aims to make three main methodological contributions to the field of 
cross-border cooperation studies. The first methodological innovation in the field 
is to integrate methodologies within a mixed-method approach that is based on a 
literature research, case study approaches, and survey research. These 
methodologies in one step of the research design build on the methodologies 
developed in the subsequent steps of the research design. For example, the case 
studies in Chapter 4 have provided input for the design of the survey questions 
reported in Chapter 5.  

The second methodological innovation of the present study to the field is 
to provide a first step towards developing a methodology that enables us to study 
the highly complex empirical phenomenon of cross-border cooperation: identify 
and integrate existing datasets. Cross-border cooperation occurs among 
neighboring sub-national governments, which implies that we would, ideally, 
need to identify all neighboring sub-national governments within the European 
Union; between the European Union and neighboring countries; and in Non-EU 
countries within continental Europe. At present, no such overview exists, not 
even at the European Union policy level. Thus, to study international border 
adjacent subnational governments requires new methodological approaches, 
which we develop in this study. We currently rely on datasets from the European 
Commission, from the Committee of Regions, from cross-border entities (such as, 
for example, Euregio or Euroregion EuroCaucasus), but also from interested 
organizations, such as the Asssociation of European Border Regions (AEBR). 
Clearly, institutions should strive for comprehensive data management in the 
field of cross-border cooperation. However, creating an overarching dataset is 
beyond the scope of the present study. Bringing together the existing datasets 
within the framework of an overarching study is already quite a methodological 
ambition, but one that we aim to realize within the scope of the present study.  
 The third methodological innovation to the field is the first attempt to 
create a more comprehensive dataset of the experiences of subnational 
governments with cross-border cooperation. As will be described fully in Chapter 
5, we approached representatives from border adjacent subnational 
governments in Europe using a variety of sources of contact details, among 
others the AEBR membership database and the dataset of the Committee of 
Regions. This has led to a dataset that is limited in its size, yet is unique in scope. 
For the first time ever in the field, a dataset has been created incorporating the 
experiences of representatives of subnational governments involved in cross-
border cooperation.  
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1.6.1. Mixed-Method Research Approach 
 
Since the nature of the present research problem is complex, dynamic 

and multi-disciplinary, a mixed-method research approach was used to study it. 
As long ago as in 1959, Campbell and Fiske stated that scientists must deploy a 
mixed-method research approach to ensure that any explained variance is the 
result of the underlying phenomenon and not the result of the methods used. 
Bouchard (1976:268) specified that the mixed-method research approach is 
essential to ‘enhance our beliefs that results are valid and not a methodological 
artifact’. Berg (1989) elaborated on this by explaining that methods tend to 
impose certain perspectives on reality, and yet each method reveals slightly 
different facets of the same reality. Consequently, each method may highlight a 
different viewpoint, albeit reflecting a common reality. Therefore, this means that 
the more useful methods are exploited in the same study, the more perspectives 
the researcher is likely to obtain, leading to a better understanding of the 
phenomena under study. Much the same conclusion is expressed by social 
science researchers Denzin and Lincoln (1994). Hence, using the mixed-method 
research approach enables us to ensure the trustworthiness of our research 
results by identifying possible loopholes in the research design through 
triangulation – by looking at the same phenomenon from various angles so that 
the results of one method can confirm or challenge the results of another, 
thereby providing multiple viewpoints of and perspectives on the phenomenon 
being studied.  

In that sense, we follow the definition of mixed method research as 
expressed by Hallie Preskill (cited in Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, and Turnen (2007; 
121): “Mixed methods research refers to the use of data collection methods that 
collect both quantitative and qualitative data. Mixed methods research 
acknowledges that all methods have inherent biases and weaknesses; that using 
a mixed method approach increases the likelihood that the sum of the data 
collected will be richer, more meaningful, and ultimately more useful in 
answering the research questions.” 

To study as complex subject as subnational cross-border cooperation, 
especially cross-border cooperation in service provision, we need to combine 
several research methods – literature research, policy document analysis, case 
study analysis, face-to-face interviews and online survey – to achieve the best 
possible outcome. The reason for using those methods to conduct this research is 
that application of those methods enables us to gain diverse data about cross-
border cooperation in Europe and therefore give as precise answer to the 
research question as possible. Further reasoning and the connection between 
those methods is presented in Section 1.6.2 below.  

The research described in this dissertation is about factors that drive 
subnational service provision in cooperation across international land-borders in 
Europe. Therefore, the main units of analysis are the international border 
adjacent subnational governments and CBC initiatives taken by such bodies 
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within Europe. We look at subnational governments in 45
16

 European countries 
(see Annex 5.3). The reasons for this geographical delimitation is discussed in 
Chapter 2 in subsection 2.2.1. 
 
 
1.6.2. Data Collection 

 
We have used several methods – literature research and analysis, policy 

document analysis, case study analysis, face-to-face interviews and online 
survey – to collect the data about the factors driving cross-border cooperation 
among subnational governments, especially cross-border cooperation in service 
provision, and to ensure the objectivity of the outcomes presented. Those 
methods used throughout the research are shown in Figure 1.1.  

In this sub-section, we give a general overview about the data collection 
methods used for this research. However, as this research is multi-disciplinary 
and a mixed-method research approach is used, for each chapter of this 
dissertation, the particular methods for data collection and analysis are 
extensively discussed in the introductory part of each individual chapter. The 
reason is that in a mixed-method research approach, various methods are applied 
for addressing each particular sub-question, and to achieve both clarity and 
consistency it is better to discuss the specific methods used at the beginning of 
each chapter.  

The first chapters of this dissertation concentrate on secondary data 
(academic literature – Chapters 2 and 3; and policy documents – Chapter 3 and 4) 
about subnational cross-border cooperation. Chapter 4 (case studies) reports on 
secondary data collected from policy documents, strategy documents, web pages 
and primary data obtained during face-to-face interviews. Chapter 5 (online 
survey) focuses on primary data. Next, we discuss these data collection methods 
from the point of view how they support each other in addressing the main 
research question. 
 
Literature research and analysis  

Literature research and analysis is reported in Chapters 2 and 3. In 
Chapter 2, to identify all relevant factors driving subnational cross-border 
cooperation, especially cross-border cooperation in service provision, and 
composing an integrated theoretical framework for this research, literature from 
relevant disciplines was researched. For literature research, key words for both 
‘cross-border cooperation’ and ‘cooperation in service provision’ were used. 
Chapter 2 forms the basis of our research by developing an integrated theoretical 
framework that will be applied throughout this research. 
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 Vatican excluded as having no subnational governments; Cyprus, Iceland, and Malta 
excluded as having only sea borders with its neighboring national governments. 
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Chapter 3 analyses the institutional context in which subnational 
governments operate and presents the current state of subnational cross-border 
cooperation in Europe. To achieve that, we conducted a literature analysis about 
the CBC policies, strategies and policy enforcement instruments to better 
understand the impact of CBC policies on subnational cooperation in Europe. 
Furthermore, to characterize the subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe, 
data about the CBC initiatives in Europe was collected, in addition, case studies 
discussed in the academic literature were analyzed based on the integrated 
theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2.  

In-depth descriptions of the literature research and analysis are 
presented in the introductory parts of chapters 2 and 3. 

 
Policy document research and analysis  

In Chapter 3, in addition to academic literature research and analysis, we 
also conducted a policy document research and analysis in order to better 
understand the influence of CBC policies on subnational cross-border cooperation 
in Europe. The policy documents were analyzed in the light of the integrated 
theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2. These policy documents were 
mainly from the European Commission, the Council of Europe, the Association of 
European Border Regions, and the Committee of the Regions. Firstly, documents 
regarding CBC policies, strategies and programs were researched. In addition, we 
used web-based search engines to search for policy documents using the key 
phrases ‘cross-border cooperation’ and ‘cooperation in service provision’ to 
obtain a wide picture about the policies, strategies and programs relating to 
cross-border cooperation in Europe. Together, the literature and policy document 
research and analysis provided us with the overview of the institutional context 
and key characteristics of the current situation regarding subnational cross-
border cooperation in Europe (see Chapter 3).  

Policy document analysis was also necessary to conduct the three case 
studies. For the case studies, relevant policy documents about each particular 
CBC initiative and partnering subnational governments were studied. 

In-depth description of the policy document research and analysis is 
provided in the introduction parts of chapters 3 and 4. 
 
Case study analysis  

Following the integrated theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2 
and the key characteristics of the subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe 
presented in Chapter 3, we conducted three case studies to present an in-depth 
analysis about the mechanisms and drivers of subnational cross-border 
cooperation, based on the three groups of countries introduced in Chapter 3 – 
the case study of EUREGIO (on the German/The Netherlands border – Traditional 
Europe), the case study of twin-town Valga/Valka (on the Estonian/Latvian 
border – ‘New’ EU Member States), and the case study of the Euroregion 
EuroCaucasus (on the Georgian/Armenian border – Non-EU countries). In-depth 
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description of the case study analysis is provided in the introductory part of 
Chapter 4.  
 
Face-to-face interviews  

As the literature and policy document research and analysis did not 
provide sufficient material for the in-depth study of the characteristics of 
subnational cross-border cooperation within Europe, face-to-face interviews 
were conducted of the key stakeholders in the chosen CBC initiatives. In addition 
to the face-to-face interviews of the key stakeholders, a face-to-face interview 
was also conducted with the Secretary General of the Association of European 
Border Regions (AEBR). This was necessary as AEBR has comprehensive 
knowledge about all three CBC initiatives and the Secretary General of the AEBR 
is able to give an unbiased overview of those three case studies. In-depth 
description of the face-to-face interviews is provided in the introductory part of 
Chapter 4.  

 
An online survey  

To find out how the subnational governments perceive the factors 
driving subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe, and 
to complete our research, we conducted an online survey involving the 
administrators of international land-border adjacent subnational governments in 
Europe. The aim of that online survey was to analyze the experiences, 
perceptions and judgements of subnational governments about cross-border 
cooperation in line with the integrated theoretical framework developed in 
Chapter 2. The questionnaire used in online survey was developed based on the 
outcomes of chapters 2, 3 and 4. An in-depth description of the online survey is 
provided in the introductory part of Chapter 5. 

  
 

1.7. Outline of the Dissertation  
 

Addressing the main research question – To what extent, and how, can 
we explain subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe? – 
requires several analytical steps. For each step, sub-questions were developed 
(see Section 1.5 of this chapter). Subsequent chapters each address an individual 
sub-question. Together, the chapters will provide an answer to the main research 
question. 
 
Chapter 2: Theory development  

Following the Introduction in Chapter 1, Chapter 2 builds the theoretical 
basis of this dissertation. The chapter starts by delimiting the object of study – 
subnational cross-border cooperation in general and subnational cross-border 
cooperation specifically in service provision as a specific type of cross-border 
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cooperation. This is necessary because, firstly, there is no unified definition of 
cross-border cooperation and, secondly, there is a lack of academic literature 
treating subnational cooperation in service provision across international 
borders. Specifying the object of study enables us to be sure that there is a 
unified understanding about the object of study throughout this research. After 
specifying the object of study, Chapter 2 proceeds by discussing the factors that 
drive cross-border cooperation among subnational governments in service 
provision and concludes by developing an integrated theoretical framework that 
is applied throughout this research to address the main research question. The 
method used in Chapter 2 is literature research and analysis. 
 
Chapter 3: Inventarization of cross-border cooperation in Europe  

Having built the theoretical framework, we must next provide a first 
overview (inventarization) of the research object of this study: subnational cross-
border cooperation in Europe. In Section 1.3 we observed that many CBC policies, 
strategies, and regulations have been rolled out and implemented by the 
European Union to increase and improve subnational cross-border cooperation in 
Europe. Chapter 3 starts by discussing the institutional context that the European 
Commission and the Council of Europe have created to stimulate the subnational 
cross-border cooperation. This discussion is followed by the analysis of the 
current situation and definitions of the characteristics of subnational cross-border 
cooperation in Europe. The analysis starts with a general analysis of the CBC 
initiatives in Europe – their types, fields of activity, geography – and concludes by 
analyzing and grouping subnational cross-border cooperation based on its specific 
characteristics in various geo-political locations in Europe. Chapter 3 argues how 
the integrated theoretical framework, developed in Chapter 2, is applicable to 
current subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe. The methods applied in 
Chapter 3 are literature research and analysis, and policy document research and 
analysis.  
 
Chapter 4: Exploration of subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision in different geo-political settings  

Chapter 4 builds on previous research by providing three in-depth case 
studies in particular geo-political locations – within the Traditional Europe (the 
case of EUREGIO on the border between Germany and The Netherlands), within 
the ‘New’ EU Member States (the case of twin-town Valga/Valka on the border 
between Estonia and Latvia), and outside the European Union (the case of 
Euroregion EuroCaucasus on the border between Armenia and Georgia). Those 
three case studies are analyzed following the integrated theoretical framework 
developed in Chapter 2. The case study analysis is essential for this research to 
help better understand how the mechanisms of subnational cross-border 
cooperation work in various institutional contexts and geo-political settings. For 
this chapter, case study analysis, face-to-face interviews and policy document 
research and analysis were used as research methods. 
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Chapter 5: Perception of subnational governments about the drivers of cross-
border cooperation  

As the final step in addressing the main research question, we are 
interested in the perception and judgement of subnational governments about 
the drivers of all cross-border cooperation in Europe, but especially of cross-
border cooperation in service provision. To do this, we conducted an online 
survey of international land-border adjacent subnational governments in Europe. 
The questionnaire used in that online survey was developed on the basis of the 
findings detailed in chapters 2, 3 and 4. The online survey was conducted and 
analyzed following the integrated theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2. 
 
Chapter 6: Conclusion  

Chapter 6 concludes this dissertation by stepping back and summarizing 
the key research findings, drawing the conclusions about the integrated 
theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2 and through addressing the main 
research question, but also looking forward by both making recommendations for 
public policy and suggestions for future academic research directions. 
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Figure 1.1. Outline of the Dissertation 
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CHAPTER 2. A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
2.1. Introduction 
 
 The importance of subnational cross-border cooperation as revealed in 
European Union policy documents has also gained attention of scholars. Over the 
years, there has been increased academic research on the phenomenon of 
subnational cross-border cooperation. Currently, the main thrust of extant 
academic studies in the field is on applied policy research. However, the interest 
of many different academic disciplines relevant to the phenomenon has created 
a situation in which the research literature is fragmented across many different 
disciplines. More particularly, each of the disciplines – such as economics, law, 
management, geography, urban and regional studies, public administration, and 
European studies – draws on its own theoretical “lens” to understand specific 
aspects of the phenomenon of cross-border cooperation. Thus, although 
subnational cross-border cooperation has been studied in various academic 
disciplines, there is still not even a common inter-disciplinary definition of cross-
border cooperation; that is to say, the object of study has been defined 
separately for each particular discipline, or has simply been left undefined. 

Given the theoretical plurality of approaches to understanding 
subnational cross-border cooperation, there is a pressing need for integration. 
Little is yet known about which factors drive subnational cross-border 
cooperation. Even less is known about what drives subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision. There is a strong need for the integration of the 
various theoretical perspectives because in that way we can obtain a better 
understanding of factors that drive subnational cross-border cooperation. Hence, 
we will be able to better explain why some subnational cross-border cooperation 
initiatives are sustainable and successful, while others are not – beyond the 
boundaries of single, disciplinary approaches.  

For example, there is a substantial difference between healthcare 
provision across the border of Estonia and Latvia (in Valga hospital on Estonian 
side) compared with the healthcare provision across the border of Spain and 
France (in Hospital Cerdanya on the French side). In the first case, the 
international border has created an obstacle such that healthcare provision for 
both sides of the international border by Valga Hospital of the border is made too 
difficult for the Latvian side. Thereby is created a situation in which instead of 
using the healthcare services within the same twin-town, Latvian citizens drive to 
the nearest hospital on Latvian side (50 km) to receive healthcare services. At the 
same time Hospital Cerdanya provides healthcare services for both sides of the 
international border. Also matters related to the documentation and procedures 
of both birth and death are managed. The success of healthcare provision by 
Hospital Cerdanya across the Spanish-French border and the failure of healthcare 
provision by the hospital in twin-town Valga-Valka across the Estonian-Latvian 
border cannot be explained by any single disciplinary approach.  
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Given the plurality of theoretical approaches, we aim to identify the 
various factors that, theoretically, may drive subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision. Combining the theoretical approaches and 
academic disciplines, a distinction between gains, transaction costs, resources, 
and the institutional context is helpful to identify specific factors that either drive 
or impede subnational cross-border cooperation (Williamson 1979, Ostrom 1990, 
Thurmaier and Wood 2002, 2004). We further build on the paper by Medve-
Bálint and Svensson (2012) who identified, tentatively, 14 incentives for, and 
obstacles to, subnational cross-border cooperation. In this Chapter, we aim to 
further systemize and synthesize the factors that drive subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision into an integrated theoretical framework. That 
theoretical framework is based on the scientific positions brought out in the 
diverse disciplinary literatures. Thus, we aim to address the first sub-question of 
this research: To what extent can we identify the factors driving subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision within an integrated theoretical 
framework? 

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. In section 2.2, we 
describe and further specify the object of study. What do we consider to be 
“cross-border cooperation”, what do we mean by the “public provision of 
services in cross-border cooperation” and what kinds of services can be provided 
by subnational governments cooperatively across international borders? Next, in 
section 2.3, we discuss each of the four main factors that drive subnational cross-
border cooperation: gains, transaction costs, resources, and the institutional 
context. Section 2.4 gives an overview of the integrated theoretical framework to 
be used in the remainder of this research, and Section 2.5 concludes this chapter. 
  
 

2.2. Object of Study 
2.2.1. Cross-Border Cooperation 
 

In the introduction above, we stated that there is still not a common 
inter-disciplinary definition of cross-border cooperation. To make matters a bit 
more complex, as we will show below there are quite some differences in 
semantics between disciplines. Authors from different disciplines often use the 
same words for different concepts. Often, different authors use different words 
for the same concept. For example, there are many definitions that try to draw a 
distinction between “cooperation” and “collaboration”. This increases conceptual 
variety between disciplines, because what is termed “cross-border cooperation” 
in one discipline is termed “cross-border collaboration” in another. This example 
makes clear that in order to identify (later in section 2.3) which factors drive 
cross-border cooperation among subnational governments in service provision, 
we need to specify what we mean by cross-border cooperation in the first place. 
To specify the object of study we systemized the most important definitions and 
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delimitations of cross-border cooperation presented in the broad academic 
literature, drawn from various disciplines. We also drew on practical guides and 
other documents, published by the key political institutions in Europe, to be 
informed in a practice-based manner what the objects of study themselves 
define as cross-border cooperation.  

 
Cooperation vs collaboration  

In the extant research about joint activities among subnational 
governments, both “cooperation” and “collaboration” are used to describe the 
interaction among two or more subnational governments. Even though those 
words are usually used interchangeably in describing two institutions working 
together, many researchers (see, for example, Hord 1981; Roschelle and Teasley 
1995; Dillenbourg et al 1995; Polenske 2004; Jenni and Mauriel 2004) argue that 
it is important to draw a distinction between the concepts of “cooperation” and 
“collaboration” as they are different in essence. However, in many cases 
“cooperation” and “collaboration” are used synonymously, as both 
“collaboration” and “cooperation” may occur among various types of actors from 
various sectors; and both may be adapted to improve the competitiveness of an 
actor (see also Polenske 2004). We believe that these previously defined 
similarities may partly explain why many scholars treat the terms ‘cooperation’ 
and ‘collaboration’ as synonymous. However, we believe that there is a 
significant difference between the concepts of “cooperation” and 
“collaboration”. 

Following Polenske (2004), collaborative relationships are defined to 
include direct participation by two or more actors in designing, producing and/or 
marketing a product or service. The relationships among such actors are often 
internal arrangements that are usually vertical, sometimes among divisions in the 
same organization or along supply chains. Kaye (1992) adds that an important 
criterion for collaboration is the synthesis of information – that is, creating a new 
product or service through the combination of various perspectives, talents, and 
ideas, which is quite different from what each of the participants could have 
created on his or her own. Ingram and Hathorn (2009) argue that all those 
involved in a collaborative task must contribute more or less equally to the 
process. On the other hand, cooperative relationships occur when two or more 
actors agree through formal or informal arrangements to share information, 
support managerial and technical training, supply capital and/or provide market 
information (see Polenske 2004). The relationships among such actors are usually 
both external and horizontal, i.e. the actors do not work together on designing, 
producing and/or marketing a product or service. Lorenz (1992) emphasizes that 
cooperative arrangements resemble public goods because they allow for the 
provision of collective goods under the non-exclusion principle, whereas 
collaborative arrangements are generally exclusionary (see also Schalk, 
Torenvlied and Allen 2009). In summary, “cooperation” is more strictly defined as 
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a contribution to a collective good whereas “collaboration” involves the 
coordination of joint activities.  

Providing services jointly across international borders is a challenging 
task because the legal, cultural and regulatory frameworks on the partnering 
sides of the international border are not the same. Usually in subnational cross-
border cooperation, each partner creates a branch of its own organization on its 
own side of the international border under the applicable public law to comply 
with the laws and requirements in each particular state. Those separate branches 
are then unified under one private law based organization (for example, an 
Euroregion). From the literature, we see that the joint provision of services is 
typically achieved through a formal agreement, is mainly horizontal and the 
responsibilities are clearly defined – as Nelson (2008) writes, cooperative 
arrangements are like “a protocol that allows you not to get in each other’s way 
as you work” (quoted through Lakshika and Priyanah 2018). Consequently, we 
believe that in the case of joint provision of services across international borders 
we have to use the term “cooperation”. However, in other cases, such as 
organizing art exhibitions or developing strategic documents, both the terms 
“collaboration” and “cooperation” can be used.  
 
Cross-border Cooperation 

We cannot proceed without a common understanding of what we mean 
by cross-border cooperation. Previous studies have defined cross-border 
cooperation in terms of its geographical scope, administrative level, level of 
institutionalization and whether it is voluntary or mandatory. We will develop a 
specification for cross-border cooperation by firstly discussing the characteristics 
of cross-border cooperation that previous studies have highlighted and are 
relevant for our research. Secondly, we create our own specification of cross-
border cooperation for this study.  

Geographical scope. We have set several limitations on the geographical 
scope of cross-border cooperation for this dissertation. Firstly, we investigate 
cross-border cooperation in geographical Europe. Cross-border cooperation in 
Europe (as distinct from that the US or Asia) has been chosen as a research 
subject for two reasons: (1) cross-border cooperation in Europe is supported by 
public action, i.e. it is encouraged by various policies and policy instruments of 
the key political institutions in Europe; (2) those policies and policy instruments 
do not only concern the EU Member States but also countries on the external 
borders of the European Union and even beyond. Secondly, the European Union 
cross-border cooperation policies make a huge difference in cooperation based 
on geographical scope of cooperation: cross-border cooperation, transnational 
cooperation and interregional cooperation

17
. Cross-border cooperation is direct 

neighborly cooperation that takes place directly on the borders or adjacent to 
them. Transnational cooperation is cooperation mainly among countries with 
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 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/cooperation/European-territorial/ 
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regard to a special subject related to large, connected areas. Interregional 
cooperation works at the pan-European level covering both EU Member States 
and Non-EU countries. In this dissertation, we consider cross-border cooperation 
in the sense of direct neighborly cooperation across national administrative 
borders (see also the Council of Europe’s Practical Guide to Transfrontier 
Cooperation 2006; Perkmann 2003). Thirdly, we research only cross-border 
cooperation that is executed across international land borders within the 
geographical Europe. The limitation for investigating cross-border cooperation 
across international land borders (as distinct from maritime borders) is because 
land borders between nation states predominate in Europe so we can more 
readily make generalizations. Adding cooperation via a maritime border, which is 
quite rare in Europe, might highlight different factors and thereby paint a 
needlessly complicated picture about the factors driving cross-border 
cooperation. The reason for not wishing to complicate the research is the 
limitation of time and the limitation of the available academic literature on the 
study object. We prefer firstly to develop a simple but comprehensive model 
about the factors driving cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments in service provision across land borders, and to leave the 
exceptions, such as cooperation across maritime borders, to future research.  

Administrative level. Cross-border cooperation is a phenomenon that 
can be found at every administrative level of government – it can be among 
nation states (e.g. NATO, the EU), but also among regions and municipalities (e.g. 
the Euroregion EuroCaucasus on the borders between Armenia and Georgia). In 
this dissertation, we are interested in cooperation among subnational 
governments (regions and local governments) for three reasons. Firstly, 
subnational governments are involved in most of the current CBC initiatives in 
Europe. Secondly, the interest in subnational cooperation has grown in recent 
years among both academics and practitioners, but little is yet known about the 
factors driving cross-border cooperation among subnational governments. 
Finally, local governments and regions are the main beneficiaries of cross-border 
cooperation. However, in our research we do not distinguish between local 
governments and regions; rather we consider both together under the term 
subnational government. The reason for doing this is that the administrative level 
of decision-making varies by country, i.e. in some countries the cross-border 
cooperation is executed at the NUTS 3

18
 level (which usually refers to region), e.g. 

Germany, Norway, Switzerland, and in some countries, cross-border cooperation 
is executed at lower administrative levels (e.g. in Estonia). 

Institutionalization. Intergovernmental cooperation can adopt a wide 
variety of forms – a short-term structure (such as a single project for a specific 
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 NUTS in other words Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics is a geographical 
nomenclature subdividing the economic territory of the EU into regions at three levels 
based on the population size – NUTS 1 (3-7 million), NUTS 2 (800,000 – 3 million) and 
NUTS 3 (150,000 – 800,000).  
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purpose), also termed as occasional, or permanent long-term structures covering 
various themes, also termed regular (see Agranoff 2006; Engl 2009). 
Furthermore, the cooperation can range from informal, i.e. loosely organized, 
networks to formal, i.e. explicitly established hierarchical structures (Agranoff & 
McGuire 2003). Informal intergovernmental cooperation is characterized by 
unwritten agreements among public officials (see, for example, Blair & Janousek 
2013). Such intergovernmental agreements are often the result of “handshake” 
deals among local officials (Post 2004). On the other hand, formal 
intergovernmental cooperation often includes written agreements

19
 among 

subnational governments (see, for example, Alexander 1995; Akkerman, 
Torenvlied and Schalk 2011; Blair and Janousek 2013). Furthermore, formal 
cross-border cooperation often requires legislative action by elected 
representatives. In this dissertation, we are interested in those CBC initiatives 
involving at least some degree of institutionalization. The reasoning for that is 
that firstly, in Europe, subnational governments have typically been set 
compulsory service provision obligations together with service standards either 
by national and/or regional laws. However, differences in laws and regulations 
may impose constraints on cooperative service provision across international 
borders. This leads us to expect that cooperation in service provision needs at 
least some kind of institutional framework to make sure the services provided 
are in line with the applicable laws and regulations. Secondly, the irregular and 
informal CBC initiatives are difficult to track down for analysis since there is no 
reliable database nor any published overview of them. However, there is some 
data about those CBC initiatives that are enjoying at least some degree of 
institutionalization. 

Voluntary versus mandatory cooperation. The administrative levels of 
government can cooperate either horizontally – meaning that the same levels of 
governments are cooperating with each other – or vertically – the different levels 
of governments are cooperating with each other. The forms of vertical 
cooperation can be viewed as dependency relationships in which the costs and 
benefits of cooperation are highly asymmetric to actors at the various levels of 
government (see Carr et al 2007). Furthermore, in most cases vertical 
cooperation is enforced by the higher level government and is controlled or 
closely guided by policies of the highest level of government. As some academics 
(see Olson 1971; Adelaja and Racevskis 2005; Chen and Thurmaier 2009; Engl 
2009; Blair and Janousek 2013) emphasize, cooperation should ideally be 
voluntary, meaning that the decision to cooperate comes from bottom-up 
initiatives and should not be directed by higher-level governments. Our interest 
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 There is a difference between inter-subnational cooperation discussed in the literature 
about Europe and inter-subnational agreements discussed in the literature about United 
States of America. In the latter case the agreement is usually a contract assigning 
responsibility for the service to just one of the municipalities (Holzer and Fry 2011). In 
European terms that kind of cooperation is intergovernmental contracting. 
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is in studying those CBC initiatives that have been formed voluntarily by 
subnational governments and are neither controlled nor closely guided by the 
policies of the highest level of government. Only in that way can we be sure that 
the factors identified in this research correctly identify the true reasons for cross-
border cooperation among subnational governments, or indeed the lack thereof. 
 Following the previous discussion, we have found that the cross-border 
cooperation that we are looking at in this dissertation must have specific 
characteristics. Firstly, we are considering those neighboring subnational 
governments (local governments and regions) that are cooperating horizontally 
and voluntarily across the international land borders in the geographical Europe. 
Secondly, we argue that the cooperation has to have some level of 
institutionalization. Therefore, from the foregoing we derive the following 
specification of cross-border cooperation used in this research: 
 

In this dissertation, we specify a cross-border cooperation as a formal voluntary 
union of two or more subnational governments at the same administrative level 
with a common international administrative land border working regularly in a 
joint activity across that border while maintaining their respective jurisdictional 

autonomy. 
 
 
2.2.2. Subnational Cross-Border Cooperation in service provision 
 

In the previous section, we defined cross-border cooperation for this 
research. To define the second object of study – the subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision, we start by explaining why we have chosen the 
concept of “provision” rather than “delivery”. 
 
Provision vs delivery 

Before we start the discussion about services provided in cooperation, 
we would like to explain why we use the term “provision” and not “delivery”. 
“Delivery” means an action involving carriage, transportation or distribution 
while ‘provision’ refers to decisions that determine which services will be made 
available to a community via public provision, e.g. a subnational government may 
choose to provide its residents with rubbish collection twice a week. 
Furthermore, the term “provision” covers taxing and spending decisions about 
services provided by subnational governments, the determination of service 
standards, the monitoring of service delivery, and ensuring adherence to 
standards. Since we are interested in why subnational governments decide to 
cooperate, especially in the field of service provision, we ought to consider the 
whole process of provision because service delivery includes only the question of 
how the service finally arrives at the citizen. 
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Type of cross-border cooperation  
In the academic literature, there are three types of subnational cross-

border cooperation identified. To have a common understanding about what 
kind of cooperation this research is about, we will briefly discuss the types of 
subnational cross-border cooperation defined in the literature.  

Following Carr et al (2007), subnational governments pursue various 
types of cooperation for various reasons. There are several categories into which 
the cooperation among subnational governments can be divided – based on the 
varying levels of commitment from the parties involved (Sousa 2013), based on 
the degree of institutionalization (Agranoff 2006), based on the quantity of tasks 
performed – to name just a few. We have chosen to group the cooperation 
among subnational governments in this dissertation based on the essence of the 
cooperation described by Sousa (2013) – joint activity, strategic cooperation and 
cooperation in service provision. These three types of cross-border cooperation 
are described below. 

A joint activity is the most common type of cross-border cooperation 
because it involves activities that require the lowest level of commitment such as 
awareness-raising cooperation, such as regular bilateral visits or town twinning 
arrangements to promote cultural and commercial ties (Sousa 2013); or events 
organized together with other subnational government(s), such as exhibitions 
and sports contests. A joint activity type of cooperation tends to have clear 
beginning and end dates. This type of cooperation also includes projects 
executed on an ad hoc basis; for example, cooperation in the form of an 
emergency response that would otherwise overwhelm local resources, such as 
natural or man-made disasters (Sousa 2013). 

A strategic cooperation aims to produce a joint strategic plan, for 
example, spatial planning, risk management plans (for example in response to 
flooding). Strategic cooperation tends to have a more permanent character, 
requiring greater resources and a higher degree of commitment from the 
neighboring local/regional political and administrative authorities (Sousa 2013). 
Strategic cooperation is also more formal and usually has a longer time 
perspective than the joint activity type of cooperation.  

Cooperation in the provision of services are the cooperative 
arrangements that seek joint strategies to reorganize and rationalize the 
provision of services by public authorities (Sousa 2013).  

These three types of cross-border cooperation – joint activity, strategic 
cooperation, and cooperation in service provision – are considered to be pure 
forms, which definitely do not reflect the real world. However, throughout this 
dissertation, we will consider those three types of cooperation as pure types, 
unless stated otherwise, in order to simplify our work.  

 
Services 

There are several limitations that we set on the types of services 
considered in this research. Firstly, as we know from the academic literature, the 
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public sector may provide commonly used services (public services) and 
individually consumed services (private services). Public services (characterized 
by non-rivalry and non-excludability) are mainly provided by the public sector, 
even though under some conditions the private sector can also provide them 
(see, for instance, Coase (1974) on lighthouse). The public sector can also provide 
certain private services, especially services that have monopoly status, and those 
that concern commonly used resources. When providing private services, the 
public sector can decide the depth and form of intervention. There are many 
ways of providing services – directly, through public organizations, through 
private provision, through cooperation or through outsourcing. In our research, 
we look at both public services and private services that are provided in 
partnership by subnational governments themselves or through a third body 
created in partnership with those subnational governments. In the latter case, 
subnational governments are still in charge of the decision-making about the 
provision of services. 

Secondly, we have delimited the services under investigation within this 
research to location-related services. Furthermore, we are mainly interested in 
what makes subnational governments cooperate across international borders, 
especially in service provision, and therefore such location-related services are 
the best to consider. Furthermore, factors driving cooperation in those services 
that are not location-related (e.g. electronic services) may be rather different 
from factors driving cooperation in the provision of the location-related services. 

Thirdly, subnational governments are interested in the provision of only 
some services in cooperation. According to some authors (see Ferris and Graddy 
1986; Stein 1990), when subnational governments consider providing services in 
cooperation, their decision is likely to be driven mainly by the characteristics of 
the service, such as economies of scale, asset specificity, capital intensiveness

20
 

and measurability. Services that have clear economies of scale often are cited as 
strong candidates for subnational cooperation because of the expected cost 
savings from large-scale projects (LeRoux and Carr 2007). Even though many 
publicly provided goods are characterized by the existence of economies of scale 
(Hirsch 1964), that effect occurs more in vertically integrated and often capital-
intensive services characterized by fixed supply (see the works of Oakerson 1990; 
Byrnes and Dollery 2002; Hooghe and Marks 2003; Mello and Lago-Penas 2013). 
Such services mainly include physical infrastructure such as water, sewerage and 
transportation networks (see Boyne 1992; Bird and Slack 1993). A study 
published by Gomez-Reino and Martinez-Vazquez (2011) states that education, 
urban transportation, rubbish collection and water sanitation, in that order, are 
the services that have the greatest potential for economies of scale. Horizontally 
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 Post’s (2002) study showed that subnational governments are more likely to use 
cooperative arrangements for road construction, housing, parks, and water distribution 
than for other goods and services. Her explanation for this choice was the high initial costs 
for such services. 
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integrated and often labor-intensive services, including education, policing, fire 
protection and healthcare, are less likely to benefit from scale effects because 
they tend to use separate production units to produce/deliver an identical 
service (see the works of Ladd 1992, 1994; Oakerson 1999; Hooghe and Marks 
2003; Mello and Lago-Penas 2013). 
 Asset specificity means whether specialized investments are required to 
produce/deliver the service. Specific investments are those that can be employed 
for the production/delivery of one service but are difficult to adapt for the 
production/delivery of other services, such as a specific asset that is movable 
only at great cost, the use of highly specialized human skills that cannot be put to 
use for other purposes, the use of specialized tools or the presence of a complex 
system designed for a single purpose, and the requirement that the service 
reaches the user within a short period of time to prevent the quality of the 
service from deteriorating unacceptably (see Brown and Potoski 2003). Producing 
such services is often financially burdensome to subnational governments as they 
generally have high start-up and capital costs, yet can be used only for the 
specific purpose for which they are intended; thus, the less the alternative 
deployability of such investments, the greater the degree of asset specificity 
associated with the service (Carr et al 2007).  

Service measurability shows how easily service outputs can be observed 
or measured. In the literature, there is no consensus about the relation between 
service measurability and cooperation. Steinacker (2004) and Shrestha and 
Feiock (2007) find in their research that subnational governments tend to 
cooperate more if the service can be easily measured; for example in the cases of 
street cleaning, sewerage, water or waste collection. This can be explained by 
trust, i.e. the lower the trust among partners, the easier service measurement 
should be. Brown and Potoski (2003) reported that subnational governments 
prefer to deliver easily measured services through external providers rather than 
to cooperate. They explained this as follows: if the service outputs can be easily 
measured, the economic gains from market competition may be greater than the 
cost of monitoring the private supplier. Some authors (see Williamson 1981; 
Shrestha and Feiock 2007, 2011) report that the likelihood and the level of 
cooperation among subnational governments both increase with an increase in 
measurement difficulties; however, beyond a certain point, further increases in 
measurement difficulties reduce both the likelihood and the level of cooperation. 
This can be explained by the free-rider effect, i.e. when measurement difficulty is 
moderate, subnational governments may cooperate to minimize the potential 
free-riding or opportunism. As the monitoring of private providers increases 
relative to the gains achieved through market supply and as the difficulty of 
measuring a service rises, subnational governments will turn to cooperation with 
their trans-national counterparts to minimize transaction costs because 
monitoring or enforcement costs will be reduced. However, as the measurability 
becomes more difficult, for example in the case of adult social care, police and 
other emergency services, subnational governments are less likely to cooperate 
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(see Feiock 2007; Brown and Potoski 2003). This is explained as follows (see 
Ferris and Graddy 1986; LeRoux and Carr 2007): developing a contract for those 
services presenting high measurability difficulties is complicated because the 
expected levels of output cannot be accurately specified in advance in contract 
setting. It can be also explained by the transaction costs, i.e. when measurement 
difficulty increases, transaction costs increase and when measurement difficulty 
becomes extreme, the transaction costs of exchange are likely to exceed the 
gains from cooperation, thus motivating the parties to internalize service 
provision rather than cooperate. The internal management of service provision 
can create ambiguity in performance and though can significantly reduce 
negotiation, monitoring or enforcement costs as these become intra-
organizational, rather than inter-organizational costs. 

 
Following the previous discussions, we have argued that the services 

that are looked at in this dissertation must have certain features. First of all, we 
are looking for those services that are of particular importance to the residents in 
areas adjacent to international borders. With regard to the broad portfolio of 
services, our intention is to concentrate on services usually provided by 
subnational governments and that are mostly traded on regulated markets (in EU 
terminology: services of general economic interest), for example, infrastructure 
services and basic services such as water supply, sewerage, waste collection and 
treatment, energy supply, and public transport (Wollmann & Marcou 2010). 
Secondly, given our definition of cross-border cooperation, we are interested in 
services that are provided jointly

21
 by subnational governments or through third 

bodies created by such subnational governments acting together, across 
international administrative land borders between subnational governments. 

 From the discussion above, we have arrived at the following 
specification of subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision for this 
dissertation: 

 
In this dissertation, we define a cross-border cooperation in the public provision of 
services as a formal voluntary union of two or more subnational governments at 
the same administrative level across a common international administrative land 

border working regularly in cooperation in the provision of location-related 
services that are of particular importance to the residents in areas adjacent to 
international borders either directly by themselves to the people living within 
their jurisdictions or through a third body created in partnership with those 

subnational governments and that aims to pursue shared social goals.  
 

As every country differs in the way services are publicly provided and 
even the kinds of services that are publicly provided, Annex 2.1 lists examples of 
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 Following Hawkins and Feiock, (2009) joint provision of services is an agreement 
between two or more entities where both are involved in the provision of the service. 
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services that meet our definition of cross-border cooperation in the service 
provision.  
 
 

2.3. Factors Explaining CBC by Subnational Governments  
2.3.1. Starting-Point of the Research 

 
In the Introduction, we noted that the research literature on cross-

border cooperation is fragmented across many different disciplines. Scholars in 
economics, law, management, geography, urban and regional studies, public 
administration, and European studies draw upon their own, theoretical “lens” to 
understand specific aspects of the phenomenon of cross-border cooperation. 
Before we start discussing our starting-point model for this research it must be 
said that, in general, the literature about subnational cross-border cooperation is 
based on bounded rational choice theory (see, for example, Feiock 2004; 
Oakerson 2004; Post 2004; Steinacker 2004), which assumes that individuals are 
utility-maximizing, have preferred outcomes and access to perfect information. 
In the context of our dissertation, this implies that the heads of subnational 
governments are goal-oriented and act rationally, pursue their interests and 
make use of their powers to achieve their goals. In a contextualized version of 
rational choice theory, as Andersen and Pierre (2010) have put it, we can view 
actors’ behavior as not merely a narrow calculation of means and ends but also 
as being informed by actors’ accumulated stock of knowledge, experience and 
social capital. 

The literature about subnational cooperation is mainly concerned with 
subnational cooperation within a nation state; is mainly US-based (see, for 
example, Chen and Thurmaier 2009; Shrestha and Feiock 2011; Hefetz et al 2012) 
and describes cooperation of subnational governments within a federal union of 
states over state borders

22
. Much less research has been published on 

cooperation among subnational governments across international borders and 
this work is mainly about cross-border cooperation within the European Union 
(see, for example, Medve-Bálint and Svensson 2012; Bel and Warner 2013, 2016). 
To find as many factors as possible, many academic disciplines were searched 
using the key phrases of both “cross-border cooperation” and “cross-border 
cooperation in service provision”. We mainly used the Google Scholar database, 
but Web of Science, EBSCO and the general Google search engine were also 
used.  
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 Here we must mention that there is a difference between cooperation among 
subnational governments discussed in the literature about Europe and inter-local 
agreements discussed in the literature about the United States. In the latter case, the 
agreement is usually a contract assigning responsibility for the service to just one of the 
subnational governments. In European terms, that kind of cooperation takes the form of 
intergovernmental contracting (see Holzer and Fry 2011). 



51 

We combined studies on both intra-state (in the case of federal 
countries, inter-state) and international cross-border cooperation among 
subnational governments. We argue that, in general, different academic 
disciplines suggest similar factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation. 
However, some factors mentioned in studies about intra-state cooperation 
became irrelevant as we looked at the international cooperation among 
subnational governments. One of those factors is, for example, using cross-
border cooperation as an alternative to amalgamation of subnational 
governments. Furthermore, international (and in case of federal countries, inter-
state) cooperation adds some new factors to the picture that cannot be 
considered in the case of intra-state cooperation, such as conflicts between the 
central governments of neighboring countries. In addition, cooperation among 
adjacent states in USA, which generally represents inter-state cooperation, may 
give also important insights into the international cooperation in cases where the 
cultural or institutional contexts vary widely among the states. Cases of intra-
state (or inter-state) cooperation in the USA show us the opportunities for 
international cooperation in cases where the institutional contexts, cultural 
contexts (especially language) and the economic development of the states are 
closely aligned. Finally, the influence of some factors driving intra-state 
cooperation shifts from weak to strong when we look at the international 
cooperation among subnational governments; for example, transaction costs are 
higher in international cooperation than in intra-state cooperation because 
negotiation, monitoring and enforcement costs increase as the cooperation 
crosses the international border, because of the varying institutional contexts in 
which subnational governments operate.  

We also scanned the literature specifically for descriptions of 
cooperation among subnational governments in service provision. There is a lack 
of research on subnational cooperation across international borders in service 
provision. The literature we found concentrates mainly on intra-state 
cooperation in service provision. We identified factors driving all three types of 
subnational cooperation – joint activity, strategic cooperation and cooperation in 
service provision. The reasoning is that factors driving joint activity and strategic 
cooperation can also be used to explain cooperation in service provision whereas 
factors driving cooperation among subnational governments in service provision 
are particular to this type of cooperation.  

After systemizing and synthesizing the identified factors, we found that 
four general groups of factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision can be distinguished – gains from cross-border cooperation, 
transaction costs of cross-border cooperation, resources for cross-border 
cooperation and the institutional context that subnational governments are 
operating in.  

During the literature search, we found that there have been several 
attempts at modelling cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments (see Perkmann 2003; LeRoux 2006; Krueger and McGuire 2005; 
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Post 2002; Rawlings 2003; Wood 2004; Zeemering 2008; Carr et al 2007; Medve-
Bálint and Svensson 2012). However, most of these models concentrate on only 
one or two aspects of subnational cross-border cooperation. The most advanced 
model for factors driving subnational cooperation was developed by Medve-
Balint and Svensson (2012) who based their model on a case study conducted in 
Hungary. In total, they identified 14 factors driving cross-border cooperation. 
Those factors were divided into incentives for and obstacles to; instrumental and 
normative; and local and external. However, there are several reasons why the 
model by Medve-Bálint and Svensson (2012) cannot be fully used for the current 
research. Firstly, the model is based on in-depth case study research in just one 
Hungarian border region and therefore is unlikely to be generalizable for the 
whole of continental Europe. Secondly, instead of using the term “factor” they 
use the terms “incentive for” and “obstacle to” even though incentives for and 
obstacles to are often mirrors of each other. For example, sufficient financial 
resources for cross-border cooperation create an incentive, whereas a lack of 
financial resources for cross-border cooperation create an obstacle. Thirdly, no 
relations are brought out among the factors of their model. Finally, the model of 
Medve-Bálint and Svensson (2012) is about subnational cross-border cooperation 
in general and not specifically about subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision. However, despite those deficiencies, we regard their model as 
sufficiently reliable to use as the basis for our research. 

To address the main question of this research (see section 1.3), we have 
formulated a heuristic model based on the following assumption: unless 
cooperation is strictly mandated, subnational governments will cooperate only 
with good reason – they expect certain benefits from the joint action. To benefit 
from the cross-border cooperation, subnational governments have to meet the 
initial transaction costs of cooperation using their existing resources. Therefore, 
coming from this proposition, subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision is explained in terms of the gains from cross-border cooperation, the 
transaction costs involved and the resources for cross-border cooperation. 
Finally, every organization operates in its own national, regional, local and 
European context. The decisions made about whether to engage in subnational 
cross-border cooperation, or not, are strongly influenced by these contexts (see 
Figure 2.1 for the model). 
 



53 

 
Figure 2.1. Heuristic model to explain cross-border cooperation in the public 

provision of services 
(Source: Author’s compilation based on literature on subnational cross-border 

cooperation) 
 

The four groups of factors – gains from cross-border cooperation, 
transaction costs of cross-border cooperation, resources for cross-border 
cooperation and the institutional context subnational governments are operating 
in – can never be perfectly separated, either analytically or empirically. 
Nevertheless, for the purposes of analytical clarity, the distinction between 
factor groups is very helpful, especially because it builds on insights from the 
core assumptions in the bounded rational choice approaches to cross-border 
cooperation. As with all analytical separations, we can always find some counter-
examples. In our four factor group model, such counter examples become 
evident in two ways, each of which is discussed below. 

In the first place, there are sometimes gradual distinctions and overlaps 
between factor groups. For example, some authors emphasize access to 
particular (financial) resources as a gain from cooperation (O’Dowd 2001, 2002; 
Weingast 2009; Swianiewicz and Teles 2018). For such factors, there may be only 
a gradual distinction between being a resource or being a gain. Other authors 
emphasize that having comprehensive knowledge is a crucial resource to reduce 
transaction costs in cross-border cooperation (Granovetter 2005; Gulati and 
Nickerson 2008; Weber and Khademian 2008). For this specific factor, we must 
make a decision about where to put it in the model. This decision can be founded 
on the underlying mechanisms that drive cross-border cooperation. Since 
comprehensive knowledge is necessary to build trust and generalized 
reciprocity – which are necessary conditions to reducing transaction costs – we 
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have labelled this factor under the factor group “transaction costs” rather than 
resources. In the model shown in Figure 2.1, we made these elements of gradual 
distinctions and partly overlapping factor groups explicit, by drawing arrows 
between the factor groups.  

In the second place, drawing arrows between factor groups makes 
explicit that there are always trade-offs between gains, resources, and 
transaction costs. This is also at the heart of the bounded rational choice 
approaches in the field of cross-border cooperation. To achieve gains from a 
cross-border cooperation, subnational governments always incur transaction 
costs. To meet the (initial) transaction costs, subnational governments need 
resources. Thus, without resources, there can be no cross-border cooperation 
and, as a result, gains will not be achieved. To make these trade-offs explicit, 
Figure 2.1 shows the likelihood of cross-border cooperation within the triangle of 
gains, resources, and transaction costs. Finally, the triangle of the three factor 
groups is affected by the institutional context that subnational governments 
operate in. These arrangements set the conditions that affect specific trade-offs 
in specific institutional contexts. 

Cross-border cooperation in service provision is about the relative 
weight or the balance between those four groups of factors: what subnational 
governments expect to gain from cross-border cooperation, what transaction 
costs they face, how they are able to meet such costs from their resources and 
how supportive the institutional contexts are towards the intended cross-border 
cooperation. Motivators – whether exactly the same across subnational 
governments or complementary – promote either action or inaction towards 
cross-border cooperation in service provision and ought, therefore, to be 
identified to understand how the complex interaction among those factors drives 
cross-border cooperation of subnational governments in service provision. 

In the following subsections, we discuss each of the four factor groups 
separately. We also discuss the overlaps and trade-offs with other factor groups. 
To facilitate a systematic overview, we provide a table for each factor group 
involving academic disciplines, core concepts and contributors that have 
developed theories and empirical insights in the factors. 

 
 
2.3.2. Gains from cross-border cooperation 

 
As we mentioned earlier, unless cooperation is strictly mandatory, 

subnational governments will cooperate only when the cooperation is perceived 
to be beneficial

23
 or even an immediate benefit is in prospect (see Olson 1965; 
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 In here and also later on we are talking about perceived benefits of cross-border 
cooperation. Our reasoning for doing so is that there may be a difference between 
potential benefits and benefits perceived by decision-makers. Those benefits can be 
material or immaterial. However, if the decision-makers in subnational government do not 
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Axelrod 1984; Bardach 1998; Andersen and Pierre 2010 and Spicer 2013). 
However, an immediate benefit, as opposed to a long-term benefit, is not a 
necessary driver for cooperation; it is rather that immediate payoffs increase the 
likelihood of cooperation. The importance of gains in forming a CBC initiative is 
supported by research conducted by Gjertsen (2014)

24
 who showed that the 

perceived economic and financial benefits from subnational cooperation are 
important, i.e. 74,4% and 69,7% of respondents regard increased municipal 
revenue and cost efficiency as important or very important advantages, 
respectively. However, to gain from cooperation, subnational governments must 
firstly clearly identify the potential of cooperative activity and secondly, 
subnational governments must perceive that the benefits are fairly shared. The 
lack of clear identification of cooperation potential is a barrier to entering into 
cross-border cooperation.  

The perception of how benefits are shared among the partners within 
the CBC initiative may become a barrier to cooperation because participants in a 
cooperative arrangement are likely to seek fair rates of exchange between costs 
and benefits (see Blau 1964; Wood and Gray 1991; Chen and Thurmaier 2009). 
For example, based on social exchange theory, participants in a cooperative 
arrangement tend to seek benefits that are proportional to their investments 
(Homans 1961). However, as the gains and losses of cooperation cannot be 
calculated objectively, equity remains largely a matter of perception. Singlemann 
(1972) argues that values and meanings that are unique to the various 
participants come into play when they symbolically assess the costs and benefits 
associated with the cooperation. The perception of fairness is important in 
cooperation because the perceptions of unfairness in the distribution of costs 
and benefits will increase transaction costs because negotiating an agreement 
would require either a longer time or higher ex-post monitoring costs. 

Previous research on subnational cooperation has produced clear signs 
that the main motives for entering such cooperation frequently focuses on 
economies of scale, improved service quality and increased service capacity (see, 
for example, Swianiewicz 2011; Eythórsson 2018), i.e. raising both efficiency and 
effectiveness. Furthermore, several authors have pointed out that the individual 
motivations of elected politicians and gains from implementing national or 
transnational policies about cross-border cooperation also play an important role 
in executing cross-border cooperation. Below, we will discuss each of these 
motives – raising efficiency and/or effectiveness; shared and/or interrelated 
problems; the individual motivations of elected politicians; and gains from 

                                                                                                                                     
perceive the cooperation to be beneficial (even though there are de facto potential 
benefits), that subnational government may never agree to get engaged in cross-border 
cooperation. Under here we mean both – perceived the potential gains but also perceive 
the opportunities for hiding losses. 
24

 Gjertsen (2014) study was carried through among Norwegian municipal elected 
politicians. 
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following the national and/or transnational policies about cross-border 
cooperation – more thoroughly. 

Finally, it must be pointed out that although cooperation (especially in 
service provision) can yield substantial benefits (see section 2.3.2.), local officials 
often perceive the costs of achieving such benefits exceed the potential gains. 
However, how officials understand these costs will depend on the context of the 
decision setting process, including the characteristics of the service being 
considered, the configurations of the political institutions within which they 
operate and the networks of existing relationships among officials. (Feiock 2007) 
Therefore, we can say that the essence of every agreement is an increase in 
benefits, meaning that the gain has to be large enough to outweigh the 
transaction costs necessary to achieve such benefits (Libecap 1989; Ostrom 1990; 
Lubell et al 2002). In other words, cooperation among subnational governments 
tends to increase when the perceived potential benefits are high and the 
anticipated transaction costs of coordinating, negotiating, monitoring and 
enforcing an agreement are low. 

From the factors identified in the literature, we found that there are 
four types of gains subnational governments are expecting from cross-border 
cooperation (Table 2.1 below provides a brief overview):  

(1) increasing both the efficiency and effectiveness; 
(2) the individual motivations of elected politicians;  
(3) shared or interrelated problems;  
(4) gains from implementing the national and/or transnational policies 

about cross-border cooperation. 
Table 2.1 lists some of the most relevant approaches to, concepts in and 

authors treating subnational cross-border cooperation. However, generic theory 
about cooperation is not listed in the table. 
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Table 2.1. Gains from subnational cross-border cooperation: overview of relevant 
approaches, main concepts and contributors  

Type of gain Academic discipline Core concept and contributor 

1. Increasing both 
the efficiency 
and/or 
effectiveness of 
service provision 

    

  

Economics 

- Raising efficiency and 
effectiveness: Oakerson 1999; 
Dollery, Byrnes and Crase 
2007; Levin and Tadelis 2010 

  
Management 

- Raising efficiency and 
effectiveness: LeRoux and 
Carr 2007; Bel and Mur 2009;  

  

Public Administration 

- Raising efficiency and 
effectiveness: Bel and Costas 
2006; Feiock, Steinaker and 
Park 2009; Hefetz and Warner 
2012; Blair and Janousek 
2013; Bel, Fageda and Mur 
2013 

  

Urban Studies 

- Raising efficiency and 
effectiveness: Vojnovic 2000; 
Warner and Hefetz 2002; 
Lamothe, Lamothe and Feiock 
2008; Carr, LeRoux and 
Shrestha 2009 

2. Individual 
motivations of 
elected 
politicians 

  

  

  Law 
- Promoting inter-local 

cooperation: Gillette 2000 

  
Management 

- Individual motivations: 
Bardach 1998 

  Public Administration 

- Promoting electoral careers: 
Prewitt and Nowlin 1969; 
Gerber and Gibson 2005 

  

- Individual motivations: Stein 
1990; Carr and LeRoux 2005 
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Urban Studies 

- Promoting electoral careers: 
Sharp 1991; Post and Stein 
2000; Feiock 2004; Gjertsen 
2014 

3. Shared and/or 
interrelated 
problems 

  
  

  
Management 

- Shared problems: 
Schermerhorn 1975 

  

Public Administration 

- Shared problems: Pfeffer and 
Salanick 1978; Cigler 1999; 
Agranoff 2007; Wukich 2011; 
Blair and Janousek 2013 

4. Gains from 
implementing 
the national 
and/or 
transnationsl 
policies about 
cross-border 
cooperation 

  

  

  
Law 

- EU funds and CBC: O'Dowd 
2002 

  
Public Administration 

- Subsidies and CBC: Halachmi 
and Boorsma 1998; 
Swianiewicz and Teles 2018 

  
Urban Studies 

- Relaxation of budget 
constraints: Weingast 2009 

  
- EU CBC funding: Szmigiel-

Rawska 2016 

Source: Author’s compilation based on literature search on subnational cross-
border cooperation 
 
 There is an imbalance in the extent that literature pays to the factors 
identified in Table 2.1. Therefore, we start by describing the individual 
motivations of elected politicians, followed by the shared and interrelated 
problems, and gains from following the national and/or international policies 
about cross-border cooperation. We finish by discussing the gain of increasing 
both the efficiency and effectiveness of service provision, as this subject has 
gained the most attention in academic literature and therefore offers the most 
material to discuss.  
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1. Individual motivations of elected politicians 
The individual motivations of elected politicians such as, for example, 

personal ease, security, income, prestige, power in the work setting, but most of 
all career advancement and long tenure, are also considered as gains from 
subnational cooperation (see Stein 1990; Bardach 1998; Carr and LeRoux 2005). 
Cooperation provides an opportunity for elected politicians to improve the 
visibility of their efforts, particularly when subnational government is suffering 
fiscal stress (see Sharp 1991). The tangible success of the cooperation can 
advance the careers of elected politicians, usually through attaining higher 
political offices to represent an increased geographical area or better-paying 
positions in larger and wealthier communities (see Feiock 2004; Carr and LeRoux 
2005; Post and Stein 2000). Those typical ambitions of elected politicians can 
lead them to address inter-subnational problems even in the face of weak 
residents’ demand (Gillette 2000). Gjertsen (2014)

25
 showed in his study that 

better prospects for recruitment is the most important factor driving subnational 
cross-border cooperation (93.5% of respondents found it to be an important or 
very important driver for cooperating with other subnational governments).  
 
2. Shared or interrelated problems 

Subnational governments cooperate when they perceive shared and/or 
interrelated problems (Blair and Janousek 2013). Put more explicitly: subnational 
governments tend to cooperate because there is an urgent need to address 
problems that cannot be solved on only one side of the border, and because 
through cooperation, subnational governments can produce solutions and results 
that otherwise would not be delivered by stand-alone subnational governments 
(Gjertsen 2014). Subnational cooperation is seen as necessary for shared 
problems such as infrastructural planning, regional law enforcement, and 
environment protection, as the nature of such problems demands concerted 
action between the neighboring authorities to achieve coordinated policy 
(Halachmi and Boorsma 1998). 

 
3. Gains from following the national and/or transnational policies about cross-

border cooperation 
According to first generation fiscal federalism, whatever their goals, 

public officials tend to favor policies that relax their budget constraints (Weingast 
2009). Therefore, when the national or transnational government is interested in 
encouraging subnational governments to cooperate, and there is an opportunity 
for the subnational governments to gain from these interests – through 
supportive financial programs, for example – subnational governments are more 
likely to cooperate. Halachmi and Boorsma (1998) found in their research that 
the existence of subsidies to stimulate cooperation is an ‘economic’ argument for 
subnational cooperation. O´Dowd (2002) contends in his research that EU money 
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 Study conducted among Norwegian elected municipal politicians 
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is the only motivation for many cross-border initiatives. Swianiewicz and Teles 
(2018) add that, increasingly, the EU and its structural funds have been perceived 
as an important stimulus for cooperation, especially in countries with a 
significant number of ‘cohesion regions’ eligible for the EU regional development 
funding. Some of the CBC incentives that rely solely on EU funding for their 
resources and their activities, are therefore reduced to merely implementing a 
specific type of EU regional policy, i.e. they have become purely an instrument 
for implementing the EU’s Cohesion Policy. However, gains from following the 
transnational policies about the cross-border cooperation may, in the long run, 
lead to consequences that are not necessarily in line with the initial intentions of 
the CBC policies (see Szmigiel-Rawska 2016). 
 
4. Raising efficiency and/or effectiveness in service provision  

Some studies point to rising efficiency and/or effectiveness as the main 
incentive for subnational cross-border cooperation, i.e. subnational governments 
are more likely to cooperate if they perceive that cooperation will improve the 
efficiency and/or effectiveness of service provision. However, we have to keep in 
mind that efficiency and/or effectiveness can move in opposite directions, i.e. an 
increase in efficiency does not always mean that there will also be an increase in 
effectiveness. Several empirical studies (see Stein 1990; Morgan and Hirlinger 
1991; Chen and Thurmaier 2009) have shown that inter-subnational cooperation 
leads to higher efficiency in service provision via economies of scale, economies 
of scope and managing externalities. Effectiveness in service provision can be 
raised in three ways: (1) raising the quality of services; (2) ensuring the continuity 
of services; and (3) ensuring accessibility and equal standards of services to 
citizens. 

 
A. Raising efficiency in service provision by exploiting economies of scale. 

Empirical work has shown that cooperation among subnational governments 
does decrease costs (see Holzer and Calahan 1998; Bel, Fageda and Mur 2013; 
Blair and Janousek 2013). Bel and Warner (2015) analyze the literature on cost 
savings during cooperation and find that savings are dependent on the 
characteristics of the services. Cross-border cooperation has commonly been 
regarded as one of several strategies for managing problems of scale relating to 
subnational government’s tasks and responsibilities (see Baldersheim and Rose 
2010; Hulst and Montfort 2007; Kjellberg 1985; Swianiewicz 2011; Steiner et al 
2016; Tavares and Feiock 2014; Teles 2016). Economies of scale can be the result 
of increasing the consumer base (see Alesina and Wacziarg 1998; Alesina and 
Spolaore 2003; Shrestha and Feiock 2011; Blair and Janousek 2013; Charron and 
Lapuente 2013) because the unit costs for providing certain services are 
dependent of the number of users. Spreading the cost of a service over a larger 
area has the effect of lowering the cost per unit and eliminating unnecessary 
duplications, especially in border areas (see Stein 1990; Morgan and Hirlinger 
1991; Carr and LeRoux 2005; Hawkins and Feiock 2011). Furthermore, large scale 
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production allows the sharing of capital equipment (such as, for example, a crime 
lab or a fire truck) and labor (such as, for example, forensic experts or arson 
investigators) that reduces per unit production cost (Shrestha and Feiock 2007) 
and leads to better utilization of the available resources. Some authors (see Hatry 
1983; Norton 1994; Carr and LeRoux 2005; Hulst and Montfort 2007; Mello and 
Lago-Penas 2013) argue that the motivation for setting up cooperative initiatives 
comes primarily from the opportunity to reduce unit provision costs (especially 
for services that are capital intensive or have high start-up costs (see also 
Sonenblum, Kirlin and Ries 1977).  

Economies of scale can also be achieved by increasing the size of the 
service provider as a larger government enjoys more diversified economic 
resources and more human resources. For example, Mello and Lago-Penas (2013) 
have shown that joint service provision allows subnational governments to seek 
advantageous conditions in procurement. However, when increasing the size of 
the service provider, the geographical density of governments (measured by the 
total number of jurisdictions within the area) must be kept in mind. 

Yet, in achieving economies of scale in service provision it must be noted 
that different services and even different components of the same service will 
lead to varying economies of scale. Furthermore, since many publicly provided 
services are characterized by having significant levels of fixed costs, such that the 
potential for exploring scale economies is high, problems with identifying the 
sub-optimal jurisdiction size may arise as subnational government usually does 
not provide a good fit with that optimum geographical scale from the service 
point of view (see Lago-Peñas and Martinez-Vazquez 2013). Different services 
have different sub-optimal jurisdiction sizes which means that achieving the sub-
optimal size with every service may not be feasible. As Vojnovic (2000) explained: 
economies of scale can be relevant only up to a certain point because the cost 
function is considered to be “U” shaped, meaning that diseconomies of scale 
typically arise after a certain level of production, and for some publicly provided 
services a large subnational government may instead suffer unit cost growth; in 
other words, diseconomies of scale (Dollery and Crase 2004). However, 
cooperation among subnational governments is a good route for achieving the 
sub-optimal jurisdiction sizes for most of the services that are typically provided. 
The optimal size for service provision has formed an essential part of the 
literature on subnational government (see, for example, Hirsch 1959; Oates 
1972; Dixit 1973). Bel and Warner (2015) argue that cost savings accruing from 
cooperation are contingent on service characteristics, size and dispersion of the 
population to be served and the transaction costs resulting from the cooperation 
solution. 

An important distinction exists between applying economies of scale to 
capital-intensive and on labor-intensive services. Capital-intensive services, such 
as those requiring new facilities or equipment, are more likely to benefit from 
economies of scale. Once the capital items are in place, the marginal cost to the 
government body of providing services to an additional resident is small, and 



62 

cooperation may allow participating governments to provide the service at a 
more efficient scale, allowing them to capture unit-cost savings (LeRoux and Carr 
2007; Post 2002; Carr et al 2007). Conversely, labor-intensive services, such as 
public protection and education, are more likely to exhaust potential economies 
of scale quickly. This means that different services are apt to be characterized by 
different economies of scale – some may be very small; others quite large. This 
effect also extends to different components of the same service, i.e. economies 
of scale may also result from increasing the level of production per capita for a 
given population as opposed to extending the same level of production per 
capita to a larger population. 

The economies of scale effect is also dependent on population size and 
dispersion of population (see also Deller 1992; Ladd 1992; Bel and Warner 2015). 
Bel and Fageda (2006) suggest that the degree of cooperation among subnational 
governments decreases as the population of the subnational governments 
increases. They argue that subnational cooperation decreases for municipalities 
that have more than 10,000 inhabitants, and this trend is even stronger for 
municipalities that have more than 30,000 inhabitants. This is consistent with the 
finding that scale economies in the delivery of local services start to become 
exhausted with increases in the population of the considered municipality. In 
particular, scale economies seem to be fully exhausted for municipalities that 
have populations beyond the range of 20,000-50,000 according to empirical 
evidence presented by Bel (2006). For example, small municipalities tend to 
cooperate more often than larger municipalities when considering solid waste 
services. However, inter-subnational cooperation tends also to be frequent in 
subnational governments of major urban areas when considering water 
distribution services. This can be explained by the varying cost structures of these 
services. Solid waste collection is affected by scale economies, depending on the 
levels of output produced. Similarly, water distribution is affected by density 
economies which are related to population density and the continuity of the 
inhabited areas. Thirdly, solid waste collection is lower in small municipalities 
when inter-subnational cooperation takes place. This difference is not evident for 
larger municipalities because they already tend to operate at the optimal scale 
level. 

For dispersion of population, Bel, Fageda and Mur (2013) report that the 
lower the density of inhabitants, the greater the complexity of the service, which 
can lead to higher costs. This is because fragmentation creates diseconomies of 
scale in the provision of infrastructure that is needed to support economic 
development and growth (Steinacker 2009; Gerber and Gibson 2005). In such 
circumstances, subnational governments may be more interested in cooperation. 

 
B. Raising efficiency in service provision by exploiting economies of 

scope. Economies of scope exist when the average cost decreases as the number 
of services produced by exploiting the same infrastructure increases, or because 
several phases in the production process become integrated; for example, waste 
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collection, recycling, and methane digestion. Returns to scope enables a single 
subnational government to produce all services at lower total cost than would be 
incurred by two or more entities. The existence of these various types of returns 
to scope requires attention to be paid to the economic characteristics of the 
service, because different services will require different conditions of service 
provision in order to exploit returns to scope. For example, sharing production 
inputs is a source of scope economies in the healthcare sector (Grosskopf et al 
1995; Dollery and Fleming 2006). Similarly, Callan and Thomas (2001) have 
reported evidence of significant cost savings from the joint provision of recycling 
and disposal services in the integrated management of river basin systems in the 
US.  

 
C. Raising efficiency in service provision by managing externalities. 

Whenever a service is produced or consumed, there is the possibility of positive 
or negative externalities. Such externalities can occur within borders or they can 
occur in surrounding areas which do not have any cost responsibilities or 
decision-making rights over that service. This is the case, for example, when the 
costs of provision are borne by local taxpayers (residents) while the benefits of a 
particular service accrue to non-residents. For example, the presence of a theatre 
in a city is a benefit for the citizens of neighboring jurisdictions. Bearing the full 
costs of the theatre but enjoying only part of the benefits will lead to fewer 
theatre performances than is socially desirable. Furthermore, the issue is not 
only about taxpayers and non-taxpayers but about investments made from the 
budget of one subnational government that can be also enjoyed by the citizens of 
another subnational government that has made no relevant investments. In 
principle, externalities can be both prevented and internalized. Through 
prevention, the externalities do not arise, whereas through internalization they 
do arise but the distorting effects are countered. Internalization requires 
subnational governments to work together. Moreover, when cooperation occurs 
among subnational governments, some benefits may not be excluded from 
others in the region. For example, controlling negative externalities imposed by 
one jurisdiction on others, such as incompatible land uses and crime risks, can 
produce joint gains (Feiock 2005). Several authors (Seyler 1974; Atkins 1997; 
Warner and Hefetz 2001; Krueger and Bernick 2010) have reported that 
subnational governments cooperate to jointly provide those services that are 
most likely to generate cross-border externalities; for example, urban security, 
culture and sports, welfare, housing and urban planning (Sole-Olle 2006). Bastida 
et al (2010) complemented this list with solid waste collection, water supply, civil 
protection and education. 

A government may hold and ‘free-ride’ on regional development efforts 
without incurring the costs of entering into an agreement (Hawkins & Feiock 
2009). This is considered in the literature to be a major impediment to 
cooperation. Situations in which the exclusion of consumers is costly create the 
potential for free-riding because actors have a strong motivation to enjoy the 
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public service at little or no cost (Olson 1965; Ostrom 2005). Olson (1971) argued 
that, generally, individuals within a group that takes up collective action will have 
incentives to free-ride on the efforts of the others in the group, if the group is 
working to provide goods and services. However, in smaller groups, the 
incentives for free-riding would be less as free-riders would be more easily 
detected. Based on Olson (1965) and Bardach (1998), subnational governments 
are less likely to cooperate if they suspect potential partners to be free-riding and 
thereby minimize their costs. Externalities thus work two ways: they can be 
incentives to cooperate (if service provision spills over borders), and the fear of 
free-riding can be an obstacle to cross-border cooperation. 

Furthermore, by enlarging the perimeter of task fulfillment through CBC, 
the free-rider problem (resulting from people who consume a public service 
without paying the full costs) can be reduced. One example is the cultural 
offerings subsidized by cities, which are also consumed by citizens living in 
nearby rural subnational governments (Steiner 2016; Steiner et al 2018). 

 
D. Raising effectiveness in service provision by raising the quality of 

services. Based on several studies (see Stein 1990; Topp 1990; Provan and 
Milward 1995; O’Toole 1997; Thurmaier and Wood 2002; Agranoff and McGuire 
2003; Post 2004; Shrestha and Feiock 2011), subnational governments see 
cooperation as means to improve the quality of services. In the Gjertsen (2014) 
study

26
, the increased quality in service provision was found to be an important 

incentive for subnational cross-border cooperation by 77.7% of respondents.  
 
E. Raising effectiveness in service provision by ensuring the continuity of 

services. There are several obstacles that subnational government face in 
ensuring continuous service provision such as, for example, lack of administrative 
capacity or decreasing population. Several authors have argued that subnational 
cooperation can be used in these cases to ensure the continuity of services 
(Gerber and Gibson 2005; Sørensen 2007; Bel et al 2010; Hulst and Montfort 
2011) and reduce the likelihood of residents moving to neighboring communities 
that provide better goods and services (Ugboro et al 2001; Post 2004). 

 
F. Raising effectiveness in service provision by ensuring the accessibility 

and equal standards of services to citizens. One difficulty posed by a large 
number and variety of provision units in a local public economy is the emergence 
of disparities in provision. Some communities will have greater abilities than 
others to raise revenues to support public services. In fact, provision-side 
efficiency necessarily implies a degree of spending. If different communities have 
different preferences, such differences will be reflected in the levels of spending 
from revenues. However, at the same time, principles of equity in a democratic 
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society suggest that there ought to be limits to the permissible ranges of 
disparity.  

The traditional approach to reduce fiscal disparity emphasizes the 
development of balanced communities; namely, municipalities whose residents 
are fairly heterogeneous with respect to both income and wealth. Yet such an 
approach is inconsistent with efforts to attain provision-side efficiency in terms 
of such criteria as fiscal equivalence and preference revelation. An alternative 
method of redistribution is to permit disparities to develop among multiple 
provision units, such as municipalities, but to correct inequalities by means of 
grants from overlapping jurisdictions; principally, state and federal governments. 
One theory of local public economics suggests that intergovernmental grants 
may actually be more effective instruments of redistribution than governmental 
consolidation. This is because interjurisdictional transfers allow recipient 
communities to be organized as separate provision units, which are then also 
able to make their own production arrangements. 

The attainment of equity in local service provision is, unfortunately, a 
complex problem. Standards of equity in the distribution of local public goods 
and services are fundamental considerations along with standards of efficiency. 
However, the quest for greater equity cannot effectively be pursued 
independently of the search for efficiency, productivity, and responsiveness. To 
seek equity in ways that subtract significantly from the efficiency and 
productivity of a local public economy entails redistributing a shrinking economic 
pie. To seek equity in ways that detract significantly from the responsiveness of 
service provision is to undermine both citizen choice and consent. 
 Equity concerns ought to be vigorously addressed by overlapping 
jurisdictions, metropolitan as well as state and national. Interjurisdictional fiscal 
transfers and local tax base sharing may be more effective instruments for 
addressing equity concerns in the context of continued efficiency and 
responsiveness than expanded local government boundaries intended solely to 
create opportunities for intrajurisdictional transfers. 
 In addressing equity concerns, citizen choice and consent remain 
important principles. A highly efficient and responsive local public economy is 
better able to address the problems of distressed communities and is likely to 
provide better stewardship of funds received from both state and national 
governments. Greater equity depends heavily on both self-reliance and a 
willingness to share. Citizens in distressed communities may be especially in need 
of autonomous community organizations, so as to be able to receive 
intergovernmental funding and use it to local community advantage. 
 The governance of a local public economy also includes reference to 
efforts to maintain some level of distributional equity among citizens. Two basic 
approaches have been followed in dealing with this aspect. One approach, 
consistent with the traditional view of organizing local government, is to enlarge 
the boundaries of provision units so as to include a fairly heterogeneous 
community with respect to both income and wealth. Pooling revenues over this 
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heterogeneous community while distributing services according to need would 
help increase equity. Public resources could be closely matched to public needs. 
An alternative approach is to rely on overlapping provision units to pool revenues 
on a larger scale and redistribute resources to those provision units considered to 
be disadvantaged according to some set of criteria. 
 However, any effort to redistribute resources represents a departure 
from the objective of fiscal equivalence. Arranging the boundaries of provision 
units to encompass a deliberately heterogeneous community is inconsistent with 
fiscal equivalence. ‘Getting what you pay for and paying for what you get’ is, 
however, also a principle of equity, albeit not redistributional equity. The 
alternative approach, relying upon redistribution by overlapping jurisdictions, 
attempts to combine the principle of fiscal equivalence, as a first-order objective 
of organization, with redistributional equity as a second-order objective. Efforts 
to redistribute then work only when the first-order objective generate patterns 
of performance that lie outside acceptable limits of resource distribution. A 
critical question – and one that can only be answered by empirical research – is 
whether the use of the first-order objective to generate a highly differentiated 
pattern of organization creates severe problems of equity, which then have to be 
addressed by creating overlapping units. In everyday language, the question is 
this: does fragmentation lead to inequity? 

Studies that show this fragmentation are, for example, Lundtorp and 
Weber (2001) (cyted through Eythórsson 2018) who showed that in Denmark 
professional capacity and service quality clearly increased in municipalities which 
joined in cooperation and that costs were reduced at the same time. A further 
significant gain was the reduction of costs, and therefore the municipalities 
achieved the same or greater quality at lower, or at least, similar costs.  

Cooperation for ensuring accessibility and equal standards of services to 
citizens is also seen as important (see for example Sonenblum et al 1977; Hulst 
and Montfort 1997; Carr and LeRoux 2005). However, following the study 
conducted by Gjertsen (2014)

27
, easier access to public services by the general 

public was at the bottom of the list of perceived gains from cross-border 
cooperation (only 38,6% of respondents considered it to be important). 
Furthermore, 76.7% of respondents perceived citizens’ access to public services 
as the most important failing of existing inter-local partnership schemes. 
 
Conclusion 
 In summary, based on the discussions above, there are four groups of 
perceived gains that subnational governments typically expect from cross-border 
cooperation in service provision:  

(1) increasing both the efficiency and effectiveness; 
(2) the individual motivations of elected politicians;  
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(3) shared or interrelated problems;  
(4) gains from implementing the national and/or transnational policies 

about cross-border cooperation. 
The gains of increasing both efficiency and/or effectiveness has received 

the most attention in the research into gains from cooperation and, as a result, 
has been more thoroughly researched. In terms of efficiency, economies of scale, 
economies of scope and managing externalities have been researched; under the 
heading of effectiveness quality of services, continuity of services and 
accessibility and equal standards of services to residents have also been studied.  

Scholars are coming to agree that subnational governments do not have 
to share the same motivations in order to cooperate, i.e. the motivations may 
vary as varying motivations can complement rather than exclude each other. 
 
 
2.3.3. Transaction Costs of Cross-Border Cooperation 
 

Cooperation is not simply a matter of choosing and engaging, but entails 
complex negotiation, sharing and collectively delivering services. Every 
interaction between at least two parties brings with it transaction costs, because 
transaction costs are always associated with making collective decisions. 
Williamson (1985) distinguishes between ex-ante and ex-post transaction costs. 
Ex-ante transaction costs are costs that partners incur before a transaction 
actually takes place. These include the costs of drafting, negotiating and 
safeguarding agreements. These are also the costs of collecting information (for 
example, on the reliability of the partner). Following Williamson (1985) the ex-
post transaction costs are costs that are incurred after the agreement has been 
reached. They include the setup and running costs of the governance structure 
monitoring of both the agreement and the governance structure itself, and the 
costs of maladaptation and adjustment that arise when contract execution is 
poor (Genugten 2008). Maser (1985) considers such costs by dividing transaction 
costs that decision-makers face in organizing and administering a CBC initiative 
into three: information/coordination costs resulting from information 
deficiencies in making joint decisions on an inter-organizational basis, negotiation 
costs derived from predicting mutual gains and enforcement costs associated 
with the monitoring of any agreement. Feiock (2007) adds agency costs – 
personnel confront agency costs when public representatives do not fully 
represent the preferences of those they represent. Transaction costs are always 
relative to the transaction costs that are associated with alternative 
arrangements for service provision, for example, contracting out to private or 
voluntary organizations (see Deller 1998; Warner and Hefetz 2003; Chen and 
Thurmaier 2009).  
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Transaction costs and cooperation 
Transaction costs have been widely studied in the analysis of 

cooperation (Brown and Potoski 2003; Lamothe et al 2008; Carr et al 2009; Levin 
and Tadelis 2010; Shrestha and Feiock 2011; Hefetz and Warner 2012) and it has 
been found that the size of transaction costs is an important factor in driving 
cooperation among subnational governments. Several scholars (see Williamson 
1991; Lubell et al 2002; Shrestha and Feiock 2011; Brown, Potoski and van Slyke 
2008; Lamothe, Lamothe and Feiock 2008; Levin and Tadelis 2010; Hefetz and 
Warner 2012) have found that when the transaction costs of cooperation are 
lower than those of the market and unified management alternatives then 
subnational governments tend to cooperate. Furthermore, subnational 
cooperation is preferable when services have higher transactions costs due to 
asset specificity and a lack of competition (Levin and Tadelis 2010; Girth et al 
2012; Hefetz and Warner 2012; Bel and Warner 2015). When asset specificity is 
very low, the service tends to be quite standard and may be purchased from a 
variety of suppliers. This means that transactions are standardized (as opposed to 
customized) and the private market could be an efficient means of production. 
Ex-ante negotiation or ex-post monitoring costs are also lower because private 
providers will strive to maintain high quality in service production to avoid being 
replaced by another supplier. However, as the asset specificity of a service 
increases, the service produced becomes increasingly customized to the specific 
needs of the parties involved, i.e. transactions become more customized, 
requiring mutual adaption by the contractor and purchasing agent. Following 
Carr et al (2007) in this situation, the market transaction becomes costly and 
therefore subnational governments will usually opt for cooperation with one 
another. Even though higher levels of asset specificity increase the potential for 
opportunistic behavior, mutual dependency constrains opportunism and 
encourages parties to adapt to the provisions of the agreement in order to 
safeguard their transaction-specific investments. If asset specificity reaches a 
very high level, transaction uncertainties resulting from potential opportunism 
may also become substantial. Mutual adoption may become costly because of 
the time spent to reach consensus. In such cases, the literature suggest to 
generate a unified management system such as, for example, through the 
creation of independent authorities or districts. Even though such kind of unified 
management may incur inefficiencies of internal agency costs, it may reduce 
coordination/adoption costs and behavioral opportunism associated with very 
high asset specificity when reflected in cooperative arrangements. This suggests 
that for both low levels and very high levels of asset specificity, service 
cooperation among subnational governments is not advantageous. Furthermore, 
in subnational cooperation attention has to be paid to the political transaction 
costs (Rodrigues et al 2012), because political interaction is always costly 
(Tavares and Camöes 2007; Bel and Warner 2015). 

The perception of fairness is important in cooperation because the 
perceptions of unfairness in the distribution of costs and benefits will increase 
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transaction costs since negotiating an agreement requires either a longer time or 
higher monitoring costs ex-post, and thereby lowers the likelihood of 
cooperation. 

As a result we assume that transaction costs are greater in cooperation 
in service provision across national borders than, for example, in cooperation in 
the development of strategic documents or organizing cultural events in 
cooperation. This is mainly because the capital-intensiveness of the cooperative 
service provision and strict official agreements that have to be monitored. That 
means that the negative impact of transaction costs on the probability that 
subnational governments cooperate is much higher for cooperation in service 
provision than for other types of cross-border cooperation. Low transaction costs 
are a prerequisite for cooperation to be a useful tool in service delivery. This 
involves both the upfront transaction costs that subnational governments must 
incur through study, design and the transition to the new collaborative form of 
service delivery, as well as the ongoing transaction costs of contract management 
and monitoring. The transition to cooperative service delivery entails having 
available expertise, background research, capacity and a potentially complex 
political process.(Bel and Warner 2015). The objective of the economic agent is 
not to minimize transaction costs as such, but to economize on the sum of 
production costs and transaction costs (Williamson 1979; Genugten 2008). 

Many authors suggest that within cooperative activities, the transaction 
costs are higher than for providing services in-house. But why? What are the 
factors that start to influence the transaction costs when cooperative activities 
are initiated? From the literature, we can say that the size of transaction costs in 
cross-border service provision are dependent on three variables – (1) the number 
of partners involved in a (potential) CBC initiative; (2) the proximity of partners; 
and (3) the comprehensive knowledge retained by the partners. Table 2.2 below 
provides a brief overview of the various disciplinary approaches, main concepts 
and contributors. 
 
Table 2.2. Transaction cost related factors: overview of disciplinary approaches, 
main concepts and contributors 

Transaction cost 
related factor 

Academic 
discipline 

Core concept and contributor 

  
Economics 

- Transaction costs for cooperation: 
Krueger and McGuire 2005 

  
Public 
Administration 

- Transaction costs for cooperation: 
Shrestha and Feiock 2011 

  Urban Studies - Carr, LeRoux and Shrestha 2009 
1. Number of 

partners 
 

  
- Transaction costs for cooperation: 

Olson 1971; Post 2002; Gerber and 
Gibson 2005; Feiock 2001 
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2. Proximity of 
partners 

  
  

  
Economics 

- Conceptual proximity: Granovetter 
1985; Cohen, Riolo and Axelrod 1999; 
Olberding 2002 

  
Management 

- Geographical proximity: Post 2004; 
LeRoux and Carr 2005; Wukich 2011; 
LeRoux and Carr 2007; 

  - Trust: Ostrom 1990 

  
Public 
Administration 

- Conceptual proximity: Ferris and 
Graddy 1986; La Porte and Metlay 
1996; Shrestha and Feiock 2011 

  - Trust: Feiock 2013; Tang et al 2014 

  
Urban Studies 

- Conceptual proximity: Morgan and 
Hirlinger 1991; Kearns and Forrest 
2000; Feiock 2007 

3. Comprehensive 
knowledge 

  
  

  
Economics 

- Knowledge about partner: Granovetter 
2005 

  
Management 

- Knowledge about partner: Zaheer and 
Venkatraman 1995; Gulati and 
Nickerson 2008 

 
 

- Knowledge about CBC: Poppo and 
Zenger 2002; Frederickson, Johnson 
and Wood 2004 

  

Public 
Administration 

- Knowledge about partner: Gulati 
1995a, 1995b; Putnam 1995; Ostrom 
and Walker 2003; Feiock 2005; Weber 
and Khademian 2008 

- Previous experience in CBC: Gulati 
1995a, 1995b 

Source: Author’s contribution based on literature search on subnational cross-
border cooperation 
 
 Table 2.2 lists some of the most relevant approaches to, concepts in and 
authors treating subnational cross-border cooperation. However, cross generic 
theory about cooperation is not listed in the table. 
 
1. Number of partners 

Cross-border cooperation requires agreement between at least two 
partners. Olson (1971) has made the observation that smaller groups are likely to 
be better at attempting collective action than larger groups as they will gain 
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more per capita through such action, if successful. This effect can be explained in 
terms of transaction costs as the transaction costs of cross-border cooperation 
are dependent of the number of participants: as the number of participants 
increases, the communication becomes more costly, i.e. information costs, 
negotiation costs and enforcement costs all increase. It is also because with the 
increase in the number of partners the difficulties in gathering reliable 
information about preferences and resources increases (Feiock 2007; Post 2002). 
In addition, Gerber and Gibson (2005) have found that as the number of 
participants increases, cooperative efforts will lead to fewer activities. 
Furthermore, having many partners in CBC initiatives may slow down the 
decision-making process, as it becomes more complex because more actors are 
involved. Coordination problems, unclear mandates, unclear responsibilities and 
bureaucratic inertia may arise, leaving to redundancies and duplication costs. 
Also, if there are many partners, there is often a lack of cost transparency 
(Steiner et al 2018), and direct democratic steering and control are often 
reduced.  

 
2. Proximity of partners 

Transaction costs are also dependent on the proximity of partners, i.e. 
the closer geographically and conceptually

28
 the partners are, the lower are the 

transaction costs and the more likely the partners are to cooperate.  
 
A. Geographical/physical proximity. Here, it must be kept in mind that 

the perception of how ‘close’ the border is and the significance that is attributed 
to cross-border cooperation varies among subnational governments and this 
variation cannot be fully explained by the geographical distance from the state 
border (see Medve-Bálint and Svensson 2013). Organizations are more likely to 
cooperate if they are in a close physical proximity in terms of location because 
the problems of gathering reliable information about preferences and resources 
(i.e. information costs) increase with the distances between potential 
cooperation partners (see Feiock 2007; Post 2002; Ferris and Graddy 1986; 
Morgan and Hirlinger 1991; Post 2004; Krueger and McGuire 2005; LeRoux 2006; 
Feiock 2007; LeRoux and Carr 2007; Wukich 2011). Also, the type of border plays 
a role in cooperative decisions, meaning that it can depend on the type of border 
as to whether or not the subnational governments cooperate (Svensson 2015). 
For example, an external border between an EU Member State and a state with 
less favorable agreements than those within the European Union may constitute 
a physical hindrance for subnational governments. Furthermore, not only the 
type of border, but also the natural landscapes are either supportive of, neutral 
towards or inhibit cross-border cooperation (see Marin 2011; Ilies et al). For 
example, mountains on the border decrease the perception of physical proximity. 
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B. Conceptual proximity, sometimes also referred to as cognitive 

distance, does not necessarily correspond to physical distance from the border. 
Conceptual proximity includes cultural-linguistic proximity, similar sets of goals, a 
shared history, economic proximity and an administrative proximity. 

Linguistic-cultural proximity refers also to the common ethnic 
background and common religion of the inhabitants straddling the border. 
Following Sarmiento-Mirwaldt and Roman-Kamphuis (2013), culture refers on 
the one hand to a region’s cross-border networks, a sense of regional identity or 
shared language skills – all factors that facilitate day-to-day transactions – and on 
the other hand to administrative culture, as cooperation is more likely to be 
successful between partners that share similar organizational and management 
styles. Svensson (2015) brought out that linguistic-cultural proximity has a 
favorable effect on institutionalized cross-border cooperation meaning that 
cooperation is, in general, facilitated if people on each side of the border speak 
the same or a similar language and identify themselves as having a similar 
culture. Marin (2011) elaborates that at the local level, linguistic and cultural (i.e. 
religion) proximity actually facilitates cross-border cooperation in so-called ‘low-
policy’ fields such as culture, education and sport. Furthermore, the EC study 
(2015) shows that common or similar language is also identified as another key 
factor for increasing trust and helping to overcome socio-cultural differences. 
Language barriers can inhibit good neighborly relations. This is because of an 
inadequate command of technical vocabulary in the other’s language, but also 
because the potential for the exchange of good practices between 
administrations can be significantly hampered by language barriers. 

For cooperation to succeed, potential partners need to share similar 
goals (see O’Toole 1997; Gordon and Turner 2000; Weber and Khademian 2008; 
Medve-Bálint and Svensson 2013; Bel and Warner 2015). According to LeSage, 
McMillan and Hepburn (2008), shared values are often associated with greater 
homogeneity. The shared norms of reciprocity and equity are an essential 
ingredient in cooperative efforts as participating individuals or organizations 
strive to overcome cooperative action problems (Ostrom 1998). A norm of 
reciprocity helps to build trust, which is essential for sustaining cooperative 
efforts (Bardach 1998; Thurmaier and Wood 2002).  
 Following Axelrod and Cohen (1999), a shared history is essential for 
cross-border cooperation but that has two sides: meaning that whether historical 
legacies are incentives for or obstacles to cross-border cooperation depends on 
how they are interpreted at the subnational level. In other words, shared history, 
especially a shared ethnic background, can create strong historical socio-cultural 
and economic ties around a border region and thereby create a distinct common 
regional identity. Alternatively, it can create a basis for conflict (if a border is seen 
as a symbol of identity and distinction). In some cases, the lack of trust is directly 
referred to as having been inherited through history, and will take time to 
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recreate or rebuild. Paasi (1991) suggests that various levels of history – social, 
institutional and individual – meet each other in territorial socialization. 

Economic proximity (e.g. differing levels of taxes, different currencies; 
varying levels of economic development and varying economic structures) can 
often be described as two-sided – i.e. they are both an obstacle to and an 
incentive for cross-border cooperation. When identified as an obstacle to cross-
border cooperation – such as, for example, differences in the labor market and 
wages that tend to attract people in one direction over a border – they limit 
opportunities for cooperation and reduce shared interests between neighboring 
regions in cooperating because of differences in challenges and priorities. To a 
certain extent, this can be beneficial as regards cutting the unemployment rate 
but it also brings with it a great risk of putting the other side of the border at a 
competitive disadvantage, making it less attractive and draining its human 
resources. Furthermore, following Bel and Warner (2015), proximity in resources 
and institutional homogeneity in budget rules facilitates cooperation. 

Proximity of administrative systems. In cooperation between regions of 
different states, problems often result from differences in administrative 
structures and sub-national competences that hinder formal institution building 
or coordination (Assembly of European Regions 1992; Sarmiento-Mirwaldt and 
Roman-Kamphaus 2013). An EC study (2015) highlighted that asymmetries 
between administrative structures on the two sides of the border are regarded as 
an obstacle to cooperating.  

 
3. Comprehensive knowledge 

Subnational governments wishing to cooperate want trustworthy 
partners. Comprehensive knowledge – (a) about the (potential) partner; (b) 
about cross-border cooperation in general; and (c) overall knowledge of 
administrators – is an essential pre-requisite from the point of view of the 
transaction costs and in driving cooperation. This comprehensive knowledge can 
be either indirect (closed networks) or direct. 

 
A. Knowledge about (potential) partner. When information is imperfect 

and resources are limited, finding partners in a trial-and-error fashion will be 
costly. Furthermore, entering into cooperative activities is sometimes 
compromised by the existing stereotypes, prejudices and fears of the populations 
on both sides of the border. Therefore, knowledge about the potential partner 
will save on information and negotiation costs as it: (1) helps to overcome 
prejudices towards adjacent subnational governments; (2) increases trust 
towards a (potential) partner (see Axelrod 1984; Zaheer et al 1998; Gulati and 
Singh 1998; Gulati and Gargiulo 1999; Zaheer et al 1998; Kirkpatrick 1999; Klijn 
and Teisman 2000; Putnam 1995; Thurmaier and Wood 2002; Feiock 2007; Gulati 
and Nickerson 2008; Schalk, Torenvlied and Allen 2009); and (3) enables 
recognition of shared problems (see Wukich 2011). 
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For gaining knowledge about the (potential) partner, gaining trust and 
maintaining pre-existing trust, frequent communication among local officials is 
important (Friesema 1971; Bingham et al 1981; Frederickson 1999; Thurmaier 
and Wood 2002; Shrestha and Feiock 2011). Feiock (2007) has reported that 
interactions on a variety of matters over long periods of time can reduce 
enforcement costs. The existence of both personal and professional relationships 
among local officials increases the likelihood that subnational governments will 
enter into cooperation (Axelrod 1984; Chisholm 1989; Gray 1989; Cigler 1994; 
Thurmaier and Wood 2002; Graber 2003; Feiock 2007; Bolychev, Gumenyuk and 
Kuznetsova 2015; Zaitseva et al 2016). Such relationships can be created through 
various types of network – through personal social networks, through 
professional associations, regional councils, membership of policy networks or 
various forms of social network. Moreover, Carr, LeRoux and Shrestha (2009) 
suggest that some types of network participation may help to offset risks created 
by service provision that employs highly specific assets and involves 
measurement difficulty. They suggest that subnational government 
administrators who share an affiliation as members of a professional association 
are more likely to arrive at consensus related to ‘best practices’ and typically see 
the value of increased cooperation. Carr et al (2007) adds that government 
administrators who are members of professional associations are much more 
likely to use cooperation as a means of solving common problems. Interestingly, 
Chen and Thurmaier (2009) claim that the social networks among administrators 
are much stronger than the social networks among elected officials. This 
supports Frederickson’s (1999) administrative conjunction theory that says that 
intergovernmental partnerships and social networks are driven primarily by 
professional staff who are more inclined to think and act regionally than elected 
officials who are more focused on electoral priorities. Thurmaier and Wood 
(2002)

29
 have found a strong link between cooperation and underlying social 

networks among administrators. They found that these administrators regularly 
propose new collaborative arrangements to their elected officials.  
 The knowledge about a (potential) partner may also come from previous 
experiences with that partner. Decisions to cooperate in certain situations are 
made by personnel whose experiences, whether positive or negative, inevitably 
influence their choices (Wukich 2011; Gjertsen 2014). Previous positive 
interaction increases trust between transacting partners. Repeated interactions 
reduce the effort required to implement additional new activities because 
partners have already developed trust working together over time (Feiock 2007; 
Lubell 2007; Hawkins and Feiock 2009). Wukich (2011) adds that the quality of 
previous experience not only provides positive or negative views regarding 
cooperation, but it also brings various repertoires of action to draw on when 
faced with a problem or opportunities to act, i.e. as the number of previous 
common activities increase, the possibility of new additional activities through 
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 They analyze inter-local agreements in the Kansas City area. 
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cooperation increases (Gulati and Gargiulo 1999; Gerber and Gibson 2005). 
Following Feiock (2005), the potential of repeated interaction is high in the case 
of subnational governments because, unlike individuals and firms, they are 
geographically fixed. However, following Ocokolijc (2013), previous experiences 
may also have a downside as previous agreements may influence future 
cooperative actions as the subnational governments may suffer from so-called 
‘locked-in effects’ meaning that they are bound to past arrangements and cannot 
make new ones for a long time. Interestingly, the literature sees knowledge 
about the (potential) partner as a driver for cooperation i.e. the more knowledge 
subnational governments have about the (potential) partner, the more likely they 
will be to cooperate. However, the literature does not discuss that knowledge 
about a (potential) partner can also lead to a situation in which both parties find 
that cooperation will not be beneficial. As a result, we assume, based on the 
above discussion, that knowledge about a (potential) partner enables parties to 
choose a suitable cooperation partner and as a result there is a high probability 
that the cooperation will be successful. 

 
B. Knowledge about cross-border cooperation. The literature has 

emphasized that experiences and thorough knowledge about cross-border 
cooperation is essential for subnational governments to cooperate, i.e. the more 
experiences a subnational government has with cross-border cooperation, the 
more interactions it is likely to initiate (i.e. the path-dependence concept) 
(Putnam et al 1993; Beugelsdijk et al 2006; Pierson 2000; Szmigiel–Rawska 2013). 
Learning determines the development and dynamics of a path, but also the 
significance of the path concept for explaining reality; various activities depend 
on the path chosen, since the logic of development is defined by the gradual 
learning of an organization and this learning process results in institutional 
change (Rycroft and Kasch 2002; Szmigiel-Rawska 2013). 
  

C. Overall knowledge/level of training of administrators. Similar 
educational backgrounds of administrators is important as common training 
experiences tend to lead to shared values (Frederickson, Johnson and Wood 
2004) and as a result may make the administrators more inclined toward 
collective problem solving and thereby decrease the transaction costs.  
 
Conclusion 
 There are four identifiable types of transaction costs related to cross-
border cooperation – (1) information costs resulting from information 
deficiencies; (2) negotiation costs derived from deciding mutual gains; (3) 
enforcement costs associated with monitoring any agreement; and (4) agency 
costs. Previously discussed were the factors that influence those transaction 
costs the most – the number of partners, the proximity of partners and 
comprehensive knowledge. We found that the number of partners involved in a 
CBC initiative has an impact on the size of the transaction costs – information, 
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negotiation and enforcement costs will rise with the addition of each new 
partner. Also, there is an increase in the possibility of agency costs rising. The 
proximity of partners can be physical proximity, conceptual proximity (i.e. 
cultural-linguistic proximity, similar sets of goals, shared history, economic 
proximity and proximity of administrative systems) or both. We found that the 
greater the proximity of (potential) partners, the lower the transaction costs.  
 Transaction costs are also influenced by the comprehensiveness of the 
knowledge – knowledge about cross-border cooperation, knowledge about 
(potential) partners and the overall knowledge of administrators. The greater the 
knowledge, the lower the transaction costs. However, from a certain point having 
much knowledge can start to increase the transaction costs again as the partner 
is well aware of its value and can start negotiating better conditions for itself. 
This will increase the information and negotiation costs, but can also increase the 
enforcement costs because more complicated agreements need higher level of 
administration. 
 
 
2.3.4. Resources for Cross-Border Cooperation  
 

We have previously argued that subnational governments cooperate 
because they perceive it to be beneficial. However, cooperation brings 
transaction costs. To overcome the transaction costs related to cross-border 
cooperation, and to make any cooperation financially feasible, subnational 
governments need to have resources. The literature has highlighted that there 
are three types of resources needed for cross-border cooperation – (1) material 
infrastructure; (2) human resources; and (3) financial resources. Table 2.3 below 
provides a brief overview of the relevant disciplinary approaches, main concepts 
and contributors.  
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Table 2.3. Availability of resources: overview of disciplinary approaches, main 
concepts and contributors 

Type of resource 
Academic 
discipline Main concept and contributor 

   

1. Material 
infrastructure 

Urban studies 
- Quality and availability of material 

infrastructure: O'Dowd 2002 

2. Human 
resources 

  
-  No mention of availability in the 

literature on cross-border cooperation 

3. Financial 
resources   - External prospective resources often 

seen as a gain (see section 2.3.2) 

  
Economics 

- Fiscal stress: Sonenblum et al 1977; 
Caiden 1981; Trigilia 2001; Lackey, 
Freshwater and Rupasingha 2002; 
Jimenez 2009; Pollitt 2010; Bel, Fageda 
and Mur 2013 

  
- Level of revenues vs CBC: Krueger and 

McGuire 2005 

  

Management 

- Fiscal stress: Bartle and Swayze 1997; 
Cigler 1999; Carr et al 2007; Raudla and 
Savi 2015 

  - Fiscal capacity and CBC: Carr et al 2007) 

  
- Level of revenues vs CBC: LeRoux and 

Carr 2007 

  
Public 
Administration 

- Fiscal stress: Wolman 1986; Sørensen 
and Underdal 1993; Zafra-Gómez et al 
2013; Bel and Warner 2015; Raudla and 
Tavares 2018 

  
- Level of resources vs CBC: Wukich 2011; 

Sarimento-Mirwaldt and Roman-
Kamphaus 2013 

  

Urban studies 

- Fiscal stress: Morgan and Pammer 1988; 
Carr and LeRoux 2005; Jossart-Marcelli 
and Musso 2005; Homsy and Warner 
2015 

  
- External financial resources: Perkmann 

2002; Johnson 2009; Sv 

  
- Level of revenue vs CBC: Morgan and 

Hirlinger 1991 

Source: Author’s compilation based on the literature search on subnational cross-
border cooperation 
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 Table 2.3 lists some of the most relevant approaches to, concepts of and 
authors treating subnational cross-border cooperation. However, generic theory 
about cooperation is not listed in the table. 
 

1. Material infrastructure 
There is a pile of literature about the importance of efficient, reliable 

and affordable infrastructure for economic growth
30

, especially transportation 
infrastructure. For example, Kirkpatrick (2004) writes that transportation 
infrastructure is essential to economic growth as it links residents with 
employment, public services or social networks, and businesses with labor, 
consumers and suppliers. Paradhan and Bagchi (2013) are stating that efficient, 
reliable and affordable transport infrastructure may increase productivity of 
existing inputs and/or decrease transport and production costs making the 
region more attractive for investors. However, only some of the literature about 
material infrastructure discusses cross-border cooperation, especially cross-
border cooperation of subnational governments. 

At the same time, material infrastructure is essential for conducting 
cross-border cooperation. Easy access to the neighboring subnational 
government and good communication infrastructure are important pre-
requisites for establishing cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments, especially cross-border cooperation in service provision. O’Dowd 
(2002) has expanded this by stating that the accessibility of the border regions to 
the physical and communications infrastructure of the European Union is 
essential for increasing and improving cross-border cooperation among 
subnational governments.  

 
2. Human resources 

 Cross-border cooperation is an activity that requires the deployment of 
human resources in two ways: (1) it requires the employment of people in 
general; but (2) especially human resources knowledgeable in conducting cross-
border cooperation. Several studies have shown the importance of knowledge as 
a facilitator of cross-border cooperation. This particular quality of human 
resources (the level of knowledge) is primarily seen, in the literature, as an 
important factor that decreases transaction costs. These qualities of human 
resources were discussed thoroughly in Section 2.3.3.  
 Interestingly, the availability and employment of people for cross-border 
cooperation is not discussed in the literature treating subnational cross-border 
cooperation. 
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 See, for example, Wang 2002; Esfahani and Ramirez 2003; Phang 2003; Short and Kopp 
2005; Bagchi 2013 
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3. Financial resources 

 Several authors have emphasized the importance of financial resources 
to both increase and improve subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe 
(see, for example, Sarimento-Mirwaldt and Roman-Kamphaus 2013). Financial 
resources can be divided into: (1) internal financial resources (e.g. budgetary 
revenues); and (2) external financial resources (e.g. grants from higher levels of 
governments; EU grants).  
 

A. Availability of internal financial resources. The fiscal capacity and the 
existing level of financial autonomy of subnational governments is important 
from the cross-border cooperation point of view. Carr et al (2007) have reported 
that subnational governments with the greatest fiscal capacity may prefer to 
retain authority over the provision of services and provide them directly. 
Interestingly, Morgan and Hirlinger (1991) found that both very low revenue and 
very high revenue encourages cooperation. Furthermore, increased federal and 
state revenues are considered as a good predictor of cooperation (Krueger and 
McGuire 2005; LeRoux and Carr 2007). Wukich (2011) explained this as follows: 
high levels of intergovernmental revenue may indicate fiscal stress and in some 
instances such high levels of revenue may be contingent on cooperation. Low 
fiscal capacity of subnational governments may result from several factors: low 
property values in rural or aging urban settings; low aggregate property wealth in 
poor or sparsely populated communities; and constraints on the ability to raise 
revenues from the tax base arising from limits imposed by the state constitution, 
state laws, by subnational governments of their own volition. There are two 
contradicting views in the academic literature about the relations between the 
fiscal stress of subnational governments and their cooperation activities – one is 
that fiscal stress facilitates cooperation but the other is that fiscal stress inhibits 
cooperation. On the one hand, cooperation is believed to reduce fiscal stress 
(see, for example, Sonenblum et al 1977; Bartle and Swayze 1997; Cigler 1999; 
Trigilia 2001; Jossart-Marcelli and Musso 2005; Bel, Fageda and Mur 2013; Zafra-
Gómez et al 2013) because as fiscal pressures increase – revenues are declining, 
yet the unit must continue to provide the same level of service – public officials 
are prompted to rethink the service delivery options, including considering 
alternatives (see Bel et al 2013; Bel and Warner 2015; Carr and LeRoux 2005; 
Raudla and Tavares 2018). Therefore, actual or perceived fiscal stress encourages 
subnational cooperation because decision makers attempt to reduce costs; 
maintain service levels or both. Increased size associated with cross-border 
cooperation can potentially increase the capacity of a subnational government to 
implement additional functions passed on to them by national governments, 
typically as a consequence of cutbacks (Zafra-Gómez et al 2013). This also borne 
out by the work of Bartle and Swayze (1997)

31
 who found that fiscal stress, 
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 Study of 13 Nebraska cities involved in different inter-local agreements. 
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measured by legally imposed tax levy limits, was the most important factor 
influencing intergovernmental cooperation in Nebraska, i.e. fiscal pressure is a 
key reason for subnational governments to cooperate with other jurisdictions 
because they enter into cooperation to reduce costs and improve the quality of 
service. Furthermore, in their meta-analysis of the determinants of successful 
cross-border cooperation, Bel and Warner (2015) find that of the existing 
empirical studies, more than half found that fiscal constraints have a significant 
effect on cooperation (and a large majority report positive effects). In addition, 
Homsy and Warner (2015) find that in the US context, cooperation between 
municipalities has increased since the Great Recession of 2000-2010.  

On the other hand, crisis may produce barriers to cooperation. It may 
increase uncertainty and though decrease trust. Fiscal stress also decreases 
financial resources available for cooperation. Trust is an important pre-condition 
of any cooperative arrangement, and fiscal stress can increase the sense of 
uncertainty among the officials of subnational governments and shorten their 
time horizons for decisions, which in turn can undermine trust and reciprocity 
among adjacent subnational governments (Caiden 1981; Jimenez 2009; Morgan 
and Pammer 1988; Raudla and Tavares 2018). Since trust and reciprocity are 
considered to be conducive for solving collective action dilemmas (Ostrom 1990; 
Tang et al 2014), the necessity of dealing with fiscal stress may reduce the 
willingness and ability of subnational officials to pursue attempts at cross-border 
cooperation. In addition, severe economic downturns may increase the 
heterogeneity of populations within the communities but also between 
communities, and this may complicate any attempts at cooperation. Uncertainty 
caused by heterogeneity and decreased trust in local communities increases the 
transaction costs of cross-border cooperation, which can only be overcome 
through more formalized types of cross-border cooperation agreement (Feiock 
2013; Raudla and Tavares 2018). 

As the fiscal stress reduces the amount of ‘slack’ resources available to 
subnational governments, the subnational governments might have more limited 
means available for conducting the relevant analysis and preparatory work 
necessary for cross-border cooperation (Sørensen and Underdal 1993; Pollit 
2010; Raudla and Savi 2015; Wolman 1986; Raudla and Tavares 2018). 
Furthermore, the ability of fiscally stressed subnational governments to find 
suitable partners is likely to be quite limited. Poor or fiscally constrained 
subnational governments may be no better suited or placed to provide services 
jointly than they are to provide such services individually. However, from the 
perspective of other subnational governments, the prospect of cooperating with 
a poor or fiscally constrained neighbor is likely to be seen negatively, since that 
partner will have only limited resources to contribute to the cooperative effort 
(see also Lackey, Freshwater, and Rupasingha 2002; Carr et al 2007).  
 Availability of external financial resources. From the transnational 
finances’ point of view, grants from EU are the most common financial resources 
for establishing a CBC initiative. Research from Svensson and Medve-Bálint 
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(2010) shows that the more EU funds are allocated for cross-border cooperation, 
the higher the participation rate. According to Perkmann (2002), the availability 
of European Union funds has contributed to a great extent to the appearance of 
CBC initiatives in Central Europe while other scholars emphasize that this was 
indeed the goal since “the EU has virtually no way of compelling regionalism 
other than by providing financial incentives” (Johnson 2009; 186). As the 
availability of external financial resources is primarily seen in the literature as a 
gain for cross-border cooperation, we also discuss this factor in Section 2.3.2 
(gains). 
 
Conclusion 
 There are three types of resources needed for cross-border cooperation: 
(1) material infrastructure; (2) human resources; and (3) financial resources. We 
found only a few articles discussing how material infrastructure affects cross-
border cooperation, even though we would expect material infrastructure to 
have a major impact on cross-border cooperation in service provision. With 
respect to human resources, the focus in the literature is mainly on the quality of 
the human resources and far less about the availability of human resources—
even though we would expect the latter to also have an impact on cross-border 
cooperation. Finally, we found that there is no consensus among academics 
about the impact of internal financial resources (e.g. fiscal stress) on cross-border 
cooperation. The diverse studies on fiscal stress may point to the importance of 
institutional context as a moderating factor, which brings us to the next section.  
 
 
2.3.5. Institutional Context 
 

The institutional context in which subnational governments operate 
influences the decision-making by subnational governments about their 
involvement in cross-border cooperation. Following the findings reported in the 
literature, we have grouped the institutional context factors into three: (1) the 
(inter)national regime; (2) the subnational context; and (3) the local context. 
Table 2.4 below is a brief overview of disciplinary approaches, main concepts and 
contributors. 
 
Table 2.4. Institutional context: overview of disciplinary approaches, main 
concepts and contributors 

Type of Institutional 
regime 

Academic discipline Core concept and contributor 

1. (inter)national 
regime 

  
  

  Economics - CBC policies: Lefteris 2009 
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Law 

- Loughlin 2000; O'Dowd 
2002 

  Management - Post 2004 

  

Public Administration 

- Campbell and Glynn 1990; 
O’Toole 1997; Gerber and 
Gibson 2005; Weber and 
Khademian 2008 

  
Urban Studies 

- O'Dowd 2003; Gjertsen 
2014; Svensson 2015 

  

- Legal framework for CBC: 
Svensson and Medve-Bálint 
2010 

2. Subnational 
context 

  
  

  
Economics 

- Levin and Tadelis 2010; 

  
- Competition: Krueger and 

McGuire 2005; 

  
Geography 

- Government structure: 
Hefetz, Warner and Vigoda-
Gadot 2012 

  

Public Administration 

- Brown and Potoski 2003;  

  

- Competition: Shrestha and 
Freiock 2011; Bel, Fageda 
and Mur 2013 

  

- Government structure: 
Thurmaier and Wood 2002; 
Shrestha and Freiock 2011; 
Bel and Warner 2013 

  

Urban Studies 

- Stone 1993; Warner and 
Hefetz 2002; Carr, LeRoux 
and Shrestha 2009 

  
- Competition: Carr and 

LeRoux 2005 

  

- Government structure: 
Morgan and Hirlinger 1991; 
Carr and LeRoux 2005 

3. Local context     

  
Economics 

- Oakerson 2004; Gerber and 
Gibson 2005 

  
Geography 

- Hefetz, Warner and Vigoda-
Gadot 2012 

  
Management 

- Carr and LeRoux 2005; 
LeRoux and Carr 2007; 
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Public Administration 

- Shrestha and Freiock 2011; 
Kwon and Feiock 2010; Bel 
and Warner 2013 

  
Urban Studies 

- Morgan and Hirlinger 1991; 
Warner and Hefetz 2002; 
Feiock 2007 

Source: Authors’ compilation based on literature search on subnational cross-
border cooperation 
 
 Table 2.4 lists some of the most relevant approaches to, concepts in and 
authors treating subnational cross-border cooperation. However, generic theory 
about cooperation is not listed in the table. 
 

1. (Inter)national regime 
Several factors have been highlighted under the (inter)national regime 

that influence cross-border cooperation among subnational governments. Those 
factors are (a) the international context (the influence of outside actors towards 
subnational cross-border cooperation); and (b) the national institutional context 
(political systems; regional-political context and administrative-territorial 
organization; relations between neighboring states). 

 
 A. The international regime may influence the involvement in 
subnational cross-border cooperation by a nation state. According to first 
generation fiscal federalism, whatever their goals, public officials tend to favor 
policies that relax their budget constraints (see Weingast 2009). Therefore, when 
a central government or, for example, the EU wants to see cooperation among 
subnational governments, and there is an opportunity for subnational 
governments to gain from that – as a result of supportive financial programs, for 
example – subnational governments are more likely to cooperate. 

Furthermore, following Post (2004), the influence of outside actors (such 
as transnational organizations) affects cross-border cooperation, i.e. subnational 
governments may be helped or even forced to cooperate by various national 
and/or transnational organizations. For example, the support provided by the 
European Commission and the Council of Europe has proved to be essential in 
increasing the numbers of CBC initiatives in Europe. 

 
B. The national institutional regime is an important factor driving cross-

border cooperation in service provision. Following Ilies, Dehoorne and Ilies 
(2012) and Ilies, Grama, Wendt and Bodocan (2009), the willingness to cooperate 
depends on: (1) each nation state’s political system; (2) the regional political 
context and administrative-territorial organization; and (3) the relations between 
neighboring states.  

Each nation state’s political system shows the nation state’s attitude 
towards subnational cross-border cooperation. The attitude of national 
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government towards subnational cross-border cooperation may vary from an 
unsupportive attitude towards cross-border cooperation to pressuring 
subnational governments into cooperative action. The attitude of the national 
government depends largely on the level of decentralization in the particular 
state and the autonomy of the subnational government. For example, in some 
cases the central government may try to ensure that activities such as cross-
border relations are kept tightly under its control, with all arrangements subject 
to its approval. Such cases occur when there has been tension among 
subnational authorities and national governments that perceive the former to be 
impinging upon their prerogatives in international affairs (see Loughlin 2000). In 
such cases, because subnational authorities depended on the national 
government (i.e. they can only start a cooperation when the national 
governments have made contracts with each other) this means that the 
subnational entities have to communicate via the national levels. This is 
especially problematic when the national governments do not consider 
subnational cooperation to be important. On the other hand, central 
governments may sometimes encourage cross-border cooperation because it 
may bring great economic benefits to a region, and therefore to the country as a 
whole (see Loughlin 2000).  

Differences between the national laws of partner organizations are 
often found to negatively influence the implementation and management of 
cross-border cooperation projects. National government may show its support 
for subnational cross-border cooperation by providing a legal framework for 
providing services across international borders by signing bi-lateral or multi-
lateral agreements with its neighboring nation state or states. A positive attitude 
by national government towards subnational cross-border cooperation is a pre-
requisite for successful cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments. From the point of view of providing services across international 
borders, the supportive policies of central government are especially important 
as the transaction costs in providing services in cooperation across international 
borders tend to be much higher than for any other joint activity. 

Various laws may restrict or enable a subnational government’s 
discretion or even have an impact on subnational governments’ prerequisites for 
being responsible for a task. Laws can include both local government legislation 
and laws and regulations that have the force of law dealing with specific services 
(Eythórsson 2018).  

The density of subnational governments, i.e. the number of subnational 
governments per unit of area is an important factor influencing the extent of 
cross-border cooperation. Post (2002) argues that the more the geographic 
density of subnational governments influences the ability of residents to live, 
work, and leisure in multiple communities, the greater likelihood that local 
officials will have both personal and professional relationships, and the greater 
the likelihood that policy spillovers will affect multiple communities. Post (2002; 
2004) also states that as the number of subnational governments per unit area 
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increases, so does the likelihood of cooperation. Her findings are supported by 
Carr and LeRoux (2005) who state that the total number of subnational 
governments within an area is significant in explaining the extent of cooperation. 
However, they find that this relationship appears to be stronger for capital-
intensive goods and services (e.g. housing, highways, parks, water distribution) 
than for labor-intensive goods and services (e.g. prisons, education, firefighting, 
police, healthcare, human services). However, Gerber and Gibson (2005) argue 
against this. They find in their study that as the number of subnational 
governments in an area increases, cooperative efforts will decrease. This was 
supported by Carr et al (2007) who find that subnational governments serving 
geographically larger areas are less likely to engage in horizontal cooperation. 
Since none of the cited authors (Carr and LeRoux 2005; Gerber and Gibson 2005) 
state the number of subnational governments per unit area for which their 
statements are true, we can only assume the following: the greater the number 
of potential subnational government partners per unit area, the higher the 
likelihood of horizontal cooperation up to a certain point, after which a U-shape 
curve starts to come into effect. 

Competition among subnational governments is another factor that 
influences subnational cross-border cooperation. Competition among 
subnational governments can be either intra-state or inter-state; it can be about 
financial resources (either national or transnational), inhabitants, or about 
services. Park (1997), for example, reports that subnational governments behave 
competitively towards one another in the area of the public safety. Carr and 
LeRoux (2005) find that police and fire services engender to a sense of 
community identity, as how safe one feels in one’s neighborhood is a direct 
consequence of the level and quality of public safety services available to 
residents. However, following the literature it can be said that competition 
among subnational governments can either increase or decrease cross-border 
cooperation among subnational governments. Some authors argue that 
competition is an important factor in driving cross-border cooperation, as it 
forces subnational governments to seek effective solutions – for example, by 
capturing efficiencies in their management and public service provision – and all 
these can be achieved through cooperation. However, Gjertsen (2014)

32
 finds 

that reduced competition among municipalities in the region was an important 
pre-requisite for cooperation (57.8% of respondents).  

Availability of institutional supply can also drive the cross-border 
cooperation among subnational governments. When there is a lack of supply or 
the types of suppliers available are unsuitable for the function sought, 
subnational governments must resort to direct provision. However, the latter can 
also often be brought about through cooperation. This is confirmed by Post 
(2004) who argues that cooperation among subnational governments is more 
frequent when institutional supply is greater.  
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 Study conducted among local elected politicians in Norway. 
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2. Subnational context 
There are three factor groups under the subnational context driving 

subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision: (a) population size; (b) 
the structure of subnational government (its form, administrative embeddedness 
and organizational culture); and (c) political stance of government. 

 
A. Population size. Most studies (see Campbell and Glynn 1990; Warner 

and Hefetz 2002; Carr, LeRoux and Shrestha 2009; Levin and Tadelis 2010; 
Hefetz, Warner and Vigoda-Gadot 2012; Bel and Warner 2013) that mention 
population size as a factor driving cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments argue that cross-border cooperation is negatively correlated to 
population size. This means that the frequency of cross-border cooperation 
decreases as the population increases. This can be explained by the fact that 
subnational governments representing large populations face greater demands 
for services, as their population has numerous and competing interests leading to 
diverse service needs (Oakerson 2004). Furthermore, demands for services may 
be even greater when the population is densely packed or the area covered by 
the subnational government is small, since the close and intense interactions of a 
dense population require greater government intervention to mitigate 
externalities (Frederickson 1999: Post 2002). Negative correlations between 
population size and cooperation activity can be also explained as population size 
matters in the perception of effectiveness and efficiency. Subnational 
governments serving populous areas tend to have a positive attitude towards the 
improvement of efficiency and effectiveness resulting from cross-border 
cooperation. This could be due to the fact that such subnational governments are 
responsible for setting up and execution of such agreements. Desire towards 
control and higher achievements may help explain this pattern. Another possible 
explanation could be that subnational governments serving populous areas tend 
to exhibit high levels of professionalism. High professional skills in managing 
inter-subnational relationships usually contribute to the success of an agreement 
(Brown and Potoski 2003). 

 
B. Structure of subnational government. Several academics (see Feiock, 

Steinacker and Park 2008; Hawkins 2009) argue that the structure of 
government – in terms of its form, administrative embeddedness and 
organizational culture – is an important factor in driving cross-border 
cooperation. The form of a subnational government is typically either council-
manager

33
 or mayor-council

34
. Many studies (see Campbell and Glynn 1990; 
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 Under the council-manager form of government, the elected governing body 
(commonly called a city council) appoints a professional manager to oversee the 
administrative operations, implement its policies and advise it. 
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Warner and Hefetz 2002; Carr, LeRoux and Shrestha 2009; Levin and Tadelis 
2010; Hefetz, Warner and Vigoda-Gadot 2012; Bel and Warner 2013) report that 
subnational governments following the council-manager form of government are 
most likely to cooperate. This is thought to be mainly because the council-
manager form of government is understood as being less susceptible to political 
interference than the mayor-council form, and thus may serve as a driver for 
service delivery reform as an alternative to conventional in-house production.  

Administrative embeddedness. According to Medve-Bálint and Svensson 
(2013), groups of governments belonging to a single administrative sub-regional 
unit (for instance a micro-region) are more likely to enter a CBC initiative 
together as they are better able to solve collective action problems within the 
micro-regional framework.  

Organizational culture – in terms of flexibility and leadership – is yet 
another important factor influencing subnational cross-border cooperation. The 
decision to enter into cooperative arrangements requires a certain level of 
organizational flexibility, because cooperation always requires adjustments to 
established practices (Wukich 2011). Bardach (1998) has emphasized that 
organizations following policies that promote information search and exchange 
tend to have open channels of communication, promote innovation and possess 
smart/best practices, and are more likely to cooperate – whereas organizations 
characterized by ‘turf protection’ and suspicious organizational cultures reduce 
the likelihood of cooperation. Therefore, an organization’s flexibility is influenced 
by its ability to initiate change; its ways of exchanging formal and informal 
information (including feedback loops); the knowledge about and possession of 
smart/best practices (Bardach 1998); and level of knowledge and skills of human 
resources. Rules implemented within the organization demonstrate the degree of 
flexibility of the organization. Rules, both formal and informal, that dictate how 
the cooperation will take place, can enable or inhibit cross-border cooperation 
among subnational governments (see Morgan and Hirlinger 1991; Carr and 
LeRoux 2005). Based on Argyris (1993), defensive routines impede both the 
recognition of error and the identification of possible solutions. Also, defensive 
routines represent a major obstacle to organizational learning and effective 
performance (Argyris 1993; Argyris and Schön 1995). If defensive routines are 
pervasive, an organization’s ability to enter into new relationships is highly likely 
to be constrained (Wukich 2011). Carley (1991) has highlighted that institutional 
homogeneity, defined as the similarity of political institutions across government 
units in a region, facilitates effective exchange – because actors tend to cluster 
with others holding similar values, norms, and beliefs.  

Following Schein (1993) leadership is the ability to step outside the 
culture that created the leader and to initiate evolutionary change processes that 
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 Under the mayor-council form of government, the mayor is directly elected by voters 
and the elected mayor is given almost total administrative authority and a clear, wide 
range of political independence. 
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are more adaptive. A trait of an effective leader is that he/she recognizes a 
problem, articulates a goal, and communicates an action strategy to solve the 
problem. Exercising visible leadership offers personnel an example to be 
emulated. In conditions characterized by change, personnel may not recognize 
what organizational routines should be employed; therefore, emulation of 
leadership represents a commonsense alternative (Axelrod and Cohen 1999). 
Strong leadership recognizes the value of cooperative activities and will challenge 
established, organizational barriers to cooperation, thereby increasing the 
likelihood of cooperation 

The political stance of government is, of course, determined by the 
political party in power. Following Dinar and Wolf (1997), the party in power in a 
subnational government may be reluctant to cooperate if the neighboring 
subnational government’s party in power holds significantly different political 
views. It is commonly held that left-wing parties are normally associated with 
public values and thus governments with such ideology would tend to be 
associated with greater public production. By contrast, right-wing governments 
tend to be associated with private production (Bel, Fageda and Mur 2013) and 
are therefore reported to cooperate less. Preferences for policy are often tied to 
the time it may take to deliver action in relation to electoral cycles (Steinacker 
2004). Furthermore, Sharp (1991) argues that policy adoption varies depending 
on the extent to which elected officials are insulated from the residents they 
normally serve.  

 
3. Local context 

Local context – (a) community characteristics and (b) residents’ attitude 
towards cross-border cooperation – is important factor in driving cross-border 
cooperation among subnational governments. 

  
 A. Community characteristics – degree of homogeneity, wealth and age 
of population – play an important role in cooperation decisions (see O’Dowd 
2002; Jossart-Marcelli and Musso 2005). The level of homogeneity of a 
population is one of the drivers of transaction costs resulting from cross-border 
cooperation as it indicates the potential of common interests and service 
preferences both across and within jurisdictions, and with that reduces both 
information and negotiation costs (see Libecap 1989; Lubell et al 2002; O’Dowd 
2002; LeRoux and Carr 2007; Feiock 2007; Kwon and Feiock 2010). Demographic 
homogeneity within a jurisdiction also reduces agency problems for officials 
negotiating inter-subnational cooperation on behalf of citizens, i.e. subnational 
governments with highly heterogeneous populations are reported to be less 
attractive to potential cooperation partners because they have more difficulty in 
achieving consensus on decisions about (for example) service levels and quality 
(Oakerson, 2004).  

The wealth of the population is also an important community 
characteristic that influences cross-border cooperation among subnational 
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governments. Communities with many poor citizens are likely to be fiscally 
stressed and more inclined towards cooperation (see Hefetz 2002; O’Dowd 2002; 
Carr and LeRoux 2005; Hefetz et al 2012; Bel and Warner 2013). Even though 
both wealthy and poor subnational governments find cooperation appealing (see 
Morgan and Hirlinger 1991)

35
, wealthy governments commonly engage less 

frequently in cooperation (Kwon and Feiock 2010). This is probably because 
subnational governments with wealthy residents are under less pressure to 
reduce costs and so will be less likely to engage in cooperation that has a direct 
or potential political cost (Gerber and Gibson 2005). 

Finally, the age of the population can also determine the level of inter-
subnational cooperation. Subnational governments with high populations of 
elderly citizens are significantly less likely to cooperate, as they tend to prefer 
direct service provision (see Morgan and Hirlinger 1991; Carr and LeRoux 2005). 
Furthermore, older people tend to be more politically aware consumers of 
services and may block cooperation attempts if they suspect a change in their 
levels of service or quality may result from cooperation.  

 
B. Residents’ attitude towards cross-border cooperation. Local interest or 

disinterest in cross-border cooperation influences subnational governments’ 
decision to cooperate. Citizens’ attitudes vary depending on the subject of 
cooperation; for example, citizens’ support for inter-subnational cooperation 
may substantially diminish when public safety functions are involved (Carr and 
LeRoux, 2005) or when cooperation involves perceived coercion or social control 
(Thompson and Elling, 2000). Citizens’ attitudes towards cross-border 
cooperation is also influenced by both physical and conceptual proximity of the 
cross-border cooperation initiative to the residents in the cross-border region 
(see also Godfries 2009; AEBR 2008). Proximity to the residents can be 
understood in terms of the cooperation being involved with ‘all aspects of daily 
life in the border regions, including economy, work, leisure, culture, social affairs, 
housing, planning’ (AEBR 2008:61), that is, to say the matters that are dealt 
within the CBC initiative should be the matters of concern to the everyday lives 
of the citizens living in the cross-border region. Gjertsen (2014) found in his 
study

36
 that citizens feel that cooperation among subnational governments 

reduces their democratic power (70.5% of respondents). The EC (2015) study 
highlighted that some respondents say that they have the impression that 
national authorities do not have border regions’ concerns on their agenda, or 
that cross-border problems do not affect enough people for any interest to be 
taken at the national level. 

Decision-making procedures in CBC initiatives is less transparent than in 
municipalities, where such procedures are well known and set out in statutes. By 
transferring competencies to inter-subnational boards, citizens have less 
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 Study of 13 Nebraska cities involved in different interlocal agreements. 
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 Study conducted among Norwegian municipalities’ elected politicians. 
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opportunity to influence the decisions made by these inter-subnational 
authorities. Thus, there is at least a partial loss of autonomy on the part of the 
citizens served by individual participating subnational governments. As a rule, 
they cannot elect the persons responsible for serving on the cooperative boards, 
nor can they participate through direct democracy, even though decisions often 
have a normative or planning character with considerable financial consequences 
(Iff et al 2009; Steiner et al 2018). 

 
Conclusion 
 The institutional contexts in which subnational governments operate 
plays an important role in subnational cross-border cooperation. This section has 
described how the institutional context – (inter)national regime, subnational 
context and local context – can theoretically influence the cross-border 
cooperation among subnational governments. We found that the (inter)national 
regime influences cross-border cooperation through the transnational context 
(for example, influence of outside actors) and national institutional context 
(political system; regional-political context and administrative-territorial 
organization; and the relations between neighboring states). Subnational 
context – the population size, the structure of subnational government and the 
political stance of government – plays an important role in decisions as to 
whether to cooperate or not.  Finally, local context – community 
characteristics (heterogeneity, wealth, age) and residents’ attitude towards 
cross-border cooperation (including the subject of cooperation and proximity of 
citizens to the CBC initiative) are also important in deciding whether or not to 
cooperate. 
 
 

2.4. A Theoretical Framework  
 

The previous discussion has shown that much work has been done to 
study the phenomenon of subnational cross-border cooperation. However, this 
work has been scattered among the various academic disciplines with little 
integration among the studies. This dissertation aims to develop the first 
integrated theoretical framework specifying factors driving subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision by systemizing and synthesizing the 
findings of previous studies on the phenomenon of subnational cross-border 
cooperation.  

Findings from previous work suggest some hypotheses related to the 
four groups of factors, namely, gains from cross-border cooperation, transaction 
costs involved, resources available for cross-border cooperation and the 
institutional context that subnational governments are operating in, to build an 
integrated theoretical framework. This integrated theoretical framework will be 
used as the basis for investigation in the remainder of this dissertation. 
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Gains from cross-border cooperation  

Following the scientific positions highlighted in the literature, the gains 
that subnational governments expect from cross-border cooperation in service 
provision were separated into four groups: (1) the rise of efficiency and/or 
effectiveness; (2) solving shared and/or interrelated problems; (3) the individual 
motivations of elected politicians; and (4) gains from following the national or 
transnational policies for cross-border cooperation. We found that subnational 
governments are more willing to cooperate in service provision when the gains 
were high or there were other worthwhile gains perceived to result from cross-
border cooperation. Following the discussion about the gains of subnational 
governments from cross-border cooperation (Section 2.3.2), we state the first 
hypothesis of this dissertation: 
 
Hypothesis 1: The higher the potential gains perceived

37
 by all (potential) artners,  

the more likely it is that subnational governments will cooperate  
in service provision across international borders.  

 
Our expectation is to find that subnational cross-border cooperation in 

service provision in Europe is uncommon because potential gains are not 
sufficiently high for the subnational governments or, alternatively, they are 
potentially high enough, but they are not perceived as sufficiently high, so 
subnational governments do not cooperate. 

 
Transaction costs of cross-border cooperation 

Every interaction between at least two parties brings with it transaction 
costs – particularly information/coordination costs, negotiation costs, 
enforcement costs and agency costs. Transaction costs resulting from 
subnational cross-border cooperation are influenced mainly by the number, 
proximity and knowledge of actual or potential partners. We saw in section 2.3.3. 
that the perception of the level of transaction costs influences the extent of 
cross-border cooperation among subnational governments to a great extent. As a 
result, we state the second hypothesis of this dissertation as follows: 
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 Here we are talking about perceived benefits of cross-border cooperation. Our 
reasoning for doing so is that there may be a difference between potential benefits and 
benefits perceived by decision-makers. However, if the decision makers in subnational 
governments do not perceive the cooperation to be beneficial (even though there are de 
facto potential benefits), that subnational governments may never agree to cooperate. 
However, the perception of potential gains can be also a perception of opportunities to 
‘hide’ losses. 
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Hypothesis 2: The lower the perceived transaction costs involved,  
the more likely it is that subnational governments will cooperate  

in service provision across international borders. 
 

Our expectation is to find that subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision in Europe is uncommon because, compared to the gains, the 
transaction costs are considered too high, and so subnational governments do 
not cooperate.  
 
Resources for cross-border cooperation 

To meet the transaction costs, subnational governments need resources. 
The literature discusses three types of resources needed for cross-border 
cooperation – financial resources, material infrastructure and human resources. 
We found that the level of resources available for cooperation is an essential 
factor driving subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in 
Europe. Following the discussion in Section 2.3.4, we state a third hypothesis: 
 

Hypothesis 3: The more resources available for cross-border cooperation 
subnational governments have, 

the more likely it is that subnational governments will cooperate 
in service provision across international borders. 

 
 Our expectation is to find that subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision in Europe is uncommon because, despite gains being higher 
than the transaction costs involved, subnational governments have too few 
resources to cooperate effectively. 
 
Institutional context 
 Subnational governments operate in an institutional context that 
influences their decisions about cross-border cooperation. Institutional context 
influences all the three previously mentioned groups of factors – (1) the gains or 
the perception of the gains from the cross-border cooperation; (2) the 
transaction costs or the perception of such transaction costs; and (3) the 
resources for or the perception of the resources required for cross-border 
cooperation. The discussion about the institutional context in Section 2.3.5 leads 
us to state the fourth and final hypothesis: 
 

Hypothesis 4: The more supportive the institutional contexts are towards  
cross-border cooperation,  

the more likely it is that subnational governments will cooperate 
in service provision across international borders. 

 
 Our expectation is to find that subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision in Europe is uncommon because, despite gains being larger 
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than the transaction costs involved and subnational governments having 
sufficient resources to overcome the start-up costs necessary for such 
cooperation, the institutional context in which subnational governments operate 
does not support cross-border cooperation. 
 
Our model for the research 

In section 2.3.1, we presented a heuristic model for our study. After 
discussing the outcomes of the literature search, we have improved the model as 
follows. Firstly, the main aim of cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments is to achieve the perceived gains from such cooperation. The gains 
can be increases in efficiency and/or effectiveness; the individual motivations of 
elected politicians; solving shared and/or related problems; and/or gains from 
following the national and/or transnational policies about cross-border 
cooperation. As gains are the main aim of subnational cross-border cooperation 
in service provision, we put the gains from cross-border cooperation at the top of 
the triangle (Figure 2.2) and formulated our first hypothesis (H1).  

Secondly, every interaction between at least two parties brings 
transaction costs, as gains cannot be achieved without any transaction costs. 
There are four types of transaction costs involved in cross-border cooperation – 
information costs; negotiation costs; enforcement costs and agency costs – and 
those transaction costs are influenced by the following factor groups – number, 
proximity and comprehensive knowledge of actual and potential partners. The 
gains have to exceed the transaction costs for subnational governments to 
become involved in cross-border cooperation. Following that, we formulated the 
second hypothesis (H2).  

Thirdly, to become involved in cross-border cooperation, subnational 
governments have to possess sufficient resources to meet at least the initial 
transaction costs associated with cross-border cooperation, i.e. these can be no 
cooperation without the incurring of transaction costs and there can be no 
cooperation without resources to meet such transaction costs. Following that, 
we formulated the third hypothesis (H3) and placed both the transaction costs 
and resources for cross-border cooperation at the same level at the base of the 
triangle. There are three types of resources essential for successful cross-border 
cooperation: material infrastructure, human resources and financial resources.  
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Figure 2.2. An integrated theoretical framework model 

(Source: Author’s compilation based on literature search on subnational cross-
border cooperation) 

 
Finally, gains, transaction costs and resources for cross-border 

cooperation are influenced by the institutional context within which subnational 
governments operate in. Therefore, we formulated our fourth and final 
hypothesis (H4). The institutional context that influences cross-border 
cooperation can be the (inter)national regime, the subnational context and/or 
the local context. 

Taking together the pre-discussed four factor groups – institutional 
context, gains, transaction costs and resource – we present an integrated 
theoretical framework model for the research into factors driving subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe (see Figure 2.2). This 
integrated theoretical framework will be used in the reminder of this dissertation 
and the hypotheses will be tested in each of the following chapter up to Chapter 
6 (Conclusion). 

 
 

2.5. Concluding remarks 
 

To address the research question of this chapter – To what extent can 
we identify the factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision within an integrated theoretical framework? – we conducted an 
interdisciplinary research study and analyzed the literature from various 
academic disciplines (see Tables 2.1; 2.2; 2.3 and 2.4 for the disciplines looked at 
and their contributions to the development of this chapter) under the key 
phrases of ‘cross-border cooperation’ and ‘cross-border cooperation in service 
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provision’. After systemizing and synthesizing the gathered information, we 
found that most of the factors identified in the literature that try to explain cross-
border cooperation among subnational governments had not been empirically 
tested. The most widely empirically tested factors are the economies of scale and 
scope that occur within cross-border cooperation. Solid waste management is 
the most empirically tested publicly provided cross-border service, because it is a 
service for which data about costs is usually readily available. However, there is 
far less information about the effects of cross-border cooperation for other 
publicly provided services. 

After systemizing and synthesizing the work done in various disciplines, 
we found that there are four main groups of factors driving cross-border 
cooperation among subnational governments in service provision – gains from 
cross-border cooperation, transaction costs involved, resources for cooperation 
and the institutional context in which subnational governments operate in. In 
addition, we found strong relations among those four groups of factors as 
follows. The main drivers for subnational governments to cooperate are the 
expected or perceived gains from cross-border cooperation. We are talking here 
about the perceived gains of cross-border cooperation, as there may be a 
difference between potential gains and gains perceived by decision-makers. If 
the decision-makers do not perceive the cooperational activities to be beneficial 
(even though there might de facto be potential benefits), those subnational 
governments may never agree to cooperate. Those perceived gains may 
sometimes be the same for all the parties, but they will often be different. The 
gains can be as follows: (1) raising efficiency and/or effectiveness; (2) addressing 
shared and interrelated problems; (3) meeting the individual motivations of 
elected politicians; and (4) achieving gains from implementing the national 
and/or transnational policies for cross-border cooperation. 

Increases in efficiency and effectiveness have caught the most attention, 
though the gains from cooperation have been more thoroughly researched. In 
terms of efficiency, the economies of scale, economies of scope and managing 
externalities have been researched; in terms of effectiveness, quality of service, 
continuity of services and accessibility and equal standards of services to the 
residents have been studied. 

Secondly, every interaction between at least two parties brings 
transaction costs, as gains cannot be achieved without any transaction costs. 
However, the gains have to exceed the transaction costs for a cross-border 
cooperation to be realistic. There are four identifiable types of transaction costs 
related to cross-border cooperation: (1) information costs resulting from 
information deficiencies; (2) negotiation costs incurred as a pre-requisite to 
achieving mutual gains; (3) enforcement costs resulting from monitoring any 
agreement; and (4) agency costs associated with public representatives not fully 
representing those who they govern. Those transaction costs are influenced 
mainly by the number, proximity and knowledge of actual and potential partners. 
We found that the number of actual and potential partners involved in a cross-
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border cooperation impacts the size of the transaction costs – information, 
negotiation and enforcement costs will rise with every new partner. Also, the 
increase in the possibility of incurring agency costs rises with every new partner. 
The proximity of partners can be considered in terms of physical proximity, 
conceptual proximity, economic proximity and proximity of administrative 
systems. We found that the greater the proximity of actual and potential 
partners, the lower the transaction costs. Furthermore, transaction costs are also 
influenced by knowledge: (1) knowledge about cross-border cooperation; (2) 
knowledge about partners; and (3) the overall knowledge of administrators. The 
greater the knowledge, the lower the transaction costs. However, beyond a 
certain point, having a lot of knowledge can start to increase the transaction 
costs again as a partner will be well aware of its value and can attempt to 
negotiate better terms for itself. 

Thirdly, to become involved in cross-border cooperation, subnational 
governments need to have sufficient resources to meet at least the initial 
transaction costs associated with cross-border cooperation. Both partners must 
make the same contribution to the cooperation, i.e. there can be no cooperation 
without incurring transaction costs and there can be no cooperation without 
resources to meet those transaction costs. There are three types of resources 
needed for cross-border cooperation: material infrastructure, human resources 
and financial resources (both internal and external). 

Finally, the institutional context – the (inter)national regime, the 
subnational context and the local context in which subnational governments 
operate – plays an important role in decisions to establish and participate in a 
cross-border cooperation. We found that the (inter)national regime influences 
cross-border cooperation via the attitude of (trans)national government, the 
national institutional context (including the legal frameworks, type of 
(inter)national border, density of governments, competition between 
subnational governments) and the influence of outside actors. The subnational 
context – the form of government, organizational culture, and political stances – 
also plays an important role in cooperative decisions. Finally, the local context – 
community characteristics (heterogeneity, wealth, age) and residents’ attitudes 
towards cross-border cooperation (including the focus of cooperation and the 
proximity of residents to the CBC initiative) are also key factors in cooperative 
decision-making. 

Following the discussions, we formulated four hypotheses – each for 
every group of factors – and created the theoretical framework model shown in 
Figure 2.5 for the research on factors driving subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision in Europe that will be used in the remainder of 
this research. 
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CHAPTER 3: EXPLORATION OF CROSS-BORDER 
COOPERATION IN EUROPE 
3.1. Introduction 
 

In the previous chapter we systemized and synthesized the factors that 
are presented in the literature as drivers of subnational cross-border cooperation 
in service provision as discussed in several interdisciplinary fields. We found that 
there are four types of such factors: (1) gains from cross-border cooperation; (2) 
transaction costs involved; (3) resources for cross-border cooperation; and (4) 
the institutional contexts that subnational governments operate in. Importantly, 
we found that vast differences between nation states and their varying legal, 
political, economic and administrative systems influence the factors driving 
subnational cross-border cooperation – and hence influence the essence of 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision.  

Given the influence of varying institutional, political, economic, and 
administrative contexts on cross-border cooperation, the aim of this chapter is to 
address the second sub-question: What are the key characteristics of subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe? After a brief introduction 
(section 3.1) and a description of methodology used for this chapter (section 3.2), 
we give a general overview of subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe

38
 

(see section 3.3).  
Since there is no comprehensive database available (actually, not even 

an overview of cross-border cooperation initiatives in Europe), we have created 
our own database of cross-border cooperation initiatives. That database uses 
information made available in European Union official documents. We not only 
collected data on subnational cross-border cooperation activities located in 
Europe, but also data on general policies on subnational cross-border 
cooperation, and characteristics of subnational cross-border cooperation in 
various geo-political contexts in Europe. With the introduction of cross-border 
cooperation into European Union Cohesion Policy, in 1990, the European 
Commission divided subnational cross-border-cooperation into three main 
categories based on their respective geo-political contexts: (1) cross-border 
cooperation within the European Union; (2) cross-border cooperation across the 
external borders of the European Union; and (3) cross-border cooperation among 
the subnational governments of European countries that do not belong to the 
European Union. In this chapter, we further build on these three categories, 
because they define distinct institutional and geo-political contexts for 
subnational cross-border cooperation.  

After the descriptions of the cross-border cooperation initiatives we 
identified in European Union official documents (in section 3.3), we focus on the 

                                                           
38

 Here on we are discussing in this chapter only the CBC initiatives reported in official 
documentation in Europe. 
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institutional contexts in which these initiatives arose. We first analyze the main 
policies that spurred subnational cross-border cooperation in the European 
Union (section 3.4). Next, we consider the governance forms created by the 
European Commission and the Council of Europe for these cross-border 
cooperation initiatives (section 3.5). Subsequently, we move to consider each of 
the three geo-political contexts for subnational cross-border cooperation: within 
the European Union (section 3.6), across the external borders of the European 
Union (section 3.7), and beyond the European Union (section 3.8). Finally, section 
3.9 presents a conclusion to this chapter.  

 
 

3.2. Methodology 
 

Above we asserted that there is not yet any comprehensive database 
available about subnational cross-border cooperation initiatives in Europe. For 
that reason, in this chapter we aim to put together our own overview of these 
cross-border cooperation initiatives. In this section, we describe the 
methodology we used to compile this database from information made available 
in official European Union documents such as, for example, reports on cross-
border cooperation, descriptions of best practices and tools for cross-border 
cooperation. The research methods we applied involved policy document 
research and analysis, and literature research and analysis.  
 
Data collection 

To collect information about cross-border cooperation policies and 
strategies, and governance forms created by the European Commission and the 
Council of Europe for cross-border cooperation, policy document analysis was 
used as the main research method. We retrieved formal policy documents mainly 
from the following institutions: the Council of Europe, the European Commission, 
the Association of Border Regions (AEBR), and the Committee of Regions. 
Sources for information are mainly the websites of these institutions and, in 
some cases, personal contacts with policy officers.  

To collect more specific information about what cross-border 
cooperation initiatives are present in Europe, we used the following sources:  

(1) From the Association of Border Regions (AEBR): the AEBR 
homepage (www.aebr.eu); 

(2) From the European Commission, Directorate-General Regio: the 
LACE-TAP Guide of CBC (1995), AEBR Handbook of Cross-Border 
Cooperation (2000); EGTC Monitoring Reports (2015; 2016; 2017)

39
; 
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 The information from these reports is the most precise available, as these reports 
annually describe the current situation with EGTCs in Europe. Nevertheless, the format of 
these yearly reports annually change with the contractor. 
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(3) From academic literature: available overviews by Perkmann (2003) 
and Deas and Lord (2006);  

(4) Using web-based research engines and various web-sources. 
Much more information was found regarding subnational cross-border 

cooperation within the European Union in comparison with information about 
subnational cross-border cooperation across the external borders of the 
European Union and outside the European Union.  

On the basis of these multiple, complementary sources we compiled a 
final list of subnational cross-border cooperation initiatives (see Annex 3.1), most 
recently updated July 2018. We systemized and synthesized these initiatives on 
the basis of the available information about their key characteristics – for 
example, involvement of countries or date of establishment. In addition, we 
aimed to characterize the subnational cross-border cooperation in three distinct 
geo-political contexts in Europe. For this, we used findings from published case 
studies in the academic and professional literature; and reports on cross-border 
cooperation in Europe (see Annex 3.2 for the overview of the literature used). In 
collecting the information about cross-border cooperation in Europe, we did not 
distinguish between cross-border cooperation across the land-border and cross-
border cooperation across the sea-border. However, even after exploiting all the 
sources mentioned above, the information about subnational cross-border 
cooperation in Europe will probably still not be sufficient to give a complete 
overview of what is going on in Europe in terms of subnational cross-border 
cooperation. Nevertheless, for the purposes of a first, exploratory analysis of 
subnational cross-border cooperation initiatives – as is the aim of the present 
chapter – the overview is satisfactory.  
 
Data analysis 

Following the study of the policy documents about the policies and 
strategies of subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe, we found that the 
European Union policy documents divides cross-border cooperation in Europe 
into three: (1) subnational cross-border cooperation across the internal borders 
of the European Union; (2) subnational cross-border cooperation across the 
external borders of the European Union; and (3) subnational cross-border 
cooperation among the subnational governments from European countries that 
do not belong to the European Union. We used this division as a start for our 
analysis. All the identified cross-border cooperation initiatives were classified in 
those three groups. To characterize subnational cross-border cooperation in 
Europe, we analyzed the case studies presented in the academic and other 
literature (e.g. ESPON Targeted Analyses); reports about cross-border 
cooperation conducted by the European Commission, mainly by DG Regio; and 
the European Union’s cross-border cooperation programme (INTERREG A) 
descriptions as well as the Operational Programmes to find out what priorities 
were set for particular areas of the border regions. The analysis was performed 
based on the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2 to bring out the key 
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characteristics of the subnational cross-border cooperation within those 
previously mentioned geo-political contexts. However, in analyzing the case 
studies and reports about cross-border cooperation in Europe we found that 
even though there are several case studies performed, only few of them can be 
used to characterize the cross-border cooperation in particular cross-border 
area. This was mainly because several case studies were concentrating to 
describe a (EU) project conducted across the border in a particular area and we 
were not able to find descriptions of the characteristics of a particular cross-
border area. We used reports to add to the characteristics found from the case 
studies as reports are usually covering larger areas and though providing more 
general information about the cooperation area. 

The text of case studies, reports and INTERREG A related documents was 
coded based on the four factor groups and their sub-groups identified in Chapter 
2. The conclusions about characteristics of subnational cross-border cooperation 
in various geo-political settings in Europe was made based on systematical 
comparison of the coding and the scoring on the particular factor group in that 
particular geo-political setting. 

While analyzing the case studies, reports and INTERREG A programme 
documents, we discovered that sub-divisions can be formed to reflect the 
subnational cross-border cooperation within those three previously mentioned 
geo-political contexts on the basis of their similarities. Following that, we divided 
subnational cross-border cooperation within the European Union into three 
categories: (1) subnational cross-border cooperation within the ‘Old’ EU Member 
States

40
; (2) subnational cross-border cooperation within the ‘New’ EU Member 

States
41

; and (3) subnational cross-border cooperation between the ‘Old’ EU 
Member States and the ‘New’ EU Member States. Subnational cross-border 
cooperation across the external borders of the European Union was divided into 
two: (1) subnational cross-border cooperation across the eastern external 
border

42
 of the European Union; and (2) subnational cross-border cooperation 

between the European Union Member States and the European Free Trade Area 
(EFTA) countries

43
. Subnational cross-border cooperation outside the European 

Union was not divided into sub-groups because the lack of information about this 
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 Those countries are: Austria (joined in 1995), Belgium (the EU founder member), 
Denmark (joined in 1973), Finland (joined in 1995), France (the EU founder member), 
Germany (the EU founder member), Greece (joined in 1981), Ireland (joined in 1973), Italy 
(the EU founder member), Luxembourg (the EU founder member), The Netherlands (the 
EU founder member), Portugal (joined in 1986), Spain (joined in 1986), Sweden (joined in 
1995), and United Kingdom (joined in 1973). 
41

 Those countries are Bulgaria (joined in 2007), Croatia (joined in 2013), Cyprus (joined in 
2004), Czech Republic (joined in 2004), Estonia (joined in 2004), Hungary (joined in 2004), 
Latvia (joined in 2004), Lithuania (joined in 2004), Malta (joined in 2004), Poland (joined in 
2004), Romania (joined in 2007), Slovakia (joined in 2004) and Slovenia (joined in 2004). 
42

 These are mainly Central Eastern European (CEE) Countries. 
43

 These are Switzerland, Norway, Lichtenstein and Iceland. 
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kind of subnational cross-border cooperation. Each of those previously 
mentioned sub-groups is discussed separately in a separate sub-section of this 
chapter. Conclusions are presented in the final sub-section of this chapter from 
the point of view of factors that drive subnational cross-border cooperation in 
certain parts of Europe, but especially of those factors driving subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision. 
 
Limitations 

Some limitations became evident during this part of the study. Firstly, 
there is no common database of the cross-border cooperation initiatives in 
Europe, and therefore the data had to be collected via various channels. 
Furthermore, in different datasets the names of cross-border cooperation 
initiatives are often spelled differently – some of the datasets use the full names 
of the cross-border cooperation initiatives, some of them use only acronyms, 
some of the datasets use the English translation of the names (which in many 
cases varies substantially among the datasets), whereas some of the data sets list 
the cross-border cooperation initiatives by the names they were given in their 
original language(s). This creates much variety. We collected the information and 
then presented it by stating the name of the cross-border cooperation initiative 
in English (based on the most commonly used translated version), the name in 
the original language(s) (when applicable) and an abbreviation (when applicable) 
(see Annex 3.1 for the completed list of identified subnational cross-border 
cooperation initiatives in Europe). 

Secondly, as there is neither a complete list nor an overview of the fields 
of activity of the cross-border cooperation initiatives, we had to collect this 
information from the webpages for cross-border cooperation initiatives, EGTC 
Monitoring Reports and from general internet search engines. However, in many 
cases, web pages of cross-border cooperation initiatives do not exist and even 
when they do exist, the aims and tasks of the cross-border cooperation initiatives 
are often absent or expressed vaguely. Furthermore, even when webpages for 
cross-border cooperation initiatives do exist, the information on such webpages 
is usually in the native languages of the participating subnational governments 
and obtaining the necessary information is therefore often constrained by 
language barriers. All in all, it can be said that although the information provided 
in this chapter is not complete, it is sufficient to allow relevant generalizations to 
be made about the characteristics of subnational cross-border cooperation in 
Europe. 
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3.3. Characteristics of identified CBC Initiatives in Europe 
 
This section discusses those cross-border cooperation initiatives that we 

identified within continental Europe in general terms based on the available 
data. In this section, we analyzed all the known cross-border cooperation 
initiatives without distinguishing between the land-border and the sea-border 
adjacent cross-border cooperation initiatives. The grouping of cross-border 
cooperation initiatives reflects European Union cross-border cooperation 
policies – cross-border cooperation initiatives across the internal borders of the 
European Union; cross-border cooperation initiatives across the external borders 
of the European Union; and cross-border cooperation initiatives outside the 
European Union but still within continental Europe. We were able to identify a 
total of 237 cross-border cooperation initiatives in Europe (see Annex 3.1 for a 
list of those cross-border cooperation initiatives).  
 
Table 3.1. Identified CBC initiatives in Europe: numbers and lifespans across the 
sub-categories of geo-political contexts. 

 # of CBC 
initiatives 

Average 
lifespan of 

CBC initiative 
(years) 

CBC initiatives across the internal borders of 
the EU (section 3.6) 

162  

(5) Among the ‘Old’ EU Member 
States (section 3.6.2) 

83 22 

(6) Among the ‘New’ EU Member 
States (section 3.6.3) 

50 12 

(7) Between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ 
EU Member States (section 
3.6.4) 

29 19 

   
CBC initiatives across the external borders of 
the EU (section 3.7) 

70  

(8) Across Eastern external borders 
(section 3.7.2) 

42 17 

(9) Across external borders with 
EFTA countries (section 3.7.3) 

28 32 

   
CBC initiatives outside the EU but within 
continental Europe (section 3.8) 

5 12 

   
Total of CBC initiatives identified in Europe 237  

Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1 
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Table 3.1 shows that most of the identified cross-border cooperation 
initiatives are across the internal borders of the European Union – a total of 
162 – and the least outside the borders of the European Union – just five cross-
border cooperation initiatives. Differences are also observed in the numbers of 
identified cross-border cooperation initiatives across the internal borders of the 
European Union: most cross-border cooperation initiatives are concentrated 
within the ‘Old’ EU Member States – 83 – and the least across the borders 
between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ Member States; a total of 29. This big difference 
in numbers among the identified cross-border cooperation initiatives across the 
internal borders of the European Union is interesting because (1) the general 
institutional context created by the European Union should be uniform across 
the European Union and (2) the borders between the ‘Old’ EU Member States 
and the ‘New’ EU Member States are covered with the European Union cross-
border cooperation programs as are the other international borders within the 
European Union. This suggests that neither the external funding nor the general 
institutional context explains such a difference in numbers of identified cross-
border cooperation initiatives, and therefore there must be other factors 
influencing the subnational cross-border cooperation between the ‘Old’ and the 
‘New’ EU Member States. We look more deeply into what those factors are in 
section 3.6.4.  

Furthermore, Table 3.1 shows that around half of the identified cross-
border cooperation initiatives were established after 1990, i.e. after the 
implementation of the INTERREG initiative. This can reflect the fact that those 
cross-border cooperation initiatives are mainly based on the availability of 
European Union funding, which implies that post-funding continuity of those 
cross-border cooperation initiatives is uncertain. Those cross-border cooperation 
initiatives are situated mainly across the borders of the ‘New’ EU Member States, 
across the borders between the ‘New’ and the ‘Old’ EU Member States and 
across the Eastern external borders of the European Union.  

Information about the size (i.e. the population size and the territory of 
the cross-border cooperation initiative) and the number of partners involved in 
the cross-border cooperation initiatives is lacking in most cases. However, based 
on the information we have, we can say that the number of partners involved in 
cross-border cooperation initiatives varies significantly. Some of the initiatives 
are between two subnational governments (e.g. Via Carpatia; Novohrad-Nógrád 
EGTC) whereas some of the initiatives involve many subnational governments 
(e.g. Bánát-Triplex Confinium Limited Liability (77 members); Duero-Duoro EGTC 
(200 members)).  
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Table 3.2. Adoption of governance forms through the identified CBC initiatives 
across the sub-categories of geo-political contexts (n=237). 

 
CBC initiatives across the 
internal borders of the EU 

CBC initiatives 
across the external 
borders of the EU 

CBC 
initiatives 
across the 

borders 
between 
Non-EU 

countries 

TOTAL 

 

Across 
the 

borders 
of the 

'Old' EU 
Member 

States 

Across 
the 

borders 
of the 

'New' EU 
Member 

States 

Across 
the 

borders 
between 
the 'Old' 
and the 

'New' EU 
Member 

States 

Across 
the EU 
Eastern 
external 
borders 

Across  
the EU 
borders 

with EFTA 
countries 

Euroregion 26 29 17 31 0 5 108 
Working 
Community 6 0 2 1 3 0 12 

Eurodistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 

EGTC 14 17 5 0 0 0 36 

Other 34 4 5 10 25 0 79 

TOTAL 83 50 29 42 28 6 237 

Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1 
 

Table 3.2 presents the governance forms developed for cross-border 
cooperation among the public bodies by the European Commission and the 
Council of Europe – in the forms of European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation 
(EGTC), Euroregion, European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG), Working 
Community, Eurodistrict and Town Twinning (see section 3.5 of the explanations 
for these forms). As we can see from Table 3.2, the previously mentioned 
governance forms are not as widely used by the ‘Old’ EU Member States and by 
the identified cross-border cooperation initiatives between the European Union 
Member States and European Free Trade Area (EFTA) countries. This finding is as 
we would expect because in the 1980s and 1990s various bilateral or multilateral 
treaties/conventions were adopted among these countries that were based on 
the Madrid Convention (the Benelux Convention, 1986; German-Dutch Cross-
Border Treaty, 1991; Vienna Agreement, 1993; Rome Agreement, 1993; 
Karlsruhe Accord, 1996; Treaty of Bayonne, 1995). Before the Madrid Convention 
there had already been the Nordic Council Agreement (1977) about subnational 
cross-border cooperation among Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, 
the Faroe Islands, Greenland and Åland. Considering the geographical 
distribution of these bilateral and multilateral agreements, it becomes clear that 
the EU Member States in the North and West have been able to come up with 
robust legal arrangements for subnational cross-border cooperation, (partly or 
wholly) based on the Madrid Convention. In their case, the governance forms 
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created by the European Commission and by the Council of Europe were a 
supplementary possibility that were available, but which did not necessarily add 
value to the arrangements that were already in place (Jaansoo and Groenendijk 
2014).  

Table 3.2 also shows that the most often used governance form for 
subnational cross-border cooperation is that of a Euroregion. This is as expected, 
as this governance form is the easiest to establish. As also seen, the form of a 
Euroregion is mostly used across the EU Eastern external borders and by cross-
border cooperation initiatives involving the ‘New’ EU Member States.  
 
Countries engaged in subnational cross-border cooperation initiatives 

Table 3.3 lists the involvement of subnational governments in cross-
border cooperation initiatives by country. Even though – based on our data – 
subnational cross-border cooperation seems to be widely spread throughout 
Europe, we were not able to identify cross-border cooperation initiatives 
straddling some international borders. For example, the borders of Kazakhstan, 
Kosovo, Monaco, San Marino, and the Vatican seem to be untouched by cross-
border cooperation initiatives. There may be several reasons for that, such as the 
fact that subnational cross-border cooperation would not be financed by any 
European Union cross-border cooperation program. It might also be that even 
though there is no formal cross-border cooperation initiative, the subnational 
governments of such countries are working together in some (unregistered) 
cross-border cooperation activities; or that there is simply no cooperation among 
the subnational governments of the neighboring countries. In case of Monaco 
and San Marino, it can also be that those nation states are so well integrated 
with their adjacent nation states that formal subnational cross-border 
cooperation seems unnecessary. Finally, in the case of the Vatican, the reason 
that there is no subnational cross-border cooperation is because Vatican has no 
subnational governments.  
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Table 3.3. Involvement of subnational governments in CBC initiatives by 
country

44
, total number of CBC initiatives (n=237). 

Country 
# of CBC 
initiative

s  
Country 

# of CBC 
initiatives  

Country 
# of CBC 

initiatives 

France 49 

 

Belgium 11 

 

Albania 4 

Germany 41 

 

Netherlands 11 

 

Cyprus 4 

Hungary 39 

 

Sweden 11 

 

Estonia 4 

Slovakia 35 

 

Serbia 10 

 

Bosnia & 
Herzegovina 3 

Spain 35 

 

Slovenia 10 

 

Armenia 2 

Italy 24 

 

Ukraine 10 

 

Georgia 2 

Bulgaria 23 

 

United 
Kingdom 7 

 

Iceland 2 

Poland 22 

 

Croatia 6 

 

Montenergo 2 

Romania 20 

 

Denmark 6 

 

Andorra 1 

Greece 19 

 

Ireland 6 

 

Azerbaijan 1 

Austria 18 

 

Lithuania 6 

 

Lichtenstein 1 

Czech 
Republic 17 

 

Luxembourg 6 

 

Malta 1 

Russia 17 

 

Turkey 6 

 

Kazakhstan 0 

Portugal 16 

 

Belarus 5 

 

Kosovo 0 

Finland 15 

 

Latvia 5 

 

Monaco 0 

Switzerlan
d 15 

 

Macedonia 5 

 

San Marino 0 

Norway 13 

 

Moldova 5 

 

The Vatican 0 

Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1 
 

                                                           
44

 Here, it must be noted that the total number of cross-border cooperation initiatives 
presented in this table (571) is not accordance with the total number of cross-border 
cooperation initiatives found from European Union official documents (237). This is 
because of duplication, i.e. one country can be represented in several cross-border 
cooperation initiatives. 
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Interestingly, more than half of identified cross-border cooperation 
initiatives in Europe are partnerships with either France (49 initiatives), Germany 
(42 initiatives), Hungary (39 initiatives), Slovakia or Spain (each 35 initiatives). The 
number of cross-border cooperation initiatives that Germany and France are 
involved with is unsurprising – both are countries with long traditions of 
subnational cross-border cooperation, with many neighbors (respectively 9 and 8 
neighboring states) and both Germany and France were founding members of 
the European Union. However, Hungary and Slovakia are ‘New’ members of the 
European Union and are also new to subnational cross-border cooperation. The 
reason for such strong engagement in subnational cross-border cooperation 
involving Hungary and Slovakia can be explained by the number of neighboring 
states (7 and 6 respectively) but also because there are many Hungarians living in 
neighboring countries. For example, the presence of a significant Hungarian 
minority in Romania and smaller Romanian communities in Hungary make cross-
border cooperation more likely. A similar argument holds for Slovakia.  
 
Types of CBC initiatives and their fields of activity 

This part of the analysis was most difficult to complete as the 
information about the type and the field of activity of the identified cross-border 
cooperation initiative is in many cases untraceable. Also, because there is rarely a 
pure form of cross-border cooperation in real life because three types of cross-
border cooperation defined in Chapter 2 – joint activity

45
, strategic cooperation

46
 

and cooperation in service provision
47

 – are usually mixed. Since we were able to 
trace the type and field of activity for only few cross-border cooperation 
initiatives, we will not present the results in this section because based on the 
low quantity of gathered information no generalizations can be made about 
cross-border cooperation initiatives in Europe.  
 
Subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision 

Following ESPON Targeted Analysis on Cross-Border Services (2018), 349 
single cases of cross-border service provision through cooperation among 
subnational governments in Europe can be identified. However, these are single-
standing cases of cross-border service provision and are therefore not 
comparable with the identified cross-border cooperation initiatives discussed 
previously. This means that one cross-border cooperation initiative may provide 
several services across international border. Table 3.4 presents the findings of 

                                                           
45

 Joint activity is an event organized together with other subnational governments (e.g. 
art exhibition, running contest). A joint activity can be one separate project or something 
that is organized on a yearly basis. 
46

 A strategic cooperation is a cooperation which aims at producing a strategic document / 
a unified strategy. 
47

 A cross-border cooperation in service provision is where subnational governments are 
providing services in a unified manner (for the exact definition see Chapter 2). 
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the ESPON Targeted Analysis (2018) based on the defined sub-categories of geo-
political contexts. 
 
Table 3.4. Cases of cross-border service provision according to the geo-political 
context sub-categories 

 
# of cases 

Across the internal borders of the European Union 293 

- Among the ‘Old’ EU Member States 251 

- Among the ‘New’ EU Member States 24 

- Between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States 18 

  Across the external borders of the European Union 56 

- Across Eastern external borders 0 

- Across external borders with EFTA countries 56 

  Outside the European Union but within continental Europe 0 

  Total of identified cases of cross-border service provision in Europe 349 

Source: ESPON Targeted Analysis on Cross-border Public Services (2018), modified 
by Author 
 
 As can be seen from Table 3.4, most of the cases identified are within 
the European Union, and involve the ‘Old’ EU Member States. There has been no 
cross-border service provision established across the Eastern external borders of 
the European Union and outside the European Union. The probable reasons for 
that will be discussed in sections 3.7.2 and 3.8 respectively. 
 
 

3.4. Cross-Border Cooperation Related EU policies 
3.4.1. Introduction 
 
 As we have observed in the previous section, in Table 3.1, most of 
identified cross-border cooperation initiatives are situated within the European 
Union (162 cross-border cooperation initiatives out of the 237 we retrieved from 
our scan of initiatives). This dominance of cross-border cooperation initiatives 
within the European Union can, among other factors, be explained by the 
European Union transnational context in which these subnational governments 
cooperate across the international borders separating subnational governments. 
The transnational context of subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe is 
supported by several policies – the EU Cohesion Policy, the EU Enlargement 
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Policy and the EU Neighbourhood Policy – and by the Macro-Regional strategies 
of the European Union, focusing on particular cross-border areas such as the 
Baltic Sea region and the Alpine region. Below we describe these policies and 
strategies, in more detail, because they inform us better about the institutional 
context in which subnational cross-border cooperation takes place in Europe.  
 
 
3.4.2. EU Cohesion Policy 

 
The aim of the EU Cohesion Policy (introduced in 1988) is to work 

towards the balanced and sustainable development of the European Union 
territory by reducing the disparities between the more developed regions and 
the less developed ones to strengthen the latter’s capacity to develop in the 
context of a Single Market in which goods and services are traded freely across 
nation borders. Subnational cross-border cooperation is seen as one way of 
reducing the disparities among Member States’ regions. Furthermore, through 
subnational cross-border cooperation the EU Cohesion Policy aims to, among 
other things, improve accessibility, quality and levels of service

48
 
49

. Therefore, at 
least a part of the European Union funding for subnational cross-border 
cooperation must promote cross-border services. 
 
Financing subnational cross-border cooperation 

Subnational cross-border cooperation in line with the EU Cohesion 
Policy is financed through the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), 
under the INTERREG initiative. The INTERREG initiative, launched in 1990, is 
based on the assumption that border regions, on balance, lack the resources to 
fully compete within the Single Market. The INTERREG initiative aims to support 
institutionalized cross-border cooperation networks and cooperation in order to 
improve the competitiveness of border-adjacent subnational government areas. 
However, the overall goal of INTERREG is not to completely erase or eliminate 
borders, but to focus primarily on reducing or mitigating those persistent border 
barriers that hamper the normal ‘functioning’ of cross-border flows (see 
Medeiros 2016).  

In the early years (1989-1993) of the INTEREG initiative, its primary aim 
was to help tackle the disadvantages created by international borders separating 
neighboring regions in the emerging Single Market. The INTERREG initiative was 
concerned exclusively with cross-border cooperation (cooperation only among 
direct neighbors) and focused purely on cross-border cooperation across the 
internal borders of the European Union. Initially (1989-1993), a total of €1.6 
billion (at 2011 prices) was allocated to the INTERREG initiative or just over 2% of 
total Cohesion Policy funding (see Table 3.5). 
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 European Commission (2014) The European Union Explained: Regional Policy. 
49

 European Commission (2008) Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion. 
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The second wave of the INTERREG initiative (1994-1999) also included 
the external borders of the European Union. Over the following years, 
transnational cooperation (1997) (cooperation between national, regional and 
local authorities in broad groupings of European regions) and interregional 
cooperation (2000) (the creation of cooperation networks and exchange of 
experiences throughout the entire European Union territory) also became 
feasible under INTERREG initiative.  
 
Table 3.5. Funding for European Territorial Cooperation under the INTERREG 
initiative*, 1989-2020 (in billion EUR) 

 1989-
1993** 

INTERREG 
I 

1994-
1999 

INTERREG 
II 

2000-
2006 

INTERREG 
III 

2007-
2013 

INTERREG 
IV 

2014-
2020 

INTERREG 
V 

Cross-border 
cooperation 
(INTERREG 
A)***  

1.64 3.64 3.90 6.60 6.62 

Transnational 
cooperation 
(INTERREG B) 

- 0.71 1.60 1.80 2.1 

Interregional 
cooperation 
(INTEEREG C) 

- 0.55 0.40 0.45 0.5 

Total 1.64 4.90 6.20 8.88 8.94 
Share of 
Cohesion 
Policy Funding 
(%) 

2.2 2.1 1.9 2.5 2.8 

*- amounts in the table are given at 2011 prices 
 **- refers to 1990-1993 
*** – INTERREG A involves 57 cooperation programs (across the internal borders 
of the EU and across EU borders with EFTA countries), Instrument of Pre-
Accession (IPA) and European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI). 
Source: Sixth Report on Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion, modified by 
Author 
 

As seen from Table 3.5 above, the INTERREG A cross-border cooperation 
finances a total of (1) 57 programs focused on cross-border cooperation within 
the European Union (including cross-border cooperation with EFTA countries); (2) 
cross-border cooperation with candidate and potential candidate countries 
(under the Instrument of Pre-Accession); and (3) cross-border cooperation with 
the European Union Neighbourhood countries. The essence of the final two 
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categories will be discussed in other sections – the Instrument of Pre-Accession 
programs in section 3.4.3 and the European Neighbourhood Instrument 
programs in section 3.4.4. The division of 57 INTERREG A cross-border 
cooperation programs dedicated to the European Union’s internal borders and 
cooperation with EFTA countries is presented in Table 3.5 below. We will discuss 
the essence of those programs more thoroughly in section 3.6. 

 
Table 3.6. Distribution of INTERREG A CBC programs based on sub-categories of 
geo-political contexts. 

 # of programs 

Across the internal borders of the European Union 45 
(10) Across the borders between the ‘Old’ EU Member 

States 
17 

(11) Across the borders between the ‘New’ EU 
Member States 

12 

(12) Across the borders between the ‘Old’ and the 
‘New’ EU Member States 

16 

 
Across the borders between countries outside the continent of 
Europe* 

 
3 

 
Across the borders of the EU and the EFTA countries 

 
9 

TOTAL 57 

*- this includes cross-border cooperation including Mayotte, Comores and 
Madagascar; Saint-Martin and Sint-Maarten; Andorra; and Madeira, Acores and 
Canarias. 
Source: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/cooperation/european-
territorial/cross-border/#4 
 
Criticism about the EU Cohesion Policy 

Scholars have expressed criticism in several directions about funding of 
subnational cross-border cooperation under the EU Cohesion policy. Firstly, as 
seen from Table 3.4, the European territorial cooperation programs (INTERREG A, 
INTERREG B and INTERREG C) have remained small in terms of budget size and 
financing relative to the surface areas and population sizes of the border regions. 
This makes us postulate that the cross-border cooperation issues do not receive 
the necessary ‘financial attention’ from the European Union (Medeiros 2016). 
Secondly, cross-border cooperation is top-down and driven by the availability of 
external funding (Prokkola 2011a, Varró 2016). This is well seen in INTERREG 
initiative programs that represent a top-down driven region building approach 
with the primary objective of raising the competitiveness of regions. Finally, 
following the Sixth Cohesion Report (EC 2016), the EU Cohesion Policy cross-
border cooperation programs have often been used as an instrument aimed 
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primarily at developing cooperation and linkages, without necessary envisaging a 
strong leverage of this cooperation to achieve wider economic integration. This is 
clear from both the objectives and the output indicators defined in Operational 
Programmes of the European Union Member States, and from what Managing 
Authorities considered to be the main outcomes of their programs (often 
expressed in terms of improved and increased cooperation). Often, stakeholders 
themselves also quite explicitly mentioned better cooperation as the main 
objective of the programs. In short, many of the official texts highlight 
cooperation as an objective in itself, without necessarily considering that as a 
means to an end. 
 
 
3.4.3. European Union Enlargement Policy 
 

The EU’s Enlargement Policy aims to strengthen the institutional 
contexts of the current European Union candidate countries – Albania, 
Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey – and potential candidate 
countries – Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo – to ensure that new members 
are admitted only when they are fully able to take on the obligations of European 
Union membership.  
 
Financing subnational cross-border cooperation 

To help the candidate countries and potential candidate countries to 
achieve European Union membership, the European Union provides financial 
assistance to all beneficiary countries through the Instrument for Pre-Accession 
Assistance (IPA)

50
. There are ten IPA cross-border cooperation programs covering 

the Eastern external borders of the European Union. The essence of those 
programs is further discussed in section 3.7.2. 
 
 
3.4.4. EU Neighbourhood Policy 
 

The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) aims to provide a more 
prosperous, secure and peaceful zone in the close neighborhood of Europe by 
signing association agreements with the Southern and Eastern neighbors of the 
European Union (Göral 2015). Those bilateral agreements promote European 
standards in the market economy for the European Union’s closest neighbors 
and, furthermore, help to improve the values of democracy, the rule of law and 
respect for human rights.  
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 The legal framework for this instrument was established under Council Regulation (EC) 
1085/2006 of 17 July 2006 and its implementation provisions in Commission Regulation 
(EC) 718/2007 of 12 June 2007 (Implementing Regulation). 
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Financing subnational cross-border cooperation 
The European Union Neighbourhood Policy is financed by the European 

Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) through a total budget for the period 2014-
2020 of €15.4 billion.  

The instrument covers four types of programs:  
(1) bilateral programs for the Neighbourhood countries;  
(2) regional programs for the East and the South; 
(3) a European Neighbourhood Policy wide program mainly 

funding Erasmus for All, the Neighbourhood Investment Facility 
and the Umbrella programs; and 

(4) cross-border cooperation programs between European Union 
Member States and European Neighbourhood countries.  

For the period 2014-2020, a total of 12 land-border
51

 and one sea-
crossing program

52
 have been financed, as well as 4 sea-basin

53
 programs. 

EU Neighbourhood Policy cross-border cooperation programs receive 
funding from INTERREG A

54
 as well as from the European Neighbourhood 

Instrument
55

 (ENI). However, financing from ENI for cross-border cooperation is 
limited to a maximum of 5% of the ENI financial envelope

56
. The INTERREG A 

funding is included because cross-border cooperation programs with European 
Neighbourhood countries also involve European Union Member States, so the 
part of the cross-border cooperation that takes place within the European Union 
is funded by the INTERREG A CBC program.  

The European Neighbourhood Instrument cross-border cooperation 
program has three main objectives:  

(1) promoting economic and social development in regions on both 
sides of common borders; 

(2) addressing common challenges in the environment, public health, 
safety and security; and  

(3) promoting better conditions and modalities for ensuring the 
mobility of people, goods, services and capital

57
.  
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 Those programmes are: Kolarctic-Russia; Karelia-Russia; Sweden-Finalnd-Russia; Estonia-
Russia; Latvia-Russia; Lithuania-Russia; Poland-Russia; Latvia-Lithuania-Belarus; Poland-Belarus-
Ukraine; Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine; Romania-Moldova; Romania-Ukraine. 
52

 The sea-crossing programme is between Italy and Tunisia. 
53

 The sea-basin programmes are: Baltic Sea Region; Black Sea; Mediterranean; Mid-Atlantic. 
54

 Regulation (EU) no 1299/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 
December 2013 on specific provisions of the support from the European Regional 
Development Fund to meeting the European territorial cooperation goal. 
55

 Ibid. 
56

 For the 2014-2020 programming period the ENI cross-border component (altogether 
1.052 billion euros) receives 0.51 billion € from ERDF INTERREG A and 0.543 billion € from 
ENI itself (Source: ENI CBC Programming document). 
57

 EC - Programming document for EU support to ENI Cross-Border Cooperaiton (2014-
2020). 
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Criticism about the EU Neighbourhood Policy 
 Some scholars have expressed criticism of the European Union 
Neighbourhood Policy. Firstly, the European Union financial assistance is spread 
across a wide variety of programs, placing too many objectives on the agenda 
that address too many issues in too many geographical areas, spreading money 
too widely to be effective. This can also be a reason why instead of economically 
prospering and democratically transforming countries, the European Union 
Neighborhood is nowadays in a state of turmoil. Of 16 European Union 
Neighbourhood countries, 12 are exposed to standstill conflicts, civil wars, 
territorial occupation and interstate war. Moreover, poor governance and 
ineffective state institutions have allowed corruption to become endemic, human 
rights abuses prevalent and autocratic rule increasingly common.  

Secondly, as Trilogue Salzburg (2016) argues, that over the years the 
abundance of contact points and policy instruments has made it easy for 
European Neighbourhood countries to selectively follow European Union law or 
even to ignore the European Commission and turn directly to those European 
Union Member States with which they have historically had close economic or 
cultural ties. Though can be said that the European Neighbourhood Policy has not 
been the catalyst for true democratic and economic reforms and, accordingly, 
the European Union Neighborhood has not created “a ring of friends” – indeed, 
quite the opposite.  

Thirdly, the European Neighbourhood Policy is not achieving its aims 
because the ENP is based on the principle of conditionality and the absence of 
membership perspectives, i.e. the ENP is based on the assumption that the 
European Union’s neighbors are ready and willing to share the European Union’s 
values, if not immediately then at least in the long run. However, as it has turned 
out, the national governments in the European Union Neighborhood have been 
keen to share the western living standards but are unwilling to adopt democratic 
values. Even under the most favorable conditions, gaining the closest possible 
political and economic association – but not the European Union membership – 
has not been sufficient to achieve real change.  

Finally, one policy element of critical importance for the successful 
implementation of cross-border cooperation programs under the European 
Neighbourhood Instrument is the institutional capacity of subnational authorities 
in the European Neighbourhood countries to be able to take part in such 
cooperation. 
 
 
3.4.5. European Union Macro-regional Strategies 

 
The European Union Macro-Regional Strategies relate to a vaguely 

defined territory below the (territorial) level of the European Union but above 
the level of member and partner countries. Such regions are characterized by 
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collective challenges and opportunities – often based on some shared (historical) 
memory, such as the hanseatic tradition in the Baltic Sea region – and senses of 
identity. The core objective of the European Union Macro-Regional Strategies is 
to construct a platform for concerned actors and stakeholders in order to 
improve cross-sectoral coordination in a number of policy areas that are relevant 
at the macro-regional level. These areas include, for example, the protection of 
the environment, economic development, transport and infrastructure, which 
again can be broken up into several sub-goals such as the management or 
protection of internal waterways.  

The European Union Macro-Regional Strategies are endorsed by the 
European Council. So far, the European Union has adopted four Macro-Regional 
Strategies covering several policies:  

(1) The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (launched 2009); 
(2) The EU Strategy for the Danube Region (launched 2010); 
(3) The EU Strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian Region (launched 2014);  
(4) The EU Strategy for the Alpine Region (launched 2015).  
All the Macro-Regional Strategies that have been adopted are also 

accompanied by a rolling action plan to be regularly updated in light of new, 
emerging needs and changing contexts. The four Macro-Regional Strategies 
involve 19 European Union Member States and eight Non-EU countries, which 
means that these strategies cover a considerable part of the territory of the 
European Union and its neighbors. Discussions continue about several potential 
European Union Macro-Regions such as the North Sea (Danson 2016), the 
Atlantic Arc (Wise 2016) and the Carpathian Mountain (Debarbieux et al 2015) 
regions. 
 
Financing subnational cross-border cooperation 

No additional European Union funding is provided for the 
implementation of Macro-Regional Strategies. For example, the cross-border 
cooperation activities in the Baltic Sea Region are mainly financed through the 
INTERREG Baltic Sea Region Programme and the various cross-border 
cooperation programs in the region. Funding is also obtained from European 
Union programs such as Horizon2020. The key support to the Danube Region’s 
activities comes from the Danube Transnational Programmes, but financing is 
also obtained from certain European Union cross-border cooperation programs 
and other European Union programs (especially ERASMUS). The main sources for 
support for the Adriatic and Ionian Region’s activities are the INTERREG ADRION 
Programme and the INTERREG A cross-border cooperation program. Financial 
support for the activities in the Alpine Region comes mainly from the INTERREG 
Alpine Space Programme.  

Macro-Regional Strategies are promoted as key instruments for the 
implementation of the European Union’s policies and programs, and to foster the 
cohesion and competitiveness across these large areas. 
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3.4.6. Accountability of the EU CBC programs 
 

European Union cross-border cooperation programs cover more than 
50% (256 of the 507 million inhabitants) of the European Union’s population. 
Furthermore, they cover 64% of the European Union’s territory (2,841,411 km

2
 of 

4,422,773 km
2
). This means that they affect a large proportions of the European 

Union’s territory and population. The European Union cross-border cooperation 
programs invest in all the dimensions of territorial development: (1) economic 
competitiveness; (2) socioeconomic cohesion; (3) environmental sustainability; 
(4) spatial planning; and (5) territorial governance

58
. This means that the 

European Union cross-border cooperation programs have a potential impact on 
all those five dimensions of development in all the border regions involved. 
However, even though the development of policy evaluation practices has 
become a priority for the European Commission since the EU Cohesion Policy 
started to be formally implemented in 1988, there are few tools able to assess 
the impact of some dimensions of the European Union cross-border cooperation 
programs, and there are no tools that are able to provide an impact analysis of all 
five of those previously mentioned dimensions. Table 3.7 below gives a short 
overview of the existing tools used to evaluate the impact of European Union 
cross-border cooperation programs.  
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 Medeiros (2017) 
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Table 3.7. Territorial impact assessment tools for evaluating the impacts of the 
EU’s CBC programs (based on ESPON reports) 

Report Method Analytic dimensions 

ESPON 3.2 TEQUILA - Territorial Efficiency 
- Territorial Quality 
- Territorial Identity 

TIPTAP TEQUILA 2 - TEQUILA 
- As single-dimension 

impact (SDI) 
- As summative impact- (SI) 

ARTS QUICK – Check 
- Directive/Exposure Matrix 
- Regional Exposure Matrix 
- Regional Sensitivity Matrix 
- Territorial Impact Matrices 

- Natural Environment 
- Regional Economy 
- Society and People 

EATIA (Bottom-up approach) 
- Screening 
- Scoping 
- Assessment and 

interpretation 

- Social  
- Economic 
- Environmental 
- Governance and 

administration 

Source: Medeiros (2014b)  
 

 As shown in Table 3.7, the European Union cross-border cooperation 
programs invest in five dimensions of territorial development – economic 
competitiveness, socioeconomic cohesion, environmental sustainability, spatial 
planning and territorial governance – but there is no territorial impact 
assessment tool that is capable of assessing all these five aspects. This is 
disturbing as the European Union spends around €6.6 billion on increasing and 
improving cross-border cooperation but seems to have little interest in 
measuring the territorial impact of the funds spent. 
 
 

3.5. Governance forms for CBC initiatives 
 

The existence of the European Single Market has created an increasing 
need for subnational governments to design suitable governance forms for cross-
border cooperation initiatives. However, the more different subnational 
governments are across either side of international borders, the more 
challenging it is to find the optimal form for cross-border cooperation 
governance structures (Böhm 2014). As follows we discuss the governance forms 
for cross-border cooperation initiatives provided by the European Commission 
and the Council of Europe. 
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3.5.1. The Madrid Convention 

 
To facilitate subnational cross-border cooperation and to provide a 

general legislative framework for subnational cross-border cooperation, in 1980 
the Council of Europe launched the Outline Convention of Transfrontier 
Cooperation between Territorial Communities or Authorities, also called the 
Madrid Convention. The latter gives international border adjacent subnational 
governments the right to conclude agreements on cooperation in areas where 
their administrative powers allow them to do so.  

The Madrid Convention was the first step towards clarifying the legal 
nature and scope of the CBC initiatives at the European level. The Convention 
was expected to encourage and facilitate cross-border agreements among 
subnational authorities. To allow for variations in the legal and constitutional 
systems, the Convention set out a range of model agreements to enable both 
subnational authorities and countries to effect cross-border cooperation in the 
context best suited to their needs (Toth 2009). 

However, the Madrid Convention has no Treaty value as it does not 
provide a binding common legal-institutional framework. So, to establish a cross-
border cooperation initiative, additional bilateral or multilateral agreements 
among the involved countries have to be signed to define the shape and legal 
nature of the cross-border cooperation. This means that the Madrid Convention 
cannot be considered as a direct legal basis for cross-border cooperation, i.e. the 
Madrid Convention is primarily a normative framework listing important 
principles and minimum standards in cross-border cooperation, and providing 
model agreements that partnering authorities can use. As a result, the Madrid 
Convention (and its two additional protocols), which is considered to be the most 
significant European-wide instrument for cross-border cooperation, has not 
produced – nor was ever intended to provide – a common European-wide legal 
basis for cross- border cooperation.  

 
Based on a survey of the literature, there are many problems resulting 

from subnational cross-border cooperation that need a European wide legal-
institutional solution. Firstly, the most often mentioned problem is the varying 
legal systems in the partnering countries which leads to discrepancies despite the 
legal agreements between countries on the subnational cross-border 
cooperation and may be one of the explanations for the low institutionalization 
rate of subnational cross-border cooperation initiatives. Furthermore, those 
variations in the national laws of partner organizations negatively influence the 
implementation and management of cross-border cooperation projects.  

Secondly, subnational governments depend on their national 
governments when conducting a cross-border cooperation, i.e. they can only 
start a cross-border cooperation once the national governments have concluded 
agreements with each other. That is especially problematic when the national 
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government does not consider cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments to be valuable. 

The solution to such problems has often been either the constitution of 
“twin associations” on each side of the border, adapting to the respective formal-
juridical framework or to follow one of the existing governance forms – 
Euroregion, Eurodistrict, Working Community, European Grouping of Territorial 
Cooperation (EGTC), European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG); all provided 
by the European Commission or by the Council of Europe for cross-border 
cooperation initiatives in Europe. Using all those pre-mentioned forms is 
optional, meaning that neither national, regional nor local authorities are obliged 
to use these forms of cooperation, i.e. public authorities are always entitled to 
create other forms of cooperation. The following sections discuss such forms and 
assess their suitability for cross-border cooperation, especially in service 
provision. 
  
 
3.5.2. European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) 

 
The most important governance form for subnational cross-border 

cooperation, especially from the service provision point of view, is the EGTC 
instrument that was introduced in 2006

59
. The EGTC instrument was introduced 

to allow public authorities of the various European Union Member States 
(including those that have not signed the Madrid Convention) to team up and 
deliver joint services without requiring any prior international agreement to be 
ratified by national legislatures. EGTCs are thus meant to promote cooperation, 
mainly within the framework of the EU Cohesion Policy. Until the creation of the 
EGTC, there existed no public law-based legal instrument that was European-
wide and directly applicable to all forms of decentralized cooperation.  

The EGTC instrument offers the opportunity to gather multiple levels of 
government into one legal body that has legal capacity that uses a single set of 
rules to implement joint activities. At the same time, it is left open whether this 
legal personality is of a private or public law nature as the EGTC is restricted by 
the limitations stemming from national law, meaning that many characteristics of 
an EGTC are determined by the respective national law of the state in which the 
EGTC is domiciled. Therefore, an EGTC with identical members and identical tasks 
will have different features if it has its domicile in state A or state B because of 
the different legal framework prevailing in each state (Engl 2009). This also 
means that the EGTC instrument is restricted by the limitations stemming from 
particular national law. Furthermore, the European Regulation of EGTCs defines 
the basic rules, but for the matters not covered in the Regulation partners need 
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 Regulation (EC) 1082/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council adopted on 5 
July 2006

59
, under the co-decision procedure. 
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to fall back on the legislation of one or both of the European Union Member 
States involved.  

An EGTC must be made up of members from at least two European 
Union Member States belonging to the following categories: regional authorities, 
local authorities or other bodies governed by public law

60
. Participation of private 

entities is excluded and the members of an EGTC must straddle the territory of at 
least two European Union Member States, such that it makes public delivery of 
services more effective within the European Union.  

Interestingly, there is no rule stating that the members of the EGTC have 
to be national neighbors. Entities of third countries can also participate in an 
EGTC, but only when the participation of such entities is legally based on and 
permissible under the legislation of the respective third country or an agreement 
between the European Union Member State and the third country (Engl 2009). 
This means that the EGTC form allows service provision across national borders 
within the European Union as well as across the European Union’s external 
borders.  

Finally, following Engström et al (2011) EGTC is first and foremost a 
political instrument rather than a legal one, i.e. the benefits of using this type of 
instrument are mainly political. It creates an inherent symbolic value and creates 
a particular stabilizing value for the particular cross-border cooperation. 
 
EGTCs in Europe 

By the end of 2017, a total of 50 EGTCs had been established involving 
the engagement of national, local and regional authorities from 20 European 
Union Member States. However, as shown in Table 3.8 the EGTC form is still 
significantly underutilized in some geographical areas (especially in the northern 
part of the European Union) as it is applied mainly across the borders of the 
Southern and Eastern part of the European Union. The latter is most probably 
because of the absence of other specific legal instruments in those respective 
areas. Looking at the current spread of the EGTCs it follows that there are some 
concentrations in several European areas but there seems no strong drive to 
exploit the instrument in border regions that were already covered by inter-state 
treaties (Jaansoo and Groenendijk 2014). Table 3.8 also shows that subnational 
authorities of centrally organized countries are more favorable towards the 
instrument. Several EGTCs, for example, are concentrated along the French 
border. 
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 For definition see the second subparagraph of Article 1(9) of Directive 2004/18/EC of 
The European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on the coordination of 
procedures for the award of public works contracts, public supply contracts and public 
service contracts (OJ L134, 30.4.2004, p. 114. Directive as last amended by Commission 
Regulation (EC) No 2083/2005 (OJ L 333, 20.12.2005, p.28)). 
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Table 3.8. Adoption of EGTC form for CBC by country (n=68) 

Country # of EGTCs 
 

Country # of EGTCs 

France  24 
 

Luxembourg 5 

Hungary 24 
 

Cyprus 4 

Slovakia 17 
 

Slovenia 4 

Spain 16 
 

Netherlands 3 

Italy 10 
 

Austria 3 

Germany 9 
 

Croatia 3 

Belgium  8 
 

Bulgaria 2 

Portugal 6 
 

Switzerland 2 

Romania 6 
 

Palestine 1 

Czech Republic 5 
 

Albania 1 

Poland 5 
 

Serbia 1 

Greece 5 
 

Sweden 1 

   
Ukraine 1 

Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1 
 

It seems that European Union Member States in the North and West 
have been able to develop sufficiently robust legal arrangements for cross-border 
cooperation, partly or wholly based on the Madrid Convention. In their case, the 
EGTC instrument was a supplementary opportunity that became available in 
2006, but which did not necessarily add value to the arrangements that were 
already in place. In comparison, in the Southern part of the European Union the 
framework for agreements that the Madrid Convention offered was used to a 
lesser extent. We also have to appreciate that the ratification process for the 
Madrid Convention and its protocols has generally been rather slow. In addition, 
for those Member States that joined the European Union in 2004 and 2008, 
membership of the Council of Europe was granted only in the early or mid-1990s. 
In their case, when the EGTC instrument was introduced in 2006 it did not have 
to compete with established legal practices for cross-border cooperation and 
thus did not have to demonstrate its added legal value compared with other 
arrangements. According to some scholars, one of the main driving forces behind 
the adoption of the 2006 EGTC Regulation was the enlargement of the EU11. 
Especially the 2004 enlargement had significantly increased the number of land 
and maritime borders and created the need to develop arrangements for cross-
border cooperation for such countries for which nothing was yet in place. 
(Jaansoo & Groenendijk 2014) 

The use of an EGTC instrument is largely limited to cross-border regional 
development, spatial planning and management challenges rather than the 
cross-border provision of services. This latter aspect is especially relevant given 
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that the development of cities and regions, access to high-quality public services 
for all, and attractive living and working conditions, are some of the key goals 
that the EU Cohesion Policy is aiming to achieve; developing common services for 
local populations is an important objective of cross-border cooperation within 
the framework of the EU Cohesion Policy (Jaansoo & Groenendijk 2014). 
 
EGTC and the EU funding 

An expected added value of an EGTC form is the potential greater access 
to European Union financing (as seen, EGTCs can access external funds directly). 
Even though the legal status of EGTC itself does not lead to additional sources of 
funds, it does facilitate the preparation and the implementation of projects, and 
that to a great extent (Toth 2009). On the other hand, if the EGTCs become 
merely subsidy and programming vehicles within the European Union Cohesion 
Policy, they will probably make the use of the EGTC instrument for non-Cohesion 
policy related cross-border cooperation even less attractive (Jaansoo & 
Groenendijk 2014). Whereas the regulations of the 2007-2013 funding period 
stipulated that the European Union Member States ‘may make use’ of the EGTCs 
for management and implementation of European Union funds for cross-border 
cooperation, the proposed regulation for the 2014-2020 period states that these 
institutions ‘should where appropriate’ be involved (Medve-Bálint 2013). 

EGTCs can respond directly to calls for projects launched by European 
Union territorial programs and to act as the single Managing Authority for such 
projects and/or the management of specific cross-border projects. EGTCs can 
also be used for the management of other European Union funded cross-border 
projects, outside of the framework of the EU Cohesion Policy, or for the 
management of any other territorial cooperation scheme without any European 
Union funding being involved. However, EGTCs are not permitted in areas such as 
policing, justice and foreign affairs (Jaansoo & Groenendijk 2014). 

Medve-Bálint and Svensson (2013) argue in their study that the 
European Union seems to indirectly push for a greater standardization of 
subnational cross-border cooperation initiatives by introducing legal tools such as 
the EGTC, which also leads to potential financial rewards in that it may grant 
improved access to European Union funds for the EGTC members.  

 
 
3.5.3 Euroregion 

 
The most commonly known governance form for subnational cross-

border cooperation is the Euroregion. The Euroregion can be used both as a term 
to describe the region and territory in question and as a term to describe the 
administrative structure by which cross-border cooperation is executed. The 
Council of Europe and the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR) 
definition of Euroregion limits international cross-border cooperation schemes to 
cooperation between subnational authorities, whereas cross-border cooperation 
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can be divided into: (a) national/regional/local schemes (that involve nation 
states and regions and/or municipalities within these nation states); and (b) 
regional/local schemes (that do not include nation states). In practice, there are 
Euroregions in which the nation state level is involved as a party (Groenendijk 
2014). 

However, the term Euroregion is not legally defined and various authors 
use different definitions of Euroregion (see, for example, Lepik and Krigul 2009; 
Medve-Bàlint and Svensson 2012). Common close synonyms of Euroregion are: 
Europe Region, Grande Région and Greater Region. Those terms are almost 
exclusively used for large regional structures at the sub-national level. 

The Euroregion form is widely used in Europe: it is used within the 
European Union, across the external borders of the European Union and also 
outside the European Union (see Annex 3.1 for a list). Such wide use of the 
Euroregion form reflects that the Euroregion form is the easiest to use by a 
subnational cross-border cooperation initiative. Euroregions cover highly diverse 
forms of cross-border cooperation in terms of actors, organizations and fields of 
cooperation.  

However, the Euroregion form – in contrast to the EGTC form – has no 
legal basis. The vast majority of Euroregions are based on the application of 
private law regulations. However, some of the Euroeregions are also private law 
bodies based on international agreements, also operating with the involvement 
of territorial bodies. Only a few Euroregions have a public-law status. (Engl 2009) 
Euroregions have separate legal identities from those of their members; often 
they have their own administrative, technical and financial resources and their 
own internal decision-making processes. (Jaschitz 2013) 

Euroregions are often organized as ‘twin associations’, meaning that 
entities on each side of the border form an association in compliance with the 
relevant national regulations. Such associations are subsequently accompanied 
by a cross-border agreement (Engl 2009; Perkmann 2007) to form either non-
profit associations or funds in compliance with the relevant national regulations.  

The European Commission considers Euroregions to be the keystone of 
its regional policy (Sanguin 2013) and the most significant institutional 
instrument through which to develop cross-border social infrastructure in 
Europe.  

 
 

3.5.4 Other governance forms 
  

In addition to the EGTC and Euroregion forms, there are other 
governance forms that can be used for subnational cross-border cooperation. 
However, their suitability for cross-border cooperation, especially for cross-
border cooperation in service provision, has not yet been tested. 
 
 



124 

European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG) 
The European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG) (Council Regulation 

(EEC) No 2137/85) as a governance form was introduced in 1985 (though 
effective only from 1989), with over current 2000 registrations in fields as varied 
as agricultural marketing, legal advice, research and development, and cat 
breeding. The aim of EEIG form is to promote and improve the economic activity 
of its members, encourage the region's integration by developing cross-border 
exchanges and promote a common image both within and beyond its 
administrative borders by pooling resources, activities and skills (Arnaud 2002). 

The EEIG form is mainly aimed at private partners (natural persons, 
companies, firms) that engage in cross-border cooperation. It is possible for 
subnational authorities to engage in an EEIG (i.e. in a private capacity) and 
occasionally this is indeed done (mainly in the context of project-based cross-
border cooperation). Although a few successful cooperative activities have been 
carried out using the EEIG form, several scholars agree that the EEIG instrument 
does not offer a suitable structure for subnational cross-border cooperation (see, 
for example, Toth 2009; Jaansoo & Groenendijk 2014). Mainly because the EEIG 
form aims at maximizing private economic benefits (by maximizing profits and 
minimizing losses and taxation) and because subnational authorities usually do 
not have any specific economic aims in their territorial cooperation, even if a 
purpose of such cooperation is business development (see also Zapletal 2010; 
Jaansoo and Groenendijk 2014). 

Recital 4 of Regulation (EC) No 1082 / 2006 states: ‘The existing 
instruments, such as the European Economic Interest Grouping, have proven ill-
adapted to organizing structured cooperation under the INTERREG initiative 
during the 2000-2006 programming period’. This means that the Committee of 
the Regions has also concluded that the EEIG form cannot be regarded as a 
suitable legal instrument for subnational cross-border cooperation. 
 
Working Community 

Working Communities are groupings of subnational governments that 
are established for multilateral trans-European cooperation, i.e. they bring 
together cross-border subnational governments (mostly regional but seldom 
local actors) who share several common challenges to be addressed. Working 
Communities usually cover a larger geographic scope than Euroregions. In most 
cases, Working Communities have a weak or no legal personality and mainly 
serve as platforms for exchanging information and experience, and for 
establishing contacts. A Working Community rarely has a separate legal identity, 
has no decision-making power and works with only administrative support (Engl 
2009; Jaschitz 2013). 
 
Eurodistricts 

There is no EC Regulation that defines an Eurodistrict. The 
characteristics of Eurodistricts are similar to those of Working Communities – 
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Eurodistricts also do not have a distinct legal status and serve predominantly as a 
forum for the intensification of cross-border contacts within a particular 
conurbation

61
. The organization of Eurodistrict shows that there is almost no 

difference between this form and that of a Euroregion. Currently there are just 
six Eurodistricts in the European Union (see Annex 3.1). 
 
Town Twinning 

Town Twinning is a form of legal and social agreement among 
subnational governments usually located in different sovereign states. Town 
Twinning is intended to promote cultural and commercial ties among the 
subnational governments. The concept of town twinning, conceived after WW II, 
was intended to foster friendship and understanding among different cultures 
and among former foes as an act of peace and reconciliation, and also to 
encourage trade and tourism. In recent times, town twinning has increasingly 
been used to form strategic international business links between member cities. 
Town twinning rarely has a separate identity, no decision-making power and 
works with only limited administrative support. (Jaschitz 2013) 
 
European Company (SE) and European Cooperative Society (SCE) 

There are two legal institutional forms that have been created by the 
European Commission – the European Company (SE)

62
 and the European 

Cooperative Society (SCE
63

, for Latin Societas Cooperativa Europaea) – which are 
designed to facilitate cross-border cooperation among enterprises but as a result 
are not suitable for subnational cross-border cooperation. 
 
 

3.6. Subnational cross-border cooperation within the European 
Union  
 
 We have previously given a general overview about the cross-border 
cooperation initiatives identified in various European Union documents. We have 
also discussed the European Union policies and available governance forms that 
aim to increase and improve subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe. In 
the following section, we discuss the key characteristics of the subnational cross-
border cooperation in geo-political contexts defined by the European Union 
policies that aim to promote subnational cross-border cooperation within the 
European Union and beyond. Information presented in this section is based on 
Annex 3.1 (CBC initiatives in Europe) and Annex 3.2 (Case studies, reports and 
other documents). 
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3.6.1. Introduction 
 

In defining the key characteristics of subnational cross-border 
cooperation within the European Union, we discovered that – on the basis of its 
characteristics – subnational cross-border cooperation within the European 
Union can be divided into three types:  

(1) Subnational cross-border cooperation among the ‘Old’ EU Member 
States

64
 (discussed in section 3.6.2); 

(2) Subnational cross-border cooperation among the ‘New’ EU Member 
States

65
 (discussed in section 3.6.3); 

(3) Subnational cross-border cooperation between the ‘Old’ and ‘New’ 
Member States (discussed in section 3.6.4).  

Below, we will discuss each group based on the theoretical framework 
developed in Chapter 2.  
 
 
3.6.2. Subnational CBC among the ‘Old’ EU Member States 
 

Subnational cross-border cooperation within the ‘Old’ EU Member 
States, especially in the North-West of Europe, has a long-standing history – it 
started off back in 1950s when the first cross-border cooperation initiative 
(EUREGIO) was established in the Rhine region on the German-Dutch border. 
Today, there are 15 ‘Old’ EU Member States (with 17 cross-border areas) with a 
total of 83 identified cross-border cooperation initiatives. The most well-known 
cross-border cooperation initiatives within this group are the EUREGIO (between 
Germany and The Netherlands) and the Øresund Region (between Denmark and 
Sweden). The involvement of subnational governments from the “Old” EU 
Member States in identified cross-border cooperation initiatives by nation state 
is presented in Figure 3.1 below. In interpreting Figure 3.1, it must be kept in 
mind that there are duplicates among the countries because there is a double-
counting element, i.e. subnational governments from one country can be 
engaged in several cross-border cooperation initiatives with different countries 
at the same time. 
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Figure 3.1. Involvement of subnational governments from the “Old” EU Member 
States in identified CBC initiatives by nation state (n=83) 

(Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1) 
 
Figure 3.1 shows that those subnational governments most active in 

cross-border cooperation are from France (involved in 36 cross-border 
cooperation initiatives) and Spain (involved in 31 cross-border cooperation 
initiatives). We were not able to identify any cross-border cooperation initiatives 
across the exclusively marine border between Greece and Italy. We also were not 
able to identify any cross-border cooperation initiatives between the borders of 
United Kingdom and the Republic of Ireland. This is surprising as the INTERREG 
initiative provides a cross-border cooperation program for both borders: a cross-
border cooperation program for the Greece-Italy border and a cross-border 
cooperation program for the United Kingdom-Republic of Ireland border. 

As a result of the long history of cross-border cooperation among the 
subnational governments within the ‘Old’ EU Member States, several case 
studies have been published about such cross-border cooperation initiatives. 
However, most of these case studies are about subnational cross-border 
cooperation across the German borders (see Annex 3.2).  
 
Subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision 

The ESPON Targeted Analysis on the Cross-border Public Services (2018) 
has identified a total of 251 cases of cross-border service provision across the 
international borders within the ‘Old’ EU Member States. Most of those cases are 
located on the borders between Germany-France (60 cases), Belgium-France (41 
cases), Belgium-Netherlands (37 cases) and Germany-Netherlands (36 cases). 
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Below we discuss the key characteristics of the subnational cross-border 
cooperation on the international borders between the ‘Old’ EU Member States 
based on the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2, i.e. based on (1) 
institutional context; (2) gains; (3) transaction costs; and (4) resources. For these 
descriptions we used information from the sources listed in Annex 3.2. 
 
Institutional context 

Subnational cross-border cooperation within the ‘Old’ EU Member 
States has for decades enjoyed extensive political support. This is demonstrated 
by the framework conditions set for cross-border cooperation, i.e. the ‘Old’ EU 
Member States have initiated various bi-lateral or multilateral treaties and 
conventions (mostly in the 1980s and 1990s) based on the Madrid Convention

66
 

to improve and increase the cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments. Those treaties and conventions have helped align the various 
institutional contexts of those countries, to decrease the transaction costs 
resulting from subnational cross-border cooperation, and make cooperation 
across international borders easier. However, before the Madrid Convention, 
there was already the Nordic Council Agreement (1977) on cross-border 
cooperation among the subnational governments of Åland, Denmark, the Faroe 
Islands, Finland, Greenland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden. The presence of those 
agreements also explains the low use by those countries of the governance forms 
developed by the Council of Europe or the European Commission (see Figure 
3.2). 

 

 
 

Figure 3.2. Adoption of governance forms by the identified cross-
border cooperation initiatives within the ‘Old’ EU Member States 

(Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1) 
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Another characteristic of the institutional context of the ‘Old’ EU 
Member States is that the international borders between the ‘Old’ EU Member 
States have been peaceful for a long time, i.e. there are no border-related 
conflicts among those countries. This can also explain the level of cross-border 
cooperation in service provision within the ‘Old’ EU Member States. Subnational 
cross-border cooperation within the ‘Old’ EU Member States can also be 
characterized in terms of broad engagement among the vertical levels of public 
administration, of civic society, the business sector, of universities and of R&D 
actors. This type of broad engagement also contributes to the increase in 
subnational cross-border cooperation, since it helps build the levels of both 
overall interest and trust.  
 
Gains 
 Based on the findings from the case studies and reports, it can be said 
that cross-border cooperation initiatives within the ‘Old’ EU Member States are 
oriented towards creating a cross-border region and to decreasing the effect of 
the international border as an obstacle to the free movement of people, capital, 
goods and services. Such cross-border regions can already be found in several 
cross-border areas among the ‘Old’ EU Member States; for example, the Øresund 
Region (now called The Greater Copenhagen) across the border between 
Denmark and Sweden and the EUREGIO across the border between The 
Netherlands and Germany. 
 
Transaction costs 

The transaction costs of subnational cross-border cooperation among 
‘Old’ EU Member States are rather low as there is high proximity – physical and 
conceptual – and high levels of comprehensive knowledge among the 15 ‘Old’ EU 
Member States.  

The physical proximity between the subnational governments within the 
border regions is perceived as high because cross-border regions in ‘Old’ EU 
Member States are well connected (i.e. public transportation; highways) with 
each other as well as with other parts of Europe.  

The conceptual proximity – cultural-linguistic proximity, similar sets of 
goals, common history, economic proximity and administrative proximity – 
among the subnational governments of the ‘Old’ EU Member States is also high. 
Firstly, from a morphological point of view, the international borders within the 
‘Old’ EU Member States do not represent a major barrier, because the overall 
educational level of administrators is high but also because the languages spoken 
in this group allow for effective communication (good reciprocal understanding 
without being fluent in the partner’s language). This makes the communication 
easier and more efficient. Secondly, the goals – to create a border-region without 
an international border as an obstacle – are similar among the international 
border adjacent subnational governments in the ‘Old’ EU Member States. Thirdly, 
the ‘Old’ EU Member States have experienced the similar histories over the 
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centuries. Finally, subnational cross-border cooperation across the borders 
between the ‘Old’ EU Member States has a long-standing tradition, since the first 
cross-border cooperation initiative was established already in 1958 on the Dutch-
German border (EUREGIO) and which is still active.  

Comprehensive knowledge. The average lifespan of a cross-border 
cooperation initiative that are still active is 22 years, with 60 years for the oldest 
and four years being the youngest cross-border cooperation initiative. This shows 
substantial experiences of the administrators with cross-border cooperation, 
good comprehensive knowledge about cross-border cooperation in general, and 
also knowledge about the neighboring subnational governments as potential or 
actual partners. High levels of comprehensive knowledge decreases the 
transaction costs resulting from cross-border cooperation among the neighboring 
subnational governments in the ‘Old’ EU Member States. 
 
Resources 

Financial resources. Cross-border cooperation within this group has 
enjoyed – and still enjoys – substantial financial support through the INTERREG 
initiative. Altogether, 17 cross-border cooperation programs (INTERREG A) are 
targeted to increase and improve subnational cross-border cooperation across 
the borders between the ‘Old’ EU Member States. Most of the 83 cross-border 
cooperation initiatives within the ‘Old’ EU Member States were founded before 
the INTERREG initiative was established (i.e. before 1990), which shows that the 
subnational cross-border cooperation within the ‘Old’ EU Member States existed 
well before the European Union funding was available; therefore, we can assume 
that the dependence of cross-border cooperation initiatives on European Union 
funding is low. This indicates that availability of internal resources for cross-
border cooperation of these subnational governments is rather high. 

The average lifespan of cross-border cooperation initiatives shows that 
the cross-border cooperation initiatives enjoy rather good financial support from 
the national, regional and local sources, and that has helped them to overcome 
period in between the European Union funding periods when the European 
Union financing was rather low.  

Human resources. None of the case studies about subnational cross-
border cooperation among the ‘Old’ EU Member States discusses the 
characteristics and availability of human resources. From this we can infer that 
the availability of human resources is not perceived as an obstacle and that the 
characteristics of human resources in such cross-border cooperation initiatives 
are rather favorable towards cross-border cooperation. 

Material infrastructure. There was little information in the case studies 
that described the material infrastructure available for subnational cross-border 
cooperation. However, based on the information we were able to collect, we can 
say that the material infrastructure for supporting subnational cross-border 
cooperation within the border regions of the ‘Old’ EU Member States is well 
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developed and that border regions are well connected with both their 
neighboring and with other European regions.  
 
 
3.6.3. Subnational CBC among the ‘New’ EU Member States 
 

The group of the ‘New’ EU Member States includes countries that joined 
the European Union in 2004 and later, i.e. the 13 Central and Eastern Europe 
nation states. We identified in total of 50 cross-border cooperation initiatives 
across the borders of those nation states (Figure 3.3). In interpreting Figure 3.3, it 
must be kept in mind that there are duplicates between the countries because 
there is the element of double counting, i.e. subnational governments from one 
country can be engaged in several cross-border cooperation initiatives at the 
same time. 

 
 

 
 

Figure 3.3. Involvement of subnational governments from the 
‘New’ EU Member States in CBC initiatives by nation state (n=50) 

(Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1) 
 
Figure 3.3 shows that Hungarian and Slovakian subnational governments 

are the most active in cross-border cooperation since both countries are engaged 
in 32 cross-border cooperation initiatives. This can be because both of those 
nation states have several ‘New’ EU Member States as neighbors (Hungary 4; 
Slovakia 3) which also means that there are several INTERREG initiative cross-
border cooperation programs dedicated to those borders. Higher level of 
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external financing may be also the reason for the higher number of cross-border 
cooperation initiatives. It is also relevant that there is a significant Hungarian 
ethnic population in Slovakia and vice versa. Though, in many cases the cross-
border cooperation across the border between Hungary and Slovakia can be 
cross-border cooperation among Slovaks on both sides of the border or among 
Hungarians on both sides of the border. 

Figure 3.3 also shows that there are two countries – Cyprus and Malta – 
that have no identified cross-border cooperation initiatives with their 
neighboring subnational governments from the ‘New’ EU Member States. This 
can be because neither Cyprus nor Malta has a land border with any ‘New’ EU 
Member State. This can also be because there is indeed no cross-border 
cooperation. 

The most commonly used governance form for cross-border cooperation 
initiatives among the ‘New’ EU Member States is the Euroregion form (30 cases 
out of 20). The second most used governance form is the EGTC (19 cases). 

As seen in Annex 3.2, most of the case studies about subnational cross-
border cooperation among the ‘New’ EU Member States are about subnational 
cross-border cooperation across the Hungarian border. This can be partly 
explained by the high number of cross-border cooperation initiatives that 
Hungary is involved with. 
 
Subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision 

Table 3.4 showed a total of 24 cases of cross-border service provision 
across the international borders between the ‘New’ EU Member States. Most of 
those cases are on the border between Croatia and Slovenia (7).  

 
Below, we discuss the characteristics of subnational cross-border 

cooperation among the ‘New’ EU Member States based on the theoretical 
framework developed in Chapter 2. 
 
Institutional context 
 Compared to the ‘Old’ EU Member States, where border crossings have 
been rather fluid for decades, international borders between the ‘New’ EU 
Member States has historically been more restrictive. In the former communist 
block, borders were largely closed to citizens. Moreover, according to Yoder 
(2003), many of the international borders of the ‘New’ EU Member States were 
historically associated with deep-seated conflict; for example, the Hungarian-
Romanian border was associated with territorial losses after the World War II, 
the Czechoslovak-German border was associated with forced population 
transfers, and Poland’s border with the Soviet Union was associated with both. 
As a result, cross-border flows were extremely limited after 1989 and the ‘New’ 
EU Member States had no tradition of cross-border interaction comparable to 
that of most border regions in the ‘Old’ EU Member States. In some of the 
Central and Eastern European countries, there are still political tensions. For 
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example, there is a significant ethnic Hungarian population that still lives in 
Slovakia near the Hungarian border and as a result there are long-standing 
tensions between the Slovakian and Hungarian governments regarding the 
Slovak government’s policy towards the Hungarian minority. Such conflicts may 
severely hamper subnational cross-border cooperation across international 
borders.  

The most important obstacle to subnational cross-border cooperation 
among the ‘New’ EU Member States stems from the lack of specific laws and 
regulations adapted to the purposes of cross-border cooperation. As those 
countries have rather marked legal and administrative dissimilarities, cross-
border cooperation-oriented laws, regulations and agreements between the 
neighboring countries would help to improve and increase the cross-border 
cooperation to a great extent as in the case of the ‘Old’ EU Member States. 
 Another institutional context-related obstacle to subnational cross-
border cooperation characteristic of the ‘New’ EU Member States is the high 
number of rather small subnational governments (see Annex 5.3). The size of 
those subnational governments indicates that, firstly, they are most likely not 
able to deploy sufficient internal resources needed for cross-border cooperation, 
and, secondly, the administrative-territorial reform is essential.  
  
Gains 

From the outcomes of the case studies and reports, it can be argued that 
subnational cross-border cooperation across the borders between the ‘New’ EU 
Member States tends to be focused on solving specific problems and playing an 
exploratory role, e.g. sharing mutual knowledge and identifying common 
problems. The most common problems faced by this group are a lack of physical 
infrastructure followed by environmental problems. However, in comparison 
with the ‘Old’ EU Member States it can be said that the cross-border cooperation 
across the borders between ‘New’ EU Member States concentrates mainly on 
solving specific issues rather than building a unified cross-border area. 
 
Transaction costs 
 The transaction costs resulting from subnational cross-border 
cooperation among the ‘New’ EU Member States are rather high as the level of 
perceived proximity – both physical and conceptual – and the levels of 
comprehensive knowledge tend to be rather low. 
 Physical proximity. Subnational cross-border cooperation across the 
borders between the ‘New’ EU Member States can, in general, be described as 
cooperation among remote regions of the nation states. The international border 
adjacent subnational governments within those nation states typically face 
population shrinkage, ageing and low fertility rates. Population distributions 
show strong disparities with higher population densities in urban conurbations. 
Furthermore, the connections (e.g. public transportation; highways) among the 
subnational governments in these cross-border areas is often poor, which gives 
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such subnational governments a perception of low physical proximity with 
neighboring subnational governments across the international border. 
 Conceptual proximity – cultural-linguistic proximity, similar sets of goals, 
shared history, economic and administrative proximity – among the border 
adjacent subnational governments within the ‘New’ EU Member States vary 
among neighboring national states. However, all the ‘New’ EU Member States 
experienced years of communist rule from which most of the obstacles to cross-
border cooperation result.  

Firstly, it is common to the ‘New’ EU Member States that decades of 
isolation have indirectly reinforced existing fears and stereotypes towards 
ethnically different inhabitants living across the border. The mentality, attitudes 
and mutual suspicion are characteristic of those countries. This kind of distrust 
towards the neighbors has become a key obstacle to cross-border cooperation. 

Secondly, due to communism, the bureaucracy, centralization and 
hierarchical pyramid management specific to public institutions are still 
pronounced in most of the ‘New’ EU Member States. The fundamentally varying 
administrative systems and the nature and purpose of national institutions on 
both sides of the international border also often serve as obstacles to the 
creation of cross-border cooperation initiatives. For example, Polish 
woiewództwa has more competences than Slovak kraie and cross-border 
cooperation is more centralized in Slovakia, because financial audits are carried 
out in capital city. In addition, Polish local authorities have more autonomy than 
their Slovak equivalents. This kind of situation is partially to be expected due to 
the long history of separate development of the national institutions, but is also 
the result of limited political, economic and cultural convergence.  

Thirdly, the border regions also vary based on their levels of 
development. For example, the Slovak border regions are developing more 
strongly than the Polish border regions even though the border regions on both 
sides are underdeveloped in comparison to the national average of GDP growth.  
 Finally, culture tends to be rather similar across international borders in 
the ‘New’ EU Member States; also, many of the ‘New’ EU Member States share a 
similar language (e.g. Slovakia, Poland and Slovenia) and folk culture (e.g. Estonia 
and Latvia). 
 Comprehensive knowledge. Subnational cross-border cooperation 
among the ‘New’ EU Member States has long suffered from historical 
disadvantages as a result of the communist era, because in the communist 
period, subnational governments either did not exist or lacked the powers to 
conclude and implement cross-border agreements. During that era, national 
governments commonly sought to control cross-border ventures, usually 
because they viewed regional autonomy as a challenge to the integrity of the 
state (see Keating and Hughes 2003). Furthermore, significant skepticism about 
subnational cross-border cooperation could be detected in most of the Central 
and Eastern European countries until early 2000. Therefore, for most nation 
states within the ‘New’ EU Member States subnational cross-border cooperation 
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is a rather new phenomenon that started only after the 1990s. This is mainly for 
historical reasons, namely that meaningful subnational cross-border cooperation 
could only be established after the collapse of the communist regimes.  

History also determines the average lifespan of subnational cross-border 
cooperation initiatives that are still active in the ‘New’ EU Member States, which 
is 12 years with 24 years being the oldest one and three years being the 
youngest. As the history of subnational cross-border cooperation in those 
countries is not longstanding, the level of knowledge about cross-border 
cooperation and about the neighboring international border adjacent 
subnational governments remains low. 
 
Resources 
 Financial resources. The border areas in the ‘New’ EU Member States 
have received significant attention from the European Union cross-border 
cooperation programs. Currently, there are 12 European Union cross-border 
cooperation programs (under INTERREG A) allocated a total of € 1.3 billion as the 
European Union contribution. However, the ability to absorb the European Union 
funds is in many cases very low, as seen from the reports about EU cross-border 
cooperation financing. Furthermore, the average lifespan of cross-border 
cooperation initiatives and their year of establishment indicates that the great 
majority of the cross-border cooperation initiatives in the ‘New’ EU Member 
States may be dependent on European Union funding. The latter leads to the 
conclusion that the post-funding continuity of those cross-border cooperation 
initiatives will remain challenging, especially because the internal finances of 
subnational governments are rather low. The latter can also be the reason why 
subnational governments in the ‘New’ EU Member States tend to rely heavily on 
the European Union cross-border cooperation programs. 

Human resources. Interestingly, none of the case studies nor reports 
about subnational cross-border cooperation within the ‘New’ EU Member States 
discusses the characteristics and availability of human resources for cross-border 
cooperation. This leads us to assume that the quality and availability of human 
resources is not perceived as a problem. 

Material resources. As the cross-border areas in ‘New’ EU Member 
States are rather peripheral areas, the chronic problem inherent in subnational 
cross-border cooperation is the lack of material infrastructure. This is especially 
so because during the Soviet era, the borders were sealed, border regions were 
usually sealed as military areas and as a result any cross-border infrastructure 
was not systematically developed or indeed developed at all. 

 
 
3.6.4. Subnational CBC between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States 
 

There are altogether 16 international borders between the ‘Old’ and the 
‘New’ EU Member States. On those 16 international borders, we were able to 
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identify a total of 29 cross-border cooperation initiatives. Figure 3.4 shows the 
involvement of subnational governments from those nation states in cross-
border cooperation initiatives between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member 
States. In interpreting Figure 3.4, it must be kept in mind that there are 
duplicates between the countries because there is an element of double-
counting, i.e. subnational governments from one country can be engaged in 
several cross-border cooperation initiatives at the same time. 

 

 
 

Figure 3.4. Involvement of subnational governments in CBC 
initiatives between ‘Old’ and ‘New’ EU Member States by nation 

state (n=29) 
(Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1) 

 
Figure 3.4 shows that subnational cross-border cooperation between 

the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States is rather low, especially when 
compared with subnational cross-border cooperation within the ‘Old’ EU 
Member States or with subnational cross-border cooperation within the ‘New’ 
EU Member States. Figure 3.4 also shows that most cross-border cooperation 
initiatives are on the borders of Germany (10), Austria (8) and Greece (8) from 
the ‘Old’ EU Member States and on the borders of the Czech Republic (8) from 
the ‘New’ EU Member States. The most used governance form between the ‘Old’ 
and the ‘New’ EU Member States is the form of Euroregion (17 cases out of 29).  

Based on Annex 3.2, most of the case studies concern cross-border 
cooperation across the borders of Germany (the ‘Old’ EU Member State) or 
Slovenia (the ‘New’ EU Member State). 
 

10 

8 8 8 

6 
5 5 5 

4 
3 3 

2 2 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

G
e

rm
an

y

A
u

st
ri

a

G
re

ec
e

C
ze

ch
 R

ep
u

b
lic

It
al

y

B
u

lg
ar

ia

Sl
o

ve
n

ia

P
o

la
n

d

C
yp

ro
s

Fr
an

ce

H
u

n
ga

ry

Sp
ai

n

R
o

m
an

ia

B
el

gi
u

m

C
ro

at
ia

Sl
o

va
ki

a

Lu
xe

m
b

o
u

rg

N
e

th
e

rl
an

d
s

Sw
ed

en

Fi
n

la
n

d

Es
to

n
ia

M
al

ta



137 

Subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision 
 The ESPON Targeted Analysis report on the Cross-Border Public Services 
(2018) identified 18 cases of cross-border service provision across the 
international borders between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States. Most 
of those (11 cases) were across the borders of Germany and its neighboring 
countries. 
 

Below we discuss the key characteristics of the subnational cross-border 
cooperation between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States based on the 
theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2. 
 
Institutional context 

Whatever cross-border networks had existed prior to World War II 
among the subnational governments between the now ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU 
Member States were destroyed as a result of the war, boundary shifts and 
population movements. The borders between the now ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU 
Member States were closed to citizen exchange for most of the communist 
period. Thus, when the borders were opened after the collapse of the communist 
regimes at the beginning of 1990s, citizens of neighboring countries were almost 
completely estranged (Matthiesen and Bürkner 2001). From World War II until 
the collapse of the communist regimes, borders between the now ‘Old’ and 
‘New’ Member States posed almost impermeable barriers to cross-border 
cooperation (see Kepka and Murphy 2002). This has resulted in economic decline 
and to the marginalization of most border regions between the ‘Old’ and the 
‘New’ EU Member States. However, even nowadays stark political, administrative 
and socioeconomic asymmetries limit the effectiveness of subnational cross-
border cooperation between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States. From 
the case studies and reports we were not able to find references to bilateral or 
multilateral agreements supporting cross-border cooperation between the ‘Old’ 
and the ‘New’ EU Member States. 
 
Gains 
 Subnational cross-border cooperation between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ 
EU Member States is generally mainly about the developed country’s interest in 
counteracting the economic marginalization of the border region through its 
functional integration into the larger European development context and to 
address the challenges posed by increased cross-border mobility of both freight 
and people. The improvement of transportation and telecommunication 
infrastructure within, around and between the cross-border regions is the 
primary focus of such cross-border cooperation initiatives. Additionally, 
environmental protection plays almost as big part in the creation of such cross-
border cooperation initiatives.  
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Transaction costs 
Transaction costs resulting from subnational cross-border cooperation 

among the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States are rather high because of the 
many dissimilarities between those Member States in turn caused by the stark 
political, administrative and socio-economic asymmetries. 

Physical proximity. As a result of the communist era and especially as a 
result of the so-called Iron Curtain, the border areas between the ‘Old’ and the 
‘New’ EU Member States are underdeveloped and remain rather peripheral. The 
remoteness decreases the level of perceived physical proximity with the 
neighboring country. 

Conceptual proximity – cultural-linguistic proximity, similar sets of goals, 
shared history, economic and administrative proximity – between the ‘Old’ and 
the ‘New’ EU Member States tends to be rather low. Firstly, culture across 
international borders among those Member States is usually very different, 
creating prejudices, distrust and stereotypes among border region residents. 
However, even though there are stark asymmetries between the subnational 
governments from the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States, the subnational 
cross-border cooperation within this group of Member States often reflects 
strong economic and cultural ties (e.g. between Germany and Poland) that 
existed before World War II. These previously discussed asymmetries have 
created a situation in which subnational cross-border cooperation among the 
‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States tends to be rather unequal between the 
partners.  

Secondly, cooperation between those Member States is characterized 
by widely varying levels of development that usually results in unbalanced flows 
of trade and mobility (workers to the west, tourists to the east). There is also a 
welfare gap between the subnational governments of the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU 
Member States. For example, Germany’s eastern Länder are far wealthier than 
Poland’s western województwa.  

Finally, there are substantial differences in the legal and administrative 
systems of those Member States. For example, German Länder are somewhat 
more powerful than Polish województwa; cross-border cooperation is more 
centralized on the Polish side, whereas it is a Land competence in Germany. 
 Comprehensive knowledge. All of the identified cross-border 
cooperation initiatives among subnational governments in the ‘Old’ and the 
‘New’ EU Member States (excluding the Working Community of Alpen Adria) 
were established after 1990, i.e. after the INTERREG initiative was established. As 
a result, the average lifespan of the cross-border cooperation initiatives between 
the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States that are still active is 19 years – with 
40 years being the oldest and four years the youngest cross-border cooperation 
initiative. The average lifespan of 19 years indicates that the comprehensive 
knowledge about both subnational cross-border cooperation and also about the 
neighboring international border adjacent subnational governments should be 
high enough for successful cross-border cooperation. 



139 

 
Resources  

Financial resources. The main source of funding for subnational cross-
border cooperation between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States are the 
European Union cross-border cooperation programs. The latter are 
supplemented by national, regional and local resources. This situation is 
prevalent, especially in the case of the subnational governments from the ‘Old’ 
EU Member States. However, in the case of subnational governments from the 
‘New’ EU Member States, subnational cross-border cooperation is also co-
financed by at least the subnational government, which shows that subnational 
governments in the ‘New’ EU Member States have at least some scope in their 
budgets to initiate or support cross-border cooperation. 

Human resources. Interestingly, none of the case studies nor reports 
about subnational cross-border cooperation between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU 
Member States discusses the characteristics and availability of the human 
resources for cross-border cooperation. This suggests that neither the quality nor 
the availability of human resources is perceived as an obstacle to subnational 
cross-border cooperation. 

Material resources. In many cases, there is a lack of cross-border 
transport infrastructure between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States, and 
therefore accessibility is often a problem (e.g. especially on the borders of 
Greece, Bulgaria and Poland). This is so because of the border-related policies 
followed during the Soviet era, i.e. the borders were sealed to people, services 
and goods. The border areas were usually developed as military zones and 
therefore the needed infrastructure for cross-border cooperation was not 
systematically developed if at all. 
 
 
3.6.5. Conclusion about subnational CBC within the EU 
 
 From the previous discussions, we found that even though the European 
Union provides a uniform general institutional context to all of its Member 
States, the subnational cross-border cooperation within the European Union 
varies in a great extent. Based on those variations, we divided the subnational 
cross-border cooperation within the European Union into three groups:  

(1) Subnational cross-border cooperation among the ‘Old’ EU Member 
States;  

(2) Subnational cross-border cooperation among the ‘New’ EU Member 
States; 

(3) Subnational cross-border cooperation between the ‘Old’ and the 
‘New’ EU Member States. 

Those groups were discussed based on the theoretical framework 
developed in Chapter 2. Below we present the main variations among those 
three groups. 
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Subnational CBC among the ‘Old’ EU Member States 

Subnational cross-border cooperation (CBC) among the ‘Old’ EU 
Member States aims to develop a border-region as a whole where the 
international border does not present an obstacle to the free movement of 
people, goods and services. This aim is extensively supported by the institutional 
contexts in which such cross-border cooperation initiatives operate. The level of 
proximity and knowledge among partners is high. Finally, subnational 
governments in the ‘Old’ EU Member States have sufficient internal resources to 
initiate and support cross-border cooperation, in addition to the European Union 
cross-border cooperation programs. 

 
Subnational CBC among the ‘New’ EU Member States 

Subnational cross-border cooperation (CBC) among the ‘New’ EU 
Member States often involves rather nebulous entities with few immediate 
material benefits, and with divergent and sometimes contradictory agendas that 
operate in the institutional environment in which many institutional structures 
and habits still hold sway from the communist era. The cultural and linguistic 
proximity is rather high; however, the administrative systems differ substantially. 
Finally, subnational governments within the ‘New’ EU Member States often lack 
adequate internal financial resources but the European Union cross-border 
cooperation programs provide for cross-border cooperation among those nation 
states. 

 
Subnational CBC between the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States  

Subnational cross-border cooperation (CBC) between the ‘Old’ and the 
‘New’ EU Member States can be described as cooperation between rather 
unequal partners. Even though the European Union provides a uniform general 
institutional context, the attitudes of the national governments towards cross-
border cooperation and the characteristics of the subnational governments on 
both sides tend to be rather different. The socio-economic ties that those 
countries had in past were usually destroyed during the communist era and are 
now being re-built; however, the proximity, both physical and conceptual, of 
subnational governments in the ‘Old’ and the ‘New’ EU Member States remains 
rather low. Finally, financially these nation groups are rather different – even 
though the European Union runs cross-border cooperation programs to promote 
cross-border cooperation, the lack of internal resources of subnational 
governments from the ‘New’ EU Member States often makes cross-border 
cooperation rather complicated among the subnational governments from the 
‘Old’ and ‘New’ EU Member States. 
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3.7. Subnational cross-border cooperation across the EU’s External 
Borders 
3.7.1. Introduction 
 

The second main category of subnational cross-border cooperation is 
subnational cross-border cooperation across the external borders of the 
European Union. There are altogether 16

67
 countries on the external land 

borders of the European Union with a total of 70 identified cross-border 
cooperation initiatives. Based on the substantial differences in institutional 
contexts and key characteristics of subnational cross-border cooperation across 
the European Union’s external borders, we have divided the subnational cross-
border cooperation across the European Union external borders into two groups: 
(1) subnational cross-border cooperation across the European Union’s Eastern 
external borders; and (2) subnational cross-border cooperation between the 
European Union Member States and the European Free Trade Area (EFTA) 
countries. Below, both these groups are discussed based on the theoretical 
framework developed in Chapter 2. Information presented in this section is 
based on Annex 3.1 (CBC initiatives in Europe) and Annex 3.2 (Case studies, 
reports and other documents). 
 
 
3.7.2. Subnational CBC across the EU’s Eastern External Borders 
 

The European Union’s Eastern external border is with 11 Member 
States

68
 and ten European Union neighboring countries

69
, stretching some 5,000 

km from the Barents Sea in the North to the Black Sea in the South. There are 
altogether 42 identified cross-border cooperation initiatives across the European 
Union’s Eastern external borders. Figure 3.5 shows the involvement of those 
nation states in cross-border cooperation initiatives. In interpreting Figure 3.5, it 
must be kept in mind that there are duplicates between the countries because 
there is an element of double-counting, i.e. subnational governments from one 
country can be engaged in several cross-border cooperation initiatives at the 
same time. 

 

                                                           
67

 Albania, Andorra, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Lichtenstein, Moldova, 
Monaco, Montenegro, Norway, Russia, San Marino, Serbia, Switzerland, Macedonia, 
Turkey and Ukraine. 
68

 Those eleven Member States are: Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Hungary, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Slovakia. 
69

 Those ten neighbouring countries are: Albania, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Russia, Serbia, Ukraine, and Turkey. 
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Figure 3.5. Involvement of subnational governments in cross-
border cooperation initiatives across the Eastern external borders 

of the European Union (n=42) 
(Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1) 

 
Figure 3.5 shows that most of the cross-border cooperation initiatives 

across the European Union’s Eastern external borders are with Bulgaria and 
Greece (each engaged in 11 cross-border cooperation initiatives) from the 
European Union side and with Russia (also engaged in 11 cross-border 
cooperation initiatives) from the Non-EU side.  

The mostly used governance form by the cross-border cooperation 
initiatives on the European Union’s Eastern external borders takes the form of a 
Euroregion (29 cases out of 42). This is probably mainly because: (1) there are no 
bilateral nor multilateral agreements between the countries involved; and (2) the 
Euroregion is the most flexible governance form that enables involved countries 
to create separate organizations based on their national law and then form an 
umbrella organization using the Euroregion form. 

Interestingly, even though there are 21 countries adjacent to the 
European Union’s Eastern external borders, and most of the identified cross-
border cooperation initiatives involve Bulgaria, Greece or Russia, the case study 
literature mostly concerns cooperation on the Finnish (EU side) and Russian 
(Non-EU side) borders (see Annex 3.2).  
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Subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision 
 The ESPON Targeted Analysis report on the Cross-Border Public Services 
(2018) has not identified any cross-border service provision across the European 
Union’s Eastern external borders. 
 

Below, we discuss the key characteristics of the cross-border 
cooperation initiatives across the European Union’s Eastern external borders 
based on the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2.  
 
Institutional contexts 

Subnational cross-border cooperation across the Eastern external 
borders of the European Union involves cross-border cooperation between 
countries with Soviet backgrounds. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, cross-
border relations have become tense in several cross-border areas on the Eastern 
external borders of the European Union. Diplomatic tensions can be found on, 
for example, the border of Poland and Belarus as there are ca 300,000 Poles in 
Grond oblast (North-West Belarus) and the status of the Belarusian Poles is a 
major source of dispute in inter-governmental relations. Similar tensions also 
exist on the borders between Estonia and Russia and on the borders between 
Moldova and Romania. Such tensions reveal themselves in strict visa 
requirements that create barriers to the movement of people, capital, goods and 
services and thereby restrict subnational cross-border cooperation in general but 
especially subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. 

However, for countries between which subnational cross-border 
cooperation was already active before the European Neighbourhood Policy 
Instrument was applied (i.e. before 2007), increased involvement and support at 
the national level has been evident (for example cooperation among subnational 
governments in Finland and Russia)

70
.  

The substantial differences in intuitional contexts and national laws are 
an obstacle for subnational cross-border cooperation across the European 
Union’s Eastern external borders; for example, in Belarus familiarization with 
European values of democratic governance is limited by the fact that civil 
servants, NGOs and even individuals are only permitted to engage in apolitical 
activities. In this context, concerns relating to the protection of common goods – 
for example, an architectural gem in a preserved natural setting – are almost the 
only matters neutral enough to allow subnational governments to become 
involved in a cross-border cooperation initiative. Such administrative restrictions 
are an obstacle to subnational cross-border cooperation, especially to 
cooperation in cross-border service provision. Furthermore, on the Non-EU side, 
the highly centralized management of subnational governments’ activities from 
the capital city results in lengthier procedures for endorsing an initiative or 
implementing a project, whereas within the European Union subnational 
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 ENI CBC programming document 
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governments generally have rather wide autonomy in decision-making about 
cross-border cooperation.  

Border-adjacent areas on the European Union’s Eastern external borders 
can be described as regions suffering considerable structural, financial and 
political constraints. Therefore, subnational governments on both sides of the 
European Union’s Eastern external borders are similarly disadvantaged, resulting 
in ’double peripheries’ (meaning peripheral within the periphery) within a wider 
European context, i.e. they are generally far from major economic centers and 
lack many of the employment opportunities available elsewhere. It comes from 
the fact that the border regions during the Soviet period were usually both 
militarized and sealed off by complex sets of regulations, border zone passes and 
controls. These restrictions and the consequent lack of economic investment 
inevitably affected the development of border-adjacent areas and resulted in 
outward migration and even abandonment of some settlements. Many of those 
regions continue to suffer from outward migration, de-industrialization, low 
labor productivity, high unemployment, low levels of economic diversification, 
de-population of rural regions – and in many areas – negative demographic 
trends, a ’brain drain’, disinvestment and generally well below average levels of 
socio-economic and physical well-being.  

However, even though border regions have not previously been a 
priority for central governments on the other side of the European Union’s 
Eastern external borders, in order to receive funding from the European Union, 
the political elites of these countries are starting to show limited interest in 
subnational cross-border cooperation projects. 

In terms of community wealth, there are great differences in income 
levels on the two sides of the European Union’s Eastern external borders though 
such differences do vary significantly from region to region.

71
  

Therefore, in summary, the subnational governments adjacent to the 
European Union’s Eastern external border can be characterized by varying rates 
of economic development, high income disparities and varying demographics. 
 
Gains  
 The levels of interest in subnational cross-border cooperation on both 
sides of the European Union’s Eastern external borders can be described as 
usually unequal among partners. This means that usually the ‘stronger’ partner is 
more interested in subnational cross-border cooperation and therefore takes the 
initiative whereas the ‘weaker’ partner just ‘tags along’. In most cases the 
‘stronger’ partner tends to be subnational government(s) from the European 
Union side. 

Furthermore, on the Non-EU side of the European Union’s Eastern 
external borders, local elites tend to hijack the brand of the cross-border 
cooperation initiative – as a concept, logo and platform – for their own business 

                                                           
71

 Ibid. 
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or political interests. The great majority of the population are unaware of living in 
a cross-border cooperation area or at most perceive subnational cross-border 
cooperation as the framework for mayor’s cross-border tourism project or a 
playground for business circles merely interested in cross-border trade. 
Therefore, the borderlanders seldom identify themselves with cross-border 
cooperation initiatives. In other words, the societal dimension is usually missing 
in subnational cross-border cooperation across the Eastern external borders of 
the European Union. However, in cases in which cross-border cooperation 
projects positively affect the life of the borderlanders in such fields as public 
health, education and cultural exchanges and sports competitions, the 
inhabitants seem to identify closely with the cross-border cooperation initiative.  

Environmental concerns, such as water pollution, whether from 
industrial or urban discharges, is often a critical problem in border areas and 
therefore is one of the most common fields for cross-border cooperation.  

Another prevalent activity of cross-border cooperation initiatives across 
the European Union’s Eastern external borders is tourism. Marginalized in their 
respective national settings, border-adjacent peripheries increasingly rely on 
tourism as a driver of economic growth, although this can be complicated 
because a neighboring region with similar tourism potential can see the other not 
as a potential partner but as a competitor. 

Finally, on the European Union’s Eastern external borders where the 
natural resources are perceived as a common good, their sustainable 
management has become both a driver of and a platform for subnational cross-
border cooperation. 

 
Transaction costs  

The transaction costs resulting from subnational cross-border 
cooperation across the European Union’s Eastern external borders are rather 
high. This comes from the substantial differences in administrative and legal 
systems across the international border as well as from the levels of 
comprehensive knowledge on both sides. 

The European Union’s Eastern external borders have deep-seated and 
long-standing historical and cultural links that have typically been established 
over the centuries; in other words, the border regions in these areas, whether on 
land or at sea, often have a long-shared history. 

However, the cultural, social, political and economic differences 
between the two sides of a border can negatively impact subnational cross-
border cooperation. The variation in economic systems and levels of economic 
development, the heterogeneity of social systems, language and cultural 
differences create considerable obstacles to the development of subnational 
cross-border cooperation. Furthermore, the differences in values and mentality 
affect the practice of entrepreneurship. Such obstacles in cross-border 
cooperation between the European Union Member States and the Non-EU 
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countries may also arise from simmering resentments resulting from difficult 
historical relationships in the past.  

It is also concluded from the case studies and reports that there is an 
overall lack of knowledge: a lack of knowledge about cross-border cooperation, a 
lack of knowledge about the potential partners and a lack of overall knowledge of 
the administrators. Firstly, subnational cross-border cooperation across the 
European Union’s Eastern external borders involves subnational governments 
from countries with a Soviet background which means that the experience with 
subnational cross-border cooperation on both sides is rather short – the average 
lifespan of those cross-border cooperation initiatives which are currently 
operating is 17 years with 28 years as the oldest and eight years as the youngest. 

Secondly, the lack of knowledge about neighbors and prejudice towards 
them leads to a lack of trust between potential and existing partners, and creates 
considerable obstacles to the development of successful subnational cross-
border cooperation. 

Thirdly, the poor overall knowledge of the local administrators: their 
poor knowledge of English usually disqualifies them from access to European 
Union sources of funding for which they might otherwise be eligible; a lack of 
well-trained personnel often leads to subjective decision-making about a cross-
border cooperation initiative; lack of understanding by the local authorities about 
the nature and purpose of subnational cross-border cooperation is also seen as 
an obstacle; and also the lack of that experience and knowledge crucial for 
executing subnational cross-border cooperation projects. 

Finally, a significant obstacle to subnational cross-border cooperation is 
the lack of well-established communication links among the partners, as well as 
effective cooperation between local authorities and representatives of business 
and public enterprises. 
 
Resources  

Financial resources. There are two European Union cross-border 
cooperation programs supporting subnational cross-border cooperation across 
the European Union’s Eastern external borders – the European Neighbourhood 
Instrument (ENI) and the Pre-Accession Instrument (IPA). Those programs cover 
all the countries on the European Union’s Eastern external borders. Together, the 
European Neighbourhood Instrument (budget € 63.4 million) and the Pre-
Accession Instrument (budget € 24.2 million) cross-border cooperation programs 
provide € 86.6 million for cross-border cooperation across the European Union’s 
Eastern external borders for the current programming period of 2014-2020. 

In the case of the European Union’s neighboring countries, the external 
financing for subnational cross-border cooperation, especially for subnational 
cross-border cooperation across the European Union’s Eastern external borders, 
is often reported by scholars as being lacking. This can be because, firstly, as 
discussed previously, the central governments of the Non-EU countries often 
perceive subnational cross-border cooperation, especially cross-border 
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cooperation with subnational governments from the European Union Member 
States, as challenges to their sovereignty, and therefore they refuse to subsidize 
those cross-border cooperation initiatives. For example, from the Belarusian 
viewpoint, subnational cross-border cooperation generally implies a threat to 
territorial statehood and regime stability, given the potentially subversive impact 
of social interaction across the border with the European Union. However, the 
very fact that the national authorities in Belarus support transborder region-
building, albeit only on paper, provides some evidence that the regime is 
showing interest in developing cross-border cooperation, especially because it 
offers the prospect of attracting European Union funding. Secondly, the 
perceived lack of external funding may also come from the lack of knowledge 
about the opportunities for external funding or even if there is knowledge and 
interest in European Union funding instruments. Also, it can be the case that the 
financial resources are simply not sufficient for the needs of local populations, 
and as a result the absorption level of European Union funds is often low. Finally, 
the significant restrictions of the use of administrative and financial leverage of 
the local authorities of the Non-EU countries inhibits them from taking initiative 
and aims for cross-border cooperation with neighboring subnational 
governments across the international border. 

Human resources. The lack of adequate staff – knowledgeable about 
cross-border cooperation and about funding opportunities, and with a good level 
of English – is also seen as one of the obstacles for cross-border cooperation on 
both sides of the European Union’s Eastern external borders.  

Material infrastructure. From the infrastructure point of view, the 
network and condition of roads in the European Union’s Eastern border-adjacent 
areas creates significant negative impacts on cross-border cooperation, because 
transport and industrial infrastructures are key pre-requisites for establishing 
effective cross-border cooperation and contributing to the rapid movement of 
people and goods within a border area (Marin 2011; Olena 2014). 
 
 
3.7.3. Subnational CBC between EU Member States and EFTA countries 

 
In total, there are 17 countries sharing the border in this group – nine 

countries from the European Union
72

 and four EFTA member countries
73

. 
Altogether, there are 13 identified cross-border cooperation initiatives between 
the European Union Member States and EFTA countries. Figure 3.6 shows the 
involvement of those nation states in cross-border cooperation initiatives. In 
interpreting Figure 3.6, it must be kept in mind that there are duplicates between 
the countries because there is an element of double-counting, i.e. subnational 
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 Sweden, Finland, Denmark, United Kingdom, France, Italy, Austria, Germany and Spain. 
73

 Norway, Iceland, Switzerland, and Lichtenstein. 
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governments from one country can be engaged in several cross-border 
cooperation initiatives at the same time. 

 

 
Figure 3.6. Involvement of subnational governments in CBC 

initiatives between the EU Member States and EFTA countries 
(n=28) 

(Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1) 
 
As shown in Figure 3.6, most of the identified cross-border cooperation 

initiatives are on the borders of Switzerland (15) and Norway (12) from the Non-
EU side; and Sweden (12) and France (10) from the European Union side.  
 Cross-border cooperation initiatives belonging to this group use mainly 
governance forms based on their own national law (20 cases out of 28). This is 
mainly because there are several bilateral and multilateral agreements between 
EFTA countries and their partnering EU Member States which have developed a 
good legal basis for subnational cross-border cooperation. 

Even though the cooperation activities between subnational 
governments belonging to this group typically have long histories, we were able 
to find only two relevant case studies to describe characteristics of the 
subnational cross-border cooperation in this group. 
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Subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision 
 Table 3.4 shows that there were 56 cases of cross-border service 
provision identified.  
 

Below, we discuss the key characteristics of the subnational cross-
border cooperation between European Union Member States and EFTA countries 
based on the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2. 
 
Institutional context 
 There are no substantial differences between the institutional contexts 
of the EFTA member states and the European Union Member States that are 
adjacent to those countries.  
  
Gains 

Subnational cross-border cooperation between the European Union 
Member States and EFTA countries is mainly about creating a cross-border region 
where the international border is not seen as an obstacle, and is especially about 
public transportation – mainly bus and train connections but also building an 
airport together in the cross-border area. 
 
Transaction costs  

Transaction costs of subnational cross-border cooperation within this 
group are rather low as the proximity – both physical and conceptual – and the 
comprehensive knowledge of partnering subnational governments from both 
sides is perceived to be high. 

The economic development of a Non-EU country belonging to this group 
is similar to that of a country across its international border, which makes 
subnational cross-border cooperation straightforward. However, the differences 
between the political systems tend to be the hindering factors for subnational 
cross-border cooperation. For example, in the case of subnational cross-border 
cooperation between Switzerland, France and Germany, the fact that regional 
actors from France and Germany involved in day-to-day cooperation are often 
not the principal decision-makers greatly hinders the efficiency of subnational 
cross-border cooperation and, consequently, gives a particular advantage to 
Swiss actors. 

Comprehensive knowledge. Since the subnational cross-border 
cooperation between the European Union Member States and EFTA countries 
has a long-standing history – with an average lifespan of 32 years, with 47 being 
the oldest and 11 years the youngest identified cross-border cooperation 
initiative – the subnational governments involved have high levels of knowledge 
about cross-border cooperation in general but also about the neighboring 
country or countries. 
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Resources 
Financial resources. Interestingly, even though all of the countries 

involved in this group have adequate financial means for cross-border 
cooperation, the fact that the Norway and Switzerland have the majority of high-
skilled and well-paid job opportunities compared with their neighboring 
countries, the subnational authorities from the European Union Member States 
often lack the budgets and staff that are necessary to develop ambitious plans 
with Norway and Switzerland. In addition to the internal resources of the 
involved subnational governments, the European Union supports subnational 
cross-border cooperation between its Member States and EFTA countries 
through nine INTERREG A CBC programs with a total budget of € 765.9 million for 
the current program period of 2014-2020.  

Human resources. Interestingly, none of the case studies about 
subnational cross-border cooperation between the European Union Member 
States and EFTA countries discusses the characteristics and availability of the 
human resources necessary for the cross-border cooperation. This suggests that 
neither the quality nor the availability of human resources is perceived as an 
obstacle to subnational cross-border cooperation. 

Material infrastructure. Another common feature of subnational cross-
border cooperation between the European Union Member States and EFTA 
countries is that the border regions tend to have well-developed transport 
infrastructure which connects them well to other parts of Europe. 

 
 
3.7.4. Conclusions on Subnational CBC Across the EU’s External Borders 
 
 From the previous discussions, we conclude that there is a substantial 
difference between the subnational cross-border cooperation across the 
European Union’s Eastern external borders and between the European Union 
Member States and EFTA countries.  

 
Subnational CBC between the EU Member States and EFTA countries  

The gains of the subnational cross-border cooperation (CBC) in this 
group are rather oriented towards creating a border region where international 
borders create as few obstacles as possible. We also found that there are many 
cross-border cooperation initiatives solving problems through cross-border 
service provision, mainly transport problems. Transaction costs involved in 
subnational cross-border cooperation across these borders are rather low as the 
proximity of the subnational governments on both sides of the border tends to 
be close; also the knowledge about existing and potential partners is high, and 
cross-border cooperation in general and the overall knowledge of administrators 
are also high. It also emerged that funding from the European Union is not a 
primary incentive for subnational cross-border cooperation across these borders, 
because the level of internal resources of the participating subnational 
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governments tends to be high on both sides. Finally, the national and 
international contexts among the countries on these borders is rather similar on 
both sides of the international border and is highly supportive of subnational 
cross-border cooperation. 
  
Subnational CBC across the European Union’s Eastern external borders  
 Subnational cross-border cooperation (CBC) across the European 
Union’s Eastern external borders tends to be rather different to those described 
above. We found that subnational cross-border cooperation is usually unequal 
between partners across the European Union’s Eastern external borders; usually 
one of the parties (in most cases the European Union Member State) is more 
active and initiates and drives the cross-border cooperation. Furthermore, the 
substantial differences in administrative systems, institutional contexts and levels 
of economic development lead to high transaction costs for subnational cross-
border cooperation. Even though there are two European Union cross-border 
cooperation programs financing subnational cross-border cooperation across the 
Eastern external borders, the resources for subnational cross-border cooperation 
remain scarce, especially on the Non-EU side as the higher level governments are 
not supportive of cross-border cooperation with subnational governments from 
the European Union Member States. Finally, the institutional context in which 
subnational governments are operating is rarely supportive of subnational cross-
border cooperation on the Non-EU side.  
 
 

3.8. Subnational cross-border cooperation outside the EU 
 

This dissertation is about subnational cross-border cooperation across 
the whole continent of Europe. Therefore, we also need to discuss the cross-
border cooperation among subnational governments from the Non-EU 
countries

74
. We were able to identify five cross-border cooperation initiatives 

among the subnational governments in the Non-EU countries (see Annex 3.1.) of 
which three involve bilateral cooperation among subnational governments from 
Russia and Ukraine (Figure 3.7 shows the involvement of countries). In 
interpreting Figure 3.7, it must be kept in mind that there are duplicates between 
the countries because there is an element of double counting, i.e. subnational 
governments from one country can be engaged in several cross-border 
cooperation initiatives at the same time. Information presented in this section is 
based on Annex 3.1 (CBC initiatives in Europe) and Annex 3.2 (Case studies, 
reports and other documents). 

                                                           
74

 There are a total fifteen countries belonging into this group: Albania, Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Macedonia, 
Moldova, Montenegro, Russia, Serbia, Turkey and Ukraine. 
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Figure 3.7. Involvement of subnational governments in cross-
border cooperation initiatives among the Non-EU countries (n=5) 

 (Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.1) 
 
 The governance form most commonly used by the cross-border 
cooperation initiatives between Non-EU countries is the Euroregion. This is 
probably because: (1) there are no bilateral nor multilateral agreements between 
those countries for subnational cross-border cooperation; and (2) the form of the 
Euroregion enables them to establish a separate organization on both sides of 
the border and then form a unified organization under a title incorporating the 
Euroregion term. 

The literature about cross-border cooperation among the subnational 
governments from the Non-EU countries is, compared to the literature about 
subnational cross-border cooperation within the European Union, almost non-
existent – we were able to find only two relevant case studies (see Annex 3.2). 
The limited research about subnational cross-border cooperation in this group 
can be explained by the primary and rudimentary cross-border cooperation 
among subnational governments from Non-EU countries, which is mainly project-
based and of the ’soft’ kind, such as organizing sports’ activities or exhibitions 
together. Therefore, to achieve some more insight into the characteristics of the 
subnational cross-border cooperation within the Non-EU countries, we also 
exploited the literature about subnational cross-border cooperation across the 
Eastern external borders of the European Union.  
 
Subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision 
 Table 3.4 shows that there was no cross-border cooperation in service 
provision identified across the borders of Non-EU countries. The characteristics 
of the subnational cross-border cooperation within this group and the factors 
that explain the lack of cross-border service provision within this group are 
discussed below based on the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2. 
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Institutional context 

Many of the Non-EU countries suffer either diplomatic tensions or geo-
political conflict concerning the border areas (e.g. Serbia and Kosovo; Russia and 
Ukraine; Georgia and Russia). Such tensions have led to strict and complicated 
visa regulations between the neighbors. Strict and complicated visa regulations 
are also seen as a restraint on the emergence of cross-border cooperation 
initiatives. Furthermore, border conflicts can also explain why central 
governments in those countries usually perceive subnational cross-border 
cooperation as a challenge to their sovereignty and therefore refuse to subsidize 
cross-border cooperation initiatives. In addition, as the border areas are 
commonly inhabited by ethnic minorities, central governments, if not openly, 
then at least in practice, treat border regions with great caution. This has led to a 
situation where central governments in Non-EU countries lack an overall vision 
for international-border-adjacent subnational governments. Furthermore, as 
border regions are often treated by central governments with caution, people in 
border areas often feel neglected by the central government and do not even 
want to take ownership of a discourse that might in some way improve their 
lives. Moreover, people in border areas of the Non-EU countries seem to resist 
those cross-border cooperation initiatives that arise at the local level because 
they see subnational cross-border cooperation as a threat to their traditional 
ways of life and even their economic interests. This way of thinking often stems 
from the strongly traditional nature of the villagers in border areas. 

Non-EU countries are often characterized by highly centralized 
management including central management of local administrative activities 
from the capital city. This approach to governance results in lengthy procedures 
for endorsing a cross-border cooperation initiative or implementing a cross-
border cooperation project. 

Local entities in Non-EU countries tend to hijack the brand of the cross-
border cooperation initiative – as a concept, logo and platform – for their own 
business or political interests and therefore a social dimension is usually missing 
in cross-border cooperation. This has led to situations in which the great majority 
of a population is unaware of living in a cross-border cooperation area or – at 
best – perceives subnational cross-border cooperation as the framework for a 
mayor’s cross-border tourism project or a playground for business groups merely 
interested in promoting cross-border trade. This means that borderlanders 
seldom identify themselves with any cross-border cooperation initiative in their 
area.  
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Gains  
Despite the positive political talk at the national government level in 

Non-EU countries, subnational cross-border cooperation rarely results in 
concrete action plans and thus few realized gains. 
  
Transaction costs 

The transaction costs for subnational cross-border cooperation within 
the Non-EU countries are high as the proximity of neighboring countries and the 
comprehensive knowledge of administrators is rather low, which leads to high 
information, negotiation and coordination costs. 

Physical proximity. In many border regions in Non-EU countries (e.g. 
between Georgia and Armenia, in the Western Balkans) subnational cross-border 
cooperation is challenging because of the mountainous area and through the lack 
of cross-border infrastructure in such areas.  

Conceptual proximity. The linguistic-cultural proximity between Non-EU 
countries is rather low which also feeds the mistrust and prejudice towards 
neighboring subnational governments. Even though the economic and social 
proximity is rather high, at least in the border areas of the Non-EU countries, the 
very different administrative systems together with completely different 
functions of public institutions tends to inhibit subnational cross-border 
cooperation. 

Comprehensive knowledge. There is also a pervasive mistrust among the 
border-adjacent neighboring subnational governments (e.g. Moldova vs 
Transniestra, Armenia vs Azerbaijan, Georgia vs Abkhazia and Southern Ossetia) 
which inhibits the establishment of successful cross-border cooperation 
initiatives. The mistrust and prejudice towards the potential partner comes 
mainly from the lack of knowledge and language barriers. Low wages in the 
public sector in such countries lead to rapid employee turnover and a “brain-
drain” towards the cities. 

The average lifespan of currently functioning subnational cross-border 
cooperation initiatives of Non-EU countries is 13 years with 15 years the oldest 
and eight years the youngest. The average lifespan of the cross-border 
cooperation initiatives shows that subnational cross-border cooperation across 
those international borders is rather short. The civil servants in the Non-EU 
countries usually lack the experience and the knowledge that are crucial for 
conducting cross-border cooperation projects, and the lack of well-trained 
personnel often leads to subjective decision-making about a cross-border 
cooperation initiative. However, even when the staff have enough knowledge of 
experience in cross-border cooperation, their poor knowledge of English usually 
disqualifies them from accessing European Union funding for which they might 
well be eligible. 
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Resources  
The lack of subnational cross-border cooperation between the Non-EU 

countries can be explained by one or more of the lack of funding opportunities, 
lack of knowledgeable staff and the low level of material infrastructure.  

Firstly, there are limited financial resources from higher level 
government for supporting cross-border cooperation. This can be explained by 
the fact that central governments usually perceive subnational cross-border 
cooperation as a challenge to their sovereignty, and therefore refuse to subsidize 
it. Subnational governments themselves either have no strategic resources or 
have only very limited strategic resources in their budgets to support cross-
border cooperation. Furthermore, there are no European Union funds available 
for cross-border cooperation exclusively among subnational governments of 
Non-EU countries.  

Secondly, because of the lack of external resources, the budgets of 
cross-border cooperation initiatives come mainly from membership fees, which 
poorer subnational governments cannot afford to pay. The latter leads to a lack 
of cross-border cooperation initiatives and/or a reduction in the activities that 
cross-border cooperation initiatives undertake. 

Thirdly, the low level of subnational cross-border cooperation within the 
Non-EU countries can also be explained by the lack of the well-trained staff 
needed for cross-border cooperation. This may stem from the low wages in 
subnational governments in border regions and also by the “brain-drain” towards 
urban areas. 

Finally, the low level of material infrastructure, prevalent in border areas 
in Non-EU countries, is often a consequence of the natural landscape of many 
border areas in Non-EU countries, but also from the fact that border areas tend 
to be economically and socially peripheral and central governments of Non-EU 
countries typically treat border areas with great caution.  
 
Conclusion about subnational CBC among the Non-EU countries 
 As seen from the previous discussion, subnational cross-border 
cooperation (CBC) among the Non-EU countries differ significantly from 
subnational cross-border cooperation among the European Union Member 
States. Firstly, in most cases subnational cross-border cooperation among the 
Non-EU countries takes place when it is personally beneficial to elected or 
appointed local politicians, i.e. subnational cross-border cooperation reinforces 
their own business or political interests.  

Secondly, the transaction costs of subnational cross-border cooperation 
are high because of the low comprehensive knowledge of the administrators, 
which is the result of pervasive mistrust towards the neighboring subnational 
governments. The low number of cross-border cooperation initiatives can also be 
explained by low experience and though poor knowledge about cross-border 
cooperation. The visa restrictions and frequently difficult landscape of the border 
areas in Non-EU countries further increases the transaction costs. 



156 

Thirdly, resources for subnational cross-border cooperation can be 
explained by the word ‘scarce’. Subnational governments in the Non-EU 
countries have almost no own revenues and their external funding is low because 
central government refuses to subsidize CBC initiatives. However, when there is 
the possibility of external funding, it seldom addresses the needs of local 
governments. The lack and poor state of the physical infrastructure and the lack 
of adequate staff make subnational cross-border cooperation even harder to 
achieve.  

Finally, the institutional context in which subnational governments 
operate can be described by the frequent diplomatic tensions between the Non-
EU countries which has led to mistrust, and to strict and complicated visa 
regulations. Central governments perceive subnational cross-border cooperation 
as a challenge to their sovereignty, and therefore handle border regions with 
great caution since border areas are often inhabited by ethnic minorities. This 
has led to a lack of overall national vision for border regions and to a situation in 
which people living in border areas feel neglected by central government. The 
typical over-centralization and centralized management of Non-EU countries has 
led to the lack of any social dimension in subnational cross-border cooperation 
and to the resistance of local communities to the top-down initiatives.  
 
 

3.9. Discussion and Conclusion 
 

This chapter has aimed to address the third sub-question of this 
research: what are the key characteristics driving the subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision in Europe? To address this sub-question, we 
started by analyzing the European Union cross-border cooperation policies and 
the financial instruments reinforcing those policies. Our research showed that 
the European Union has created cross-border cooperation policies: (1) for its 
internal borders, the EU Cohesion Policy with an INTERREG program to financially 
support cross-border cooperation and the Macro-regional strategies with no 
specific financial program; and (2) for its external borders, the EU Enlargement 
Policy and the EU Neighbourhood Policy with respective instruments called Pre-
Accession Assistance (IPA) and European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI). All of 
the policies tackle various constraints and therefore have various objectives 
meaning that the institutional context in which subnational governments are 
operating in are distinct for each group. 

Secondly, we analyzed the governance forms that the European 
Commission and the Council of Europe have developed to both increase and 
improve subnational cross-border cooperation. We found that even though the 
European Commission and the Council of Europe have developed several 
opportunities for subnational governments to institutionalize their cross-border 
cooperation, the governance forms offered are not yet widely used. 
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Thirdly, we analyzed the general position of the cross-border 
cooperation in Europe. We were able to identify a total of 237 cross-border 
cooperation initiatives, mostly situated within the European Union (162 cross-
border cooperation initiatives). We also found that the oldest cross-border 
cooperation initiatives and those cross-border cooperation initiatives that involve 
service provision are mainly situated within the European Union. 

Finally, to obtain greater insight into the characteristics of the 
subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe, we analyzed the available case 
studies. After synthesizing and systemizing the information gathered from the 
databases, case studies and relevant reports about subnational cross-border 
cooperation in Europe, we found that – based on the key characteristics of the 
subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe – we could distinguish between 
three groups: (1) subnational cross-border cooperation among the Traditional 
Europe

75
; (2) subnational cross-border cooperation among the ‘New’ EU Member 

States
76

; and (3) subnational cross-border cooperation among the Non-EU 
countries. Subnational cross-border cooperation that is conducted between 
those groups usually bear the characteristics of the ‘less advantaged’ party, i.e. 
subnational cross-border cooperation among the Traditional Europe and ‘New’ 
EU Member States mainly bear the characteristics of the subnational cross-
border cooperation among the ‘New’ EU Member States; and subnational cross-
border cooperation among the ‘New’ EU Member States and the Non-EU 
countries mainly bear the characteristics of subnational cross-border cooperation 
among the Non-EU countries. For a better explanation of what see Figure 3.8. 
 
  

                                                           
75

 Traditional Europe includes EU founding members, countries which entered the EU 
before 2004 and EFTA countries. 
76

 ‘New’ EU member states are countries that entered the EU on 2004 and later. 
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Figure 3.8. Division of CBC based on its key characteristics 
(Source: Authors compilation based on discussions in Chapter 3) 

 
In Table 3.9 below is brought out the summary of characteristics of 

subnational cross-border cooperation in three different geo-political contexts in 
Europe based on the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2. This table 
was created by qualitatively comparing the similarities within the group with the 
differences with other groups. The rating of high/low was obtained based on 
comparing the differences within the country group. For example, when majority 
of the information obtained from literature (case studies and reports) indicated 
that in Traditional Europe various sectors and levels of government are engaged 
in CBC, we rated this factor as ‘high’. When, for example, the information about 
involving various sectors and levels of government in CBC indicated that in some 
cases it is true and in some cases, it is not, we rated this factors as ‘mixed’. Lastly, 
when majority of information indicated, for example, that there is no 
involvement of various sectors and levels of government in CBC, we rated this 
factor as ‘low’. 
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Table 3.9. Summary of main characteristics of subnational cross-border 
cooperation in three different geo-political contexts in Europe. 

 Traditional 
Europe 

‘New’ EU 
Member 

States 

Non-EU 
countries 

Institutional context    
Transnational support 

towards CBC 
High High Low 

National support towards 
CBC 

High Mixed Low 

International borders 
between partners 

Peaceful Some 
diplomatic 
tensions 

Some 
diplomatic 
tensions 

Engagement of various 
sectors and levels of 
government in CBC 

High Mixed Low 

Autonomy of subnational 
governments towards 

decision-making about CBC 

High High Low 

    
Gains    
 Creating a 

cross-border 
region 

Solving 
specific 

problems 

CBC for local 
entities’ 
benefit 

 Decreasing the 
role of 

international 
border 

 Solving 
specific 

problems 

    
Transaction costs    

Perceived physical 
proximity 

High Low Low 

Perceived conceptual 
proximity 

High Mixed Low 

Level of experiences and 
knowledge about CBC 

High Mixed Low 

Level of experiences and 
knowledge about adjacent 

subnational governments 

High Mixed Low 

Level of trust towards 
adjacent subnational 

governments 

High Mixed Low 
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Resources    
Level of external financial 

support 
High High Low 

Level of own/internal 
resources for CBC 

High Low Low 

Educational level and 
availability of human 

resources 

High Mixed Low 

Level of material 
infrastructure 

High Mixed Low 

Likelihood of cross-border 
cooperation in service 
provision 

High likelihood Variations Unlikely 

Source: Author’s compilation based on Annex 3.2 
 
Institutional context 
 We found that there are substantial differences in the institutional 
contexts of the EU Member States and Non-EU countries. As the European Union 
has aligned its general institutional context for the benefit of its Member States, 
subnational cross-border cooperation is somewhat easier within the European 
Union than outside of its borders where institutional contexts vary substantially 
from country to country. Furthermore, crossing borders within the European 
Union, as well as with other countries within the Schengen Area, is easy whereas 
border crossing between the Non-EU countries is often difficult because of visa 
restrictions. In the first case, there is free movement of people, goods and 
services whereas in case of Non-EU countries, borders are often barriers to the 
movement of people, capital, goods and services. 
 Furthermore, in Traditional Europe, subnational cross-border 
cooperation has traditionally enjoyed high political support, and countries in 
Traditional Europe have conducted several bilateral or multilateral agreements 
with neighboring countries to improve subnational cross-border cooperation, 
whereas in the ‘New’ EU Member States there are laws and regulations dealing 
with subnational cross-border cooperation. In the Non-EU countries, central 
government perceives subnational cross-border cooperation as a challenge to its 
sovereignty, and therefore support is rarely provided. The latter can be also 
because there are existing political tensions between most of the Non-EU 
countries, and as a result border regions are treated with great caution, leading 
to a situation in which there is a lack of overall vision for border regions. There 
are also existing political tensions between some of the ‘New’ EU Member States 
whereas Traditional Europe has enjoyed peaceful borders between its countries 
for a long time.  

Whereas in Traditional Europe the differences in administrative systems 
are rather limited and easy to overcome, the various political systems and levels 
of decision making – together with fundamentally different nature and purpose 
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of national institutions – makes cooperation harder in both the ‘New’ EU 
Member States and the Non-EU countries. In addition, in the Non-EU countries 
the typical bureaucracy, high centralization and hierarchical pyramid 
management create a hard obstacle course to navigate towards cooperation.  

In Traditional Europe, the economic development level of border regions 
are not much different from the average economic development level of the 
whole country, whereas in the ‘New’ EU Member States and Non-EU countries 
subnational cross-border cooperation is often between remote regions of the 
states with, in many cases, small and administratively weak subnational 
governments, decreasing and ageing populations and considerable structural, 
financial, political and cognitive constraints creating ‘double peripheries’. 
Furthermore, in many cases the border regions between the ‘New’ EU Member 
States and Non-EU countries are inhabited by ethnic minorities. 

Finally, in Traditional Europe, subnational cross-border cooperation is in 
most cases subject to multi-level governance and broad levels of vertical 
engagement, whereas in the Non-EU countries the local level is in most cases 
absent from cross-border cooperation and there is little social dimension to 
cross-border cooperation initiatives.  

 
Gains 
 There was little information about the gains of subnational cross-border 
cooperation for these three geo-political contexts. However, based on the data 
we do have, we can say that the main aim of subnational cross-border 
cooperation among Traditional Europe is to create a cross-border region where 
the international border is not an obstacle and the actions taken are oriented 
towards cross-border service provision, especially towards cross-border public 
transportation. Subnational cross-border cooperation among the ‘New’ EU 
Member States focuses on solving specific problems and playing an exploratory 
role, e.g. creating mutual knowledge and identifying common problems. 
Activities within this geo-political context are mainly focused on solving 
environmental problems and usually the subnational cross-border cooperation 
has few material consequences. Subnational cross-border cooperation among 
the Non-EU countries rarely materializes in the form of concrete action plans 
and – even when it does – it is mainly about tourism and the preservation of 
natural resources. Furthermore, it emerged that in Non-EU countries subnational 
cross-border cooperation is often exploited by politicians for their personal 
benefit. 
 
Transaction costs 
 Our findings in this chapter have suggested that transaction costs are 
the lowest in the case of subnational cross-border cooperation among Traditional 
Europe and the highest in the case of subnational cross-border cooperation 
among Non-EU countries. The transaction costs are – in both cases – influenced 
mainly by the conceptual proximity and knowledge aspects. This implies that, in 
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Traditional Europe, countries have similar histories, similar levels of economic 
and social development, strong economic and cultural ties and language barriers 
tend to be low. Furthermore, the knowledge about neighboring subnational 
governments, experiences with cross-border cooperation and the overall 
educational level of administrators is high. In contrast, there are substantial 
cultural, social, language, economic, and political differences between Non-EU 
countries and the trust towards neighboring subnational governments is low 
because the subnational governments tend to see each other as competitors. 
Low trust suggests that there is little knowledge about the neighboring 
subnational governments. Also, the experiences with cross-border cooperation 
are rather limited and, in most cases, the cross-border cooperative relationship is 
unequal between partners in Non-EU countries because there tend to be strong 
differences between the partners in terms of norms and values.  
 
Resources 
 Availability of resources varies strongly between the three geo-political 
contexts and these are discussed below.  

Financial resources. In Traditional Europe, subnational cross-border 
cooperation existed well before the European Union started to provide funding 
for subnational cross-border cooperation because subnational governments 
generally have good internal financial resources and subnational cross-border 
cooperation is usually jointly financed by national, regional and/or local sources. 
In those cases where European Union funding is used for subnational cross-
border cooperation, the absorption of European Union finances is generally high. 
In both the ‘New’ EU Member States and the Non-EU countries, subnational 
cross-border cooperation is mainly EU-funded because the own resources of 
subnational governments tend to be limited. Furthermore, the ability to absorb 
EU-funding is generally low in both cases. However, in the ‘New’ EU Member 
States, subnational cross-border cooperation is jointly financed by national, 
regional and/or local sources, whereas in Non-EU countries, national 
governments generally refuse to subsidize subnational cross-border cooperation.  

Human resources. In Traditional Europe, the availability of human 
resources is not perceived as a barrier because in most cases subnational 
governments have sufficiently well-educated and experienced staff to promote 
and engage in subnational cross-border cooperation. However, in the ‘New’ EU 
Member States a lack of well-trained human resources is perceived as one of the 
obstacles to subnational cross-border cooperation. In the Non-EU countries, lack 
of human resources in general, but especially a lack of well-trained human 
resources, is perceived as a big obstacle to successful subnational cross-border 
cooperation.  
 Material infrastructure. Traditional Europe has well-developed cross-
border infrastructure, and subnational government areas are generally physically 
well connected to other European regions. This all makes subnational cross-
border cooperation easier. Lack of infrastructure, especially cross-border 
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transportation infrastructure, is a characteristic of the ‘New’ EU Member States, 
and poor infrastructure, especially in cross-border areas is common situation in 
Non-EU countries.  
  
 Now that the key characteristics for the three geo-political contexts have 
been as extensively defined as the existent data allows, we have chosen to write 
three case studies – one for each group – to discuss those characteristics more 
specifically. These case studies are described in Chapter 4 which follows. 
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CHAPTER 4. DRIVERS OF CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION: 
THREE CASE STUDIES  
4.1. Introduction 
 

In the previous chapter, we argued that even though there are many 
policies and programs stimulating subnational cross-border cooperation, there 
are only few identified cross-border cooperation initiatives in the domain of 
service provision. Most initiatives are in the domain of joint activities and 
strategic cooperation. This raises the question of why so few subnational cross-
border cooperation activities result in cross-border service provision. This 
chapter aims to address the third sub-question of this research: How do the 
drivers for subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision work in 
different geo-political settings in Europe? In this chapter we are interested in 
obtaining in-depth knowledge about how the drivers for subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision work in the various geo-political settings 
in Europe. Therefore, in this chapter we do not attempt to generalize nor test 
theory beyond the cases, but rather aim to illustrate in-depth, via the case 
studies, how the previously introduced factors affect subnational cross-border 
cooperation in particular situations.  

Chapter 3 concluded that the characteristics of the subnational cross-
border cooperation in Europe are differentiated on the basis of the geo-political 
position of the country. We classified three main categories of subnational cross-
border cooperation based on their characteristics: subnational cross-border 
cooperation within the Traditional Europe

77
; subnational cross-border 

cooperation within the ‘New’ EU Member States
78

; and subnational cross-border 
cooperation within the Non-EU countries. To address the third sub-question, we 
closely analyze three descriptive case studies dealing with previously mentioned 
three geo-political contexts. The first case, of the EUREGIO (straddling the border 
between the Netherlands and Germany), represents subnational cross-border 
cooperation from countries of Traditional Europe. The second case, of the twin-
town of Valga-Valka (straddling the border between Estonia and Latvia), 
represents subnational cross-border cooperation from countries of the ‘New’ EU 
Member States. Finally, the third case, of the Euroregion Euro-Caucasus 
(straddling the border between Georgia and Armenia), represents subnational 
cross-border cooperation from Non-EU countries. Those three cases were 
selected from the cross-border cooperation initiatives we identified in European 

                                                           
77

 Traditional Europe is consisting countries that joined the European Union before 2004 
and European Free Trade Association countries (Norway, Switzerland, Lichtenstein and 
Iceland). 
78

 ‘New’ EU Member States are countries that joined the European Union on 2004 and 
later. 
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Union official documentation. Each case corresponds to a specific geo-political 
context. Below we specify selection criteria in detail. 

 
 

4.2. Research design 
4.2.1. Selection of Cases 
 

The first step in the case study design to address the sub-question is to 
select the cases to be studied. In choosing the cases we kept in mind the main 
aim of this dissertation, i.e. to closely study the mechanisms that drive 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. In the field of cross-
border cooperation in Europe, with so many overlapping concepts and variety in 
theories – and so little empirical research published – we can only use pragmatic 
and substantive criteria to support the case selection. We have chosen to employ 
a “typical/representative”

79
 descriptive case study design. For 

typical/representative case studies, we first must explicate criteria for selecting 
cases within the study design. The criteria, which followed from the analyses in 
Chapters 2 and 3, are: (1) represent a country group based on the geo-political 
context of a cross-border cooperation initiative; (2) cross-border cooperation 
exclusively among subnational governments (that is, local governments and/or 
regions); (3) the cross-border cooperation initiative exhibits the typical 
characteristics of (is representative of) subnational cross-border cooperation for 
its particular geo-political context (for typical characteristics see Table 3.8); (4) 
there must be a formal agreement among partners for cross-border cooperation; 
(5) the cross-border cooperation initiative has been operating actively for at least 
some years; and (6) there must be good availability of information. Each of those 
criteria are discussed more thoroughly below. 

 
Ad 1. Geo-political context of a cross-border cooperation initiative. In the 
previous chapter (Chapter 3), we came to conclusion that, based on its 
characteristics, subnational cross-border cooperation can be divided into three 
groups – subnational cross-border cooperation within the Traditional Europe; 
subnational cross-border cooperation within the ‘New’ EU Member States; and 
subnational cross-border cooperation within the Non-EU countries. Therefore, 
we aimed to select one case for each of the three aforementioned country 
groups. Annex 3.1 (List of identified cross-border cooperation initiatives) provides 
the basis for our selection, that is: the full list of cross-border cooperation 
initiatives we identified in Chapter 3.  
 

                                                           
79

 Cases (one or more) are typical examples of some cross-case relationship; almost by 
definition, the typical case is representative (Gerring 2007; Seawright and Gerring 2008). 
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Ad 2. Cooperation is exclusively among subnational governments. As the main 
interest of this dissertation is subnational cross-border cooperation, we have 
selected only cross-border cooperation initiatives which have exclusively 
subnational governments as partners. This selection of cross-border cooperation 
initiatives (involving only subnational governments as partners) ensures that 
factors we find and describe in-depth are not influenced by the presence of 
organizations from other sectors, or higher-level government policies (e.g. state-
level policies central/national policies). Again, Annex 3.1 (List of identified cross-
border cooperation initiatives) provides the basis for our selection. 

 
Ad 3. The cross-border cooperation initiative exhibits characteristics typical of the 
particular geo-political context. As the main aim of this chapter is to present an 
in-depth discussion about how factors driving subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision work in particular geo-political contexts, we 
have chosen case studies that are typical of each of the three groups of cross-
border cooperation initiatives.

80
 We have chosen to select one representative 

case per country group for reasons of feasibility within the scope of the present 
dissertation.  
 
Ad 4. Formal agreement for cross-border cooperation among partners. One 
important selection criterion was that there has to be at least some formal 
agreement among partnering subnational governments. This is essential because 
it provides us with, at some level of certainty, a selection that a particular cross-
border cooperation is not a one-off, temporary activity, but reflects a longer-
term perspective beyond a specific funding period.  
 
Ad 5. The cross-border cooperation initiative has been actively operating at least 
some years. There are two main reasons to include this selection criterion. Firstly, 
cross-border cooperation initiatives need at least several years before cross-
border cooperation related problems or solutions to problems will become 
apparent. Secondly, the criterion for longer-term active cross-border cooperation 
was needed because the more active the cross-border cooperation initiative, the 
more information about the factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation 
can be observed and measured empirically.

81
  

 
Ad 6. Availability of information. Even though Appendix 3.1 lists many cross-
border cooperation initiatives, we must apply a pragmatic approach to selecting 
the case studies – what is sometimes referred to as “convenience sampling”. This 
approach raises the following three questions. The first question is “can the 
necessary data be collected easily?” As the main data collection methods for the 
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 See Gerring (2007); Seawright and Gerring (2008) 
81

 This criterion does not imply that the cooperation must be completely institutionalized, 
even though some formal agreements must be signed (see criterion 4). 
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case studies are document research and interviews, we needed to choose cross-
border cooperation initiatives for which we can readily collect as much data as 
possible. We often encountered non-existent web-pages, non-responsive or non-
accessible administrators, and/or inadequate information about cross-border 
cooperation initiatives. In most cases there was a language problem: the local 
administrators’ language level was not good enough to communicate with us in 
English via phone or via e-mail. To avoid these problems to some extent, we 
chose cross-border cooperation initiatives for which communication would not 
be problematic especially because in any chosen case most of the information 
had to be collected via interviews. It turned out that, this was the most restrictive 
criterion.  

The second question in a pragmatic approach to case selection is “how 
much in the way of resources is needed to support travel, data collection and 
analysis costs?” Since we could not obtain all the data needed via document 
research, we had to take into account the resources needed to support travel, 
data collection and analysis costs. Our choice, thus, was determined by the 
location of the two “home-universities” involved in this research, namely the 
University of Tartu (Estonia) and the University of Twente (the Netherlands). 
Finally, the third question is: “is the place for conducting the case study an easily 
accessible and therefore safe place to do the research?” Some geo-politically 
defined locations in Europe make a visit very complicated and the subsequent 
choice straightforward. For example, a visit to Eastern Ukraine, or Western 
Georgia would be unacceptably challenging and complicated.  

 
Based on the criteria presented above, we could reduce the number of 

potential cases to only a few, especially for cross-border cooperation initiatives 
outside the borders of the European Union. Ultimately, three case studies were 
chosen for inclusion in the research design:  

(1) the case of the EUREGIO across the border between the 
Netherlands and Germany;  

(2) the case of the twin-town of Valga-Valka across the border between 
Estonia and Latvia; and  

(3) the case of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus across the border between 
Armenia and Georgia.  

The three selected, representative cases also have some interesting 
common features, even though they were selected to link the three different 
country groups. Cross-border partners have a close proximity, in two cases also a 
similar institutional context and a similar availability of resources. Nevertheless, 
as we will show in the remainder of this chapter, their cross-border cooperation, 
especially cross-border cooperation in service provision, is significantly different.  
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4.2.2. Data Collection 
 

The research methods used for conducting the case studies were the 
literature search and analysis, policy document research and analysis, and semi-
structured interviews. Data collection for the case studies was based on the 
theoretical framework presented in Chapter 2 and the characteristics of 
subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe presented in Chapter 3. 
 
Literature and policy document research and analysis 
 To gain a first impression about each case, we gathered information 
about the case from the literature – articles written about that particular cross-
border cooperation initiative. The second step was to analyze available national 
and regional policy documents about the cross-border cooperation initiative. The 
documents analyzed were relevant public documents, legal texts, progress 
reports, budgets, articles, agreements between the partners of those cross-
border cooperation initiatives, and webpages of those cross-border cooperation 
initiatives and of its partners. In all three cases literature and document research 
and analysis provided us only with enough information to build the basis for the 
case study, though the case studies are mainly built on the information collected 
during the interviews. 
 
Interviews 

It is important to combine analysis of literature and policy documents 
with outcomes from interviews with relevant actors. After obtaining a bird’s-eye 
view about each cross-border cooperation initiative, we prepared ourselves to 
conduct an interview with key informants. As there is always a risk of 
respondents giving misleading accounts of their actions (Torenvlied 2000), we 
chose to interview two respondents from each cross-border cooperation 
initiative. The respondents were chosen based on their position and experiences 
with the particular cross-border cooperation initiative, i.e. the interviewee had to 
be actively involved in the cross-border cooperation within the cross-border 
cooperation initiative. To contact the potential interviewees, a personal e-mail 
was sent to the relevant individuals in each particular cross-border cooperation 
initiative. This e-mail contained information about our research, the reason for 
choosing the actor, a request for an appointment and contact details. This first 
mailing had a very low response rate. Possible reactions after receipt were: (a) 
forward the message; (b) respond with agreement of refusal; or (c) no action. In 
case of a forwarded message with no further answer from the new contact, both 
the forwarding person and the new contact (if known) were contacted. In cases 
where a positive answer was received, a possible date for the interview was 
confirmed. In cases of no contact, we tried to find other contact persons or other 
means for contact until a possible date for interview was confirmed. 

The interviews were held with the key players of each particular cross-
border cooperation initiative – with mayors and development managers in the 
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twin-town Valga-Valka case, with heads of national associations of local 
governments in the Euroregion EuroCaucasus case and with managers in the 
EUREGIO case (see Annex 4.1 for the list of interviewees). From every case, at 
least two people were contacted to maximize the accuracy of the information. In 
addition, to make sure that the presented data is accurate, we also interviewed 
the Secretary General of the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR) who 
has experience through his position with all the three case studies.  

We also sent follow-up e-mails, added extra interviews as needed, and 
triangulated interview data with observations and archival data to improve both 
the accuracy and completeness of the case study outcomes. 

Interviews were held as semi-structured interviews, i.e. a questionnaire 
was set up that was used during the interview, but there was also room for 
respondents to add their own views and opinions, as long as these were relevant 
to the subject of our study. As a result of the relevance of the questions, the data 
available beforehand, and the short time available to the respondents, we 
modified the structure of the questionnaire based on each interview separately 
and put the most important questions at the beginning of the interview and left 
out some questions because of the often limited time available and the 
expectation that the answers of the respondents to other questions might also 
touch on this aspect as well.  

Regarding the content of the interviews, it sometimes proved difficult 
for respondents to give their opinion on specific aspects. At the same time, 
during the interviews some questions turned out to be less relevant and 
therefore were skipped. This specifically holds for the first section which was 
more or less an introductory section to ease the respondent into the topic of 
subnational cross-border cooperation.  

As the aspects to be addressed were complex, interviews were 
conducted personally (face-to-face). This allows for personal steering of the 
questions; and required explanations and counter-questions could be added as 
necessary. The face-to-face situation also allows one to gain a picture of the 
respondent and his/her ‘emotions’, e.g. the levels of motivation to answer the 
questions and enthusiasm. If an additional interview was needed, we conducted 
a Skype interview with that respondent. 
 The interviews were conducted by the author of this dissertation. The 
interviewees were contacted and interviews were conducted in English (in the 
case of the EUREGIO; in the case of the twin-town of Valga-Valka – on the Valka 
side), in Estonian (in the case of the twin-town of Valga-Valka – on the Estonian 
side) and in Russian (in the case of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus).  
 
 
4.2.3. Data Analysis 
 

For each case study analysis, a considerable amount of data was 
collected from formal (documents, web-pages etc.) and informal (interviews) 
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sources. We also sent follow-up e-mails, added extra interviews as needed, and 
triangulated interview data with observations and archival data to improve both 
accuracy and completeness. A similar approach to all three cases was adopted, in 
order to deal with them in a uniform and comparable way. We follow the format 
proposed by Hendriks et al (2005), i.e. we focus our attention on practices (what 
happens in terms of subnational cross-border cooperation, especially subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision) connected to ambitions (what was 
intended) understood in the context of settings in which the cooperation occurs 
(how is the cooperation situated). In doing so, we will make use of our model of 
gains, transaction costs, resources and the institutional context (see Chapter 2) 
for the discussion part of case studies to be able to make valid comparisons 
between the presented cases. 

The information obtained is structured and presented as follows. We 
start with an introduction to the specific region and cross-border cooperation 
initiative in order to highlight the starting point of the case study where a general 
overview about the cross-border cooperation initiative is given along with its 
short history. Secondly, in the following part – Cross-border cooperation – we 
concentrate on the cross-border activities of the cross-border cooperation 
initiative in general. Thirdly, we discuss subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision within the particular cross-border cooperation initiative. Finally, 
we discuss each case study in line with theoretical framework developed in 
Chapter 2. Cross-references and comparisons between the cases are dealt with in 
section 4.6 (Discussion and Conclusion). 
 
 
4.2.4. Limitations 
 

Even though the case study method is widely praised for its ability to 
reveal mechanisms that explain a phenomenon, we agree that case studies also 
have their weaknesses. The weakness most commonly cited is that the 
researcher has very little control over the variables of the case study because of 
his or her own blind spot, i.e. he or she is also a variable that affects other 
variables. A second weakness mentioned in the literature is that the researcher 
takes with him or her individual biases (cultural, social etc.) and assesses cases 
based on such biases. This approach may lead to errors in the case study analysis. 
Finally, the possibility that interviewees are using the interview for their personal 
purposes (e.g. trying to project themselves in a good light) is also a way in which 
mistakes can occur.  

As there is always the risk of respondents giving misleading accounts of 
their actions, we therefore double-checked the information gathered through 
interviews against information gathered through policy documents and literature 
research. We also interviewed at least two key actors from every case study and 
compared their answers. Also, to limit the possibility of errors and to obtain as 
non-biased information about the previously mentioned cases as possible, an 
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interview with Secretary General of AEBR was conducted (see Annex 4.1 for the 
list of interviewees). We believe that the triangulation of multiple data sources 
and data collection techniques will help us to convincingly demonstrate both the 
objectivity and trustworthiness of the research process. 
 
 

4.3. The EUREGIO case 
4.3.1. Introduction 
 

EUREGIO straddles the border between Germany and The Netherlands, 
and is an example of subnational cross-border cooperation in Traditional Europe. 
EUREGIO was launched in 1958 and is the oldest subnational cross-border 
cooperation initiative in Europe. According Perkmann (2005), EUREGIO can be 
considered as a successful case of a cross-border region in the sense that it has 
firmly established itself as a border agency along its stretch of the Dutch-German 
border area. EUREGIO has also been one of the main drivers behind the 
Association of European Border Regions (AEBR) that over the last decades has 
helped to spread the Euroregion model across the European territory. 

The trigger for establishing EUREGIO was the perception that the border 
areas suffered from their peripheral position both geographically and politically. 
This became apparent shortly after WWII and as national reconstruction efforts 
began in both the Netherlands and West Germany (Federal Republic of 
Germany). Cooperation was seen as a means of addressing the negative effects 
arising from the status of the border areas.  
 
Organization 

The basis of EUREGIO is the alliance of 129 German and Dutch cities, 
municipalities and (Land-) Kreise. The EUREGIO covers an area of about 13.000 
km

2
 inhabited by around 3.4 million people and dissected by an international 

border of 282 km. The work of EUREGIO takes place at various levels. 
EUREGIO’s highest body is the General Assembly of 184 voting members 

from both sides of the border. The General Assembly usually votes about 
amendment of the articles of association, dismissal of the Executive Board, 
EUREGIO Council and secretariat and the determination of the Members’ 
contributions. How many votes an EUREGIO member has is proportional to the 
number of inhabitants represented by the particular member. 

The EUREGIO council has 84 members – 42 from the Netherlands and 42 
from Germany. These members are also members of municipal councils in their 
respective areas. The EUREGIO council takes decisions by majority vote. 

The EUREGIO Executive Board has 12 members: 10 representatives of 
Dutch mayors and German Landräte plus the president of the EUREGIO Council 
and the Director. Director implements the decisions of the Executive Board, 



172 

Council and General Assembly. The EUREGIO Secretariat in Gronau has a total of 
45 employees. 
 EUREGIO has also three thematic working groups: (1) the Mozer-
Maatsch Committee for Development; (2) the Committee of the Economy and 
the Labor Market; and (3) the Committee of Sustainable Spatial Development. 
Each of these committees has 25 members. These members are experts in the 
various sub-areas addressed by the working groups. These working groups 
advise, mediate and guarantee that EUREGIO always knows about all the 
important developments in the border area.  
 From 2016, EUREGIO has operated as single, unified organization on 
both sides of the border. This was made possible by an agreement between both 
countries. Previously, EUREGIO had operated according to German law. However, 
even though the organization is now unified (instead of two organizations 
operating on their respective sides of the border), EUREGIO employees still face 
problems with taxation arising from working on one side and living on the other 
side of the international border. Furthermore, because EUREGIO has buildings on 
both sides of the border, difficulties such as telephone bills (two separate 
operators for each building) and insurance (different requirements for insurance 
on the two sides of the border) remain unsolved and contribute to affect the 
daily management of EUREGIO. 
 
Institutional context 

International context. The case of EUREGIO is a case about cross-border 
cooperation between subnational governments in Traditional Europe (i.e. within 
the borders of the European Union). This means that the subnational 
governments are operating in a unified international institutional context, i.e. 
there is EU support through its policies on cross-border cooperation.  

National context. There are bilateral and multilateral agreements in 
place at the national level that support cross-border cooperation across the 
Dutch-German border. For example, the Helsinki Agreement (1992) allowing 
cross-border support in case of industrial accidents; the Dutch-German bilateral 
agreement for assistance in an emergency (1988), the Prüm Agreement (2005) 
about exchange of information. In short, European Union and bilateral 
agreements provide the general framework for cross-border cooperation.  

Subnational context. Regions and local governments are both interested 
and working towards decreasing the significance of the international border 
through developing shared projects. This is shown, for example, in specific 
agreements which are concluded at the EUREGIO level and between the 
cooperating partners to maximize the ease of living in the EUREGIO area. Such 
agreements are for, for example, cross-border medical care and cross-border 
tourism.  
 Local context. Residents are aware of living in the EUREGIO area and are 
supportive of cross-border cooperation. This can be seen, for example, in having 
a EUREGIO orchestra consisting of musicians from both sides of the border. Also, 
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most people in the border areas regularly cross the border whether for weekly 
shopping, work or leisure. 

 
Gains 

In line with the EUREGIO strategy, the goal of EUREGIO is to grow the 
cross-border area into one integrated region in which the international border no 
longer has any significant separating or impeding effects. This is achieved 
through the creation and development of ever improving relations at all levels 
and in all spheres of life between citizens and authorities, with the ultimate aim 
of achieving a truly unified urban environment. 
 
Transaction costs 
 Physical proximity. Suitable conditions and sufficient material 
infrastructure, e.g. effective connections, have created the perception of high 
physical proximity within the region.  
 Conceptual proximity. Similar history, culture and economic 
development on both sides of the border reinforce the perception of conceptual 
proximity. There is a long tradition of subnational cross-border cooperation 
across the Dutch-German border in the EUREGIO area that has led to both formal 
and informal contacts across the international border. This long-term 
cooperation experience and the established contacts facilitate even further the 
perception of high conceptual proximity and thereby creates shared goals. In 
addition, the difference in language is not perceived as a problem. This might be 
because both languages are belonging to the same language group. But it can be 
also because throughout the whole EUREGIO area many people speak a dialect 
called Nedersaksich which is a fusion of the two languages.  
 Knowledge and experiences. Coming from a long history of cross-border 
cooperation, parties on both sides of the border have good knowledge of each 
other and high level of experiences with cross-border cooperation.  
 
Resources 
 Financial resources. There are two types of financial resources that are 
managed by EUREGIO – its own budget and the funding mainly provided by the 
INTERREG A programme (financed from the European Regional Development 
Fund under the INTERREG IV A programme “Deutschland-Nederland”) to support 
cross-border cooperation in the area. 
 In 1971, EUREGIO won its own budget and was the first cross-border 
cooperation initiative that had its own budget. EUREGIO has various sources of 
income contributing to its budget – members’ contributions (members pay 29 
cents per inhabitant to the EUREGIO budget), subsidies from the Dutch provinces 
of Gelderland and Overijssel, and the German federal states of North Rhine-
Westphalia and Lower Saxony, and finally projects intended for increasing and 
improving cross-border cooperation in the area. Of the 45 people working for 
EUREGIO, 40 are project-based. 



174 

 Material infrastructure. In the EUREGIO area, the material infrastructure 
needed for cross-border cooperation is well developed; that is, there are good 
opportunities for connecting cooperation partners by rail (Münster-Enschede and 
Dortmund-Enschede), by motorway (towards the Randstad, Hannover and 
Berlin), by bus (Denekamp-Nordhorn; Südlohn-Winterswijk and Aalten-Bocholt), 
by canal (Twentekanaal, Dortmund-Ems-Kanal and Mittellandkanal) and by air 
(Münster-Osnabrück airport). The EUREGIO area is crossed by the main 
Warschaw-Berlin-Amsterdam highway.  
 Human resources. During the interviews, we did not uncover any 
difficulty in attracting knowledgeable, skilled staff. 
 
 
4.3.2. Cross-border cooperation 
 

EUREGIO supports cross-border cooperation in the following ways. 
Firstly, EUREGIO brings people and organizations with similar priorities into 
contact. That activity is mainly targeted at increasing and improving inter-
municipal cooperation, socio-cultural integration and socio-economic 
development in the EUREGIO area. Secondly, EUREGIO initiates and coordinates 
projects in the area aiming to increase and improve, for example, tourism and 
cross-border working. Finally, EUREGIO lobbies for the benefit of the region at 
both the national and transnational levels.  

 
Cross-border culture 
 To decrease prejudices towards neighboring country and to raise the 
knowledge and awareness about the neighbors, every year EUREGIO supports 
and organizes many meetings and events with the framework of special 
programs for schools, young people, senior citizens and for those particularly 
interested in sports or music. About 100,000 citizens from both sides of the 
border participate yearly in such activities. 
 Through the INTERREG A programme, EUREGIO targets the cross-border 
cooperation to create and reinforce sustainable economic structures and to 
improve employment prospects in the region.  
 
Inter-regional cooperation 
 One of the daily activities of EUREGIO is to increase and improve the 
inter-regional and inter-local cooperation in the area. This is mainly achieved by 
organizing events, advising its members, initiating special projects, but also by 
facilitating town twinning. 
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4.3.3. Cross-border cooperation in service provision 
 

There are several services provided publicly across German-Netherlands 
border in the EUREGIO area such as public transportation, healthcare, and 
emergency services. Each of these publicly provided services is discussed below. 
 
Cross-border public transport 

Railway. Over the years, in the EUREGIO area a good cross-border 
railway network has been developed with fast connections to major airports and 
European centers. Furthermore, the operators on both sides of the border have 
cooperated and train tickets are available online in both languages. Currently, 
EUREGIO is lobbying to have the Amsterdam-Berlin railway line pass through 
EUREGIO area. Furthermore, EUREGIO is working to improve the rail connections 
between Enschede (NL) and Münster (DE) and Enschede (NL) and Dortmund (DE). 

Bus transport. There are no inter-town bus services connecting 
Enschede (NL) and Gronau (DE) even though the two towns have practically 
grown into one. EUREGIO is striving to overcome this shortcoming as the demand 
for such a bus service is high. However, there are so-called buurtbus lines that 
serve the EUREGIO area on both sides of the border. However, ticket purchasing 
for these buurtbuses is inconsistent on the two sides of the border – on the NL 
side, travel can be pre-paid by using the electronic ticket called OV chipcard; 
whereas to obtain a ticket on the DE side, the traveler has to pay the bus driver in 
cash. 
 
Cross-border tourism 
 EUREGIO provides services for tourists in a unified manner. This is done 
mainly via INTERREG projects. In the EUREGIO area, two tourism brands have 
been developed to promote short tourism trips – dagtrip’s – for tourists from the 
other side of the border: (1) Das Andere Holland that is aimed at German 
tourists; and (2) Geheim over de grens that introduces Germany to Dutch 
tourists. These brands are owned by EUREGIO, which also promotes them. Under 
these brands, EUREGIO facilitates and advises small local tourism enterprises and 
works together with tourist information points. 
 
Cross-border education 

Education in the EUREGIO area is aimed at preparing citizens to live in 
the border region and therefore “keeping talents in the region”. This is achieved 
as follows. Primary schools (age 4-12) in the EUREGIO area teach – in addition to 
the native language – the language of the other side of the border, i.e. in Dutch 
primary schools German is also taught and vice versa. In addition to the language 
courses, pupils from both sides make school field trips together. 

In secondary and vocational schools both languages are taught, field 
trips are made together and some of the teaching programs are common. Such 
as in, for example, innovation and computer software programming. 
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At the University level, double degrees are offered. Together the 
University of Münster (DE) and Radboud University (NL) have developed a Dutch-
German study program at the BA level; between the University of Münster (DE) 
and the University of Twente (NL), an MA in Public Administration is taught as a 
double degree program. 

However, one problem in the EUREGIO area is with the German side 
accepting the diplomas at the Dutch MBO level because there is no 
corresponding educational level on the German side. 
 
Cross-border healthcare 
 In the EUREGIO area, cross-border hospital care is possible in case of 
heart problems. In here we are talking not only urgent cases like cardiac arrests, 
but also other medical conditions concerning the whole cardio-vascular system. 
 
Cross-border emergency services 

Ambulance services are provided cross-border in the EUREGIO area. This 
means that the “ambulance route” is divided between both countries not based 
where the border goes but rather based on which ambulance can respond most 
quickly. For example, German ambulances respond to emergency calls coming 
from Aalten, a small town on the Netherlands’ side. Training for disaster 
response combines emergency service workers from both sides. 
 Firefighting is provided cross-border as the need arises. However, cross-
border cooperation in firefighting is not yet common in the region. 
 
Cross-border environmental matters 
 To address the problem that most of the flooding in the Netherlands 
comes from rivers flowing through Germany, both sides have created a platform 
in the EUREGIO area to deal with the water-related matters. This means, in 
addition to flooding prevention, this organization deals with, for example, fish 
migration. Other cross-border environmental matters are targeted in the 
EUREGIO area on a project-by-project basis. 
 
Cross-border information point 
 There are established cross-border information points in the EUREGIO 
area at which EUREGIO advises people about cross-border working and living 
regulations in the various locations within the EUREGIO area. The provided 
services are twofold: (1) general support through the information point; and (2) 
specific help for cross-border workers.  
 Firstly, the information point advises commuters, companies and 
authorities about cross-border labor market, taxation, social security and 
freedom of movement. It also advises citizens, institutions, companies and 
authorities on all aspects of the cross-border labor market, avoiding double 
taxation, coordinating social security, the residence directive, and all other 
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potential matters related to the freedom of movement and the mobility of 
workers, citizens and services. 
 Secondly, together with existing local public and private partners, 
EUREGIO advises about job opportunities open to the unemployed and job 
seekers. The support includes – in addition to job placement – support in finding 
accommodation, kindergartens, schools and apprenticeship places for worker’s 
children and work opportunities for spouses, as well as assistance with 
administrative and other formal procedures. 
 
Cross-border garbage collection 
 Garbage collection in parts of the EUREGIO area is executed across the 
border meaning that the garbage collected from the German side will be 
managed and incinerated on the Netherlands’ side. 
 
Cross-border services in justice, police and customs 
 In March 2005, the ministers for safety and justice of the Netherlands 
and Germany signed the Enschede Treaty, a bilateral agreement on cross-border 
cooperation in criminal matters. This came about because of the explosion in a 
firework factory in Enschede in 2000 because police and ambulance services 
were not able to come to help across the border because of legal restrictions. 
 The Enschede Treaty allows crime to be responded to more effectively 
along the Dutch-German border. The agreement permits police officers from one 
country to perform their work in the other country, including the use of weapons 
if necessary. They may assist each other and organize joint actions. Furthermore, 
in the case of observing or chasing suspects, police officers may follow them as 
far as 150 km across the border. 
 In addition, the agreement encourages and facilitates better exchange of 
information. It encourages this by allowing for the establishment of joint cross-
border coordination centers. Such centers aim to support cooperation, and to 
stimulate the more effective communication and exchange of information.  
 
 
4.3.4. Discussion and Conclusion 
 

This section was about cross-border cooperation practices in Traditional 
Europe based on the example of EUREGIO – a cross-border cooperation initiative 
straddling the border between the Netherlands and Germany. The summary of 
the results of case study EUREGIO are embedded in the stylized model of cross-
border cooperation in Figure 4.1 below.  
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Figure 4.1. Key characteristics of CBC under EUREGIO 

(Source: Author’s compilation based on the case study research) 
 
 The case study shows that there are several policy fields where there is 
ongoing cross-border cooperation in service provision. Following the outcomes of 
this case study, we assert that subnational cross-border cooperation, especially 
in service provision in the EUREGIO area, is supported by the following factors. 
Firstly, the goals for the cross-border cooperation are similar on both sides of the 
border, namely, to decrease the significance of international border and to 
create a cross-border region. Secondly, the institutional context in which 
subnational cross-border cooperation takes place is highly supportive at the 
transnational, national, regional and local levels. This means that at all these 
administrative levels there is strong interest in the EUREGIO area achieving its 
goals. Also, residents of EUREGIO are aware of living in cross-border area and are 
highly supportive towards further integration of this cross-border area. Thirdly, 
as came out from the case study, the cross-border cooperation related 
transaction costs are perceiver low enough to cooperate across the international 
border. This means that the area perceives high physical and conceptual 
proximity and subnational governments in the area have years of experience in 
working together. Finally, achieving the goals is supported by various financial 
resources from both national and transnational levels, rather good level of 
material infrastructure and the availability of knowledgeable, skilled staff. 
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4.4. Case of Twin-Town Valga/Valka 
4.4.1. Introduction 
 

The case of the twin-town of Valga-Valka represents cross-border 
cooperation between the two subnational governments of Valga and Valka 
across the border between two European Union Member States – Estonia and 
Latvia. Valga-Valka has not always been a twin-town. 

The town of Walk (in German) populated by Germans, Latvians, 
Estonians and Russians was first mentioned in written records in 1286. From 
1419 was it the seat of the Landtag of the Livonian Confederation. City rights 
were granted by the Polish King Stefan Batory in 1584. The town gained its 
importance at the end of 19th century when the Vidzeme teachers’ seminary 
started operating in Walk and the important railway infrastructure was 
developed. The latter almost doubled the town’s population over 20 years. By 
the beginning of 20th century, Estonians represented the biggest nationality in 
the town. With the declaration of independence in 1918, both Latvia and Estonia 
claimed Valga as their own territory. The dispute was finally settled by the 
International Court of Arbitration under the leadership of the British Colonel S.G 
Tallent, who decided to establish the border running through the town. However, 
the larger part of Valga, including the old historic center and the railway station, 
remained in Estonian territory. Unlike similar twin-towns, Valga-Valka has no 
natural dividing line such as river. After the division, each country started to 
develop a new center for its part of the town and the border area moved from 
the town center into the outskirts. During the Soviet occupation (starting from 
1944), both parts of the town continued to have separate identities. The twin-
town became an important industrial center with a large Soviet army military 
base. As a result, the population of twin-town grew rapidly. After Estonia and 
Latvia re-gained their independence in 1991 the Soviet army left and the 
populations of both Valga and Valka started to contract. Border checkpoints in 
the middle of Valga-Valka were removed in 2007 when Estonia and Latvia joined 
the Schengen visa-free zone.  
 
Institutional context 

International context. The case of Valga-Valka is a case about cross-
border cooperation between two subnational governments within the borders of 
the European Union. This means that the two subnational governments are 
operating in a unified international institutional context.  

National context. The interest of the two national governments in 
subnational cross-border cooperation is rather low. Firstly, there are neither bi- 
nor multilateral agreements between Estonia and Latvia concerning the 
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cooperation in cross-border local service provision
82

. Secondly, the Estonian 
national government has not ratified the Madrid Outline Convention, whereas 
Latvia’s national government has

83
. Thirdly, there are several cross-border 

challenges (e.g. hospitals, railways, and water treatment facilities) that need to 
be tackled at the national levels, but neither national government has shown any 
interest in doing so. However, it must be said that even though the support from 
the national governments of both countries is rather low and is expressed mainly 
through non-financial support, the national governments are also not working 
against the will of subnational governments to cooperate across international 
borders.  

Subnational context. The twin-town of Valga-Valka is situated in what is 
a remote region for both countries (to Tallinn, capital of Estonia, 241 km: to Riga, 
capital of Latvia, 159 km) with no internationally important routes crossing the 
twin-town. The population of the twin-town is around 18,000 inhabitants (with 
around 12,000 living on the Estonian side and 6,000 on the Latvian side). The 
total population size puts the twin-town among the biggest towns in Estonia (6th 
place) and in Latvia (13th place). Both towns are surrounded by counties with 
populations of about 30,000 inhabitants. The surface area of the twin-town is 
around 31 km

2
 with Valga (Estonian side) 17 km

2
 and Valka (Latvian side) 14 km

2
 

which makes the average density of inhabitants around 600 persons per km
2
. The 

density is higher in Valga (Estonia; around 800 inhabitants per km
2
) compared to 

Valka (Latvia; around 400 inhabitants per km
2
). The area continues to face 

depopulation and internal migration to the respective capitals. The average age 
of the population in twin-town continues to increase and the fertility rates are 
low. Also, there is a big proportion of minorities in the twin-town, i.e. ca 5,000 
Estonians; 5,000 Latvians; 5,000 Russians and 3,000 other nationalities (e.g. 
Ukrainians, gypsies)

84
. The form of government is that of council-manager

85
 in 

both parts of the twin-town. 
Local context. Residents are aware of living in cross-border area and are 

highly supportive towards cross-border cooperation. 
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181 

Gains 
 Cross-border cooperation between Valga (Estonia) and Valka (Latvia) is 
aimed at creating a twin-town, in which the international border does not create 
obstacles to the everyday management of the town. Furthermore, Valga and 
Valka separately do not have power to maintain the current level of locally 
provided services in the face of decreasing populations. Cooperation enables 
both parts of the twin-town to provide services to a larger population at lower 
costs. 

Politicians on both sides perceive that cross-border cooperation can be 
used as a part of their election platform. They perceive that when they solve the 
challenges through cross-border working and improved health care, their 
popularity will increase rapidly.  
 
Transaction costs 

Physical proximity. Even though local residents use both sides of the 
twin-town on a daily basis (e.g. working on the Estonian side, and shopping on 
the Latvian side, whereas sporting tracks stray across the international border), 
the residents perceive the twin-town as two separate towns. Descriptions “I’m 
going to Latvia” or “I’m going to Estonia” are used in everyday language. 
However, the international border is not perceived as an obstacle. Interestingly, 
currently, young criminals perceive the border as an opportunity, i.e. they 
perceive that they can commit crimes across the international border, but not in 
the same country where they live. 

Conceptual proximity. There is a high similarity in several aspects of 
Valga and Valka. The shared history, traditions and religion increases trust in the 
partner and therefore increases the opportunities for cooperation. Even though 
the countries have a similar culture, there are some differences that make cross-
border cooperation complicated. For example, the taste in music differs 
substantially between the two countries; therefore, there is no interest in 
organizing common music events. 

Different languages across the border are perceived as a barrier to cross-
border cooperation. The high proportion of Russian-speaking minorities in the 
area demands fluency in three languages to operate successfully in the twin-
town: Estonian, Latvian and Russian. Usually locals do not speak the language of 
the other side, so the joint activities have to be carried out in two or even three 
languages. This makes the organizational part of the event complicated and even 
somewhat strange. 

The administrative-legal proximity of the two neighboring countries is 
rather low. Even though both countries have two-tier administrative systems, the 
decision-making powers of those administrative levels differ to a large extent. 
There are also great differences between the social support systems in the two 
countries. However, in both cases – Estonia and Latvia – services that need high-
cost investments – e.g. the building of infrastructure – are mainly decided on at 
the national level. 
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Low economic proximity is perceived as the biggest obstacle to cross-
border cooperation, but especially to cross-border cooperation in service 
provision. Valga (Estonia) is in a better economic position than Valka (Latvia) and 
therefore initiates most of the activities and also contributes towards the cross-
border activities financially to a larger extent than Valka (Latvia). For example, 
between the twin-town there is a dam connected to a mill. The dam belongs to 
Latvia, but the mill to Estonia. The dam desperately needs renovation because 
the risk of flooding the twin-town. However, Valka (Latvia) does not have the 
financial means for renovation. There is also no possibility of external financing 
for renovating the dam. So, Valga (Estonia) has to finance the renovation because 
it needs to protect its citizens. Taking this kind of initiative is mainly because the 
Estonian side perceives that if a project such as renovating the dam is not 
executed, the potential consequences to the Estonian side will overwhelm the 
resources of the subnational government.  
 Knowledge and experiences. Both the knowledge of partners about each 
other and about cross-border cooperation is high, which can be seen from the 
willingness to cooperate and experiences with cooperation since both countries 
regained their independence. The cross-border cooperation between the two 
municipalities is a long-term one, involves several fields of activities and involves 
various levels of administrators from both municipalities (see section 4.4.2 about 
cross-border cooperation). Therefore, we can state that the knowledge about the 
partner should be rather good. It also emerged from the interviews that there is 
good knowledge about the partners at both the professional and personal levels. 
 
Resources 

Financial resources. From the external finance point of view, the border 
between Estonia and Latvia is covered by several INTERREG programmes such as 
the INTERREG A: Estonia-Latvia cross-border cooperation programme (with €38 
million for the program period of 2014-2020); and the INTERREG Central Baltic 
programme which covers a much larger area involving Sweden, Finland, Estonia 
and Latvia. However, the priorities of these programs are agreed on by the 
involved central governments and though, in most cases, these cross-border 
cooperation programs do not tackle the issues with what cross-border regions 
are struggling with on a daily basis. Even though the border areas may provide 
their insight into the program areas, the final decision generally follows the 
respective state policies. For example, matters such as connecting the centers of 
Valga and Valka towns to create one unified center for the twin-town; or cross-
border environmental priorities (depolluting the local spring that separates Valga 
from Valka) are not priorities for the central governments. Instead, priorities such 
as “smart and innovative solutions”

86
 were agreed on by the central governments 

for this border area. Administrators from both Valga and Valka agree that the 
twin-town of Valga-Valka is not yet ready to implement such program priorities. 
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Furthermore, the total budget for the program areas that include the twin-town 
of Valga-Valka is perceived as too small to achieve results that are both tangible 
and meaningful for the twin-town. 

Administrators on both sides estimated that over the years about 95% of 
the cross-border cooperation has been financed by municipal budgets and only 
about 5% by the European Union financing. 

From the internal finance point of view, it can be said that the resources 
for cross-border cooperation from the own budgets of Valga and Valka are 
scarce. In absolute numbers, the budget of Valga (Estonia) for 2018 is 
13,147,000

87
 EUR and budget of Valka (Latvia) 11,357,000

88
 EUR. However, as 

most of the municipal budgets are pre-planned and targeted, internal strategic 
resources for both municipalities are scarce. However, it emerged from the 
interviews that Valga (Estonia) has more leeway in its municipal budget for 
strategic activities than Valka (Latvia). However, neither town has a separate 
budget for cooperation activities. 

Material infrastructure. Connections linking the twin-town of Valga-
Valka to bigger centers in Estonia and Latvia are good since there are good bus 
and rail connections. However, connections with bigger European centers are 
complicated, since bus and rail routes to the centers of the European Union do 
not pass through the twin-town of Valga-Valka.  

A lack of unified center in the twin-town is perceived as the biggest 
obstacle for cross-border cooperation because, for example, there is no unified 
place to organize cross-border events such as markets and shared celebrations. 

Human resources. Both sides perceive the lack of skilled human 
resources as an obstacle to successful cross-border cooperation. The biggest 
problem is a lack of staff who are fluent in four languages: Estonian, Latvian, 
Russian and English. The first three languages are essential to operate in the 
twin-town on a daily basis, and English is essential to communicate with other 
European Union Member States and international organizations. 

 
 

4.4.2. Cross-border cooperation 
 

After Estonia and Latvia re-gained independence in 1991, they started to 
seek ways to unite the twin-town. The first cooperation agreement between 
Valga and Valka was signed in 1995. The cooperation areas mentioned were for 
town management, the town’s economy, environmental challenges, tourism and 
spatial planning. In 2007, the cooperation agreement between two cities was 
renewed but now engaging more fields for cooperation: town management, 
transportation, spatial planning, tourism, education, culture, sports, healthcare, 
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the environment and the economy. Each joint activity’
89

 and strategic planning
90

 
for the various types of cross-border cooperation the twin-town is engaged with 
is discussed below. 
 
Cross-border town management 
 To find solutions to common problems, administrators in the twin-town 
of Valga-Valka hold monthly meetings involving local administrations from both 
sides – meetings of the mayors; meetings of spatial planners and development 
officials, and meetings of officials dealing with culture, sports and education.  
 
Cross-border spatial planning  

Since the twin-town is rather compact, Valga and Valka are 
synchronizing their spatial planning on both sides of the twin-town. However, 
even though in 2007 a unified general plan for the twin-town was developed, 
neither side has used this general plan as a basis for spatial planning because 
both towns also have their own general plan. On a monthly basis, meetings are 
held of spatial planners and development officials from both town 
administrations to keep each other informed about the forthcoming spatial plans 
and changes in the General Plan of respective town – Valga or Valka. 
 
Latvian-Estonian Institute 

The twin-town has set up the Latvian-Estonian Institute (situated on 
Valka, Latvian side) which is an organization coordinating cooperation between 
Estonia and Latvia, but mainly between Valga and Valka. The main aim of this 
institute is to spread information between both countries about the other 
country. In addition to engaging public officials from both sides, the Latvian-
Estonian Institute also involves two universities – the University of Tartu (Estonia) 
and the University of Viedzeme (Latvia). The organization is financed by both 
municipalities with a total budget of €30,000.  

The administration of the Latvian-Estonian Institute is one example of 
how cross-border organization is managed in the case of lack of bilateral or 
multilateral agreements between countries. Two organizations are created on 
either side of the border, but those organizations are unified under the umbrella 
of the Latvian-Estonian Institute. 
 
Cross-border culture 
 Every year a shared cultural festival is organized which includes 
traditional exhibitions of local artists in the culture houses

91
 and the museums. 
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This event is financed by the budgets of both municipalities. Furthermore, the 
twin-town organizes various annual sports events that are financed from the 
budgets of both municipalities, e.g. the Pāvels Loskutovs Cup for a 10 km race (a 
running race along the streets of Valga and Valka); the Valka municipality (Latvia) 
and Valga county (Estonia) open championship in track-and-field athletics (at the 
Valga stadium, Estonia) and the Valga-Valka running race around Lake Zāgezers 
(Latvia). 
 
 
4.4.3. Cross-border cooperation in service provision  
 
In the twin-town of Valga-Valka, there is a deep interest in several cross-border 
services. Some of these are already being provided on a daily basis, but for some 
agreements between the two national governments still needs to be concluded.  
 
Cross-border public transportation 

Railway. There is a railway station in the twin-town on the Valga 
(Estonian) side. There are railway tracks running from Tallinn and Tartu (the two 
biggest cities in Estonia) to Valga (Estonia). There is also a railway track from Riga 
(the capital city of Latvia) to Valga (Estonia) railway station, but the train from 
Riga stops in Valka town (Latvia) and then people must transfer to an Estonian 
train to go to Tallinn instead of having one train running between Tallinn and 
Riga. This peculiarity of railway transportation comes from the disagreement 
between two national governments about developing one continuous service 
between those countries. However, both municipalities have shown the will to 
cooperate and have joined together to renovate the train station in Valga 
(Estonia) (project-based initiative) as it is not possible to wait under shelter for a 
train on the Valka side (Latvia).  

Bus transport. Both towns have an aging population consisting mostly of 
retired citizens, who would be the main users of a unified transportation system. 
However, the differences in legal-administrative systems are hampering the 
cross-border provision of the public transport services. The public transportation 
within the local government area is organized and financed by the local 
government in Estonia, but by the regional government in Latvia. Also, retired 
citizens in Estonia do not have to pay for public transportation as it is state 
supported, but in Latvia they do. As the pensions are much lower on the Latvian 
side, there is not much interest in using public transport among retired citizens 
and Valka (Latvia) is not interested in supporting public transportation from its 
municipal budget. These two differences – differences in decision-making levels 
and differences in social support systems – have made organizing a unified 
system of public transportation within the twin-town complicated. Today, there 
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is inner-town public transportation in Valga (Estonia), but not in Valka (Latvia). 
Valga (Estonia) is interested in extending the route of the bus through Valka 
(Latvia), but even though Valka is interested in a more unified system, it does not 
have financial means to support such an aspiration.  
 
Cross-border tourism 
 Another example of the impacts of differences in decision-making 
powers of administrative levels that affect the cross-border cooperation is the 
development of local tourism. The development of tourism is financed mainly by 
municipalities’ budgets in Latvia but by the state budget in Estonia. To cooperate 
in the field of tourism, the twin-town has divided its tourism-related activities 
into two – the twin-town participates together in tourism fairs to promote local 
tourism with a shared booth or stand and shared brochures. Those tourist 
information booklets, brochures, maps and books about the twin-town of Valga-
Valka are created in cooperation and distributed in both countries. The 
participation in tourism fairs and the printing of booklets is financed by both 
municipalities’ budgets and by European Union grants. At the same time, both 
parts of the town have their own tourist information center as there is no 
agreement between both countries about where (i.e. in which country) a single 
tourism information center should be situated.  
 
Cross-border education 

Primary and secondary education is delivered by Valga and Valka towns 
separately as there are great differences in the national education programs as 
well as in, of course, the national languages. However, the municipalities are free 
to organize additional education (music schools, art schools, sports schools etc.) 
by themselves. Unified provision of additional education is an example of a 
situation in which low numbers of children among the population has created the 
situation in which service provision separately in both sides is not feasible. The 
twin-town has organized a dance studio and an art school that are serving 
children from both sides of the twin-town and are financed jointly by the two 
municipalities. To give the best possible service, both the art school and the 
dance studio operate in the three languages most prevalent in the area – 
Estonian, Latvian and Russian. The same is true for various sports clubs on both 
sides of the twin-town: they are financed by both municipalities, involve children 
from both sides of the twin-town, and operate in three languages – Estonian, 
Latvian and Russian. 
 
Cross-border healthcare 
 During the Soviet era, when both towns were developing their own 
infrastructure, two hospitals were built about two kilometers apart. After 
regaining independence, both countries faced the same challenges of transition 
and reorganization of their healthcare systems, with a need to increase the 
efficiency of hospital-based care delivery. In the mid-1990s, new premises for the 
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Valga Hospital (Estonia) were built, but about 1/5
th

 of the hospital space still 
remains unused in 2018. At the same time, Valka Hospital (Latvia) was closed 
down. The next closest hospitals are 50 km (in Valmiera, Latvia) and 90 km (in 
Tartu, Estonia). Both municipalities are willing to use the Valga Hospital (Estonia) 
to provide healthcare services for the twin-town. This is also the expectation of 
the residents situated within 30 km of Valga-Valka twin-town. Yet, before the 
joint delivery of healthcare services can be implemented, some administrative 
hurdles must be overcome at the national level. There are several unresolved 
issues, such as the question of reimbursement mechanisms for healthcare 
services and also the co-payment rates. Today, Latvian residents can use Valga 
Hospital based on the European Union System of Reciprocal Healthcare. This has 
led to a situation where if a Latvian citizen is brought to hospital by ambulance, 
the cost of medical services is based on Estonian law, i.e. its free, but if the 
person walks to the hospital by him or herself, he or she is a subject to the 
European Union System of Reciprocal Healthcare. 
 
Cross-border emergency services 

For a long time, the emergency rescue services between the two 
municipalities did not cooperate officially even though it is a twin-town and the 
distances within the twin-town are very short. The problem was that the 
surveillance and systems of the emergency response centers were not unified 
between the countries. This led to situations where in case of a fire in Valka 
(Latvia), the Estonian fire brigade was asked to help via mobile phone by 
colleagues from Valka side. Furthermore, the directions to find an address were 
also given by mobile phone as the dispatcher behind the screen in the emergency 
response center was not able to see the emergency vehicle after it has crossed 
the international border. The same problem occurred with ambulances. In 2018, 
the nation states were able to find a solution to unify the emergency response 
center systems and today the cross-border emergency services are provided on a 
daily basis.  
 
Water, sewerage and heating 

During the Soviet era, Valga and Valka developed their infrastructure 
separately from each other. The sewerage systems were built in such a way that 
connecting them within the twin-town would not be economically feasible. On 
the other hand, connecting the water-treatment systems of the twin-town would 
be economically feasible. The only problem is financing. As neither the 
municipalities themselves nor even the nation states have enough financial 
resources for unifying the water-cleaning systems, they look to the European 
Union for the necessary investment. However, the European Union water and 
sewerage management programs are intended to finance the building and 
maintenance of the infrastructure within single countries, not between countries. 
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4.4.4. Concluding Remarks 
 
 This section was about the cross-border cooperation practices involving 
the twin-town of Valga-Valka situated on the Estonian-Latvian border. During the 
conduct of the case study, we found evidence that there are currently several 
examples of cross-border cooperation activities between the two towns (e.g. 
common sports activities and cultural events; general spatial planning), but also 
cross-border cooperation in service provision (e.g. providing additional 
education; local tourism). Summary of the results of the case study of the twin-
town Valga-Valka is embedded in the stylized model of cross-border cooperation 
in Figure 4.2 below. 
 

 
 

Figure 4.2. Key characteristics of CBC in twin-town Valga-Valka 
(Source: Author’s compilation based on the case study research) 

 
The case study about twin-town Valga-Valka has shown that even 

though we could assume that as both Estonia and Latvia are the Member States 
of the European Union, though the cross-border cooperation should be similar to 
the previous case – that is the case of EUREGIO – it is not so. There are 
differences in every factor group.  

Gains. Even though the twin-town declares that it wants to build a 
unified administrative management system and though decrease the border-
related obstacles, it seems rather that the municipalities on both sides of the 
border are managing the situation on a case-by-case basis and not as a whole 
system.  

Transaction costs. The biggest difference between this case and case of 
EUREGIO is that the twin-town Valga-Valka is not perceived as a common region 
but rather two different sides of border trying to cooperate. Also, differences in 
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legal and administrative systems are perceived in twin-town Valga-Valga case 
rather daunting to overcome. 

Resources. The resources available for the twin-town Valga-Valga are 
enabling it to make small investments to solve the occurring daily problems but 
not look at the development of the twin-town in a longer perspective. 

Institutional context. The outcomes showed that there is rather low 
support from national governments towards cross-border cooperation.  
 
 

4.5. Case of Euro-Caucasus 
4.5.1. Introduction 
 

The case study of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus is about cross-border 
cooperation of subnational governments between two Non-EU countries, namely 
Georgia and Armenia. 

There was no cooperation between Armenia and Georgia after Soviet 
Union collapsed and both countries announced independence (both in 1991). In 
October 2007, a preliminary agreement between the partners from Armenia, 
Georgia and Germany aimed to build up a Euregion in the Caucasus area. On 15th 
June 2009, the Euroregion EuroCaucasus agreement was signed between 
Armenia (Euro-Region Armenia and the Communities’ Association of Armenia 
(CAA)) on one side and Georgia (the Trans-Frontier Cooperation Council and The 
National Association of Local Authorities of Georgia (NALAG)) on the other side. 
Altogether, the Euroregion EuroCaucasus unites four municipalities from Georgia 
(Dmanisi, Bolnisi, Marneuli and Ninotsminda) and municipalities from three 
regions (Tavush, Lori and Shirak) in Armenia.  

 
Organization 

The establishment of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus was supported by 
the German Ministry of Economics and Technology, by the KfW-Bank, OST-EURO 
and the Euroregio Bayerischer Wald. The Euroregion EuroCaucasus can be 
considered as ‘a bit pushed’ cross-border cooperation because even though 
there was some preliminary interest from the Armenian side, the Euroregion 
would have not been established without a push from the German side. Also, 
Georgia joined in mainly as a result of the Russian invasion to Georgia in 2008.  

As the administrative and legal systems in those two countries are very 
different and as there is no agreement between the central governments of both 
countries about cross-border cooperation of subnational governments, the 
Euroregion EuroCaucasus has formed two separate public organizations on both 
sides of the border operating under the private law umbrella of the Euroregion 
EuroCaucasus to not make the management of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus 
more complex than necessary. These two organizations are EuroCaucasus 
Armenia and EuroCaucasus Georgia. Both these organizations have their own 
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Executive Board elected by the municipalities that are members of the 
EuroCaucasus. Each Executive Board elects a Chairman who is co-director of 
Euroregion EuroCaucasus. 

The highest decision-making body of Euroregion EuroCaucasus is the 
partnership board which is composed of representatives of EuroCaucasus 
Georgia and EuroCaucasus Armenia (five representatives from both sides). In 
addition, there is one candidate from both NALAG and CAA presented as a 
member of the board of Euroregion EuroCaucasus. Decisions are taken by the 
majority of vote.  

During the interviews, it became clear that the initiative and main 
management of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus comes from the Armenian side, 
with the Georgian side mostly playing the role of a ’silent partner’. 
 
Institutional context 
 International regime. Several steps have been taken by both countries 
towards European integration. Firstly, both Georgia and Armenia are 
beneficiaries of the European Neighbourhood Policy and therefore are both 
entitled to European Union grants for cross-border cooperation. However, the 
cross-border cooperation under the European Neighbourhood Policy is financed 
only if such cross-border cooperation is conducted in partnership with European 
Union Member States.  

Secondly, in 2009 the European Union began negotiating the Association 
Agreement with both Armenia and Georgia including for a Deep and 
Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA). Armenia declined the agreement in 
2013 and joined the Russian-led Eurasian Customs Union instead. The 
negotiations were concluded with Georgia in July 2016. The Association 
Agreement allows the free movement of goods, services, capital and people with 
European Union. Movement of people, however, is in the form of visa-free 
regime for short stay travel, while movement of workers remains the exclusive 
preserve of the European Union Member States and European Free Trading Area 
countries. 
 Thirdly, in 1999 the European Union–Georgia Partnership and 
Cooperation Agreement entered into force. This Agreement forms the legal basis 
of EU–Georgia relations including respect for democracy, principles of 
international law, human rights and market economy principles as most essential 
elements. 

Finally, in 2001 Armenia became a member of the Council of Europe 
which marked a significant step towards closer cooperation within its other 
European countries.  

These five steps have helped Georgia and Armenia to further align their 
institutional contexts towards the European Union, but also towards each other. 
  

National regime. There is a high national interest in Armenia in cross-
border cooperation with Georgia, and cross-border cooperation as an important 
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activity is written into the relevant national policy documents. Maintaining good 
relations with Georgia is of particular importance for Armenia because of 
Armenia’s geopolitical situation. Armenia is a landlocked country with limited 
resources, and closed borders plus an economic blockade to both west (Turkey) 
and east (Azerbaijan), due to a persisting conflict with Azerbaijan over Nagorno-
Karabach. For its imports and exports, Armenia relies heavily on Georgia and Iran 
because Georgia offers Armenia its only land route to Europe and access to its 
Black Sea ports. Therefore, much of Armenia’s future progress will depend on 
improved relations with its neighbors, the re-opening of at least some closed 
borders, and successful and peaceful conflict resolution. Therefore, regional 
cooperation, regional stability and good cooperation with Georgia are high on 
Armenia’s political agenda.  

However, even though there is high political interest in Armenia about 
cross-border cooperation with Georgia, the cross-border cooperation among 
subnational governments between Armenia and Georgia is hampered by the 
tensions between Armenia and Azerbaijan at the national levels. These tensions 
also effect the relations between Georgia and Armenia, because the conflict is 
also related to the issue of minorities. Armenia is among the most ethnically 
homogenous countries in Europe as 97% of its population is Armenian. In 
Georgia, the homogeneity is 87%. The biggest national groups besides Georgian 
are Armenian and Azerbaijan. Most of these minorities are living on the border 
areas of Georgia, especially on the Georgian-Armenian border area. 

Finally, both countries – Armenia and Georgia – are highly centralized. 
The centralized management from the capital city of local administrations’ 
activities is a factor that hampers the cooperation among subnational 
governments to a great extent. This is mainly because centralized management 
results in lengthier procedures for endorsing an initiative or implementing a 
project. 

Subnational context. The Euroregion EuroCaucasus covers area of 13,475 
km

2
 with 9,183 km

2
 on the Armenian side and 4,292 km

2
 on the Georgian side. 

Altogether the EuroCaucasus area has around 796,000
92

 inhabitants with 593,700 
inhabitants on the Armenian side and 202,700 inhabitants on the Georgian side. 
The area is sparsely populated, with approximately 59 inhabitants per km

2
 and 

the population of this area is declining rapidly for economic reasons. 
 
Gains 

In line with the Euroregion EuroCaucasus agreement, the Euroregion 
EuroCaucasus aims to improve economic, social, ecological and cultural 
cooperation, and exchange among the municipalities, populations and NGOs 
located across the Armenian-Georgian border. There are also several areas of 
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 The population numbers are taken from the websites of Georgian Statistics Department 
and National Statistics Service of the Republic of Armenia. The numbers are given as they 
were stated on 31.12.2015. 
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specific interest brought out in the Euroregion EuroCaucasus agreement, such as 
promoting joint economic development, SME support, cultural exchange and 
youth programs, people-to-people activities, tourism development, joint 
infrastructure and public utilities, social infrastructure and programs, 
environmental protection, exchange of know-how and best practices, public 
education and NGO support, and support first steps towards freedom of 
movement and free trade. 
 
Transaction costs 

Geographical proximity. The geography of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus 
area has many natural barriers like mountains and rivers. In addition to the 
natural barriers, the border crossing requires visa. Even though the visa can be 
bought from the border together both the natural barriers and visa requirement 
decrease the perception of physical proximity between the cooperating 
subnational governments. 

 
Conceptual proximity. Armenia and Georgia common history and 

religious and cultural proximity. Common history. Armenia and Georgia have a 
long common history and though share similar background. Both of the countries 
have been former Soviet republics (since 1920) and part of the USSR. Georgia 
declared independence on April 9, 1991 and Armenia did the same on September 
23, 1991.  

The linguistic-cultural proximity. Even though the national languages of 
both countries have a vast difference

93
, Russian is still in both countries by fast 

the best-known foreign language which is spoken by most of the population. 
Main religion in both countries is Christianity. In the geographical area of 
Euroregion EuroCaucasus, the connections and networks are mainly family-based 
and with strong cultural and historical ties. However, there are differences in the 
way of thinking: Georgia is led by the central government to accept US-based 
values – for example, even the uniforms of Georgian national police are copying 
the US police uniforms – whereas Armenia is more into Russian-based values and 
thinking. This difference in mentality creates mistrust and conflicts in 
communication. However, the main mentality-based obstacle for subnational 
cross-border cooperation can be considered the thinking that: “subnational 
cross-border cooperation is not obligatory, i.e. not enforced from central 
government, though we do not have to do it”.  

 
Administrative proximity. The administrative and legal systems in both 

countries are differing from each other in a great extent. For example, there are 
differences in what are the obligations and obligations and responsibilities of the 
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 Armenian belongs to the Indo-European language family and uses a unique 39-letter 
alphabet invented in 5

th
 century; Georgian belongs to the Kartvelian language group and 

uses its own writing system named Georgian script. 
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municipalities and regions compared the ones across the international border: 
municipalities in Georgia are allowed to take more responsibilities than 
municipalities in Armenia. 
  

Comprehensive knowledge. There is a general lack of knowledge about 
cross-border cooperation – about what it is, what can be achieved with it and 
how can it be executed. Also, there can be seen a lack of knowledge about the 
neighboring subnational governments across the international border. Finally, 
there is a poor knowledge of English of administrators in both sides of the 
border. The latter excludes them from potential possibilities for the external 
financing. 

 
Resources 

The small size of the subnational governments in the Euroregion 
EuroCaucasus area means that resources for cross-border cooperation – not only 
the financial resources, but also human resources and material infrastructure 
available for cross-border cooperation – are scarce. 

Financial resources. The budget of Euroregion EuroCaucasus consists of 
membership fees, service fees, international donations from various donors, and 
income from projects. There are currently not provided any external finances for 
the Euroregion EuroCaucasus to conduct cross-border cooperation. The 
European Union does not finance cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments form Non-EU countries and even though the cross-border 
cooperation has been written into several national policy documents in Armenia 
the central governments of both Armenia and Georgia do not provide finances 
for subnational cross-border cooperation. 
 Revenues from membership fees are a problem: as the subnational 
governments in both sides of the border are getting money from the central 
government (no own resources) – in total 900 local governments are getting 
about 8% of the total budget of central government, which amounts up to just 
enough to keep the administrative structures going – this leads to the situation 
where local governments in most cases cannot afford to pay the membership 
fees and though there is no stable income for the Euroregion.  

The first projects done via Euroregion EuroCaucasus were done with the 
finances from Germany – via project TRANSFORM – which was meant to help 
Euroregion up to its feet. For today the project TRANSFORM is ended and the 
finances from Germany dried out. Currently Euroregion EuroCaucasus is working 
step-by-step via small funding that it has been able to collect through project 
proposals.  

 
Human resources. The lack of skillful and knowledgeable human 

resources can be considered as one of the main obstacles for the subnational 
cross-border cooperation between Georgia and Armenia. During our interviews 
we observed the lack of English language and knowledge about cross-border 
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cooperation as the main deficiency in human resources in Euroregion 
EuroCaucasus case. 

 
Material infrastructure. Georgia’s location makes it an important 

commercial transit route, and the country inherited a well-developed 
transportation system when it became independent in 1991. However, lack of 
money and political disorder allowed it to deprave somewhat since 
independence. The country’s four principal highways radiate from Tbilisi, the 
capital city, roughly to the four cardinal directions. One of them runs south from 
Tbilisi to Armenia. However, there is no public transportation service on the 
Tbilisi-to-Erevan line has been disrupted because the routes pass through the 
area of armed conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan.  

All developing countries, especially being a landlocked country such as 
Armenia, have the problem of implementing transit carriages, infrastructure 
development, modernization of available transport stock, depends on transport 
and cross-border access. Only two international borders are open for Armenia: 
those with Georgia to the north and Iran to the south. The eastern border with 
Azerbaijan was closed in 1991, and the western border with Turkey in 1993. 

As a conclusion can be said that there is a lack of important 
infrastructures and facilities between those two countries: as there are many 
natural barriers, there are only few roads and a railway between those two 
countries. However, the condition of the infrastructure on the border area is bad. 
 
 
4.5.2. Cross-border cooperation 
   

The statute of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus states that Euroregion 
EuroCaucasus realizes its mandate via joint projects, development activities and 
direct dialog between Armenian and Georgian local elected officials.  

During our research and interviews we found proof for three cross-
border cooperation projects conducted in 2012. The cross-border cooperation 
projects were as follows: 

(1) Project “Tourism development project”. The aim of the project was to 
establish tourism office in Armenia and establish tourism development 
strategy for the border area; 

(2) “Fostering cooperation and development of small and medium business 
of the trans-border communities”. The aim of the project was to 
develop a database of Armenian and Georgian businessmen in the 
border area; 

(3) “Formation of cross-border cooperation on environmental issues on the 
example of city Alaverdi and river Debet”. The aim of the project was to 
form an ecological analysis for the Alaverdi city, Armenia, and the Debet 
river. 
 



195 

As seen from the project descriptions, the projects were oriented 
towards Armenia. This is commented by the Secretary General of the AEBR as 
follows: “Cross-border cooperation initiatives among Non-EU countries are 
oriented to ‘border’, but not ‘cross-border’”. 
 All of the above mentioned three projects were conducted in 2012 using 
the funding provided by German and Dutch cross-border cooperation initiatives. 
After the 2012, no documented cross-border cooperation activities have taken 
place.  
 
 
4.5.3. Cross-border cooperation in service provision 
 
 We were not able to detect any cross-border cooperation in service 
provision under the Euroregion EuroCaucasus. This can be also because the 
cross-border cooperation in general is taking its baby steps in this area and as 
experiences in cross-border cooperation are essential before getting engaged in 
cross-border cooperation in service provision, we assume that the pre-condition 
for cross-border service provision is just yet fulfilled in this area. 
 
 
4.5.4. Concluding remarks 
 
 This section was about a cross-border cooperation practices within 
Euroregion EuroCaucasus situated across Armenian-Georgian border. During 
conducting the case study, we found evidence that there are some examples of 
cross-border cooperation activities, but we were not able to find any cross-
border cooperation in service provision. The summary of the results is embedded 
in the stylized model of cross-border cooperation in Figure 4.3 below. 
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Figure 4.3. Key characteristics of CBC in Euroregion EuroCaucasus 
(Source: Author’s compilation based on the case study research) 

 
Following Figure 4.3 can be said that the obstacles to subnational cross-

border cooperation in case of EuroCaucasus are high. This means that (1) the 
institutional context is not supportive towards subnational cross-border 
cooperation (examples in here are the border-related diplomatic tensions and 
highly centralized management of subnational governments); (2) cross-border 
cooperation related transaction costs are high as partnering subnational 
governments have low perceived proximity – physical, conceptual, administrative 
and economic proximity – with the partnering subnational government. 
Furthermore, the knowledge and experiences with cross-border cooperation as 
with partnering subnational government are rather low; (3) both external and 
internal resources for cross-border cooperation are scarce as well as the usage of 
resources are highly restricted by the central government; and (4) the gains from 
cross-border cooperation are very little and single standing having no relations 
with each other, for example creating a database or having a seminar. We 
believe that pre-described restrictions are partly explaining the level of cross-
border cooperation in case of Euroregion EuroCaucasus. 
 
 

4.6. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
 The aim of this chapter was to address the third sub-question of this 
dissertation: How do the drivers for subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision work in different geo-political contexts in Europe? To address 
this sub-question, three case studies were conducted representative to the cross-
border cooperation in three different geo-political contexts in Europe – case of 
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EUREGIO is an example of a cross-border cooperation across the borders of 
Traditional Europe; case of Valga/Valka is an example of cross-border 
cooperation across the borders of the ‘New’ EU Member States; and case of 
EuroCaucasus is an example of cross-border cooperation across the borders of 
the Non-EU countries. As follows we compare the characteristics of those three 
case studies against each other using the integrated theoretical framework 
developed in Chapter 2. The measurements ‘high’ and ‘low’ are based on the 
following thinking. For example, when most of the evidence showed that the 
partners are seen as different countries and the cross-border cooperation area 
was not seen as one, we indicated in Table 4.1 that the perceived physical 
proximity between the partners is low. 
 
Table 4.1. The outcome of three case studies 

 EUREGIO Valga/Valka EuroCaucasus 

Gains    
 Decreasing the 

role of the 
international 
border and 
creating a cross-
border region 

Solving specific 
problems  

Solving specific 
problems 

    
Transaction costs    
- Perceived 

physical 
proximity 

High Low Low 

- Perceived 
conceptual 
proximity 

High High 
 

Low 

- Economic 
proximity 

High High High 

- Proximity of 
administrative-
legal systems 

High Low Low 

- Experiences and 
knowledge 
about CBC 

High Low Low 

- Experiences 
with and 
knowledge 
about 
neighbors 

High Low Low 

- Trust towards 
neighbors 

High Low Low 
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Resources    
- Availability of 

transnational 
resources 

High High Low 

- Availability of 
national 
resources 

High Medium Low 

- Availability of 
internal 
resources 

High Low Low 

- Educational 
level of human 
resources 

High High Medium 

- Availability of 
human 
resources 

High Low Low 

- Material 
infrastructure 
that supports 
CBC 

Good Medium Poor 

    
Institutional 
context 

   

- Transnational 
support 

High  High Medium 

    
 Peaceful border  Peaceful border  Border-related 

diplomatic 
tensions 

    
- National 

support 
High  Low Low 

    
 Broad 

engagement in 
CBC  

Broad 
engagement in 
CBC 

Low level of 
engagement of 
various interest 
groups in CBC  

    
    

- Subnational 
context 
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 High level of 
autonomy of 
subnational 
governments 
towards 
decision-making 
about CBC 

High level of 
autonomy of 
subnational 
governments 
towards 
decision-making 
about CBC 

Highly restricted 
use of 
administrative 
and financial 
leverage of 
subnational 
governments 

    
  CBC between 

remote 
subnational 
governments 

CBC between 
remote 
subnational 
governments 

    
 Large and 

economically 
strong 
subnational 
governments 

Small and 
economically 
weak 
subnational 
governments 

Small and 
economically 
weak subnational 
governments 

    
   High level of 

minorities in 
border regions 

Source: Author’s compilation based on case studies 
 
 We saw that there is a high level of cross-border cooperation in case of 
EUREGIO and twin-town Valga-Valka, but only few examples of cross-border 
cooperation in case of Euroregion EuroCaucasus. Furthermore, there were 
several examples of cross-border cooperation in service provision in the first two 
cases – case of EUREGIO and case of twin-town Valga-Valka – but no cross-border 
in service provision in case of EuroCaucasus. 
 Table 4.1 shows the variation in pre-requisites that need to be present 
for the cross-border cooperation in service provision. Firstly, the institutional 
context – transnational, national and local – has to be supportive towards 
subnational cross-border cooperation. In case of EUREGIO, it is seen that there is 
a high transnational support (mainly from the European Union) and national 
support (e.g. various bi-lateral and multilateral agreements; peaceful border; 
subnational governments have high autonomy in decision making). The 
institutional context in twin-town Valga-Valka case is rather similar, except the 
high support from national government. However, the national government in 
this case is also not against subnational cross-border cooperation. In case of 
Euroregion EuroCaucasus, it was seen that there is no supportive institutional 
context for cross-border cooperation. 

Secondly, the perceived transaction costs of cross-border cooperation 
are low. It means that the perceived proximity – physical, conceptual, 
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administrative and economic proximity – is high; the knowledge about cross-
border cooperation and about the (potential) partner is high and partnering 
subnational governments have high level of previous experiences with cross-
border cooperation. In case of EUREGIO, all these factors were present. In twin-
town Valga-Valka case, the transaction costs are higher than in EUREGIO case 
because the perceived proximity and comprehensive knowledge about CBC and 
partner is lower. In Euroregion EuroCaucasus case the transaction costs were the 
highest because there is no perceived proximity among the partners, and the 
knowledge about CBC and about partner is low. 

Thirdly, there is a high level of resources – financial, human and 
infrastructure – available for subnational cross-border cooperation. This means 
that there is available external (for example, European Union funding, and 
national funding) and internal financing for cross-border cooperation. 
Furthermore, the availability of adequate – both in terms of number of people 
and their skills – human resources is sufficient and the condition of material 
infrastructure necessary for cross-border cooperation is in good condition. In 
EUREGIO case the availability of all the three types of resources was present, in 
twin-town Valga-Valka case the internal resources were rather low and the 
funding through the EU funding was scarce; the material infrastructure is there 
but is not fully used and there is a perceived lack of knowledgeable and skilled 
human resources. In Euroregion EuroCaucasus case the all three types of 
resources were perceived lacking. 

Finally, there was a difference in perceived gains of these three CBC 
initiatives. EUREGIO saw the cross-border cooperation as a mean to develop one 
cross-border region where international border does not create obstacles for 
daily living. In twin=town Valga-Valka and in Euroregion EuroCaucasus case the 
purpose was more into solving specific problems. 
 The outcomes of Chapter 3 and of this chapter – the case study 
research – is used as an input to formulate the questionnaire for the online 
survey. The latter is used to understand how subnational governments perceive 
the four factor groups – gains, transaction costs, resources and institutional 
context – as drivers for the cross-border cooperation. The composition and the 
results of the online survey are discussed in the following chapter – Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5. SUBNATIONAL GOVERNMENTS’ 
EXPERIENCES OF CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION 
5.1. Introduction 
 

In this chapter, we use the results of the previous chapters to further 
explore the hypotheses formulated in Chapter 2 and, thereby, address the fourth 
sub-question of this research: How do subnational governments experience, 
perceive and judge the drivers for cross-border cooperation in Europe? By 
addressing this fourth sub-question, we provide as broad a picture about the 
experiences of subnational governments with cross-border cooperation as 
possible, given the scope of this dissertation.  

We used the online survey as a research method to address sub-
question four. The online survey was conducted among international land border 
adjacent subnational governments in Europe. The survey was carried through in 
two rounds – from 30th June until 31

st
 December 2016 and from 20

th
 February to 

31
st

 March 2017. This chapter discusses the results that are based on data from 
the online survey as follows. After this brief introduction, we explain the research 
design for the online survey (Section 5.2) with an explanation of how the online 
survey was constructed, piloted and distributed. We also explain the 
methodologies used and present the limitations we faced in conducting the 
online survey. In Section 5.3, we give a general overview of cross-border 
cooperation in Europe based on the responses to the online survey. Section 5.4 
discusses the structure of explanatory factors for cross-border cooperation in 
Europe based on the four groups of factors presented in the theoretical 
framework (see Chapter 2) – gains from cross-border cooperation, transaction 
costs involved, resources for cross-border cooperation and the institutional 
context subnational governments are operating in – based on the outcomes of 
the online survey. Before the conclusion of this chapter (Section 5.6), Section 5.5 
describes the tests applied to the four core hypotheses (see Chapter 2) of this 
research.  
 
 

5.2. Research Design 
5.2.1. Choice of an Online Survey 

 
We chose to conduct an online survey as one of the main research 

methods to complete this study, for the following two reasons. Firstly, the 
dissertation explores a field that has very little published research on the factors 
driving subnational cross-border cooperation in general, but especially cross-
border cooperation in service provision. Secondly, because due to the efficiency 
of data collection, conducting an online survey was easier (i.e. less resource 
consuming) than other methods of empirical research (e.g. conducting face-to-
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face interviews). Not only is an online survey efficient to administer, it also 
enables us to follow a broader scope of study. Moreover, an online survey could 
allow broader generalizations than would be possible from case studies. 
 
 
5.2.2. Composing the Questionnaire 
 

In designing the questionnaire, we followed Nel et al (1994) who suggest 
that all questionnaires should be designed to achieve three related goals: (1) to 
maximize the relevance and accuracy of the data collected; (2) to maximize the 
participation and cooperation of target respondents; and (3) to facilitate the 
collection and analysis of data. Therefore, our intention was to achieve all this as 
effectively as possible and with the minimum distortion. The questionnaire for 
the online survey is presented as Annex 5.2.  
 
Relevance and accuracy of data collected  

The aim of the online survey was to further explore and test the four 
hypotheses presented in Chapter 2. We aimed to find out how subnational 
governments experience, perceive and judge the gains arising from cross-border 
cooperation, the transaction costs involved, the resources for cross-border 
cooperation and the institutional contexts that subnational governments are 
operating in. For each hypothesis, relevant measurements were developed. In 
addition, as the research population is large, we opted for a structured 
questionnaire of mainly closed questions – usually yes/no questions or a Likert 
scale were used. This was done to generate frequency responses that could be 
readily subjected to statistical analysis and presentation. Furthermore, by 
composing a structured questionnaire we were aiming to be able to compare 
various groups within the research population.  

 
Participation and cooperation of target respondents  

Questions in the online survey followed a logical progression, starting 
with straightforward themes and progressing to complex aspects to sustain the 
interest of respondents and gradually stimulate question answering. The survey 
was structured in three parts. The first part contained general questions (24

94
 

questions in total) to gather information about the respondent. The second part 
was to discover the respondents’ experiences of cross-border cooperation. This 
part consisted of 32

95
 questions. The third part was about respondents’ 

perceptions of cross-border cooperation (five groups of questions). The factors 
that are brought out in the literature as drivers for subnational cross-border 
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 This is the maximum number of questions in this part of the questionnaire. However, 
the respondent did not answer all of them, as based on the answer, the respondent was 
directed to a question later in the questionnaire.  
95

 See above 
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cooperation were assessed by the respondents based on a 7-point Likert scale to 
measure their attitude towards the importance of those factors, and according to 
their individual experiences.  

To increase participation, we translated the questionnaire into six 
languages: English, German, Spanish, Italian, Russian and French. Those 
languages were chosen based on the number of identified cross-border 
cooperation initiatives in official documentation in Europe (see Annex 3.1) within 
a particular language group, i.e. we were expecting that responding to an online 
survey in their native language would increase the response rate and as we were 
interested in subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision, we were 
hoping to collect most answers from those subnational governments with the 
most experiences of cross-border cooperation. The questionnaire was distributed 
through the unions of subnational governments in every country (altogether 120 
unions) and also through the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR). In 
those few cases where the e-mail address of the potential respondent was 
known, the link to the questionnaire was sent straight to the potential 
respondent. This method of distributing the questionnaire implies that some of 
the potential respondents may have received the invitation for participation 
several times. 
 
To facilitate the collection and analysis of data  

The online survey consisted of three parts that were coded as follows: 
the first part – general questions about the responding subnational 
government – codes start with G; in the second part – experiences of the 
responding subnational government regarding cross-border cooperation – codes 
start with C; and in third part – perceptions of the responding subnational 
government about the factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation – 
codes start with F. This type of coding was important to analyze the data 
collected via the online survey on the basis of the results of the literature 
research presented in Chapters 2, 3 and 4.  

The questionnaire consisted of 56 single questions
96

 (of which eight 
were open questions and 42 closed ones) and five question groups (in part three) 
of which all were closed questions. Open questions in the first part of the 
questionnaire were mainly about the name and characteristics of the responding 
subnational government; open questions in the second part of the questionnaire 
were connected to the questions if the option ‘other’ had been allowed, i.e. if 
respondent chose ‘other’, then an explanation was asked for.  

Finally, to make sure that all the respondents understood the concepts 
expressed in the questionnaire in the similar way, we provided explanations in 
the questionnaire whenever a new concept was introduced. 
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 This is the maximum number of questions in the questionnaire. However, the 

respondent did not answer all of them; based on the answer, the system may skip a 
question. 
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5.2.3. Piloting the Questionnaire 
 

We decided to pilot the questionnaire to ensure that it would stand a 
good chance of achieving its objective of collecting data that has acceptable 
degrees of validity and reliability. The process of piloting a questionnaire also 
ensures that the questionnaire is adapted to the realities of the research 
population by trying it out several times and improving it whenever necessary. 
During the piloting, our emphasis was on three aspects: (1) to test how long it 
will take to complete the questionnaire; (2) to check the clarity of questions and 
instructions; (3) to ensure that the questions can be understood in only one way 
and to discard items that do not seem to yield useful data; and finally (4) to 
ensure that the questions all mean the same in all six languages/contexts. 
 The test version of online survey was sent to the Secretary General of 
the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR), to two mayors of 
subnational governments in Estonia, two researchers at the University of Twente, 
The Netherlands, and two researchers at the University of Tartu, Estonia. The 
results of the pilot survey were analyzed, and amendments were made where 
necessary. The main changes were to decrease the length of the questionnaire as 
the original version took too long to complete. To do that, we rearranged the 
questionnaire by grouping some of the questions about factors driving 
subnational cross-border cooperation into five groups and asking the 
respondents to respond using the 7-point Likert scale. 
 
 
5.2.4. Distribution of the Questionnaire 
 

As discussed in Chapter 2, the target group for this study was 
subnational governments (i.e. local governments and regions) adjacent to 
international land borders within geographical Europe. Those countries with no 
land borders with its neighbors (Cyprus, Iceland and Malta) and subnational 
governments adjacent to international land borders with Non-European 
countries were excluded. Furthermore, we also excluded The Vatican as it has no 
subnational governments. As a result, a list of 1883 international land border 
adjacent subnational governments was created (see Annex 5.3). Those 1883 
subnational governments formed the list of our target group. 

As there is no complete list of international land border adjacent 
subnational governments in Europe, we had to create that by ourselves. We used 
the https://www.citypopulation.de database. That database has maps of 
administrative units for most European countries

97
. For the countries not 

represented in that database, we used the latest maps of the subnational 
governments we found from using general search engines. We counted the 

                                                           
97

 The data on the web-page is updated daily with the year 2011 as the oldest date for 
some of the data. 

https://www.citypopulation.de/
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international land border adjacent subnational governments by hand and used 
general web-based search engines to match the name of the subnational 
government to the map and to find the contact data for those subnational 
governments. However, in most cases, direct contacts (e-mail or telephone 
number) were not found.  

As the contact info about the target group was hard to find, we decided 
to distribute the questionnaire of our online survey via three channels: (1) 
through directly contacting the 324 subnational governments whose contact info 
we had been able to find; (2) through the 120 national associations of regional 
and/or local governments; and (3) through the Association of European Border 
Regions (AEBR). The decision to distribute our online survey through the AEBR 
was made mainly because that organization has access to contact data for most 
of the border regions in Europe and covers about 75% of our target group. 
Furthermore, we assumed that the credentials of AEBR would assure us of a high 
response rate.  

A personal e-mail was sent to each of the 1883 subnational 
governments. This e-mail contained information about the research project, the 
reason for choosing the particular subnational government, contact details of the 
researcher in case the subnational government had any questions, the 
background info about the whole research project and the link to the online 
questionnaire (see Annex 5.1).  
 
 
5.2.5. Data Collection and Analysis 
 

Data was collected via the online survey in two rounds: from 30th June 
until 31

st
 December 2016 and from 20

th
 February to 31

st
 March 2017. The second 

round was conducted to obtain more data. After the second round, we had a 
total of 558 replies. Cleaning the data brought us from 558 replies to 106 
acceptably fulfilled questionnaires. The collected data was cleansed for analysis 
based on the following criteria. Firstly, only responses from international land 
border adjacent subnational governments were accepted (most of the responses 
to the online survey were from cross-border cooperation initiatives

98
 and that 

was the main reason why the number of initial responses – 558 – was reduced to 
106). Secondly, we checked that there was only one response per subnational 
government, as it is important to not blur the overall picture of the cooperation 
activities of subnational governments. Fortunately, there were no cases of 
duplicate answers from the same subnational government. Finally, only 
questionnaires which were completed to an acceptable level were considered 
because we needed to compare the answers to the questions with each other in 
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 This may have happened because AEBR sent the questionnaire to all of its members. 
The members of AEBR are both subnational governments and cross-border cooperation 
initiatives.  
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order to test the hypotheses. Several respondents had started to complete the 
questionnaire but had not finished. Those responses were not accepted. The 
overall distribution of the accepted 106 responses is presented in Table 5.1 
below. 
 
Table 5.1. Overview of the estimated research population and responses by 
number of subnational governments 

  

# of 
subnational 
governmen

ts 

# of 
responded 
subnational 
governmen

ts 

% 

# of 
countrie

s 
involved 

# of 
countries 

represente
d  

% 

Traditional 
Europe 

591 66 11.12 19 14 
73.6

8 
‘New’ EU 
Member 

States 
742 22 2.96 11 7 

63.6
4 

Non-EU 
countries 

550 18 3.27 13 4 
30.7

7 

TOTAL 1883
99

 106 5.63 43 25 
58.1

4 

Source: Author’s calculations based on Annex 5.3 
 
 Table 5.1 shows that the number of responses is low at 5.63%. The low 
response rate from Traditional Europe may be because they are not interested in 
answering yet another survey as they continually receive surveys from many 
research and EU organizations. The low response rate from the ‘New’ EU 
Member States can be mainly explained by the fact that even though those 
countries have a rather high number of subnational governments, especially local 
governments, most of those subnational governments serve rather small 
populations. Small populations usually mean rather small budgets and therefore 
limited participation in cross-border cooperation. The low response rate from the 
Non-EU countries can be explained by their highly centralized governments, lack 
of experience in cross-border cooperation and therefore a lack of interest in the 
subject. As seen from Table 5.1, the majority of the responses are from 
subnational governments in the Traditional Europe. That can be explained by 
their overall interest in the subject but also by their experience in cross-border 
cooperation in general. 

                                                           
99

 This response rate is a crude estimate based on the assumption that all possible levels 
of subnational government are included (which is sometimes not the case) and the 
assumption that even the smallest subnational governments can engage in cross-border 
cooperation. Hence, the number of 1883 is a maximum and likely to be smaller in reality. 
Therefore, the total response rate of 5.63% is a conservative estimate. 
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 Most of the responses are from Germany – 21 – (see Annex 5.3) which 
could be partly explained by the number of neighbors it has (9), the high levels of 
funding for subnational cross-border cooperation (it participates in many cross-
border cooperation programs and attracts a substantial share of the cross-border 
cooperation funding (see also Chapter 3) and how many documented cross-
border cooperation initiatives it has (39 – as one of the countries with the highest 
involvement in cross-border cooperation initiatives in Europe; see also Annex 
5.3). From the ‘New’ EU Member States’, we received the most responses from 
Croatia (8). This is interesting as Croatia has little experience of cross-border 
cooperation (see Annex 5.3). Within the Non-EU countries, most of the responses 
came from Georgia (8 responses) and Albania (6 responses) giving 14 responses 
from a possible total of 18. The high participation rate of Albanian subnational 
governments can be explained by its overall interest in cross-border cooperation 
(see Annex 5.3; cross-border cooperation initiatives with European Union 
Member States are funded by the European Union Instrument for Pre-Accession 
programme). Georgia has a low involvement in cross-border cooperation 
initiatives (see Annex 5.3), even though cross-border cooperation with Georgia is 
funded by the European Neighbourhood Initiative, so the high interest of 
Georgian subnational governments in our online survey is surprising. Clearly, the 
interest and experience of the respondents is likely to bias the responses. 
However, we were not able to control for this, i.e. we included in the 
questionnaire a question about the experiences of the respondent, but we 
cannot directly compare the results with the experiences of the responses in the 
entire estimated population. 

Some countries were poorly represented – in six countries, only one 
subnational government completed the questionnaire and there are 18 countries 
not represented at all. Most of the non-responses are from Non-EU countries (13 
countries). This can be explained by their lack of experience in cross-border 
cooperation (see Annex 5.3) and therefore low interest in the subject. 
Interestingly, there were no answers from Hungary and Slovakia, which are 
among the countries with the highest involvement in identified cross-border 
cooperation initiatives in Europe (see Annex 5.3) even though we would have 
expected their high interest in the subject of cross-border cooperation to lead to 
a greater willingness to participate in this research. 

In terms of language, we received the most responses from German and 
Russian speaking countries (30.19% and 12.26% respectively of the total 
responses). The other four language groups were represented to a much lesser 
extent.  

 
 
5.2.6. Limitations 
 

The occurrence of non-responses in empirical studies has been 
discussed in academic literature. The main explanation given is that respondents 
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lack the ability, motivation or accessibility to answer questions (Schnell 1997; 
Groves 2004). Accessibility is not seen as a main reason within this field of 
research, because the e-mails were sent to the subnational governments via 
various channels (via AEBR, via national unions of subnational governments and, 
in some cases, also directly to potential respondents) and checked for 
transcription errors. The two other reasons – lack of ability or motivation – are 
difficult to assess, since there was no personal contact with non-respondents. 
Lack of motivation can be explained by, for example, a general disinterest in the 
topic or an assessment of the costs and benefits (a respondent may have 
evaluated the opportunity costs to be higher than the benefit of answering). Lack 
of ability can be explained by the absence of involvement and information about 
cross-border cooperation activities or the lack of language skills. Both lack of 
motivation and lack of ability tend to suggest that the respondent is not 
interested in this study. This may not be true of all rejections but does represent 
the predominant experiences. Given the very few responses per country, we are 
not drawing at inferences about countries, but about country groups. 

In analyzing the responses, we have to keep in mind that as there is no 
realistic opportunity to verify the answers given by the respondents: we have to 
take the answers on an ‘as is’ basis. Also, we have to keep in mind that the 
information gathered is inevitably subjective to varying degrees and during the 
interpretation we have to take into account the self-interest of the respondents 
and a potential desire to hide one’s true motives for action or inaction.  

 
 

5.3 Descriptive analyses 
5.3.1 Introduction  
 
 In Chapter 2, we presented our theoretical framework about the factors 
driving subnational cross-border cooperation among subnational governments in 
service provision. Those factors were divided into four main groups: (1) the gains 
from cross-border cooperation; (2) the transaction costs involved; (3) the 
resources for cross-border cooperation; and (4) the institutional context in which 
subnational governments are operating (see Figure 5.1). 
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Figure 5.1. Core model variables  
(Source: Author’s compilation) 

 
 The following sub-sections analyze the responses to the online survey 
based on the core model variables. Responses under each group of factors are 
described separately. We look at the general picture but also discuss the 
responses based on the three country types – Traditional Europe, ‘New’ EU 
Member States and Non-EU countries, as introduced in Chapter 3. 

We start from analyzing the cross-border cooperation activities of those 
subnational governments that responded, then moving gradually to factors 
describing the institutional context, the gains from cross-border cooperation, the 
transaction costs involved and the resources for cross-border cooperation. 
 
 
5.3.2 Description of Cross-Border Cooperation 
 
 To obtain an overview about the experiences of respondents with cross-
border cooperation, we asked in our online survey about the current 
engagement of respondents with cross-border cooperation activities but also 
about experiences with cross-border cooperation in the past. 
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Table 5.2. Current and past experiences with cross-border cooperation across the 
three country groups, expressed in percentages (n=105) 

 

Total 
Traditional 

Europe 
’New' EU  

Member States 
Non-EU countries 

 

in past currently in past currently in past currently in past currently 

None 11.32 34.91 9.09 24.24 13.64 50.00 16.67 55.56 

1 and more 88.68 65.09 90.91 75.76 86.36 50.00 83.33 44.44 

Differences 
between 
past and 
current 
experiences  

t=6.28*** t=4.81*** t=3.81*** t=1.93* 

* p<.05 
*** p<.001 
Source: Author’s calculations on the basis of the online survey 
 

Table 5.2 shows that 88.68% of the responding subnational 
governments have had experiences with cross-border cooperation in the past 
and 65.09% of them are currently involved in cross-border cooperation. This 
allows us to conclude that the experiences of the responding subnational 
governments in cross-border cooperation are sufficiently expert to make the 
results of this online survey reliable. The bias towards the subnational 
governments with at least one previous experience in cross-border cooperation 
does not invalidate the outcomes of our research because we are interested in 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision which self-evidently 
requires previous experience of cross-border cooperation. However, we believe 
that those respondents with previous experience in cross-border cooperation are 
more suitable for identifying factors that drive cross-border cooperation in 
service provision.  

Table 5.2 also shows that the responding subnational governments in 
Traditional Europe have had the most experience with cross-border cooperation 
and are also currently cooperating the most. The low current cooperation 
numbers of responding subnational governments from the ‘New’ EU Member 
States can be partly explained by the timing of our online survey, because it was 
conducted at the beginning of the European Union 2014-2020 program period 
when all the European Union funding for that period had not yet been made 
available. As Chapter 3 showed, the cross-border cooperation in the ‘New’ EU 
Member States is dependent on the European Union funding, and therefore we 
can assume that it is one of the reasons the cross-border cooperation activity of 
subnational governments is currently lower in the ‘New’ EU Member States. The 
low activity in cross-border cooperation in the Non-EU countries can be partly 
explained by the somewhat low interest in the subject in those countries. 

One-way anova conducted on the number of past and current cross-
border cooperation experiences shows that there is significant increase in 
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experiences about cross-border cooperation for each of the groups – for past 
experiences F2.103=8.21; p<.001; for current experiences F2.1012=5.14; p<.01) 
 We asked respondents about the institutionalization of their cross-
border cooperation initiatives. From the responses, we can infer that only 33.9% 
of respondents reported that they have institutionalized their cross-border 
cooperation initiative, which means that most of the reported cross-border 
cooperation by respondents is either based on mutual trust or is project based. 
The institutionalization of cross-border cooperation initiatives is the highest in 
Traditional Europe – 85.59% of the reported cross-border cooperation initiatives 
were institutionalized. In the ‘New’ EU Member States, institutionalization of 
cross-border cooperation was 5.9% and in the Non-EU countries 8.47%. The high 
institutionalization of the cross-border cooperation initiatives in Traditional 
Europe might be because the cross-border cooperation in Traditional Europe 
tends to be rather long-term oriented and not so one-time-project-based as in 
the ‘New’ EU Member States and in the Non-EU countries. However, the high 
institutionalization of cross-border cooperation in the Traditional Europe might 
also be because of the bilateral and multilateral agreements between countries. 
Such agreements make the institutionalization of cross-border cooperation 
initiatives more straightforward. 
 
Table 5.3 Reported governance forms of cross-border cooperation initiatives per 
country group, expressed as percentages (n=36) 

 
Total 

Traditional 
Europe 

‘New' EU 
Member 

States 
Non-EU 

countries 

Euroregion 14.41 15.84 14.29 0.00 
Working 
Community 22.88 18.81 0.00 80.00 

Eurodistrict 3.39 3.96 0.00 0.00 
Town 
Twinning 6.78 5.94 28.57 0.00 

EGTC 3.39 3.96 0.00 0.00 

Other 49.15 51.49 57.14 20.00 

TOTAL 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Source: Author’s calculations on the basis of online survey 
 
 Given the small number of cases, we cannot apply a statistical test, so 
we qualitatively discuss the differences between the country groups.  

Table 5.3 shows the governance forms that responding subnational 
governments are using for their most important cross-border cooperation 
initiatives. There can be seen clear differences in the category ‘other’. So, 
interestingly, even though the European Commission and the Council of Europe 
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offer several governance forms for cross-border cooperation, most of the 
subnational governments are not using those forms, preferring to use other 
available means for institutionalizing their cross-border cooperation initiatives 
(49.15%). Those other governance forms are deriving from either national laws or 
from bilateral or multilateral agreements between countries. However, 
responding subnational governments from Traditional Europe are clearly using 
the governance forms developed by European Commission and Council of Europe 
the most. 
 
Table 5.4. Reported types

100
 of current cross-border cooperation initiatives, 

distribution by country group expressed in percentages (n=106) 

  Total 

Traditional 
Europe 

’New’ EU 
Member 

States 

Non-EU 
countries 

Strategic 
cooperation 

50.72 
55.84 22.00 39.62 

Joint activity 34.24 30.95 74.00 22.64 
Service 
provision 

15.04 
13.20 4.00 37.74 

TOTAL 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Source: Author’s calculations on the basis of online survey 
 

Table 5.4 shows the types of cross-border cooperation initiatives 
implemented by country groups. In Chapter 2, we introduced three main types of 
cross-border cooperation – strategic cooperation

101
; joint activity

102
; and service 

provision
103

. From Table 5.4 it can be seen that the most common type of cross-
border cooperation is strategic cooperation (50.72% of reported cross-border 
cooperation initiatives); the second is joint activity (34.24%); and the last is 
service provision (15.04%). We believe the reason for strategic cooperation being 
the most popular is because it is the type of cross-border cooperation initiative 
that is the easiest to set up and keep running as it consumes the least resources. 
However, the types of cross-border cooperation vary based on the country 
group. For the ‘New’ EU Member States, the most common type of cross-border 

                                                           
100

 These types are discussed previously in Chapter 2. Even though in real life those types 
are often mixed, under this question respondents were able to choose only one type of 
cross-border cooperation. 
101

 A strategic cooperation is a cooperation which aims to produce a strategic document / 
a unified strategy. 
102

 Joint activity is an event organized together with other subnational government(s) (e.g. 
art exhibition, athletics contest). A joint activity can be one separate project or one that is 
organized on a yearly basis. 
103

 A service provision is a cross-border cooperation where subnational governments 
together provide a service in a unified manner (for the exact definition look Chapter 2). 
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cooperation initiative is joint activity. This is probably because this is the type of 
cross-border cooperation that European Union funding is mainly targeted at. 
Interestingly, for Non-EU countries, service provision is the second most 
common, ahead of joint activities. This is an unexpected finding that we cannot 
yet explain. 

We conducted a one-way anova on the reported types of current cross-
border cooperation initiatives to determine if there is a significant difference 
between the country groups. The results of the one-way anova indicated that 
there is a significant difference between the country groups in joint activity type 
of cooperation (F2.83=6.80; p<.005), whereas in service provision and strategical 
cooperation one-way anova did not indicate a significant difference between the 
country groups (F2.80=2.80; p<.10 and F2.79=2.99; p<.10 respectively). 



 

Table 5.5. Most mentioned fields of activity of currently running cross-border cooperation initiatives, expressed in percentages 
(n=106)  

  

Traditional Europe   ’New’ EU Member States   Non-EU countries   Total   
Total 

SC JA SP Total   SC JA SP Total   SC JA SP Total   SC JA SP   

Culture and Sports 13.57 20.98 14.75 16.02   0.00 27.03 0.00 20.00   19.05 0.00 10.00 11.32   13.93 21.16 13.25   16.30 

Emergency 
services (incl. 
firefighting) 

15.12 9.79 18.03 13.85   18.18 8.11 0.00 10.00   4.76 0.00 10.00 5.66   15.00 8.99 15.66   13.04 

Education  
7.36 15.38 13.11 10.61   27.27 10.81 

100.0
0 

18.00   9.52 8.33 0.00 5.66   8.57 14.29 12.05   11.05 

Environmental 
matters 

9.30 10.49 6.56 9.31   18.18 5.41 0.00 8.00   19.05 16.67 10.00 15.09   10.71 10.05 7.23   9.96 

Roads (incl. 
highways, building 
and/or 
maintaining) 

8.91 4.20 14.75 8.23   9.09 8.11 0.00 8.00   9.52 0.00 10.00 7.55   9.29 4.76 13.25   8.33 

Spatial planning 7.36 12.59 3.28 8.44   9.09 5.41 0.00 6.00   0.00 0.00 15.00 5.66   7.14 10.58 6.02   8.15 

* SC – strategic cooperation 
** JA – joint activity 
*** SP – service provision  
Source: Author’s calculations on the basis of online survey 
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Table 5.5 presents the distribution of the cross-border cooperation 
initiatives across the most commonly mentioned fields of activity. As seen from 
Table 5.5, most cross-border cooperation is about sports and culture (16.30%), 
emergency services (including firefighting) (13.04%) and education (11.05%). 
Table 5.5 also shows that the field of activity of cross-border cooperation 
initiative differs both by type of cross-border cooperation initiative and by 
country type. Strategic cooperation mainly concerns emergency services 
(15.00%), culture and sports (13.93%) and environmental matters (10.71%). Joint 
activities mainly concern culture and sports (21.16%), education (14.29%), spatial 
planning (10.58%) and environmental matters (10.05%). Service provision mainly 
concerns emergency services (15.66%), culture and sports (13.25%), roads 
(including highways, building and/or maintenance) (13.25%) and education 
(12.05%). However, these proportions vary by country type. For strategic 
cooperation, the most popular field of cooperative activity in Traditional Europe 
is emergency services (15.12%), in the Non-EU countries education (27.27%) and 
in the Non-EU countries culture and sports, and environmental matters (both 
scoring 19.05%). 

For joint activities, in Traditional Europe and in the ‘New’ EU Member 
States, the most popular field of cooperative activity is culture and sports 
(20.98% and 27.03% respectively). This is probably stronger because the 
European Union cross-border cooperation programs are targeted towards joint 
actions in culture and sports. In Non-EU countries, the fields of cooperative 
activities for joint actions are particularly environmental matters and housing. 
Finally, for service provision, the most popular field of activity in Traditional 
Europe is emergency services (18.03%), in ‘New’ EU Member States education 
(100%) and in Non-EU countries spatial planning (15.00%). 

The division of activities per country group varies. For Traditional Europe 
and the ‘New’ EU Member States the most prevalent cooperative activities are 
culture and sports (16.02% and 20.00% respectively). This can be explained by 
the essence of the European Union cross-border cooperation programs under 
which such activities are most frequently supported. For the Non-EU countries, 
the most prevalent cooperative activity concerns environmental matters 
(15.09%) which reflects the findings in Chapter 3. This can be explained as 
follows: (1) this is an apolitical issue so that subnational governments from Non-
EU countries are allowed by central governments to be engaged in this kind of 
cross-border cooperation; (2) environmental matters are generally a shared 
problem in the cross-border areas of the Non-EU countries. 

We conducted an additional statistical analysis – one-way anova – to 
examine whether the country groups significantly differ with respect of the 
number of initiatives it the particular field. We found the following: 

(1) Culture and sports F2.77=4.45; p<.05; 
(2) Emergency services F2.76=2.75; p<.10; 
(3) Education F2.79=3.54; p<.05; 
(4) Environmental matters F2.79=4.62; p<.05 
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(5) Roads (including highways; building and maintaining) F2.77=1.62; 
p<.20 

(6) Spatial planning F2.79=4.76; p<.05. 
The results of the one-way anova indicate that in the field of culture and sports; 
education; environmental matters; and spatial planning the differences between 
country groups are significant. 

 
 

5.4. Structure of Explanatory Factors 
5.4.1. Introduction 
 
 This section discusses the results of analyses conducted on the four 
groups of factors developed in Chapter 2 – institutional context, gains, 
transaction costs and resources. Discussion in this section is structured based on 
Figure 5.1 (Core model variables). 
 
 
5.4.2. Structure of institutional context 
 
 In this section, we present the results of analysis of the institutional 
context of subnational governments that responded to our online survey (see 
Table 5.1) from three viewpoints – (inter)national regime, subnational context 
and institutional prerequisites to cooperation (see Figure 5.1 for core model 
variables). 
 
(Inter)national regime 

To see how important external influence is perceived to affect cross-
border cooperation, we asked respondents about which organizations were key 
to the creation of the two most important current cross-border cooperation 
initiatives (here we asked specifically about non-financial support to avoid 
contamination with the variable of resources). 
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Table 5.6. Importance of organizations in contributing to the creation of cross-
border cooperation initiatives, in terms of providing non-financial support, 
according to respondents, expressed in percentages (n=106) 

 
Total 

 

Traditional 
Europe 

 

’New’ EU 
Member 

States 
 

Non-EU 
countries 

The European Union 54.55 
 

50.00 
 

0.00 
 

62.50 

Central government 20.91 
 

18.75 
 

100.00 
 

25.00 
Other transnational 
organization(s) 18.18 

 
22.50 

 
0.00 

 
12.50 

Other upper 
government(s) 6.36 

 
8.75 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

TOTAL 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0 

Source: Author’s calculations on the basis of online survey 
 
 As shown in Table 5.6, according to the respondents most non-financial 
support comes from the European Union (54.55%), to a lesser extent from 
central government (20.91%) and other transnational organization(s) (18.18%) 
and the least from other upper level governments (6.36%). However, the 
importance of key organizations in the creation of cross-border cooperation 
initiatives varies by country type. For the responding subnational governments in 
Traditional Europe, the key organizations are the European Union (50.00%) and 
other transnational organization(s) (22.50%). The least important are the other 
upper level government(s) (8.75%). The latter can be explained by the high 
percentage of regional governments that have no other upper level government 
other than central government. Interestingly for the responding subnational 
governments in the ‘New’ EU Member States, non-financial support comes only 
from central government. This is surprising because the subnational governments 
in the ‘New’ EU Member States should have access to the same non-financial 
support as the subnational governments in Traditional Europe. Our only 
explanation for this finding is that the abilities of the subnational governments in 
the ‘New’ EU Member States might be not as great as those of subnational 
governments in the Traditional Europe to access the non-financial support from 
the European Union and from other transnational organizations. 

Table 5.6 also shows that for responding subnational governments from 
the Non-EU countries, the most important non-financial support comes from the 
European Union (62.5%), from central government (25.0%) and from other 
transnational organizations (12.5%). This is surprising since document-based 
research showed that the greatest non-financial support for subnational 
governments in the Non-EU countries comes from other transnational 
organizations, particularly the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR). 
Furthermore, no non-financial support from other upper government(s) in Non-
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EU countries was reported even though the majority of the responses were from 
local governments.  
 
Subnational context 
 In Table 5.7, we have highlighted the main characteristics of the 
subnational governments that responded to our online survey. As shown, most of 
the responses came from regions (55.66%). This can be explained by the fact that 
in different countries cross-border cooperation is executed at different levels of 
government. For example, in Traditional Europe where most of the responding 
regional governments were located, cross-border cooperation is executed mainly 
at the NUTS 3

1
 level, which explains why more regions answered the survey than 

did local governments. In the ‘New’ EU Member States and the Non-EU 
countries, cross-border cooperation is executed mainly at the local level. 
 
Table 5.7. Origin of respondents by their administrative level and type of country 
(n = 106) 

  
Traditional Europe 

‘New’ EU Member 
States 

Non-EU countries 

Region LG
‡
 Region LG

‡
 Region LG

‡
 

# of 
responses 

48 18 3 19 8 10 

Average 
size

†
 

50-100 5-10 10-50 0.5-1 10-50 1-5 

Population Constant Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing Constant Decreasing 

Note. 
† 

Population in 10,000; 
‡ 

Local government 
Source: Author’s calculations on the basis of online survey 
 

Table 5.7 shows that the responding subnational governments in 
Traditional Europe are much bigger than those for other country types. 
Interestingly, the smallest responding subnational governments are in the ‘New’ 
EU Member States. In addition, Table 5.7 shows that the population of 
responding subnational governments is usually decreasing. The size and 
decreasing population of the responding subnational governments in the ‘New’ 
EU Member States and in the Non-EU countries implies that administrative-
territorial reforms among those subnational governments adjacent to 
international borders is essential.  

To further characterize the respondents, we also asked about the type 
and the political ‘color’ of the government. The online survey reveals that most 

                                                           
1
 NUTS in other words Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics is a geographical 

nomenclature subdividing the economic territory of the EU into regions at three different 
levels based on the population size – NUTS 1 (3-7 million), NUTS 2 (800,000 – 3 million) 
and NUTS 3 (150,000 – 800,000).  
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of the responding subnational governments have a council-manager/governor
2
 

type of government (51.43%) and the political positioning tends to be rather 
right-wing – 55.24% of responding subnational governments (with 33.33% are 
identifying themselves as center-right). Such right-wing political positioning is 
prevalent in all the country groups.  

We asked respondents if they perceive that there is competition with 
neighboring subnational governments. Responses to online survey indicated that 
most (80.95%) of the responding subnational governments perceive no 
competition with the neighboring subnational governments across international 
borders. 

 
Table 5.8. Perception of respondents about the areas in which their subnational 
governments compete with neighboring subnational governments across the 
international borders, expressed in percentages (n=21) 

 
Total 

Traditional 
Europe 

’New' EU 
Member 

States 
Non-EU 

countries 

Location of firms 20.93 25.00 22.58 20.00 

Labor market 17.86 19.44 19.35 20.00 

Financial resources 
from the EU 

16.67 11.11 25.81 20.00 

Financial resources 
from other sources 

14.29 16.67 12.90 20.00 

Real estate market 12.20 13.89 12.90 10.00 

Services' provision 9.76 13.89 6.45 10.00 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Author’s calculations on the basis of online survey 
 

Those subnational governments that perceive competition (19.05%) 
state that they compete mostly over the location of businesses (20.93%), the 
labor market (17.86%) and financial resources from the European Union (16.67%) 
(see Table 5.8). However, there are differences among country groups. 
Interestingly, respondents from Traditional Europe do not perceive much 
competition over financial resources from the European Union. This result 
confirms the findings of Chapter 3 that subnational governments do have 
sufficient internal resources for cross-border cooperation and though European 
Union funding is perceived as a bonus, it is not regarded as substantial enough of 
itself to bring about cross-border cooperation. In comparison, responding 
subnational governments from the ‘New’ EU Member States perceive 

                                                           
2
 Under the council-manager/governor form of government, the elected governing body 

(commonly called a city council) appoints a professional manager to oversee the 
administrative operations, implement its policies, and advise it. 
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competition mostly over financial resources from the European Union (25.81%). 
This also reflects our findings in Chapter 3 that cross-border cooperation in the 
‘New’ EU Member States is mainly the result of funding from the European 
Union.  

Table 5.8 also shows that the respondents from the ‘New’ EU Member 
States do not perceive much competition over services’ provision. This is also in 
accordance with the findings from Chapter 3 indicating that cross-border service 
provision in the ‘New’ EU member states is in its infancy and not yet common. 
  
Institutional prerequisites for cooperation 

We set five general characteristics of the institutional constraints which, 
based on the literature, can influence subnational cross-border cooperation. 
Those general characteristics were: (1) low competition between (potential) 
partners; (2) legal and/or institutional frameworks ‘fit’; (3) pressures from higher 
level government or transnational organizations; (4) election cycles are taken 
into account; and (5) citizens have positive attitude towards cross-border 
cooperation. We asked the respondents about their level of agreement or 
disagreement with those characteristics’ relation to cooperation based on a 7-
point Likert scale

3
. To explore whether the five items form a consistent scale, we 

conducted a principal component analysis. The principal component analysis 
revealed the existence of one single ‘institutional context’ component 
(Eigenvalue = 1.98). Varimax rotated loadings, computed for the items, vary 
between 0.54 and 0.79, which indicates that these items all contribute to the 
single component.  

We were also interested in the scores of respondents regarding the 
institutional context component based on the country groups. We found that the 
characteristics of the institutional context differ significantly among the country 
groups (F=11.02; p < .01). The characteristics of the institutional context were 
reported to be very important by the responding subnational governments in the 
Non-EU countries. This is as expected because the Non-EU countries have 
generally very centralized governments, meaning that cross-border cooperation 
activities have to be approved by the central government. For responding 
subnational governments from the ‘New’ EU Member States and from Traditional 
Europe, these characteristics are less important. 
 
 
5.4.3. Structure of gains  
 

As reported in the literature, subnational governments cooperate across 
national borders when they perceive gains from such cross-border cooperation. 

                                                           
3
 The division of the 7-point Likert scale was as follows: 0-strongly disagree; 1-disagree; 2-

slightly disagree; 3-neither agree nor disagree; 4-slightly agree; 5-agree; 6-strongly agree; 
responses ‘do not know’ and ‘not applicable’ were not calculated.  
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Based upon the theoretical analysis presented in Chapter 2, we formulated 
thirteen gains that subnational governments can expect from cross-border 
cooperation and asked the respondents about their level of agreement with 
those gains on a 7-point Likert scale

4
. The results are presented in Table 5.9. To 

determine if there are any distinct latent dimensions that underlie the response 
patterns for the 13 items, we performed an exploratory principal component 
analysis. The principal component analysis reveals the existence of four 
components with an Eigenvalue higher than one. Component 1 can be 
interpreted as gains from improved performance; Component 2 as gains from 
scale economies; Component 3 as gains from service continuity and Component 
4 as gains from joint investment. 

                                                           
4
 The division of the 7-point Likert scale was as follows: 0-strongly disagree; 1-disagree; 2-

slightly disagree; 3-neither agree nor disagree; 4-slightly agree; 5-agree; 6-strongly agree. 
Responses such as ‘do not know’ and ‘not applicable’ were not calculated. 



 

Table 5.9. Agreement of respondents with 13 items on gains from cross-border cooperation. Descriptive statistics and results of 
principal component analysis (varimax rotated component loadings) 

  M Sd n Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4 

Eigenvalue       3.99 1.64 1.52 1.07 

Gains from improved performance        

- Improving the quality of service delivery 4.70 0.78 100 0.80 0.06 0.20 0.01 

- Better access to services for citizens 4.76 0.86 102 0.75 0.35 -0.03 -0.14 

- Greater economies of scope in service provision 4.48 1.30 101 0.69 0.31 0.12 0.11 

- Addressing shared problems  5.12 0.90 103 0.69 -0.27 -0.12 0.19 

- Advantageous conditions in procurement of services 3.87 1.30 91 0.58 0.29 0.42 0.08 

Gains from scale economies        

- Increasing the number of clients for a particular 
service 

3.41 1.29 100 0.08 0.80 0.19 -0.05 

- Increasing the geographical area of service delivery 3.97 1.29 101 0.07 0.80 0.09 0.08 

- Sharing capital and/or labor costs 4.25 1.22 100 0.31 0.69 -0.08 -0.12 

Gains from service continuity        

- Is least costly alternative to public service provision  3.49 1.10 96 0.13 0.07 0.77 -0.18 

- Immediate payoffs for the partners 3.83 1.36 103 -0.08 0.11 0.68 0.30 

- Continuity in service delivery across jurisdictional 
boundaries 

4.11 1.31 98 0.12 0.02 0.65 -0.89 

- For setting minimum standards in service delivery 3.80 1.31 94 0.37 0.35 0.48 0.33 

Gains from joint investment        

- Subnational government has difficulties providing 
service(s) by itself 

3.81 1.01 101 0.04 -0.04 -0.01 0.92 

M – mean; Sd – standard deviation; n – frequency 
Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
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 The Eigenvalue for the first component is rather high (3.99), suggesting 
that the items that strongly load on this component are coherent. Rotated factor 
loadings for all items are all above 0.40, indicating that they are important 
determinants of the variance explained by the components.  
 We also analyzed whether systematic differences exist in the four gains 
components among respondents from the three country groups. We found 
significant differences for component 2 (Scale economies: F = 4.95; p < .01) and 
component 3 (Service continuity: F = 3.69; p < .01). Scale economies are reported 
to be much higher by respondents from Non-EU countries than by either those 
from Traditional Europe or ‘New’ EU Member States. Service continuity is 
reported to be much higher by respondents from the ‘New’ EU Member States 
than by Traditional Europe or Non-EU countries. 
  
 
5.4.4. Structure of transaction costs  
 

The transaction costs of cross-border cooperation influence the 
decision-making of subnational governments regarding cooperative activities. 
The size of transaction costs in cross-border cooperation is influenced by three 
groups of factors: the number of partners involved in a cross-border cooperation 
initiative, the proximity of partners and comprehensive knowledge (see the core 
model in Figure 5.2). 
 
Number of partners 
 We asked in our online survey about how many partners the two most 
important current cross-border cooperation initiatives have. We found that the 
most partners were engaged in cross-border cooperation initiatives within the 
Traditional Europe (13 on average). The cross-border cooperation initiatives 
within the ‘New’ EU Member States and Non-EU countries have far fewer 
partners (both 6 on average).  
 
Proximity 
 Proximity concerns both physical proximity and the conceptual 
proximity of (potential) partners.  
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Table 5.10. Physical proximity of (potential) partners in kilometers 

  

Average distance to the neighboring subnational 
government across the nation border 

   
1st 

 
2nd 

 
3rd 

 
4th 
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Only 1 
 

117 km 
      (n=17) 

 
(171) 

      

         2 
 

124 
 

161 
    (n=49) 

 
(113) 

 
(119) 

    

         3 
 

111 
 

132 
 

166 
  (n=25) 

 
(109) 

 
(85) 

 
(125) 

  

         4 or more 
 

140 
 

173 
 

204 
 

203 

 
(n=12) 

 
(140) 

 
(88) 

 
(149) 

 
(188) 

Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
 

Table 5.10 presents the average distance in kilometers from the 
administrative center of responding subnational government to the 
administrative center of its closest subnational governments across the 
international border. From Table 5.10, it can be seen that most of the 
respondents have two (49 respondents) and three (25 respondents) subnational 
governments as neighbors across the international border. 

Based upon the theoretical analysis presented in Chapter 2, we 
formulated ten proximity-related statements and asked the respondents about 
their level of agreement with those statements on a 7-point Likert scale

1
. The 

results are presented in Table 5.11. 
 

  

                                                           
1
 The division of the 7-point Likert scale was as follows: 0-strongly disagree; 1-disagree; 2-

slightly disagree; 3-neither agree nor disagree; 4-slightly agree; 5-agree; 6-strongly agree. 
Responses such as ‘do not know’ and ‘not applicable’ were not calculated. 



225 

Table 5.11. Agreement of respondents with ten items of conceptual proximity of 
neighboring subnational governments across the international border. 
Descriptive statistics and results of principal component analysis (varimax rotated 
component loadings) 

  M Sd n Component 1 Component 2 

Eigenvalue       5.16 1.41 

Legal proximity      

- Legal systems 3.44 1.67 81 0.90 0.15 

- Political-
administrative 
systems 

3.17 1.73 84 0.89 0.21 

- Provision of public 
services 3.61 1.35 80 0.89 0.13 

- Organizational 
culture 

3.64 1.55 84 0.76 0.34 

- Economic 
development 3.51 1.43 82 0.72 0.35 

 
Cultural proximity      

- Ethnic background 4.26 1.60 80 0.16 0.87 

- Religion 4.76 1.49 80 0.23 0.78 

- Culture (incl. 
traditions) 

4.46 1.36 83 0.30 0.76 

- Language 3.51 2.09 83 0.31 0.51 

- History 4.15 1.56 78 0.31 0.48 

M – mean; Sd – standard deviation; n – frequency 
Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
 

To determine the conceptual proximity of (potential) partners, we asked 
about the similarity

2
 of neighboring foreign subnational governments to the 

responding one based on a 6-point Likert scale
3
. The ten items, presented in 

Table 5.11, originate from the literature search. To determine if there are distinct 
latent dimensions that underlie the response patterns for the ten items, we 
performed an exploratory principal component analysis. The principal 
component analysis reveals the existence of two components with an Eigenvalue 
higher than one (see Table 5.11). Component 1 can be interpreted as Legal 
proximity and Component 2 as Cultural proximity. The Eigenvalue for the 

                                                           
2
 We asked about how similar is the neighbouring subnational governments’ history, 

ethnic background, language, religion, culture (incl. traditions), organizational culture, 
political-administrative systems, legal systems, economic development and provision of 
services. 
3
 The division of 6-point Likert scale was as follows: 1-very dissimilar; 2-dissimilar; 3-

slightly dissimilar; 4-slightly similar; 5-similar; 6-very similar. 
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Component 1 (Legal Proximity) is very high (5.16) suggesting that the items 
sampled under this component display distinctive importance while the 
Eigenvalue for Component 2 (Cultural Proximity) is lower. Rotated factor loadings 
for all items are all above 0.40, indicating that they are important determinants 
of the variance explained by each of the components.  
  

The proximity of partners is important for building trust and thereby 
increasing cooperation. The literature shows that trust between (potential) 
partners can be increased through networking. The intensity of national 
networking was measured by asking respondents how frequently they interact 
with various types of national organizations. We included four types: (1) distant 
subnational governments; (2) service providers; (3) subnational governments in 
close proximity; and (4) any national associations of subnational governments. 
For each type of organization, respondents were asked to indicate the frequency 
of their contacts: (1) daily; (2) weekly; (3) monthly; (4) a couple of times a year; 
(5) once a year; or (6) never. A non-parametric item-response analysis 
(Torenvlied, Akkermann, Meier and O’Toole 2013) reveals the existence of one 
strong ‘intensity of national networking’ (scale H=0.48). For each respondent, we 
computed an average score on the four items and reversed the scale to obtain an 
intensity of national networking scale.  

The principal component analysis about national networking reveals the 
existence of a single component with an Eigenvalue of 2.31. Rotated factor 
loadings for all items are above 0.70, indicating that they are important 
determinants of the variance explained by the single component. From the 
response, we can infer that respondents report the highest levels of national 
networking with those subnational governments that are in close proximity 
(M=1.90) and service providers (M=2.08), and the lowest level with national 
associations of subnational governments (M=2.73) and with distant subnational 
governments (M=2.92). One-way anova analysis did not reveal significant 
differences in national networking among country groups. 

The intensity of international networking was measured by asking 
respondents how frequently they interact with various types of international 
organizations. We included four types: (1) subnational governments across 
international borders; (2) service providers across international borders; (3) 
national associations of subnational governments; and (4) international 
associations of subnational governments. For each type of organization, 
respondents were asked to indicate the frequency of their contacts: (1) daily; (2) 
weekly; (3) monthly; (4) a couple of times a year; (5) once a year; or (6) never. A 
non-parametric item-response analysis reveals the existence of one strong 
‘intensity of international networking’ (scale H=0.59). For each respondent, we 
computed an average score on the four items and reversed the scale to obtain an 
intensity of national networking scale.  

The principal component analysis about the international networking 
reveals the existence of a single factor with an Eigenvalue 2.60. Rotated factor 
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loadings for all items are above 0.70, indicating that they are important 
determinants of the variance explained by the single component. Responding 
subnational governments reported the highest levels of international networking 
with subnational governments across international borders (M=2.60) and the 
lowest with international associations of subnational governments (M=4.05). 
One-way anova analysis on the international networking did not reveal significant 
differences among the three country groups. 
 
Comprehensive knowledge 
 The literature, discussed in Chapter 2, puts forward three types of 
knowledge that subnational governments could develop to lower their 
transaction costs in cross-border cooperation: (1) comprehensive knowledge on 
the part of administrators; (2) comprehensive knowledge about (potential) 
partners; and (3) comprehensive knowledge about cross-border cooperation. 
Each is discussed below. 

Comprehensive knowledge on the part of administrators. We assessed 
the comprehensive knowledge of administrators through asking about their 
educational level and about how long they have worked for subnational 
governments. We found that most of the respondents have a master’s degree 
(54.7%) and 27.4% of the respondents had higher than a master’s degree. 
However, 2.8 percent of the respondents reported themselves to have less than 
a bachelor’s degree. We suspect that in the latter case these would often be 
interns working in particular subnational governments who completed the 
questionnaires.  

In the online survey, we asked the respondents about their experience 
in subnational governments. The respondents had worked in subnational 
governments on average 11.9 years, ranging from less than a year up to 40 years. 
Not surprisingly, the highest average working years are in Traditional Europe 
(16.1 years) with maximum of 40 working years and the lowest in Non-EU 
countries (6.8 years) with a maximum of 18 working years. The length of 
experiences of the respondents working in the subnational governments is not of 
itself cross-border cooperation related. However, the high educational level of 
the respondents and their long working experience allows us to assume that they 
are familiar with the concepts presented in the online survey and were able to 
answer the questions asked accurately.  
 Comprehensive knowledge about cross-border cooperation can be 
measured by the previous experiences of the subnational governments with CBC 
initiatives. This was explained previously in section 5.3.2 (Cross-border 
cooperation activities of the responded subnational governments). 
 
Transaction costs related prerequisites for cooperation 

In the literature review in Chapter 2, we studied the transaction costs 
related to the subnational cross-border cooperation. From the literature, we 
developed eight transaction costs related items that subnational governments 



228 

may face during cross-border cooperation. These items are brought out in Table 
5.12. In our online survey, we asked the respondents for their agreement with 
those items on a 7-point Likert scale

4
. To determine if a distinct latent dimension 

would underlie the response patterns for these eight items, we performed an 
exploratory principal component analysis. The principal component analysis 
reveals the existence of three components with an Eigenvalue higher than one. 
Component 1 can be interpreted as Proximity-related costs; Component 2 as 
Trust-related costs and Component 3 as Service characteristics-related costs. The 
Eigenvalue for the Component 1 (Proximity-related costs) is 2.78, suggesting that 
the items sampled under the Component 1 display distinctive importance. 
Eigenvalues for other two components are much lower. Rotated factor loadings 
for all items are above 0.5, indicating that they are important determinants of 
the variance explained by the components. 

                                                           
4
 The division of the 7-point Likert scale was as follows: 0-strongly disagree; 1-disagree; 2-

slightly disagree; 3-neither agree nor disagree; 4-slightly agree; 5-agree; 6-strongly agree; 
responses such as ‘do not know’ and ‘not applicable’ were not calculated. 
 



 

 
Table 5.12. Levels of agreement of respondents with the nine items on transaction costs related to CBC. Descriptive statistics and 
results of principal component analysis (varimax rotated factor loadings). 

  M Sd n Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 

Eigenvalue       2.78 1.27 1.07 

Proximity related costs       

- Partners are short distance apart (in 
kilometers) 

3.81 1.39 106 0.80 0.67 0.11 

- Thorough knowledge of partner(s) 4.09 1.28 106 0.76 0.21 -0.31 

- Partners have a common or similar 
background  

4.59 0.99 106 0.52 -0.09 0.40 

 
Trust related costs 

      

- Frequent communication between 
potential partners 

5.03 0.90 106 0.12 0.81 -0.05 

- Partners trust each other 5.33 0.71 106 -0.16 0.69 0.28 

- Previous positive experience with 
partner(s) 

4.36 1.25 105 0.47 0.67 -0.04 

- Previous knowledge and experiences 
with cross-border cooperation 

4.10 1.27 105 0.52 0.59 -0.12 

Characteristics of service 
      

- The characteristics of the service are 
important 

4.18 1.12 97 -0.06 0.04 0.87 

M – mean; Sd – standard deviation; n – frequency 
Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
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From the responses, we can infer that respondents report the highest 
levels of agreement with regard to trust (M=5.33) and frequent communication 
(M=5.03); and the lowest with physical distance between (potential) partners 
(M=3.81). A one-way anova analysis on the transaction costs’ related 
prerequisites for cooperation reveals that there are significant differences 
between the three country groups in service characteristics-related costs (F=4.24; 
p<.01) as the respondents from the ‘New’ EU Member States consider these 
costs the most important while respondents from Traditional Europe and Non-EU 
countries do not. 

 
 
5.4.5. Structure of Resources 
 

Through several questions in an online survey we aimed to assess the 
resources of the responding subnational governments (see core model variables 
in Figure 5.2). 

 
Fiscal situation of responded subnational governments 

Firstly, we were interested in the austerity measures subnational 
governments have implemented within the last three years: (1) implementation 
of austerity measures at the regional level; (2) implementation of austerity 
measures at the national level; and (3) implementation of austerity measures at 
the local level. The online survey revealed that most responding subnational 
governments have implemented austerity measures within the last three years 
but most of the austerity measures are implemented at the national level. This 
can suggest two things: either those countries are still recovering from the 
economic crisis or the governments are moving towards centralization, or a 
combination of the two. To determine if there are distinct latent dimensions that 
underlie the response patterns, we conducted an exploratory principal 
component analysis. We found that there is one component with an Eigenvalue 
of more than 1.0. Rotated factor loadings for all items are above 0.70, indicating 
that they are important determinants of the variance explained by the 
components. Respondents reported the highest level of implementation of 
austerity measures at the national level (M=0.72).  

A one-way anova showed that the difference on austerity component 
among the country groups was significant (F=3.65; p<.01). The implementation of 
austerity measures was reported to be significant by the respondents in 
Traditional Europe. The respondents from the ‘New’ EU Member States and Non-
EU countries reported negative significance of the austerity measures. 

We were also interested in any changes in grants received from national 
governments. Around half of the responding subnational governments stated 
that grants from their national government have stayed more or less the same 
over the past five years (see Table 5.13). Slightly fewer than half (42) of all 
responding subnational governments claim that the grants had decreased. Only a 



 

few (12) of the responding subnational governments stated that the grants from 
national government have increased. The subnational governments from Non-EU 
countries account for half of these responses. 
 
Table 5.13. Changes in grants from national government within the past five 
years  

  

Traditional 
Europe 
(n=65) 

 

‘New' EU 
members 

(n=22) 
 

Non-EU 
members 

(n=18) 
 

Total 
(n=105) 

Decreasing 
rapidly 

 
9 

 
1 

 
3 

 
13 

Decreasing 
 

22 
 

2 
 

5 
 

29 

Constant 
 

29 
 

18 
 

4 
 

51 

Increasing 
 

5 
 

1 
 

6 
 

12 

Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
 
 Increases in grants at the national level can be explained either by: (1) 
the subnational governments are experiencing severe fiscal stress and national 
government is assisting them; or (2) national government is purchasing some sort 
of service provision from the local level; or (3) a combination of the two.  

 
Availability of resources for cross-border cooperation 

We asked respondents about their perception of the availability of 
resources for cross-border cooperation on a 7-point Likert scale

1
. Interestingly, 

even though the populations served by most subnational governments are 
decreasing, most of the respondents have implemented austerity measures over 
the past three years. Roughly half (55.24%) of all respondents agree that they 
have sufficient resources (human, financial, technical, time) for continuing cross-
border cooperation (see Table 5.14). 
 
Table 5.14. Average agreement of the statement that they have enough available 
resources for CBC, expressed in percentages (n=103) 

  

Traditional 
Europe 

 

’New' EU 
Member States 

 

Non-EU 
countries 

 
Total 

Disagree 
 

36.92 
 

36.36 
 

38.89 
 

33.33 
Neither agree nor 
disagree  

10.77 
 

36.36 
 

5.56 
 

11.43 

Agree 
 

52.31 
 

27.27 
 

55.56 
 

55.24 

Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 

                                                           
1
 The division of the 7-point Likert scale was as follows: 0-strongly disagree; 1-disagree; 2 

slightly disagree; 3-neither agree nor disagree; 4-slightly agree; 5-agree; 6-strongly agree; 
responses such as ‘do not know’ and ‘not applicable’ were not calculated. 
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Interestingly, it is the respondents from the Traditional Europe and Non-
EU countries who agree that they have sufficient resources for cross-border 
cooperation (52.31% and 55.56% respectively). Respondents from the ‘New’ EU 
Member States tend to agree less on the availability of resources (27.27%). In a 
separate question, we asked how respondents perceive the availability of 
resources from higher governments and transnational organizations. 
Respondents from Traditional Europe and from ‘New’ EU Member States find 
obtaining both financial and non-financial support from higher governments and 
from transnational organizations competitive. The two findings – perceived 
availability of resources in general and perceived availability of resources from 
higher governments and transnational organizations – are in accordance with the 
findings reported in Chapter 3. This means that subnational governments from 
Traditional Europe have sufficient internal resources for cross-border 
cooperation and the support from higher governments and transnational 
organizations is supplementary. However, subnational governments from the 
‘New’ EU Member States have very few own resources and therefore their cross-
border cooperation tends to be dependent on the availability of external 
resources. This leads them to perceive the scarcity of such resources. However, 
the perceptions of the availability of resources can of course either reflect the 
level of expectation for the availability of resources for cross-border cooperation 
or the actual level of resources. 
 Respondents from the Non-EU countries state that there is no 
availability of external financial support. Partly this can be explained by the 
findings in Chapter 3 – national governments in Non-EU countries generally do 
not support cross-border cooperation and there is European Union funding only 
for cooperation across the external borders of the European Union (European 
Neighbourhood Initiative – for Georgian subnational governments – and the 
Instrument for Pre-Accession – for Albanian subnational governments).  
 
Table 5.15. Percentage of respondents who agree with the statement that CBC 
initiatives would have been established without external funding (n=103) 

  

Traditional 
Europe 

 

’New' EU 
Member States 

 

Non-EU 
countries 

 
Total 

Agree 
 

51.09 
 

60.00 
 

46.67 
 

47.54 

Disagree 
 

48.91 
 

40.00 
 

53.33 
 

52.46 

Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
 
 Table 5.15 shows that roughly half (47.54%) of subnational governments 
would have established the CBC initiative even without external financing. We 
can assume that these subnational governments report that they are able to 
cooperate without any external funding; however, they certainly may apply for 
such funding anyway. The other half (52.46%) of subnational governments 



 

reported that they would have not have established the cross-border 
cooperation initiative if there had not been any external funding available.  
 
Table 5.16. Strategies for cross-border cooperation initiatives after the ending of 
external funding, expressed in percentages (n=102) 

  

Traditional 
Europe 

 

’New' EU 
Member States 

 

Non-EU 
countries 

 
Total 

Will carry on its 
activities  

71.76 
 

100.00 
 

26.67 
 

69.30 

Will be 
terminated  

28.24 
 

0.00 
 

73.33 
 

30.70 

Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
 

Table 5.16 shows that 69.30% of respondents responded that the cross-
border cooperation initiative will carry on its activities and will attempt to find 
alternative resources of funding. This is surprising as 52.46% of subnational 
governments state that they would have not established a cross-border 
cooperation initiative without external funding (see Table 5.15). Furthermore, 
30.70% reported that the cross-border cooperation initiatives will be terminated. 
This could mean either that those 30.70% cooperated initially as a result of 
gaining external financing or it may be a case of one-time cooperation to achieve 
a particular objective, such as building some common infrastructure together. 
 
Resources’ related prerequisites to cooperation 

We set three resources-related prerequisites for cooperation: (1) 
partners are adding value; (2) financial support is available; and (3) non-financial 
support is available. We asked the respondents about their level of agreement 
with these items based on a 7-point Likert scale

2
. We also conducted an 

exploratory principal component analysis to see if there is a distinct latent 
dimension that would underlie the response patterns. Principal component 
analysis reveals that there is indeed one single component underlying these 
three items with an Eigenvalue 1.36 and rotated factor loadings for all items 
above 0.60, indicating that they are important determinants of the variance 
explained by the single component.  

From the responses, we can infer that respondents report the highest 
level of agreement with the item ‘partners are adding value’ (M=5.10). However, 
there are not so significant (F=1.14; p<.01) variations in the scores given by the 
respondents on the resource factor, depending on the country group.  

 

                                                           
2
 The division of the 7-point Likert scale was as follows: 0-strongly disagree; 1-disagree; 2-

slightly disagree; 3-neither agree nor disagree; 4-slightly agree; 5-agree; 6-strongly agree; 
responses such as ‘do not know’ and ‘not applicable’ were not calculated. 
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5.5. Testing the hypotheses of the factors driving CBC 
5.5.1. Introduction 
 

In the theoretical chapter of our dissertation (Chapter 2), we formulated 
four core hypotheses about the factors driving cross-border cooperation in the 
public provision of services following the four groups of factors: (1) the gains 
from cross-border cooperation; (2) the transaction costs involved; (3) the 
resources for cross-border cooperation; and (4) the institutional context in which 
subnational governments are working. In this section, we test those hypotheses 
by comparing the results from the online survey with the theory, using the 
theoretical framework presented in Chapter 2. The analysis is conducted in two 
blocks: (1) factors driving general involvement of subnational governments in 
cross-border cooperation; and (2) factors driving cross-border cooperation 
among subnational governments in service provision. For testing the hypotheses, 
we used logistic regression analysis.  
 
 
5.5.2. Factors explaining general involvement of subnational governments in CBC 
 
 Previously, we introduced several components driving cross-border 
cooperation that emerged from the answers to the online survey. Below, we 
present descriptive statistics for all those components. 
 
  



 

Table 5.17. Descriptive statistics of the components brought out based on the 
answers to the online survey 

Variable n 
 

Mean 
 

Sd 
 

Min 
 

Max 

          Involved in CBC 106 
 

0.65 
 

0.48 
 

0 
 

1 
Involved in service 
provision 106 

 
0.21 

 
0.41 

 
0 

 
1 

          Gains          
- Improved 

performance 
(component) 76 

 
0 

 
1 

 
-2.65 

 
1.95 

- Scale economies 
(component) 76 

 
0 

 
1 

 
-3.50 

 
1.76 

- Service continuity 
(component) 76 

 
0 

 
1 

 
-3.51 

 
2.15 

- Joint investment 
(component) 76 

 
0 

 
1 

 
-2.57 

 
2.41 

          Transaction costs          
- Proximity 

(component) 94 
 

0 
 

1 
 

-3.00 
 

1.77 
- Trust 

(component) 94 
 

0 
 

1 
 

-3.45 
 

1.72 
- Service 

characteristics’ 
(component) 94 

 
0 

 
1 

 
-3.12 

 
2.11 

- Previous CBC 
experience 
(dummy) 106 

 
0.49 

 
0.50 

 
0 

 
1 

- Intensity of 
national 
networking  106 

 
3.59 

 
0.76 

 
0 

 
5 

- International 
networking  106 

 
2.59 

 
1.12 

 
0 

 
5 

          Resources          
- Austerity 

(component) 87 
 

0 
 

1 
 

-1.50 
 

1.03 
- Resources 

(component) 104 
 

0 
 

1 
 

-2.77 
 

1.88 

          Institutional context          
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- Institutional 
context 
(component) 99 

 
0 

 
1 

 
-2.64 

 
1.99 

- Perceived 
competition 
(dummy) 105 

 
0.19 

 
0.39 

 
0 

 
1 

- Population under 
100,000 105 

 
0.24 

 
0.43 

 
0 

 
1 

- Population over 
100,000 105 

 
0.52 

 
0.50 

 
0 

 
1 

- Decrease in 
population 
(dummy) 106  0.41  0.49  0  1 

- Increase in 
population 106  0.25  0.44  0  1 

- Political 
orientation to the 
right wing 105  3.54  1.51  1  6 

- Country type 106  1.55  0.77  1  3 

N – frequency; Sd – standard deviation 
Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
 
 Furthermore, we are interested if and how the components of the four 
factor groups are correlated with each other (see Table 5.18).  



 

Table 5.18. Table of correlations of gains, transaction costs, resources and institutional context components 
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Improved 
performance 1.00 

       

 

 Scale 
economies -0.07 1.00 

      

 

 Service 
continuity -0.07 0.02 1.00 

     

 

 Joint 
investment 0.05 -0.01 -0.01 1.00 

    

 

 Proximity 0.12 0.34 -0.30 0.28 1.00      

Trust 0.12 -0.26 0.05 0.18 -0.04 1.00     

Service 
characteristics 0.20 -0.06 0.58 0.08 -0.03 -0.00 1.00 

 

 

 Resources 
component 0.46 -0.15 0.15 0.23 0.35 0.30 0.28 1.00 

 

 Austerity 
component -0.08 -0.06 -0.24 -0.09 0.08 -0.21 -0.33 0.03 

1.00 

 Institutional 
context 0.27 -0.01 0.36 0.35 0.31 0.07 0.51 0.48 

-0.22 
1.00 

Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
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 Table 5.18 shows that there are moderate correlations between some of 
the components. Firstly, there are moderate correlations between the Service 
continuity component and the Service characteristics’ component (0.58) meaning 
that the ability to continue providing service in an area is moderately correlated 
with the service characteristics. Secondly, there is moderate correlation between 
the Service characteristics component and the Institutional context component 
(0.51) meaning that the service characteristics are moderately correlated with 
the institutional context where the service is provided. Thirdly, there is moderate 
correlation between Resources’ component and Institutional context component 
(0.48) meaning that the resources are moderately correlated with the 
Institutional context in which the cross-border cooperation takes place. Finally, 
there is moderate correlation between the Improved performance component 
and the Resources component (0.46) meaning that the improved performance is 
moderately correlated with the available resources. 
 
 To predict the probability of involvement of a subnational government 
in cross-border cooperation, we performed a logistic regression analysis on 
components for costs, gains, and resources (see Table 5.19) to find out the extent 
to which these components explain cross-border cooperation. As a result of the 
moderate correlations between explanatory variables and low n, which 
determines the power of the test, we tested ‘gains’, ‘transaction costs’ and 
‘resources’ models separately. Since the institutional context variables – 
especially population size, population change and international regime – may 
explain away effects of all main model variables, we included those as controls. 
 
Table 5.19. Logistic regression of the probability of being involved in cross-border 
cooperation (log-odds ratios; t-values between brackets) 

Variable 
Gains 
model 

Costs 
model 

Resources 
model 

Full model 

Gains         
- Improved 

performance 
 0.25 (0.81)       

- Scale economies 0.17 (0.52)      0.17 (0.46) 
- Service continuity 0.02 (0.04)       
- Joint investment 0.16 (0.47)     0.04 (0.12) 

          
Transaction costs          

- Proximity  
  

1.24 
(2.98)*** 

  0.84 (1.83)* 

- Trust   0.12 (0.37)   0.02 (0.04) 
- Service 

characteristics 
  

0.92 
(2.30)** 

  0.70 (1.63) 

          
Resources          
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- Resources 
component  

    0.58 (1.84)* 0.40 (0.80) 

          
Institutional context         

- Institutional 
constraints 

-0.13 (-
0.36) 

-0.93 (-
2.12)** 

-0.16 (-
0.54) 

-0.82 (-
1.71)* 

- Right-wing 
orientation 

-0.07 (-
0.34) 

-0.28 (-
1.38) 

-0.20 (-
1.11) 

-0.19 (-
0.80) 

- Perceived 
competition 

0.43 (0.52) 1.32 ( 1.46) 
-0.51 (-
0.74) 

1.04 (1.08) 

- Traditional Europe 
1.01 ( 1.48) 

1.57 ( 
2.22)** 

1.08 ( 
1.78)* 

1.40 (1.74)* 

          
Demographic controls         

- Decreasing 
population 

1.03 ( 1.53) 
1.35 ( 
1.87)* 

0.84 ( 1.45) 1.30 (1.62) 

- Increasing 
population 

2.03 ( 
2.12)** 

2.12 ( 
2.36)** 

1.69 ( 
2.12)** 

2.58 
(2.48)** 

- Population 50K – 
100K 

1.04 ( 1.32) 1.08 ( 1.34) 1.18 ( 1.62) 0.84 (0.99) 

- Population > 100K 
1.37 ( 
1.84)* 

1.04 ( 1.31) 1.02 ( 1.50) 1.31 (1.52) 

 
        

Constant 
-1.44 (-
1.34) 

-1.36 (-
1.20) 

-0.71 (-
0.77) 

-1.56 (-
1.13) 

          
Log-likelihood -38.80 -42.28  -49.93 -34.49 
Pseudo R2 0.19  0.27 0.20 0.28 
N 73 88 95 72 

Note. * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01 
Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
 
 As can be seen from Table 5.19, the gains from cross-border cooperation 
have no significant influence over the decision-making of subnational 
governments. The most significant factors driving the involvement of subnational 
governments in cross-border cooperation are the transaction costs. More 
specifically, close proximity and costs related to service characteristics both 
positively and significantly affect the probability that a subnational government 
will be involved in cross-border cooperation. It means that subnational 
governments prefer to cooperate with neighboring subnational governments 
across international borders that are in close proximity (both physically and 
conceptually). It also shows that the service characteristics – properties of scale 
economies, measurability and asset specificity – are important for subnational 
governments in deciding whether to cooperate or not.   
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 Furthermore, institutional context influences the involvement of 
subnational governments in cross-border cooperation. It can be seen that 
increase in population is a significant determinant of cross-border cooperation, 
i.e. an increase in population increases the probability of cross-border 
cooperation. Also, the size of the population served by a subnational government 
has an impact on explaining cross-border cooperation in the gains model, i.e. the 
bigger the population size, the more likely it is that subnational governments will 
cooperate.  
 
 
5.5.3. Factors explaining CBC in service provision 
 
 As the final analysis within this chapter, we were interested in the 
factors explaining cross-border cooperation among subnational governments in 
service provision. This is a further specification of the dependent variable than in 
the analyses above. For that we were firstly interested to discover whether or 
not there is a connection between the three types of cross-border cooperation – 
strategic cooperation, joint activities and service provision (see Table 5.20). 
 
Table 5.20. Involvement of responding subnational governments in various CBC 
types 

Involved in strategic 
cooperation and/or in 

joint activities type of CBC 

Involved in service provision type 
of CBC 

TOTAL No involvement Involved 

No involvement 33 0 33 
 

Involvement either in 
strategic cooperation or 

joint activities 14 4 18 
 

Involvement in both 37 18 55 

TOTAL 84 22 106 

Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
 
 Table 5.20 shows that cross-border cooperation in service provision 
never occurs when subnational governments have not previously engaged in 
strategic cooperation or joint activity. If there has been either previous strategic 
cooperation or joint activity, same cases of cooperation in service provision 
occur. However, most cases of cross-border cooperation in service provision 
occur when there is both strategic cooperation and a joint activity type of 
cooperation. This is in accordance with the literature findings reported in Chapter 
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2, i.e. the more experiences subnational governments have in cross-border 
cooperation, the more likely they are to start cooperation. 
 To predict the probability of the involvement of subnational 
governments in cross-border cooperation, we performed a logistic regression 
analysis on the factors of costs, gains, and resources (see Table 5.21). 
 
Table 5.21. Logistic regression of the probability of being involved in CBC in 
service provision (log-odds ratios; t-values between brackets) 

Variable 
Gains model Costs model 

Resources 
model 

Gains       
- Improved 

performance 
0.18 ( 0.34)     

- Scale economies 1.71 ( 1.70)*     
- Service continuity -1.52 (-1.96)*     
- Joint investment 1.53 ( 1.62)     

        
Transaction costs        

- Proximity    0.62 ( 1.16)   
- Trust   -0.03 (-0.07)   
- Service 

characteristics 
  0.41 ( 0.91)   

        
Resources        

- Resources 
component  

    0.12 (0.36) 

        
Institutional context       

- Institutional 
constraints 

 0.17 (0.23) -0.15 (-0.37) 0.04 (0.12) 

- Right-wing 
orientation 

0.81 (1.75)* 0.30 (1.22) 0.33 (1.38) 

- Perceived 
competition 

2.11 (1.05) 1.09 (0.94) 0.28 (0.32) 

- Traditional Europe 4.03 (2.26)** 1.59 (1.60) 0.97 (1.11) 
        
Demographic controls       

- Decreasing 
population 

-3.15 (-2.16)** -1.59 (-1.79)* -1.94 (-2.34)** 

- Increasing 
population 

-1.74 (-1.16) -0.18 (-0.21) -0.64 (-0.86) 

- Population 50K – 
100K 

0.84 (0.38) -0.11 (-0.09) -0.11 (-0.10) 

- Population > 100K 1.89 ( 0.83) -0.25 (-0.22) -0.48 (-0.44) 
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Constant -6.77 (-1.99)** -2.45 (-1.72)* -1.56 (-1.22) 
        
Log-likelihood  -14.71 -29.64 -32.26 
Pseudo R2 0.49 0.15 0.12 
N 46 55 60 

Note. * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01 
Source: Author’s calculations based on online survey 
 
 Table 5.21 shows that subnational governments cooperate in service 
provision when they perceive resulting gains, while the transaction costs and 
resources have little influence on decision-making. The most important gains that 
influence the decision as to whether or not to engage in cross-border 
cooperation are the potential for scale economies and service continuity.  
 The institutional context has also an important influence on cross-border 
cooperation in service provision. Table 5.21 shows that subnational governments 
are more likely to cooperate in service provision when their political ‘color’ is 
center-right. Furthermore, Table 5.21 also shows that subnational governments 
in Traditional Europe are more likely to cooperate in service provision than 
subnational governments from the ‘New’ EU Member States or from the Non-EU 
countries. We assume that is because the supporting institutional context of 
Traditional Europe towards cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments. 
 
 

5.6. Summary and Conclusion 
 
 The aim of this chapter was to address the fourth sub-question of this 
dissertation: How do subnational governments experience, perceive and judge 
the drivers for cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe? To help 
achieve that, an online survey was conducted among the subnational 
governments adjacent to national borders in Europe over the period of 30th June 
until 31

st
 December 2016 and from 20

th
 February to 31

st
 March. We received 558 

responses of which 106 were complete. Given 1883 potential respondents, this 
gives a 5.63% response rate

1
. The majority of the responses were from 

Traditional Europe (62.2%), and that can be explained by the long tradition of 
cross-border cooperation in those countries and therefore a strong interest in 
the subject. However, some countries were poorly represented; in six countries 

                                                           
1
 This percentage is a crude estimate based on the assumption that all possible levels of 

subnational government are included (which is sometimes not the case) and the 
assumption that even the smallest subnational governments can engage in cross-border 
cooperation. Hence, the number of 1883 is relatively high and likely to be smaller in 
reality. Therefore, the total response percentage of 5.63 is a conservative estimate. 
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only one subnational government completed the questionnaire and 19 countries 
are not represented at all. Most of the non-responses were accounted for by 
Non-EU countries (13 countries).  
 The analysis of the results of the online survey is discussed below. 
 
Gains 
 Responding subnational governments indicated that the most important 
gain to them from cross-border cooperation is that of addressing shared 
problems, following by better access to services for citizens and improving the 
quality of service delivery. We conducted an exploratory principal component 
analysis on the responses, and we found that there are four significant 
components on gains: gains from improved performance, scale economies, 
service continuity and joint investment. Those components were differentiated 
per country type, i.e. for responding subnational governments from ‘New’ EU 
Member States, the most important gain is service continuity whereas for the 
responding subnational governments from Non-EU countries the most important 
gain is scale economies. Surprisingly, for the responding subnational 
governments from Traditional Europe, gains from cross-border cooperation 
seemed not to be particularly important for initiating or joining a CBC initiative. 

Furthermore, based on the analysis of the literature, we hypothesized in 
Chapter 2 that the higher the perceived potential gains, the more likely it is that 
subnational governments will cooperate. Our expectation was to find that 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe is limited 
because potential gains are not perceived as high enough for the subnational 
governments or, alternatively, they are potentially high, but they are not 
perceived as being sufficiently high, so subnational governments do not 
cooperate. However, this proved not to be true for the general involvement of 
subnational governments in cross-border cooperation although, in cooperation 
for service provision, gains proved to be the most important factor (see Figure 
5.3 below). 
  
Transaction costs 
 From the outcomes of the online survey, the most important factors for 
responding subnational governments were that the partners trust each other and 
that there is frequent communication between potential partners. We conducted 
an exploratory principal component analysis on the responses, and we found that 
there are three significant components involved in transaction costs: proximity 
costs, trust costs and service characteristics costs. Those components differed 
according to country type. The most important transaction cost factor for 
responding subnational governments from Traditional Europe was found to be 
trust, whereas for responding subnational governments from the ‘New’ EU 
Member States it was service characteristics and for responding subnational 
governments from the Non-EU countries it was proximity costs. 
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 Based on the analysis of the literature, we hypothesized in Chapter 2 
that the lower the perceived transaction costs involved, the more likely it is that 
subnational governments will cooperate. Our expectation was that subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe is limited because, 
compared to the gains, the transaction costs are unacceptably high, so as a result 
subnational governments do not cooperate. This proved to be true for the 
general involvement of subnational governments in cross-border cooperation. 
However, in cooperation for service delivery, the transaction costs appeared to 
have no significant influence (see Figure 5.3 below). 
 
Resources 
 Responding subnational governments emphasized that it is important to 
them that when cooperating, partners must add value. We conducted an 
exploratory principal component analysis on the responses and found that there 
is only one significant component involved in resources. This component was the 
most important for the responding subnational governments from the ‘New’ EU 
Member States whereas for responding subnational governments from 
Traditional Europe and from Non-EU countries, the resource component was not 
important.  
 We hypothesized in Chapter 2 that the more resources available for 
cross-border cooperation subnational governments have, the more likely it is that 
subnational governments will cooperate. Our expectation was that subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe is limited because even 
though gains exceeding the transaction costs involved, subnational governments 
have insufficient resources to cooperate. It emerged from the results that 
resources do not have any significant influence on cooperation – neither 
cooperation in general nor cooperation in service provision (see Figure 5.3 
below). 
 
Institutional context  
 Responding subnational governments emphasized that the positive 
attitude of citizens towards cross-border cooperation and the ‘fit’ of legal and/or 
institutional frameworks is important for cross-border cooperation. We 
conducted an exploratory principal component analysis on the responses and we 
found that there is only one significant component involved in the institutional 
context. This component was the most important for the responding subnational 
governments from the Non-EU countries, a little less important to the responding 
subnational governments from the ‘New’ EU Member States but of no 
importance to the responding subnational governments from Traditional Europe. 
 For the fourth hypothesis, we hypothesized in Chapter 2 that the more 
supportive the institutional contexts are towards creating a CBC initiative, the 
more likely it is that subnational governments will cooperate. Our expectation 
was that subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe is 
limited because despite the gains being greater than the transaction costs 
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involved and subnational governments have sufficient resources to overcome the 
startup costs related to such cooperation, the institutional context in which 
subnational governments are operating in is not supportive of cross-border 
cooperation. This proved to be true both for general involvement in subnational 
cross-border cooperation and for cooperation in service provision. 
 
Factors explaining subnational CBC, especially in service provision 

Figure 5.2 presents the overall results of our online survey by showing 
the factors explaining subnational cross-border cooperation (CBC) in general as 
well as cross-border cooperation in service provision. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.2. Factors explaining subnational CBC and CBC in service provision  
(Source: Author’s compilation based on the online survey) 

 
From Figure 5.2, it can be seen that subnational governments find 

transaction costs, especially proximity related costs and service characteristics 
related costs, important for initiating cross-border cooperation. This means that 
the more close subnational governments are physically, conceptually (similar 
language, culture and set of goals), economically and administratively, the more 
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likely it is that they will cooperate across international borders. Furthermore, the 
characteristics of service – properties of scale economies, measurability and 
asset specificity – are important determinants for subnational cross-border 
cooperation.  
 For subnational governments to become involved in cross-border 
cooperation in service provision, previous experience in cross-border 
cooperation in general is a pre-requisite, i.e. subnational governments without 
previous experience in cross-border cooperation are unlikely to engage in cross-
border cooperation in service provision. Furthermore, to become involved in 
cross-border cooperation in service provision, subnational governments perceive 
gains from joint investment and institutional context to be important. The 
responses inferred that the closer the institutional context is to that of 
Traditional Europe and the more right-wing the political color of a subnational 
government is, the more likely subnational government will become involved in 
cross-border cooperation in service provision. 

In conclusion, cross-border cooperation among subnational 
governments and the cooperation among subnational governments in service 
provision must be looked at separately from each other because there are 
differing factors explaining either. 
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSION 
6.1 Introduction 
 
 The importance of subnational cross-border cooperation is highlighted 
in several European Union policy documents, with provisions of €6.6 billion for 
current programming period to improve and increase subnational cross-border 
cooperation in Europe. Our research showed that this promotion of subnational 
cross-border cooperation from European Union’s behalf has stimulated the 
emergence of many cross-border cooperation initiatives. However, the number 
of established cross-border cooperation initiatives in service provision ultimately 
remains rather small. Actually, we do not know much about cross-border 
cooperation in service provision in Europe, as there have been no comprehensive 
studies about factors driving cross-border cooperation or its success.  
 These observations stimulated us to derive the main research question 
for this dissertation: To what extent, and how, can we explain subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision in Europe? To address the main research 
question, we distinguish between several sub-questions, each discussed in a 
separate chapter of this dissertation. After the introduction (in Chapter 1), 
Chapter 2 built a theoretical framework for the study by systemizing and 
synthesizing the factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision discussed in academic literature. We found that there are four main 
groups of factors: gains from cross-border cooperation, transaction costs 
involved, resources for cross-border cooperation and institutional context 
subnational governments are operating in. In Chapter 3 we analyzed both the 
institutional context in Europe (in the form of European Union subnational cross-
border cooperation related policies and strategies) and the current situation of 
cross-border cooperation initiatives in Europe in practice. Thus, we were able to 
check where the initiated policies and policy-based incentives have led to. Our 
analysis showed that the subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision can be found mainly across international borders of the west-European 
countries. No subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision is found 
across the international borders of the Non-EU countries. Chapter 4 added to the 
present study by describing three case studies of the factors driving subnational 
cross-border cooperation, especially cross-border cooperation in service 
provision. As a final step of this research, we conducted an online survey among 
the international land-border adjacent subnational governments in Europe to 
find out their perceptions about gains from cross-border cooperation, 
transaction costs involved, resources for cross-border cooperation and 
institutional context subnational governments are operating in. Findings of the 
online survey are presented in Chapter 5.  
 The present chapter is the concluding chapter of our study. We proceed 
in this chapter as follows. After this brief introduction, we will, first, look back on 
the research done and reflect on our findings (Section 6.2). To do so we address 
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each of the four sub-questions followed by the main research question. 
Subsequently we discuss of some of the most important results. We will also 
discuss the limitations in addressing the research questions, i.e. to what extent 
were we able to answer our research questions; limitations brought by missing 
data and by research design. In Section 6.3 we address the fifth sub-question by 
giving policy suggestions about how to improve the cooperation in the local 
public provision of services across international borders. After that we focus on 
the academic contribution of this research and possibilities for further avenues. 
Section 6.4 ends this dissertation by giving some final words. 
 
 

6.2. Recap: Factors Explaining Cross-Border Cooperation in Europe 
6.2.1. Theoretical Explanations 
 

The first sub-question of the present study was: To what extent can we 
identify the factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision within an integrated theoretical framework? To address this sub-
question, we systemized and synthesized the factors driving subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision based on the discussions held in scientific 
literature. To do so, we chose an interdisciplinary approach. The main reason for 
doing so is that cross-border cooperation is a phenomenon that has been 
addressed in several disciplines separately and there is no study that systemizes 
and synthesizes the findings of the previous research within an integrated 
perspective on the phenomenon of subnational cross-border cooperation. The 
present study is the first attempt to integrate the findings of previous scientific 
research conducted by various academic disciplines into one comprehensive 
theoretical framework that explains subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision. 

For doing so, we worked through the academic literature by using key 
words of ‘subnational cooperation’ and ‘cross-border cooperation’ to find drivers 
for subnational cross-border cooperation described in particular literature. The 
detailed method description for systemizing and synthesizing the findings was 
given under Chapter 2. After systemizing and synthesizing the drivers for 
subnational cross-border cooperation discussed in literature by various 
disciplines, we concluded that these drivers can be divided largely into four 
groups – gains from cross-border cooperation, transaction costs involved, 
resources for cross-border cooperation and institutional context subnational 
governments are operating in (see Figure 6.1). We also formulated hypotheses 
for each group of factors. 

We also found that the factor groups are not entirely separated from 
each other. This means, for example, that EU grants can be both an external 
resource and a gain for cross-border cooperation. Also, knowledgeable staff is a 
resource for cross-border cooperation and also lowers transaction costs related 
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to cross-border cooperation. The choice and relation between factor groups is 
thoroughly discussed in Chapter 2. 
 

 
Figure 6.1. Theoretical framework model 

(Source: Author’s compilation based on literature research) 
 
Gains  

Examination of theoretical and empirical studies reveals that 
subnational cross-border cooperation to happen in a voluntary basis, involved 
subnational governments need to perceive gains from cross-border cooperation. 
As literature sees the expectation of gains as the basis of subnational cross-
border cooperation, we have placed it on the top of the triangle in our Figure 6.1. 
In systemizing and synthesizing the related literature we found that there are 
three groups of gains: raising efficiency and/or effectiveness, individual 
motivations of elected politicians and gains from following the national and/or 
transnational policies about cross-border cooperation. Our hypothesis for this 
group of factors was as follows (H1): The higher the perceived

1
 potential gains, 

the more likely it is that subnational governments cooperate. We expected to find 
as an end-result of this research that subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision in Europe is uncommon because potential gains are not large 
enough for the subnational governments, or alternatively, they are potentially 

                                                           
1
 In here we are talking about perceived benefits of cross-border cooperation. Our 

reasoning of doing so is that there may be a difference between potential benefits and 
benefits perceived by decision-makers. However, if the decision-makers in subnational 
government do not perceive the cooperation to be beneficial (even though there are de 
facto potential benefits), that subnational government may never agree to cooperate. 
However, we must keep in mind that the perception of potential gains can be also a 
perception of opportunities to hide losses. 
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large enough, but they are not perceived as large enough, so subnational 
governments do not act. 
 
Transaction costs

2
  

Every interaction among two or more parties brings with itself 
transaction costs – information/coordination costs resulting from information 
deficiencies; negotiation costs derived from deciding mutual gains; enforcement 
costs associated with monitoring any agreement and agency costs resulting from 
public representatives not fully representing the preference of those they 
govern. From literature research infers that transaction costs of subnational 
cross-border cooperation are dependent on three variables – number of partners 
involved in (potential) cross-border cooperation initiative, proximity of 
(potential) partners and the comprehensive knowledge of the (potential) 
partners. We hypothesized that (H2): The lower the perceived transaction costs 
involved, the more likely it is that subnational governments cooperate. Our 
expectation was to find that subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision in Europe is uncommon because, compared to the perceived potential 
gains, the perceived transaction costs are too large.  
 
Resources  

To overcome or cover the transaction costs, subnational governments 
have to have resources. Following the literature, cooperation needs financial 
resources, human resources and material infrastructure. Hence, we hypothesized 
(H3): The more resources available for cross-border cooperation subnational 
governments have, the more likely it is that subnational governments cooperate. 
We expected to find that subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision in Europe is uncommon because in spite of perceived potential gains 
being larger than the perceived transaction costs involved, subnational 
governments have too little resources to overcome the initial transaction costs 
related to engage in such cooperation. 
 
Institutional context  

The three groups of factors introduced above – gains from cross-border 
cooperation, transaction costs involved and resources available for cross-border 
cooperation – are always influenced by the institutional context subnational 
governments are operating in. Institutional contexts are dependent on the 
characteristics of international regime, national regime, subnational context and 
community characteristics. We hypothesized (H4) that: The more supportive the 
institutional contexts are towards cross-border cooperation, the more likely it is 
that subnational governments cooperate. Our expectation was to find that 

                                                           
2
 We use an implicit model that, at the time actors decide to engage in cross-border 

cooperation, the benefits / gains in the long run are to be expected (perceived), while the 
transaction costs are real, as are the resources.  
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subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe is 
uncommon because in spite of perceived potential gains being larger than the 
perceived transaction costs involved and subnational governments have enough 
resources to overcome the initial transaction costs related to engaging in such 
cooperation, the institutional context in which subnational governments operate 
in is not supportive towards subnational cross-border cooperation. 
  

We believed that the relative weight of these factors, or the balance 
between them, will explain the subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision in Europe. 
 
 
6.2.2. Subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe 
 
 As our next step, we studied the policies and practices in subnational 
cross-border cooperation in Europe, i.e. to address our second sub-question: 
What are the key characteristics of the subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision in Europe? By addressing this sub-question, we provide the first 
overview (inventarization) of the research object of this study: subnational cross-
border cooperation in Europe. For doing so we, firstly, analyzed the European 
Union policy documents that guide subnational cross-border cooperation in both 
within the borders of the European Union and outside of it. We found that there 
are several policies and strategies guiding cross-border cooperation in both 
within the borders of the EU and outside of it with the general aim of aligning the 
institutional contexts within the EU and on its border areas – EU Cohesion Policy, 
EU Enlargement Policy, EU Neighbourhood Policy and Macro-regional strategies. 
Those policies and strategies are supported by financial instruments – INTERREG, 
Instrument of Pre-Accession (IPA) and European Neighbourhood Instrument 
(ENI). Altogether €6.6 billion is provided for improving and increasing cross-
border cooperation in Europe within the 2014-2020 programming period (and 
the same amount was made available for cross-border cooperation within the 
previous programming period).  
 The European Union cross-border cooperation related policies, 
strategies and policy instruments have led to a situation where there are no 
borders in Europe without any subnational cross-border cooperation. The 
regularity and complexity of cross-border relations may lead to a need to 
institutionalize cooperation arrangements. The form of institutionalization may 
vary depending on the needs, room-of-maneuver and the respective 
competencies of the actors involved. So, we, secondly, analyzed the governance 
forms the European Commission and the Council of Europe have provided for 
subnational cross-border cooperation. We found that even though, there are 
many governance forms to choose from, the cross-border cooperation initiatives 
are not exploiting those forms as widely as expected by the European 
Commission and by the Council of Europe. Main reason for that is the suitability 
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of those governance forms for subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision. 

Interestingly, even though cross-border cooperation is one of the two 
objectives of the EU Cohesion Policy for what €6.6 billion is provided within 
current programming period, there is no unified register nor database about 
cross-border cooperation initiatives, and reports done on cross-border 
cooperation initiatives by practitioners are sometimes of questionable quality. 
So, thirdly, to provide the first full overview about the subnational cross-border 
cooperation in Europe, we collected and analyzed the data about subnational 
cross-border cooperation initiatives based on the European Union official 
documents. Those documents were policy documents formed by the European 
Commission or the Council of Europe; reports about subnational cross-border 
cooperation in Europe formed by the Council of Europe or the European 
Commission; best practices concerning subnational cross-border cooperation 
formed by the European Commission; and case studies about subnational cross-
border cooperation presented in academic literature. We found that there are 
237 subnational cross-border cooperation initiatives situated across international 
borders all over continental Europe. Based on the key characteristics of these 
cross-border cooperation initiatives, we were able to identify three groups of 
subnational cross-border cooperation: (1) subnational cross-border cooperation 
in Traditional Europe

3
; (2) subnational cross-border cooperation in the ‘New’ EU 

Member States
4
; and (3) subnational cross-border cooperation in the Non-EU 

countries. We analyzed those three groups of subnational cross-border 
cooperation based on the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2.  

We found that, subnational cross-border cooperation in Traditional 
Europe can be described in general as follows. The subnational cross-border 
cooperation initiatives are stable long-term oriented well-functioning entities 
situated within a supportive institutional environment. These subnational cross-
border cooperation initiatives generally perceive low transaction costs and 
sufficient resources to develop their plans. Subnational cross-border cooperation 
in Traditional Europe aims at creating a border-region where national border is 
not seen as an obstacle. Within the Traditional Europe can be found several cases 
of cross-border cooperation in service provision. 

Subnational cross-border cooperation initiatives in the ‘New’ EU 
Member States are rather nebulous entities which focus on solving specific 
problems and playing an exploratory role, e.g. mutual knowledge needs, 
identifying common problems etc. The institutional context within the ‘New’ EU 
Member States does not really support subnational cross-border cooperation. 
Transaction costs for cross-border cooperation within the ‘New’ EU Member 
States are perceived rather high as the level of experiences and though 

                                                           
3
 Traditional Europe consists of countries that joined the EU before 2004 and EFTA 

countries. 
4
 ‘New’ EU Member States are countries that joined the EU on 2004 and later. 
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knowledge about cross-border cooperation in rather low as well as the perceived 
proximity with neighboring subnational governments. Rather low level of 
resources does not help the subnational governments to overcome the 
transaction costs and though there can be found only some cases of subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision.  

Subnational cross-border cooperation in Non-EU countries rarely 
materializes in the concrete action plans and when it does subnational cross-
border cooperation is mainly about tourism and natural resources’ preservation. 
We were not able to find any subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision in the Non-EU countries. This can be explained by the unsupportive 
institutional context, high transaction costs of the subnational cross-border 
cooperation and lack of resources available for subnational cross-border 
cooperation. 

The key characteristics of subnational cross-border cooperation in 
Europe were used as an input to deeper study the mechanisms that drive 
subnational cross-border cooperation in various geo-political contexts. Thus, we 
addressed the third sub-question of this study: How do the drivers for 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision work in the various geo-
political settings prevalent in Europe? We conducted three case studies – one for 
each geo-political context. From Traditional Europe we chose a case of 
EUREGIO – a 60 years old cross-border cooperation initiative straddling the 
borders of The Netherlands and Germany. From the ‘New’ EU Member States we 
chose a case of twin-town Valga/Valka straddling the borders of Estonia and 
Latvia. From the Non-EU countries, we chose a case of Euroregion EuroCaucasus 
straddling the borders of Armenia and Georgia. We compared the case studies 
based on the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2. The characteristics 
of subnational cross-border cooperation in three geo-political contexts in Europe, 
based on the outcomes of three case studies, are discussed in Chapter 4. 

 
 

6.2.3. Subnational governments experiences with CBC 
 
As a final step in addressing the main research question, we were 

interested in the perception and judgement of subnational governments about 
the drivers for cross-border cooperation in Europe, but especially for cross-
border cooperation in service provision. By doing so we addressed the fourth 
sub-question of our research: How do subnational governments experience, 
perceive and judge the drivers for cross-border cooperation in service provision in 
Europe? To address the sub-question, we conducted an online survey among 
international land border adjacent subnational governments in Europe. For 
developing the questionnaire for the online survey, we used the outcomes of the 
previous Chapters, i.e. theoretical framework we developed in Chapter 2; 
description of state-of-the-art with subnational cross-border cooperation 
developed in Chapter 3; and outcomes of the case studies conducted in Chapter 
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4. We composed a list of potential respondents and sent an invitation letter with 
a link to the online questionnaire to all the potential respondents, i.e. 
subnational government adjacent to international land border in Europe. After 
cleaning the responses, we had altogether 106 properly fulfilled responses which 
makes 5.63% of all the potential respondents. However, this number is a crude 
estimate based on the assumption that all possible levels of subnational 
governments are included and the assumption that even the smallest 
subnational government can engage in cross-border cooperation (which is 
sometimes not the case). Hence, the number of potential respondents (1883) is 
relatively high and likely to be smaller in reality. Therefore, the total response 
percentage of 5.63 is a conservative estimate and is most likely to be higher.  

For each group of factors developed in Chapter 2 – gains, transaction 
costs, resources and institutional context – we conducted a principal component 
analysis. We also analyzed the responses based on the geo-political contexts 
developed in Chapter 3 – Traditional Europe, ‘New’ EU Member State and Non-
EU country. 

 
Gains  

Principal component analysis revealed four components which can be 
named in general as follows – improved performance

5
, gains from scale 

economies
6
, gains from service continuity

7
 and joint investment

8
. For subnational 

governments from ‘New’ EU Member States, the most important gain from 
cross-border cooperation is the service continuity following by improved 
performance. For subnational governments from Non-EU countries, the most 
important gain from cross-border cooperation in reported to be scale economies 
following by joint investment and improved performance. Interestingly, for 
Traditional Europe, the analysis showed that gains are not so important. 
 
Transaction costs  

Principal component analysis revealed three types of transaction costs – 
proximity related costs

9
, trust related costs

10
 and service characteristics’ related 

                                                           
5
 Under improved performance were: improving the quality of service delivery; better 

access to services for citizens; greater economies of scope in service provision; addressing 
shared problems; and advantageous conditions in procurement of services. 
6
 Under gains from scale economies were: increasing the number of clients for a particular 

service; increasing the geographical area of service delivery; and sharing capital and/or 
labor costs. 
7
 Under gains from service continuity were: CBC is least costly alternative to the public 

service provision; immediate payoffs for the partners; continuity in service delivery across 
jurisdictional boundaries; and setting minimum standards in service delivery. 
8
 Under joint investment was: subnational government has difficulties providing service(s) 

by its own. 
9
 Under proximity related costs were: partners are short distance apart (in kilometers); 

thorough knowledge of partners; and partners have a common or similar background. 
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costs
11

. The proximity related costs were reported as the most important for the 
subnational governments from Non-EU countries; the service characteristics’ 
related costs by subnational governments from ‘New’ EU Member States and 
trust related costs by respondents from Traditional Europe.  

 
Resources  

Principal component analysis revealed only one resource factor
12

. This 
factor was reported to be important by the ‘New’ EU Member States whereas it 
was not reported important by the other two groups of respondents.  

 
Institutional context  

Principal component analysis revealed only one institutional context 
factor

13
 which was reported as the most important by the subnational 

governments in Non-EU countries and least important by the respondents from 
Traditional Europe.  
  

Finally, to predict the probability of involvement of a subnational 
government in cross-border cooperation in general, but also in cross-border 
cooperation in service provision, we performed a logistic regression analysis on 
factors for costs, gains, and resources. Because the institutional context 
variables, especially population size, population change and international regime, 
may explain away effects of all main model variables, we included those as 
controls. The results of the findings are summarized in Figure 6.2 below. 

                                                                                                                                     
10

 Under trust related costs were: frequent communication between potential partners; 
partners trust each other; previous positive experience with partner(s); and previous 
knowledge and experiences with CBC initiatives. 
11

 The service characteristics are economies of scale, asset specificity, capital intensiveness 
and measurability. 
12

 Under the resource factor were: partners are adding value; financial support is 
available; and non-financial support is available. 
13

 Under this institutional factor were: low competition between (potential) partners; legal 
and/or institutional frameworks ‘fit’; pressures from upper level governments or 
transnational organizations; and election cycles are taken into account. 
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Figure 6.2. Factors driving subnational CBC in service provision 
(Source: Author’s compilation based on the online survey) 

 
 Figure 6.2 shows that for the involvement in cross-border cooperation in 
general, perceived proximity (both physical and conceptual) is important as well 
as the service characteristics. For involvement in cross-border cooperation in 
service provision, previous experiences with cross-border cooperation are seen 
as a pre-condition. For subnational governments to cooperate in service 
provision, joint investment is seen as a gain. Furthermore, the findings of the 
logistic regression analysis showed that the ‘political color’ of the subnational 
governments is center-right as a driving factor for cross-border cooperation in 
service provision. Finally, the more characteristics of cross-border cooperation in 
the Traditional Europe the cross-border cooperation has, the higher is the 
probability of being involved in cross-border cooperation in service provision. 
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6.2.4. Answer to the Main Research Question 
 
 The answer to the main research question: To what extent, and how, 
can we explain subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in 
Europe? is based on the combination of three major steps we made in the 
present dissertation. The first step was the development, in chapter 2, of an 
overarching theoretical model. This model was schematically presented, at the 
beginning of this conclusion chapter, in Figure 6.1. The second step was to 
summarize the research findings from chapters 3 and 4, about the characteristics 
of subnational cross-border cooperation, in three geopolitical contexts in Europe. 
This resulted in an overview of core characteristics of cross-border cooperation in 
three geo-political contexts in Europe (see Table 3.8 in Chapter 3). The third step 
was to retrieve information about sub-national governments’ perceptions of 
cross-border cooperation, using a large-scale survey. Results of the survey were 
condensed in Figure 6.2, showing various factors that contribute to successful 
cross-border cooperation in service provision. Now, finally, when combining the 
results from the three different steps, the Figure 6.3 emerges. This figure 
provides a condensed overview of all the main findings of the present study. 

 
 

 
 

Figure 6.3. Final model of factors driving subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision in Europe 

(Source: Author’s compilation) 
 
 
Gains 
 We departed from the assumption that there is no cooperation if 
subnational governments are not perceiving gains from it. In Chapter 2 we 
identified altogether four groups of gains subnational governments may 
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perceive: raising efficiency and effectiveness, individual motivations of elected 
politicians, shared and/or interrelated problems and gains from following the 
national and/or international policies about cross-border cooperation. During the 
empirical research (Chapters 3 and 4), we found that those gains are 
differentiating based on the groups of cross-border cooperation initiatives, i.e. in 
Traditional Europe the gains are more oriented to raising efficiency and 
effectiveness as for ‘New’ EU Member States and Non-EU countries, it was more 
about following the national and transnational policies about the cross-border 
cooperation. However, it can also be so as the subnational governments are not 
knowledgeable enough to define their cross-border obstacles and though gains 
from cross-border cooperation. Empirical analysis (Chapter 5) showed that in 
case of cross-border cooperation in general, there could not be found a specific 
gain to explain the cooperation, whereas for cooperation in service provision, the 
gain of joint investment is the most prevalent.   
 
Transaction costs 
 Every cooperation creates transaction costs – negotiation, coordination, 
enforcement and agency costs. Those costs are influenced by the number of 
(potential) partners, proximity of (potential) partners and comprehensive 
knowledge of (potential) partners. From Chapter 3 we learned that to overcome 
the transaction costs, specifically to minimize the costs coming from conceptual 
proximity and knowledge, the European Union provides financial incentives 
through its various cross-border cooperation programs. From Chapter 3 and 4 we 
learned that transaction costs are the lowest in cooperation within the 
Traditional Europe and the highest in cooperation within the Non-EU countries. 
Empirical analysis (Chapter 5) showed that for the subnational cross-border 
cooperation in general, the transaction costs are very important factor, especially 
costs incurring from proximity and costs related to service characteristics. It 
means that subnational governments prefer to cooperate with international 
border-adjacent neighboring subnational governments that are in close proximity 
(in physical, conceptual, economic and administrative proximity). It also shows 
that the service characteristics – properties of scale economies, measurability 
and asset specificity – are important for subnational governments in deciding 
over cooperation.  
 
Resources 
 To overcome the transaction costs, resources are needed. Following the 
findings of Chapter 2, there are three groups of resources needed for 
cooperation – human resources, material infrastructure and financial resources. 
Analysis of cross-border cooperation initiatives in chapters 3 and 4 showed that 
availability of resources is the most important factor for subnational cross-border 
cooperation in the ‘New’ EU Member States and in the Non-EU countries as both 
of those country groups have scarce resources for cross-border cooperation. 
Outcomes of Chapter 5 showed that availability of resources has the least impact 
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compared to other four factor groups on decision-making about involvement in 
cross-border cooperation.  
 
Institutional context 

Following our theoretical model, all the pre-discussed factor groups – 
gains, transaction costs and resources – are influenced by the institutional 
context subnational governments are working in. Institutional context is formed 
by the international regime, national context, subnational context and 
community characteristics. Chapter 3 showed that the EU is working on aligning 
the institutional contexts of its Member States as well as its closest neighbors 
through its Cohesion Policy, Neighbourhood Policy, Enlargement Policy and 
Macro-Regional Strategies. Chapter 3 and 4 showed that the institutional context 
within the European Union, especially in Traditional Europe, is the most aligned; 
differences in institutional context are bigger among the ‘New’ EU Member 
States and the biggest differences in institutional contexts are among the Non-EU 
countries. We also found that the institutional context has quite an effect on the 
number of cross-border cooperation initiatives in Europe as most of the cross-
border cooperation initiatives were among the European Union Member States 
and the least of the cross-border cooperation initiatives among the Non-EU 
countries. Results of the empirical analysis (Chapter 5) revealed that institutional 
context has significant influence on cross-border cooperation in service provision. 
Firstly, the ‘political color’ of subnational government is important. However, 
contradictory to findings from literature, the analysis in Chapter 5 revealed that 
subnational governments are more likely to cooperate in service provision when 
the ‘political color’ is center-right. However, we assume that in our research the 
‘political color’ of center-right comes from the fact that border regions are more 
conservative compared to the average ‘political color’ of subnational 
governments in nation state. This may also explain away the difference between 
the findings from the literature compared to the results of this research, i.e. 
literature is mostly about cooperation within the nation state and though its 
findings point the ‘political color’ of cooperation to be the center-left. Our 
research is about cooperation across the borders of the nation state, i.e. 
cooperation of the border/ rural areas of the nation state and though find that 
the ‘political color’ for cooperation is center-right.  

Secondly, analysis in Chapter 5 showed that subnational governments 
are more likely to cooperate in service provision when the institutional context is 
alike to the Traditional Europe. 

 
As a final conclusion it can be said that our research has proven the 

suitability of our theoretical framework model for explaining subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision in Europe. However, in interpreting our 
results it must be taken into account that there are big differences between the 
three country groups of subnational cross-border cooperation – subnational 
cross-border cooperation in Traditional Europe; subnational cross-border 
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cooperation in the ‘New’ EU Member States and subnational cross-border 
cooperation in the Non-EU countries –; that the number of respondents was 
rather low (5.63%) and that most of the responses came from Traditional Europe. 
Though, more research must be done to fully confirm our model. 
 
 

6.3. Discussion and Suggestions for Further Research 
 

Even though this dissertation can be seen as the first attempt to 
integrate the findings of previous research conducted by various academic 
disciplines, we believe we still have invested in a considerable amount of work to 
provide deeper and broader insights in the factors that drive subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision in Europe. The contribution of the 
knowledge – to where and how the findings contribute to the state of 
knowledge – has been thoroughly discussed in Chapter 1 (in section 1.4 Ambition 
and innovation of the Research). However, as this research is the first attempt to 
systemize the findings from previous research into an overarching theoretical 
model and to test the model, we met various challenges which have been 
discussed in Chapter 1 (section 1.3 The complexity of studying cross-border 
cooperation) and in the methodology part of each chapter. Based on those 
challenges we provide some suggestions for further research on subnational 
cross-border cooperation. 

 
Expansion of the scope of research 
 Since this research was the first attempt to systemize and synthesize the 
factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision, there 
are several ways to expand the scope of this research for further studies.  

Firstly, this research was about factors driving land-border adjacent 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. The reasoning for 
studying only land-border adjacent subnational governments within this research 
was that there are big differences in factors driving the subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision across the land border and across the sea border 
as the sea border makes the service delivery in cooperation rather difficult. For 
our research it meant an exclusion of several cross-border areas

14
 and three

15
 

European countries. Our suggestion is that future research on subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision should provide also the factors driving 
cross-border cooperation of international sea-border adjacent subnational 
governments into our model. This addition would make our model complete and 
easy to apply on academic research as well as for implementing cross-border 
cooperation policies and strategies in Europe. 

                                                           
14

 For example border between Estonia and Finland, France and UK, Denmark and Norway.  
15

 Cypros, Iceland and Malta. 
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 Secondly, through the online survey, (1) we were able to approach 
5.63% of all the potential respondents (1883); (2) we were not able to get any 
response from 18 European countries; and (3) response bias was towards 
subnational governments from Traditional Europe. We consider the 5.63% a 
relatively crude estimate based on the assumption that all possible levels of 
subnational governments are included and the assumption that even the 
smallest subnational government can engage in cross-border cooperation (which 
is sometimes not the case). Hence, the number of potential respondents is likely 
to be smaller in reality and, thus, the total response percentage probably higher 
than 5.63 is a conservative estimate. Because it is hard to obtain population data, 
we cannot easily assess potential non-response bias. Given the currently 
available datasets and current level of organization of cross-border cooperation, 
there are difficulties in raising the response rate. Nevertheless, further studies 
with higher response rates will definitely provide a better overview of current 
cross-border cooperation in Europe, as well as provide more definite answers 
about factors driving subnational cross-border cooperation, especially cross-
border cooperation in service provision.  

It is likely that the responses are based on a certain, minimum level of 
knowledgeability of respondents. This would explain both the non-response from 
18 European countries and the high response rate from subnational governments 
from Traditional Europe. Most of the 18 countries that did not respond to the 
online survey are the ‘New’ EU Member States or Non-EU countries, i.e. 
subnational governments with little or no experience with cross-border 
cooperation. Our research has shown that subnational governments with little or 
no cross-border cooperation experience are not able to define the incentives for 
or obstacles to cross-border cooperation and though may be reluctant to 
respond questionnaires about cross-border cooperation. However, further 
research among these 18 European countries about subnational cross-border 
cooperation will provide us with a deeper understanding about subnational 
cross-border cooperation and the perceptions of subnational governments about 
factors driving cross-border cooperation in Europe.  
 Thirdly, there is not much literature about subnational cross-border 
cooperation, especially big is a gap in case studies about subnational cross-
border cooperation across the external borders of the European Union; case 
studies about subnational cross-border cooperation within the Non-EU countries; 
and empirical studies about subnational cross-border cooperation. Conducting 
case studies, either single case studies or comparative case studies, enables us to 
go in depth into identifying drivers for subnational cross-border cooperation and 
though would provide in a great extent to the existing knowledge about drivers 
for subnational cross-border cooperation in general, but especially about drivers 
for subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. In addition, the 
theory of cross-border cooperation will benefit largely from empirical studies 
about drivers for cross-border cooperation or success and failure factors of cross-
border cooperation initiatives.  
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 Fourthly, within this research only location-related cross-border services 
were considered. We assume that research on cross-border cooperation in 
providing non-location-related services (e.g. electronical services) will provide an 
additional insight to the mechanisms of subnational cross-border cooperation. 

Fifth and finally, there are various levels of government that can be 
engaged in cross-border cooperation. Within this research we did not 
differentiate between regional and local governments as we looked at the cross-
border cooperation of subnational governments. However, we believe that there 
are different drivers for cross-border cooperation among various levels of 
government. Further research in this area would help us to complement our 
model for cross-border cooperation developed within this research. 
 
Governance forms of cross-border cooperation initiatives 
 Our research showed that there are several possibilities for governance 
forms for cross-border cooperation initiatives. However, there is a lack of studies 
about the suitability of the governance forms provided by the Council of Europe 
and the European Commission for cross-border cooperation of subnational 
governments, especially for cooperation in service provision. Research on those 
governance forms will provide further information about the usage and 
suitability of the forms as well as shows how those governance forms could be 
improved to increase cross-border cooperation in Europe.  

As to date there is no comprehensive research studying the connection 
between the governance forms created by the European Commission or the 
Council of Europe and the emergence and/or sustainability of the cross-border 
cooperation initiatives. This kind of research will also help to create clear and 
practical instruments for European Territorial Cooperation. 
 
Data about cross-border cooperation in Europe 

During conducting our research, we found that there is rather few data 
about cross-border cooperation in Europe even though there are several 
organizations and institutions in the European Union that monitor cross-border 
cooperation as one of their tasks. Such as, for example, European Commission 
which monitors cross-border cooperation initiatives using EGTC form; or 
Managing Authorities of each EU Member State which monitor cross-border 
cooperation initiatives applying for the European Union cross-border funds. In 
addition, the European Union provides through the EU Cohesion Policy 
altogether €6.6 billion within this programming period

16
 for improving and 

increasing cross-border cooperation in Europe. However, despite of several 
organizations which monitor cross-border cooperation and despite the funding 
provided for cross-border cooperation, the cross-border cooperation within 
Europe is not properly monitored. There is no overview about cross-border 
cooperation initiatives in Europe – about their geography, field of activity, 

                                                           
16

 This programming period is for the years of 2014-2020. 
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partners involved etc. There is also no overview about which levels of 
government and why are able to cooperate across borders and how many of 
those ‘potential’ cooperators are there in Europe.  

This dissertation was the first attempt to have a full overview of the 
subnational cross-border cooperation within continental Europe. Further 
research on the field of cross-border cooperation in Europe is necessary to have 
an overview what is going on in terms of cross-border cooperation and to provide 
to the theory of cross-border cooperation. The database about cross-border 
cooperation initiatives provides a good basis for an understanding about cross-
border cooperation initiatives in Europe including better overview about cross-
border problems and needs; relationships among cooperation partners; trust-
building among cooperation partners; obstacles for cross-border cooperation; 
providing for the European Territorial Cooperation project by not only seeking for 
financial resources that EU provides, but also contributing towards general 
territorial development of the particular cross-border area). This kind of 
knowledge about cross-border cooperation initiatives is essentially important for 
several reasons. Firstly, our research showed that subnational governments from 
the ‘New’ EU Member States as well as from the Non-EU countries were not able 
to define their cross-border obstacles. Such lack of knowledge is a hindering 
factor for increasing and improving cross-border cooperation in these areas, i.e. 
when neighbors cannot define common problems or gains from cross-border 
cooperation, the cooperation will not take place. Database about cross-border 
cooperation initiatives will provide policymakers with a better overview of the 
current state of the outcomes of their policy making and build a basis for 
rethinking and improvement of policies concerning cross-border cooperation. 

Secondly, such database provides policy makers with an overview about 
the situation with cross-border cooperation in Europe and though provides for 
the EU-wide policy making.  

Thirdly, from academic point of view, this kind of database can be 
considered as a ‘gold mine’ for scholars with providing data for testing and 
though improving theories and addressing raised questions about cross-border 
cooperation but also provides data to develop new questions and though 
develop theories about cross-border cooperation and though enhance academic 
research about the subject. 
 
Cross-border data 

To manage cross-border regions cross-border data is needed. However, 
in most cases obtaining cross-border data for making cross-border administrative 
decisions is not possible. There are several reasons for it. Firstly, EuroStat collects 
data from every European Union Member State in various levels with, in most 
cases, NUTS3

17
 level being the smallest. However, for most cross-border regions 
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 NUTS in other words Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics is a geographical 
nomenclature subdividing the economic territory of the EU into regions at three different 
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this is too high level of data which means that they cannot use it for 
administrative decisions. Secondly, different nation states are defining concepts 
differently and though the obtained cross-border data is not comparable. Thirdly, 
different nation states are collecting different data in different levels. Data 
collected in different administrative levels is not comparable across borders. 
However, as we found in our research, there are possibilities for obtaining 
enough reliable cross-border data in case the administrative decisions which 
need cross-border data are clearly defined. Today unfortunately this is not the 
case for most cross-border regions. This has led to a situation where cross-border 
regions are either investing great amounts to collect comparable cross-border 
data for their financial decisions or making administrative decisions based on ‘a 
hunch’.  

As seen above, some of the suggestions brought out above for further 
research are quite wide, others narrower, depending on the thoroughness of 
research already done in those fields. In here we would like to emphasize that 
the research done should be not only about practical issues, but also the 
academic point of view is needed, i.e. the development of theory through 
reinforcement of practical linkages with theory. 
 
 

6.4. Suggestions for Policy and Practice 
 

During our research we identified several impediments to subnational 
cross-border cooperation, especially limitations for subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision. In this section we provide suggestions for policy 
and practice to overcome those impediments and improve and increase 
subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe. The suggestions for policy and 
practice are provided based on the three geo-political groups of cross-border 
cooperation formed in Chapter 3: (1) cross-border cooperation within Traditional 
Europe; (2) cross-border cooperation within the ‘New’ EU Member States; and 
(3) cross-border cooperation within the Non-EU countries. In addition to those 
three geo-political groups of cross-border cooperation, we also provide 
suggestions for policy and practice in transnational level.  

 
Policy and practice suggestions for subnational CBC within Traditional Europe 

Even though subnational cross-border cooperation (CBC) in service 
provision in Traditional Europe is widely exercised, we found two suggestions to 
be made to improve and increase it even more. Firstly, the goals of Operational 
Programmes, based on what the European Union cross-border cooperation 
funding is spread among cross-border regions, are rather vague and we did not 

                                                                                                                                     
levels based on the population size – NUTS1 (3-7 million); NUTS2 (800,000 – 3 million); 
NUTS3 (150,000 – 800,000). 
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identify any Operational Programme with a goal to increase cross-border service 
provision. Providing more precise and service provision oriented Operational 
Programmes will increase and improve the subnational cross-border cooperation 
in service provision in Traditional Europe and though decrease the importance of 
international borders as suggested by the EU Cohesion Policy. 

Secondly, as came out from the interviews conducted for the case 
studies, cross-border regions in Traditional Europe have rather clear 
understanding about obstacles to cross-border service provision. One of the 
biggest obstacles are seen availability of cross-border data based on what the 
cross-border administrative decisions can be made. Our suggestion I, firstly, for 
subnational governments to identify the real need for cross-border data. This 
means that the need for cross-border data depends on the permeability of the 
borders – in case the permeability of the border is high (like in case of water 
management), there is a high need for cross-border data; however when the 
permeability of the border is low (i.e. there are two subsystems on each side of 
the border and policy on one side has no effect to the other side of the border), 
the need for cross-border data is low. Secondly, for national governments to 
cooperate with cross-border regions and neighboring nation states to identify the 
specifics for needed cross-border data and find a solution to collect these data at 
national level. 

 
Policy and practice suggestions for CBC within the ‘New’ EU Member States 

There are many subnational cross-border cooperation initiatives within 
the ‘New’ EU Member States but only some of them are in the field of service 
provision. To increase and improve the subnational cross-border cooperation in 
service provision in the ‘New’ EU Member States, the following three suggestions 
for policy and practice are made. Firstly, we found that there are 742 subnational 
governments in 11 ‘New’ EU Member States. These numbers indicate that 
subnational governments in the ‘New’ EU Member States are rather small and 
though economically too weak to conduct cross-border cooperation especially in 
service provision. Our first suggestion is to execute an administrative-territorial 
reform to increase the capacity of the subnational governments in the ‘New’ EU 
Member States to conduct cross-border cooperation. In making this suggestion 
we are aware that the subnational governments in Europe are currently in the 
middle of the biggest wave of local government reform of the past half century. 
Also, we are aware that the importance of cross-border cooperation is not high 
enough for nation governments, especially in CEE countries to go through an 
administrative-territorial reform for that. However, we have been observing in 
current research that increasing the administrative and economic capacity of 
subnational governments is important in order to increase and improve cross-
border cooperation. An administrative-territorial reform is one way of achieving 
that. 

Secondly, as we found in our research, supportive institutional context 
has a major role in improving and increasing subnational cross-border 
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cooperation, especially cross-border cooperation in service provision. Though 
supporting subnational cross-border cooperation with providing a supportive 
institutional context is strongly recommended. There are several ways to do that. 
Firstly, ratification of Madrid Convention would be a good start. Secondly, 
conducting bilateral or multilateral agreements with neighboring countries to 
support subnational cross-border cooperation will need a higher political interest 
in the matter of cross-border cooperation on both sides, but based on results of 
current research we find it necessary. Finally, and probably the easiest solution 
will be promotion of European Cross-Border Mechanism (ECBM) as a governance 
form for cross-border cooperation initiatives. 

Thirdly, we found in our research that the comprehensive knowledge of 
administrators in the ‘New’ EU Member States is rather weak – knowledge about 
neighboring subnational government, knowledge about cross-border 
cooperation, and the English language skills. The level of English language of 
subnational administrators should be increased as we found in our research that 
it can be one of the biggest obstacles for applying for the EU funding and though 
decrease the possibilities for subnational cross-border cooperation in service 
provision. Increasing the knowledge about adjacent subnational governments 
will increase trust towards neighboring subnational governments and by knowing 
the adjacent subnational governments it is easier to define the border-related 
obstacles and though find a common ground for cross-border cooperation. 
Increasing the knowledge about cross-border cooperation is essential as we 
found in our research that experiences and knowledge about subnational cross-
border cooperation were found as a pre-requisite for the subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision. The knowledge about cross-border 
cooperation can be increased via networking and finding similar cases and best 
practices within the EU. A good example in here is the hospital in twin-town 
Valga/Valka (adjacent to the border of Estonia-Latvia) versus hospital Cerdanya 
(adjacent to the border of Spain and France). In Valga/Valka case the health care 
provision across the international border is considered to be not possible 
whereas Hospital Cerdanya provides health care on both sides of the border on 
equal standards.  
 
Policy and practice suggestions for CBC within the Non-EU countries 

As we found in our research, institutional context plays a major role as a 
driver for subnational cross-border cooperation, especially cooperation in service 
provision. Though it means that to increase and improve subnational cross-
border cooperation subnational governments should be in a position in which 
legal-administrative obstacles for cooperation are reduced to a minimum. As we 
learned from Chapter 3 and 4, there is almost no subnational cross-border 
cooperation within the Non-EU countries as there are too many hindering 
factors. Most of those factors are coming from the national level such as, for 
example, high level of centralization, border-related political tensions and 
significant restrictions on the use of administrative and financial leverage. 
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Furthermore, as we learned from Chapter 5, the pre-condition for subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision is subnational cross-border 
cooperation in general. This means that previous experiences and knowledge 
about subnational cross-border cooperation increases the likelihood of 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. Based on those 
characteristics, we have the following practical policy suggestions to the policy-
makers on the national level within the Non-EU countries. 
 Firstly, to raise the comprehensive knowledge of administrators from 
subnational governments – knowledge about cross-border cooperation and 
knowledge about adjacent subnational governments – cross-border training 
programs should be conducted. Knowledge about adjacent subnational 
governments is especially important as it helps to increase trust and perceived 
proximity with the neighbor which is essential for initiating a cross-border 
cooperation activity. 
 Secondly, as came out from our research, subnational governments 
within Non-EU countries are not able themselves to define their border-related 
obstacles. We suggest two solutions for that: (1) to define through the Technical 
Assistance of European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) and Instrument for Pre-
Accession (IPA) the cross-border obstacles in the particular area; and (2) a 
national development plan for the border regions should be conducted to define 
the border-related obstacles and the possibilities to overcome them. 
 
Policy and practice suggestions for policy makers in transnational level 

Even though the planning of 2021-2027 European Territorial 
Cooperation programmes has ended. We have made some suggestions for the 
transnational (EU) level to increase and improve subnational cross-border 
cooperation in Europe as a whole. These findings can be used also as an input for 
the monitoring reports and policy suggestions. 

Firstly, there are developed several policies that consider subnational 
cross-border cooperation as one mean for executing those policies – EU Cohesion 
Policy, EU Neighbourhood Policy and EU Enlargement Policy. To increase and 
improve subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe, all of these three 
policies are implementing cross-border cooperation programs. However, during 
our research we discovered that even though there are some tools for territorial 
impact assessment of these cross-border cooperation programs, all those tools 
consider only few aspects of the territorial impact that those programs are 
having on the border region. Developing and implementing a comprehensive 
territorial impact assessment of the European Union cross-border cooperation 
programs will give the policy makers better understanding about the impacts of 
their policies and strategies concerning cross-border cooperation. This 
understanding may finally lead to rethinking the basis of European Territorial 
Cooperation. In addition, comprehensive territorial impact assessment of cross-
border cooperation programs will provide answers to, for example, the following 
questions: (1) how to build capacity in territorial cooperation practice; (2) how to 
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define a typology of the different border realities to propose variations in 
programs; and (3) how to better align the European Union, national and regional 
political objectives.  

Secondly, during our research we found four weaknesses concerning 
European Union Cross-Border Cooperation programmes that should be 
addressed to improve and increase cross-border cooperation in Europe. Those 
weaknesses are: (1) restrictions for cross-border infrastructure investments; (2) 
demands for spending coming from decommitment rule; (3) aims of the 
European Union Cross-border cooperation programmes and (4) rules for 
composing Operational Programmes.  

Restrictions for cross-border infrastructure investments. In several cross-
border regions in Europe a cross-border infrastructure is needed. This need may 
come from the lack of infrastructure that is needed for cross-border cooperation 
or from the fact that in several cases establishment of cross-border infrastructure 
is economically more efficient than keeping infrastructure only in one side of the 
border. The latter was discussed under the twin-town Valga-Valka case (across 
the borders of Estonia and Latvia) in Chapter 4. However, the infrastructural 
investments in the European Union are only allowed to conduct within the 
territory of a nation state. This means that for example in case of Valga/Valka, 
the twin-town cannot get European Union funding for unifying heating or water 
cleaning systems even though it is economically important for the twin-town. 
Hereby we suggest to re-evaluate the European Union cross-border cooperation 
funding in the light of the cross-border needs of border regions within the 
European Union. 

Demands for spending coming from the decommitment rule. Another 
important consideration is the fact that there is a perverse tension of the 
beneficiary countries to have the European Union funds signed to the particular 
country, spent within the programming period. This is originating from the 
decommitment rule, which proscribes that funds that are not used within two or 
three years after the end of a programming period, are automatically 
decommited by the European Commission. This means that all the countries on 
national and regional level, have a tendency to spend the money, 
notwithstanding the fact whether the spending is done to effective projects. This 
kind of attitude does not create a good ground for cross-border cooperation, 
especially cooperation in service provision.  

Aims of the European Union Cross-border cooperation programs. In 
analyzing the content of the European Union cross-border cooperation programs 
we found that even though the general aim of those programs is to improve and 
increase the free movement of people, goods and services, the content of those 
programs shows that the European Union cross-border cooperation programs 
are generally oriented to people-to-people kind of projects, development of 
strategic documents and organizing unified events and not to cross-border 
service provision. Even though our research showed that these kinds of cross-
border cooperation activities are pre-requisites for cross-border cooperation in 
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service provision, we suggest that the main aim of the European Union cross-
border cooperation programs should be clearly stated as the increase and 
improvement of cross-border cooperation in service provision.   

Rules for composing Operational Programmes. In comparing the 
Operation Programmes of various European Union cross-border cooperation 
programs we found that most of the Operational Programmes were vague with 
no measurements for evaluation of particular Operational Programme. 
Furthermore, we also found that in most cases the fields of support were defined 
vaguely creating a possibility where ‘everything goes’. Coming from pre-
mentioned we suggest to present rules for composing Operational Programme 
with a possibility to evaluate the outcomes of the Operational Programme and 
the impact of European Union’s cross-border cooperation funding to the cross-
border region.  

Thirdly, as we found in our research, the use of an EGTC instrument in 
cross-border cooperation is increasingly becoming a pre-condition for 
participation in the EU Cohesion Policy (the latter is shown in the 2013 EGTC 
Regulation which contains an explicit reference to the European Territorial 
Cooperation as its general mission). This kind of policy orientation will probably 
make the use of the EGTC instrument for non-Cohesion Policy related cross-
border cooperation less attractive and though decrease the use of the 
instrument especially within the Central-Eastern European (CEE) countries. Our 
recommendation is to rethink the aim of the EGTC instrument and in case the 
policy orientation would be preferred, the European Commission should 
emphasize the importance of the European Cross-Border Mechanism (ECBM) as 
an alternative governance form to EGTC. 

Finally, developing comparable cross-border data. As we discussed in 
previous sub-section, comparable cross-border data is necessary for making 
cross-border administrative decisions. Hereby we suggest to consider either 
unifying the most common statistical concepts European Union wide or 
encourage cooperation between nation statistics offices of neighboring national 
governments in data collection that would be comparable across border.  
 
 

6.5. Final Words 
 

This dissertation is only a first attempt to systemize and synthesize the 
findings of various academic disciplines about subnational cross-border 
cooperation into one integrated theoretical framework – explaining subnational 
cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe. Our research shows that, 
despite the contribution of the European Union to the development of 
subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe, many obstacles in cross-border 
regions go beyond European Union’s direct reach and pose a multitude of 
different challenges at different levels. Our findings indicate that subnational 
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cross-border cooperation is, in most cases, still in its developing phase and 
revolves mainly around ad-hoc, project-oriented relations among subnational 
governments from across the borders. Nevertheless, we hope that the policy 
recommendations and suggestions for further research that developed from the 
present study will help solve matters in subnational cross-border cooperation in 
Europe for now and in the future. I would like to end this research with the words 
of R.J. Dalton: “Often research does not solve a mystery, but it provides a step 
forward in reaching this goal”. I sincerely believe that we have taken such a step 
with the present study. 
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ANNEXES 
 

Annex 1.1. List of abbreviations 
 

AEBR Association of European Border Regions 

AER Assembly of European Regions 

CBC Cross-border cooperation 

CEMR The Council of European Municipalities and Regions 

CoE The Council of Europe 

CoR Committee of Regions 

EEIG European Economic Interest Grouping 

EGTC European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation 

ENP The European Neighbourhood Policy 

ENI The European Neighbourhood Instrument 

EU The European Union 

INTERREG Interreg Community Initiative Programme 

IPA The Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance 

SCE European Cooperative Society 

SE European Company 
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Annex 2.1. List of services under the interest of this dissertation 
 

Group of services Services 

Citizen protection and 
security 

Police (incl. crime prevention and patrol; 
communication) 
Fire (incl. fire prevention and suppression; 
communication) 
Ambulance  
Traffic control (traffic control / parking enforcement) 
Prisons/jails 

Cultural activities Street entertainment 
Evening classes 
Music conservatory 
Maintenance and operation of libraries, museums, 
theatres, historical buildings 
Concerts 
Operation of cultural and arts program; convention 
centres / auditoriums 
Sports 

Economic activities Slaughterhouses 
Central markets (retailers, wholesalers) 
Public transport 
Public car parks (Operation of parking lots and 
garages) 
Communications 
Swimming pools 
Managements of assets 
Rates management (debt collection, local tax 
collection) 
Economic development activities 
Employment offices and training schemes 
Tourism  
Energy 
Operation of airports; bus transit systems; para-
transit systems 
Commercial solid waste collection 
Recreation 
Parking meter maintenance and collection 
Utility meter reading 
Street / parking lot cleaning 
Vehicle towing and storage 

Education State schools 
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General services IT 
Staff and administrative organization 
Economic and financial services 
Personnel services 
Data processing 
Secretarial services 
Legal services 
Payroll 
Inspection / code enforcement 
Regional development 
Operation of bus transit systems 
Operation of para-transit systems 
Public relations / information 
Tax assessing 
Tax bill processing 
Public relations / information 
Tax assessing 
Tax bill proccessing 

Health Environment (pollution etc) 
Food hygiene 
Inspection (incl sanitary inspection; insect / rodent 
control) 
Animal control (incl inspections of animal 
vaccinations; operation of animal shelters) 
Services to schools 
Hospitals (Operation/management of hospitals) 
Operation of mental health programs 
Health centres 
Child welfare programs 
Rehabilitation 
Health education (incl family planning) 
Public health programs 
Sanitary inspection 

Housing services  
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Public works and town 
planning 

Utility building, maintenance and administration 
(cemeteries, parks, landscape, gardens, sewerage 
and drains, gas utilities)  
Funeral services and cemeteries 
Street lightning and emergency conservation 
Water supply and purification 
Maintenance of streets and roads (cleaning incl snow 
plowing / sanding; repair; parking lot cleaning) 
Refuse/waste collection and disposal (incl disposal of 
hazardous materials and sludge; Solid waste disposal; 
industrial solid waste collection) 
Building security 
Buildings and grounds maintenance 
Title records / plat map maintenance 
Traffic signal installation / maintenance 
Recreation facility operation / maintenance 
Tree trimming / planting on rights of way 
Residential solid waste collection 
Soil management 
Sewage collection and treatment 
Electricity utility management 
Collection of delinquent processing 
Utility meter reading 

Social services Policies and programs (infants, youth, elderly, 
disabled) 
Prevention and treatment (drugs, alcohol) 
Consumer protection 
Social work 
Shelters for the homeless – operating and 
maintenance 
Home help 
Social rehabilitation 
Women’s associations 
Operation of day-care facilities 
Operation of mental health programs 

Source: Torres and Pina (2002); elaborated by Author 
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Annex 3.1. CBC initiatives in Europe 
 

# 
Name of the CBC initiative in 

English 
Acronym 

Year of 
foundation 

Countries 
involved 

CBC INITIATIVES WITHIN THE BORDERS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION  

CBC initiatves between 'Old' EU Member States 

1. 
Euregio Inntal-Chiemsee-
Kaisergebirge-Mangfalltal 

  1998 AT/DE 

2. 
Euregio Saltzburg – 
Berchtesgadener Land – 
Traunstein 

  1995 AT/DE 

3. Euregio Via Salina   1997 AT/DE 

4. 
Euregio Zugspitze – 
Wetterstein – Karwendel 

  1998 AT/DE 

5. Inn-Salzach-Euregio   1994 AT/DE 

6. 
Europaregion Tirol – Südtirol 
Trentino/ Tirolo Alto Adige – 
Trentino 

  1994 AT/IT 

7. EGTC Senza Confini   2013 AT/IT 

8. Grande Region EGTC   2010 BE/DE/FR/LU 

9. 
Great Region-Rhineland 
Palatinate-Valonia 

  1971 BE/DE/ FR/LU 

10. 
Secretáriat du Sommet de la 
Grande Region 

  2013 BE/DE/FR/LU 

12. Euregio Maas-Rhein   1976 BE/DE/NL 

13. EGTC West-Vlaanderen   2009 BE/FR 

14. 
Eurométropole Lille-Kortrijk-
Tournai 

  2008 BE/FR 

15. 
French-Belgium Eurometropolis 
Lille 

  2006 BE/FR 

16. Euregio Benelux-Middengebied   1986 BE/NL 

17. Euregio Scheldemond   1989 BE/NL 

18. 
Linieland van Waas en Hulst 
EGTC 

  2011 BE/NL 

19. Fehmarnbelt-Region   1977 DE/DK 

20. Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig   1997 DE/DK 

21. Euregio Watteninseln   1999 DE/DK/NL 

22. Centre   1999 DE/FR 

23. Eurodistrict Saarmoselle   2010 DE/FR 

24. Eurodistrict Strasbourg Ortenau   2010 DE/FR 
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25. 
Groupement Européen de 
Coopération Territoriale 
Eurodistrict PAMINA 

GECT 
Eurodistrict 

PAMINA 
1988 DE/FR 

26. Zukunft Saar Moselle Avenir   1979 DE/FR 

27. EuRegio SaarLorLux   1989 DE/FR/LU 

28. Ems-Dollart-Region   1977 DE/NL 

29. Euregio   1958 DE/NL 

30. Euregio Rhein-Maas-Nord   1978 DE/NL 

31. Euregio Rhein-Waal   1971 DE/NL 

32. Neue Hanse Interregio   1991 DE/NL 

33. Bornholm-Southeastern Skåne   1980 DK/SE 

34. Øresund Committee   1993 DK/SE 

35. 
EGTC Eurorégion Aquitaine-
Euskadi 

  2011 ES/FR 

36. Espacio Portalet EGTC   2011 ES/FR 

37. Espai Català Transfronterer   2007 ES/FR 

38. Eurocité Basque   1997 ES/FR 

39. Hospital de Cerdanya   2010 ES/FR 

40. 
Huesca Pirineos – Hautes 
Pyrénées 

HP-HP 2014 ES/FR 

41. Pirineus – Cerdanya EGTC   2011 ES/FR 

42. 
EGTC Euroregion Pyrenees – 
Méditerranean 

  2009 ES/FR 

43. 
Pyrenees Mediterranean 
Euroregion 

  2004 ES/FR 

44. AECT Faja Pirìtica Ibèrica   2014 ES/PT 

45. Duero – Duoro EGTC   2009 ES/PT 

46. EGTC Galicia – Norte de Portugal   2010 ES/PT 

47. EGTC ZASNET   2010 ES/PT 

47. Eurocidade Chaves – Verin     ES/PT 

49. Eurocity Badajoz-Elvas   2013 ES/PT 

50. Eurocity Tui-Valença do Minho   2012 ES/PT 

51. 
Euroregion Alentejo – Algarve – 
Andalucia 

AAA 2010 ES/PT 

52. 
Euroregion Alentejo-Centro-
Extremadura 

EUROACE 2009 ES/PT 

53. 
Guadiana Eurocity (Ayamonte, 
Castro Marim and Vila Real de 
Santo Antonio) 

  2013 ES/PT 

54. 
Working Community Alentejo – 
Andalucia 

  2001 ES/PT 
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55. 
Working Communities Castilla 
and Leon and Central Portugal 

  1995 ES/PT 

56. 
Working Community Castilla y 
León Norte 

  2000 ES/PT 

57. 
Working Community 
Extremadura – Alentejo 

  1992 ES/PT 

58. 
Working Community 
Extremadura – Centro 

  1994 ES/PT 

59. 
Working Community Galicia – 
North-Portugal 

  1991 ES/PT 

60. 
Islands/Archipelago 
Cooperation-Skargarden 

  1978 FI/SE 

61. Skärgårdssamarbetet     FI/SE 

62. The Kvarken Council   1972 FI/SE 

63. Aquitaine-Euskadi-Navarra   1989 FR/ES 

64. 
Basque Eurocity Bayonne – San 
Sebastián 

  1993 FR/ES 

65. 
Consorcio Bourg Madame-
Puigcerda 

  2005 FR/ES 

66. 
Cross-Border Consortium 
Bidasoa – Txingudi 

  1998 FR/ES 

67. Eurodistricte     FR/ES 

68. 
Midi-Pyrénées, Languedoc-
Rosellón, Cataluna 

  1998 FR/ES 

69. Conférences des Haute Vallées     FR/IT 

70. Corse – Toscana     FR/IT 

71. Corse – Sardegna     FR/IT 

72. EGTC Parco Europeo   2013 FR/IT 

73. Euroregion Alps-Mediterranean   2007 FR/IT 

74. French-Italian Alps Conference CAFI 1998 FR/IT 

75. 

Gruppo Europeo di 
Cooperazione Territoriale (GECT) 
Parco Marino Inernazionale 
delle Bocce di Bonifacio 

PMIBB 2013 FR/IT 

76. High Valleys Conference   2000 FR/IT 

77. GECT Alzette Belval   2012 FR/LU 

 DIETA MED EGTC 
DIETA MED 

EGTC 
2017 GR/IT 

78. East Border Region Committee   1976 IE/UK 

79. 
Ireland – Wales Crossborder 
Cooperation 

  2000 IE/UK 

80. 
Irish Central Border Area 
Network 

ICBAN 1995 IE/UK 
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81. 
Kent/Sussex – Nordpas de 
Calais-Picardie 

    IE/UK 

82. 
North-West Region Cross-Border 
Group 

  1970 IE/UK 

83. Special EU Programmes Body SEUPB 1998 IE/UK 

 

# 
Name of the CBC initiative in 

English 
Acronym 

Year of 
foundation 

Countries 
involved 

CBC INITIATIVES WITHIN THE BORDERS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION  

CBC initiatves between 'New' EU Member States 

1. Euroregion Danube East     BG/RO 

2. Euroregion Danube South   2001 BG/RO 

3. Inferior Danube Euroregion   2001 BG/RO 

4. Euroregion Danubius     BG/RO 

5. Euroregion Rousse-Giurgiu   2002 BG/RO 

6. Euroregion Dobrawa     CZ/PO 

7. Euroregion Glacensis   1996 CZ/PO 

8. Euroregion Praded-Pradziad   1997 CZ/PO 

9. Euroregion Silesia   1998 CZ/PO 

10. 
Euroregion Těsinske Slezsko – 
Slask Ciezyriski 

  1998 CZ/PO 

11. EGTC Tritia   2013 CZ/PO/SK 

12. Euroregion Beskidy – Beskydy   2000 CZ/PO/SK 

13. Euroregion Bilé – Biele Karpaty   2000 CZ/SK 

14. EGTC Spolcny Región   2012 CZ/SK 

15. Euroregion Mura-Drava   2005 HR/HU 

16. 
Central European Transport 
Corridor EGTC Ltd 

  2014 HU/PO/SI 

17. GATE to Europe EGTC   2012 HU/RO 

18. Hajdú – Bihar – Bihor Euroregion   2002 HU/RO 

19. 
European Common Future 
Building EGTC Ltd 

  2012 HU/RO 

20. Pannon EGTC   2012 HU/SI 

21. 
Slovenian – Hungarian 
Crossborder Development 
Council 

  1996 HU/SI 

22. Abaúj – Abaújban EGTC   2010 HU/SK 

23. Arrabona EGTC Ltd   2011 HU/SK 

24. Bodrogközi EGTC   2012 HU/SK 

25. EGTC Ister-Granum   2008 HU/SK 

26. Euroregion Danube   2003 HU/SK 

27. Euroregion Ister-Granum   2003 HU/SK 
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28. Euroregión Košice-Miškolc   2004 HU/SK 

29. Euroregion Košice – Miskolc   2000 HU/SK 

30. 
Euroregion Košitce – Miskolc / 
Zemplén 

    HU/SK 

31. Euroregion Kras   2001 HU/SK 

32. Euroregion Neogradiensis   2000 HU/SK 

33. 
Euroregion Podunajský 
Trojspolok 

  2001 HU/SK 

34. 
Euroregion Slaná – Rimava / 
Sajo – Rima 

  2000 HU/SK 

35. 
Euroregion Vagus-Danubius-
Ipolia 

  1999 HU/SK 

36. Ipel – Ipoly Euroregion   1999 HU/SK 

37. 
Ipoly-völgye Korlátolt 
Felelősségű Európai Területi 
Társulás 

Ipoly-völgye 
ETT 

2017 HU/SK 

38. Karst-Bodva EGTC   2009 HU/SK 

39. Novohrad – Nógrád EGTC   2011 HU/SK 

40. Pons Danubii EGTC   2010 HU/SK 

41. Rába – Duna – Vág EGTC   2011 HU/SK 

42. Sajó – Rima   2013 HU/SK 

43. Svinka EGTC   2013 HU/SK 

44. Torysa EGTC   2013 HU/SK 

45. Triple Danube euroregion     HU/SK 

46. Ung-Tisza-Túr-Sajó UTTS 2010 HU/SK 

47. Via Carpatia   2013 HU/SK 

48. Zemplen Euroregio     HU/SK 

 
MURABA European Grouping of 
Territorial Cooperation Limited 

MURABA 
EGTC 

2017 HU/SI 

49. Euroregion Bartuva   2000 LT/LV 

50. EGTC Tatry   2013 PO/SK 

 Euroregion Tatry   1994 PO/SK 

 

# Name of the CBC initiative in 
English 

Acronym Year of 
foundation 

Countries 
involved 

CBC INITIATIVES WITHIN THE BORDERS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION  

CBC initiatves between 'Old' and 'New' EU Member States 

1. Euregio Silva Nortica   2002 AT/CZ 

2. Euregio Bayerischer Wald – 
Böhmerwald 

  1992 AT/ CZ/DE 

3. Euroregion Weinviertel – 
Südmähren – West Slovakia 

  1997 AT/CZ/SK 
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4. Working Community Alpen Adria   1978 AT/HR/HU/ 
IT/SI 

5. EuRegio West / Nyugat Pannonia   1998 AT/HU 

6. Euregio Steiermark – Slovenia   2001 AT/SI 

7. ARGE Kärnten – Slowenien     AT/SI 

8. Euroregion Nestos-Mesta   1992 BG/GR 

9. Euroregion Delta – Rhodopi   2000  BG/GR 

 European Grouping of Territorial 
Cooperation HELICAS non-profit 
civil partnership 

HELICAS 
EGTC 

2017 BG/GR 

10. Working Community Carintia – 
Eslovenia / Karawanken 

  2002 AT/SI 

11. European Urban Knowledge 
Network 

EUKN 2012 BE/CZ/CY/DE
/FR/HU/LU/N
L/RO 

12. Euroregion Rhodopi   2001 BG/GR 

13. Euroregion Strymon – Strouma   2003 BG/GR 

14. Euroregio Egrensis   1993 CZ/DE 

15. Euroregion ELBE/LABE   1992 CZ/DE 

16. Euroregion Erzgebirge – 
Krušnohoři 

  1992 CZ/DE 

17. Euroregion Neisse-Nisa-Nysa   1991 CZ/DE/PO 

18. EGTC EXFINI POLI   2012 CY/ BG/GR 

19. Cyprus – Crete     CY/GR 

20. EGTC Archimed   2011 CY/GR/ES/IT 

21. Euroregion Pomerania   1997 DE/PO/SE 

22. German-Polish Association 'Bez 
granic – Ohne Grenzen' (Without 
Borders) 

  2003 DE/PO 

23. Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina   1992 DE/PO 

24. Euroregion Spree-Neisse-Bober   1993 DE/PO 

25. AEuCC Cities of Ceramics   2014 ES/FR/ IT/RO 

26. Euregio Helsinki-Tallinn   1999 FI/EE 

27. Amphictyony of Twinned Cities 
and Areas of the Mediterranean 
EGTC 

  2011 GR/CY/ IT/FR 

28. Sicilia – Malta     IT/MT 

29. EGTC Territory of municipalities: 
Gorizia, Mestna Občina Nova 
Goricia and Občina Šempeter-
Vrtojba  

EGTC GO 2012 IT/SI 
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# 
Name of the CBC initiative in 

English 
Acronym 

Year of 
foundation 

Countries 
involved 

CBC INITIATIVES ON THE EXTERNAL BORDERS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION  

CBC initiatves among the EU Member States and EFTA countries 

1. 
Working Community of the 
Pyrenees 

  1983 AD/ES/FR 

2. 
Working Community of Alpine 
Countries 

ARGE ALP 1972 AT/CH/ DE/IT 

3. 
International Lake Constance 
Conference 

  1972 AT/CH/ DE/LI 

4. Espace Mont-Blanc   1986 CH/FR/IT 

5. Upper Rhine Commission   1997 CH/DE 

6. Eurodistrict Trinational de Bâle   2007 CH/DE/FR 

7. Regio Basiliensis / RegioTriRhena   1963 CH/DE/FR 

8. Regio TriRhena   1995 CH/DE/FR 

9. Upper Rhine Conference   1975 CH/DE/FR 

10. 

Comité régional franco-
genevois – Canton de Genève – 
Région Rhône-Alpes 

  1973 CH/FR 

11. 

Council of Lake Leman – Ain – 
Upper Savoy – Vaud – Valais – 
Geneva 

  1987 CH/FR 

12. Transjurasian Conference   1985 CH/FR 

13. 
Working Community of Western 
Alps 

COTRAO 1982 CH/FR/IT 

14. 
Council of Valais – Aosta Valley 
and Great St. Bernard 

  1990 CH/IT 

15. Regio Insubrica   1995 CH/IT 

16. Regio Sempione   1996 CH/IT 

17. Nordic Council of Ministries   1971 
DK/FI/IS/ 

NO/SE 

18. Barents Euro-Arctic Council BEAC 1993 FI/NO/ RU/SE 

19. Kolarctic   2007 FI/NO/RU/SE 

20. Council of Torne Valley     FI/NO/SE 

21. Mitnorden   1978 FI/NO/SE 

22. MitSkandia   1977 FI/NO/SE 

23. North-Calotte Council   1971 FI/NO/SE 

24. Tornedalsrådet-Bothnian Arc   1987 FI/NO/SE 

25. 
Border Committee Østfold-
Bohuslän/Dalsland 

  1980 NO/SE 

26. Cooperation ARKO   1978 NO/SE 

27. Hedmark-Dalarna Cooperation   2007 NO/SE 
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28. 
Värmland-Østfold-Hedmark-
Akershus 

  1998 NO/SE 

 

# 
Name of the CBC initiative in 

English 
Acronym 

Year of 
foun-dation 

Countries 
involved 

CBC INITIATIVES ON THE EXTERNAL BORDERS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION  

CBC initiatves on the eastern external borders of the EU 

1. Adriatic Euroregion     
AL/BA/IT/Si/

HR/ ME 

2. Adriatic Ionian Euroregion   2005 
AL/BA/HR/ 
IT/ME/SI 

3. Epyros – South Albania     AL/GR 

4. 
Pugalia – Ionian Islands – 
Epyros – Albania 

    AL/GR/IT 

5. 
West Macedonia – Albania – 
FYROM 

    AL/GR/MK 

6. Euroregion Black Sea   2008 

AM/AZ/BG/ 
GE/GR/MD/ 
RO/RU/TR/ 

UA 

7. 
Working Community of the 
Danubian Countries 

  1990 

AT/BG/DE/ 
HR/HU/MD/ 
RO/SK/SR/ 

UA 

8. Euroregion Danube-Drava-Sava   1998 BA/HR/SR 

9. Euroregion Drina-Sava-Majevica   2003 BA/HR/SR 

10. 
Central Macedonia – FYROM – 
BULGARIA 

    BG/GR/MK 

11. Euroregion Belasica   2003 BG/GR/MK 

12. Euroregion Evros-Meric-Maritsa   2001 BG/GR/TR 

13. 
Euroregion Polis – TrakiaKent 
RAM Trakia 

  2005 BG/GR/TR 

14. 
Euroregion Morava-Pcinija-
Struma 

  2003 BG/MK/ SR 

15. Eurobalkans (Nis-Sofia-Skopje)     BG/MK/SR 

16. Euroregion Danube 21st Century   2002 BG/RO/SR 

17. 
Euroregion Middle Danube – 
Iron Gates 

  2005 BG/RO/SR 

18. Euroregion Nishava     BG/SR 

19. Euroregion Stara Planina   2006 BG/SR 

20. Euroregion Country of Lakes   1998 BY/LT/LV 
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21. 
Euroregion 
Nemunas/Niemen/Neman 

  1997 
BY/LT/ 
PO/RU 

22. Euroregion Puszcza Bialowieska   2002 BY/PO 

23. Euroregion Bug   1995 BY/PO/UA 

24. Euroregion Baltica   1998 
DK/LT/PO/RU

/SE/LV 

25. 
Estonian-Finnish 3+3 Regional 
Cooperation 

  1995 EE/FI/RU 

26. Euregio Pskov-Livonia   1996 EE/LV/RU 

27. 
Peipsi Transboundary 
Cooperation 

  1998 EE/RU 

28. Euroregion Network Polis – Kent     GR/TR 

29. Andalucia – Gibraltar – Marocco     ES/MA/UK 

30. Euregio Karelia   1999 FI/RU 

31. South-East-Finland – Russia   2004 FI/RU 

32. Notio Egeo – Turkey     GR/TR 

33. Vorio Egeo – Turkey     GR/TR 

34. Carpathian Euroregion   1993 
HU/PO/RO/ 

SK/UA 

35. 
Bánát – Triplex Confinium 
Limited Liability 

  2010 
HU/RO/SR 
(observer) 

36. 
Euroregion Danube-Körös-
Maros-Tisza 

DKMT 1997 HU/RO/SR 

37. Euroregion Saule   1999 LT/LV/RU 

38. Euroregion Šešupė   2003 LT/ PO/RU/SE 

39. Euroregion Siret-Prut-Nistru   2002 MD/RO 

40. Euroregion Lower Danube   1998 MD/RO/UA 

41. Upper Prut Euroregion   2000 MD/RO/UA 

42. Euroregion Łyna-Ława   2003 PO/RU 

 

# 
Name of the CBC initiative in 

English 
Acronym 

Year of 
foundation 

Countries 
involved 

CBC INITIATIVES OUTSIDE THE EUROPEAN UNION  

CBC initiatves with between Non-EU countries 

1. Euroregion Dnepr   2003 BY/RU/UA 

2. Euroregion Yaroslavna   2004 RU/UA 

3. Euroregion Slobozhanschina   2003 RU/UA 

4. Euroregion Donbas   2010 RU/UA 

5. Euroregion Euro-Caucasus   2009 AM/GE 

Source: literature and policy document research 
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Annex 3.2. Case Studies, Reports and Other Documents Used
132

 
 
Case studies 

Countries involved Author Case study area 

CBC initiatives across the borders between the ‘Old’ EU Member States 

Austria-Germany ESPON (2018) EuRegio Salzburg – 
Berchtesgadener Land – 
Traunstein 

WHO (2013) Braunau-Simbach 

ESPON (2013b) Euregio Saltzburg-
Berchtesgadener Land-
Taunstein 

Belgium-France European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

ESPON (2013a) Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai region 

WHO (2013) Border between France and 
Belgian Ardennes 

Belgium-Germany Varró (2016) Meuse-Rhine Region 

Belgium-France-
Germany-
Luxembourg 

European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

Dörry and Decoville 
(2012) 

Case of the Greater Region 

Belgium-Germany-
The Netherlands 

Euregio Maas-Rhine 
(2010) 

Border area 

Belgium-
Netherlands 

ESPON (2018) Euregio Scheldemond 

Denmark-Germany ESPON (2018) Region Sønderjylland–Schleswig 

WHO (2013) Danish border adjacent to 
Flensburg Malteser Hospital in 
Germany 

Denmark-Sweden European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

ESPON (2013b) Øresund Committee 

Nauwelaers, Maguire 
and Marsan (2013) 

Case of Greater Copenhagen 

Öresund Committee 
(2011) 

Case of Greater Copenhagen 

Finland-Sweden ESPON (2018) Bothnian Arc  

                                                           
132

 These are the case studies, reports and other documents that were used for providing 
information about the characteristics of cross-border cooperation in a particular geo-
political context, but most of them are not cited within the text in Chapter 3. 
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European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

Prokkola (2011a) Border area 

Prokkola (2011b) North Calotte area 

France-Germany European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

France-Spain Berzi (2016) Case of Cerdanya and Case of 
Coast of Albera Maritima 

ESPON (2013b) Working Community of the 
Pyrenees 

González (2013) Case of Cerdanya 

Berzi (2013) Case of Cerdanya 

WHO (2013) Case of Cerdanya 

Germany-The 
Netherlands 

European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

Peters, Vanderhallen 
and Nelen (2016) 

Meuse-Rhine Region 

ESPON (2013b) Ems Dollart Region 

WHO (2013) Maastricht-Aachen 

Duindam and 
Waddingdon (2012) 

Meuse-Rhine Euroregion 

Ireland-United 
Kingdom 

European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

Portugal-Spain ESPON (2018) Galicia North Portugal EGTC 

ESPON (2018) Alentejo-Extremadura-
Andaluzia 

European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

ESPON (2013b) Extremadura-Alentejo 

CBC initiatives across the borders between the ‘New’ EU Member States 

Bulgaria-Romania WHO (2013) Danube area 

Czech Republic-
Poland 

Spyra (2014) Upper Silesian Euroregions 

Czech Republic-
Slovakia 

Carmin, Hicks and 
Beckmann (2003) 

White Carpathian Euroregion 

Estonia-Latvia European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

Hungary-Romania Feier and Badulescu 
(2016) 

Border area 

Badulescu et al (2014) Bihor – Hajdu-Bihar Euroregion 

Badulescu et al (2013) Bihor – Hajdu-Bihar Euroregion 
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Toca (2013) Debrecm-Oradea 
Eurometropolis 

Toca and Popoviciu 
(2010) 

Border area 

Hungary-Slovakia European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

Medve-Bálint and 
Svensson (2013) 

Three euroregions in Komárom-
Esztergom region 

Lithuania-Poland South Baltic 
Professionals project 
(2012a) 

Border area 

CBC initiatives across the borders between the ‘Old’and the ‘New’ EU Member 
States 

Austria-Croatia-
Hungary-Slovenia 

ESPON (2018) Pomurje Region 

Austria-Germany-
Czech Republic 

ESPON (2018) Euregio Bayerischer Wald – 
Böhmerwald – Unterer Inn 

Austria-Slovenia European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

Bulgaria-Greece European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

ESPON (2013b) Greece-Bulgaria CBA 

Croatia-Italy-
Slovenia 

Nadalutti (2014) Upper Adriatic 

Czech Republic-
Germany 

Rieth and Deutchmann 
(2012) 

Elbe River basin 

ESPON (2018) Euroregion Elbe/Labe 

Germany-Poland European Commission, 
DG Regio (2017) 

Border area 

South Baltic 
Professionals project 
(2012) 

Border area 

Germany-Poland-
Sweden 

ESPON (2013b) Pomerania Euroregion 

Italy-Slovenia ESPON (2013b) Friuli-Venezia Giulia 

CBC initiatives across the EU Eastern external borders 

Belorussia-Lithuania-
Poland-Russia 

ESPON (2013b)  Euroregion NEMUNAS 
Marjampolis Biuras 

Finland-Russia ESPON (2018) South Karelia 

ESPON (2013b) Euroregion Karelia 

Hungary-Romania-
Serbia 

ESPON (2013b) Duna-Koros-Maros-Tisza 
Euroregion 

Poland-Russia Zaitseva et al (2016) Border area 
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Romania-Ukraine Ilies, Dehoorne and 
Ilies (2012) 

Romanian-Ukrainian Carphatian 
Area 

CBC initiatives across the borders between the EU and EFTA countries 

France-Germany-
Switzerland  

ESPON (2013b) Upper Rhine Trinational 
Metropolitan Region 

Finland-Norway WHO (2013) Border in Sami area 

Norway-Sweden Medeiros (2014a) Border area 

INTERREG A Inner 
Scandinavia (2013) 

Inner Scandinavia 

CBC initiatives across the borders of the Non-EU countries 

Georgia-Armenia-
Turkey 

Badalyan et al (2014) Transport infrastructure across 
the borders of these three 
countries 

Miscellaneous 

Finalnd-Norway-
Russia-Sweden 

Hollis and Ekengren 
(2013) 

Barents Euro-Arctic Region 

Hungary EUGO Hungary (2017) Hungarian borders 

Ukraina Sotnikov and 
Kravchenko (2013) 

Ukrainian borders 

West Russia Mikhailova 2013 Border area 

 
 
Reports and other documents 

Countries involved Author Policy field 

Eastern Europe Vasev and Vrangbæk 
(2014) 

CBC in healthcare 

European Union European Commission 
(2017) 

Legal and administrative 
obstacles to CBC 

European Union European Commission 
(2017) 

CBC in healthcare 

European Union EUCOR (2016) CBC in research and higher 
education 

European Union European Commission 
(2015) 

CBC in the EU 

European Union INTERACT (2015) Cross-border labor market 

European Union MOT (2015) Obstacles to CBC 

European Union Berki (2014) Cross-border patient mobility 

European Union European Commission 
(2014) 

CBC in healthcare 

European Union WHO (2014) CBC in healthcare 

European Union European Observatory 
on Health Systems and 
Policies (2013) 

CBC in healthcare 
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European Union Kostera (2013) CBC in healthcare 

European Union WHO (2013) CBC in healthcare 

European Union EURES (2013) CBC in undergraduate 
education 

European Union WHO (2011) CBC in healthcare 

Europe European Commission, 
DG Regio (2016) 

INTERREG CBC programmes 

Europe Jaansoo and 
Groenendijk (2014) 

EGTC 

Europe Council of Europe 
(2011) 

Obstacles to CBC 

Europe European Commission 
/ Council of Europe 
(2011) 

CBC in volunteering 

Latvian borders Latvian Ministry for 
Environmental 
Protection and 
Regional Development 
(2014) 

CBC on Latvian borders 

Nordic countries NordForsk (2014) CBC in researcher mobility 

Nordic countries Nordic Innovation 
(2012) 

CBC in patient mobility 

Post Socialist EU 
countries 

Yakusheva (2017) CBC in nature conservation 

South East Europe SETA (2013) CBC in transport 

South East Europe SEETO (2012) Border Crossing Facilitation 
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Annex 4.1. Interviewees for the case studies 
 

Organization Interviewee Interview time 

Association of 
European Border 
Regions (AEBR) 

Secretary General September 2016 

November 2018 

   

EUREGIO Vice-Director February 2016 

   

Valga municipality, 
Estonia 

Mayor August 2015 

Valka municipality, 
Latvia 

Development manager August 2015 

   

Communities 
Association of 
Armenia 

Executive Manager May 2015 

National Association 
of Local Authorities, 
Georgia 

Executive Director May 2015 
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Annex 5.1. Cover letter for the online survey (in English) 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 

We kindly invite you to participate in an online survey on cross-border 
cooperation (hereafter: CBC) initiatives between neighboring subnational 
governments. This survey was developed by two universities (University of 
Twente, Netherlands, and University of Tartu, Estonia). The survey aims to better 
understand obstacles and success factors for CBC in Europe. Your participation is 
strongly encouraged by the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR), 
which supports the survey.  

You receive this invitation given your experience in the field. The survey 
should not take more than 30 minutes to complete.  

Your answers to this survey will be treated as strictly confidential and 
used exclusively for this study. In the dataset, information will be de-identified. 
Furthermore, no individual data will be reported: only aggregate data. Thus, we 
guarantee that in the report no information will be traceable to an individual 
respondent or subnational government.  

We would be happy to provide you with the main results of this survey. 
For that, please click ‘Yes’ on the last question of the questionnaire and provide 
us with your e-mail address. 

If you have any further questions about this survey, please do not 
hesitate to contact: 
 
Annika Jaansoo 
University of Twente 
Faculty of Behavioral, Management and Social Sciences 
Building Ravelijn: RA 4242 
PO Box 217, NL-7500 AE Enschede 
The Netherlands 
 
e-mail: a.jaansoo@utwente.nl 
 
Thank you so much for your willingness to take the time to complete this survey 
and help provide further stimuli to CBC initiatives in Europe. 
 
Sincerely 
Prof. dr. René Torenvlied, professor of Public Management, University of Twente 
Annika Jaansoo, PhD student at University of Twente and University of Tartu 
 
Please click on the link to questionnaire:  

 
https://surveys-igs.utwente.nl/index.php?r=survey/index&sid=769287&lang=en  

  

https://surveys-igs.utwente.nl/index.php?r=survey/index&sid=769287&lang=en
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Annex 5.2. Questionnaire for online survey 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION  
In this part of the questionnaire general questions about your subnational 
government will be asked 
 

1. (G001) Country of your subnational government 
2. (G002) Name of your subnational government 
3. (G003) Administrative level of your subnational government  
 

Regional  

Local  

 
4.  (G006) How many years have you been working for subnational 

governments’ altogether? 
5. (G007) Please fill in the highest educational level you have completed  

 
 
 
 
 
 

6. (G008) How many foreign subnational governments (the same 
administrative level as yours) share their border with your subnational 
government? Please fill in the table 

 

 

Lower than bachelor degree  

Bachelor degree   

Master degree   

Higher than master degree  

 Name of 
the 

country 

Name of the 
subnational 
government 

Km 

Approximate distance to the foreign 
subnational government 1 (city 
center to city center) 

   

Approximate distance to the foreign 
subnational government 2 (city 
center to city center) 

   

Approximate distance to the foreign 
subnational government 3 (city 
center to city center) 

   

Approximate distance to the foreign 
subnational government 4 (city 
center to city center) 
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7. (G009) How similar / dissimilar is … compared with your subnational 
government? 

 
8. (G010) What is the population size of your subnational government? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9. (G010A) What is the population size of your subnational government? 
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History        

Ethnic 
background 

       

Language         

Religion        

Culture (incl. 
traditions) 

       

Organizational 
culture 

       

Political-
administrative 
systems 

       

Legal systems        

Economic 
development 

       

Provision of 
public services 

       

Under 1 000   

1 001 – 5 000  

5 001 – 10 000  

10 001 – 50 000  

50 001 – 100 000  

Over 100 000  

Under 50 000   

50 001 – 100 000  

100 001 – 500 000  

500 001 – 1 000 000  

Over 100 000 000  
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10. (G011) Please tick the right box about the change in population size 
within the last five years 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
11. (G012) Please provide the approximate surface of your subnational 

government (in km
2
) 

12. (G013) Please fill in the characteristics of your subnational government 
 

 
13. (G014) Please provide the community characteristics of your 

subnational government 

 
14. (G015) Has your subnational government implemented austerity 

measures within last three years?  

 
 
  

Decreasing rapidly  

Decreasing  

More or less the same  

Increasing  

Increasing rapidly  

Average per capita annual income of citizens (in your local 
currency) 

 

Own revenues of your subnational government per capita (in your 
local currency) 

 

Percentage of ethnic and/or linguistic minorities of the total 
population 

 

Unemployment rate as a percentage of labor force  

Youth (15-24 years) unemployment as a percentage of labor force  

Percentage of citizens below poverty standards   

Percentage of citizens 65 years and older   

 Yes 

Austerity measures from national level  

Austerity measures from regional level  

Austerity measures implemented locally  
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15. (G016) Please tick the right box about the change in grants that your 
subnational government received from your national government within 
the last five years  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
16. (G017) What is the government form of subnational government? 

 
 
 
 

17. (G018) Based on the results of the latest elections, how would you label 
the median political position of the representative body (e.g. council) of 
your subnational government?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
18. (G021) Below we present a number of statements. Please indicate your 

level of agreement with each of these statements by ticking the 
appropriate box 

 

                                                           
133

 Under the council-manager form of government, the elected governing body 
(commonly called a city council) appoints a professional manager to oversee the 
administrative operations, implement its policies, and advise it. 
134

 Under the mayor-council form of government, the mayor is directly elected by voters 
and the elected mayor is given almost total administrative authority and a clear, wide 
range of political independence.  

Decreasing rapidly  

Decreasing  

More or less the same  

Increasing  

Increasing rapidly  

Council – manager
133

/governor  

Mayor / governor – council
134

  

Left  

Moderate left  

Left center  

Right center  

Moderate right  

Right  
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We continually redefine 
our service priorities 

       

We seek to be first to 
identify new modes of 
delivery 

       

Searching for new 
opportunities is a major 
part of our overall 
strategy 

       

We often change our 
focus to new areas of 
service provision 

       

We seek to maintain 
stable service priorities 

       

We emphasize the 
efficiency of service 
provision 

       

We focus on our core 
activities 

       

We have no definite 
priorities in service 
provision 

       

We change service 
provision only when 
under pressure from 
external agencies 

       

We give little attention to 
new opportunities for 
service delivery 

       

We explore new 
opportunities only when 
under pressure from 
external agencies 

       

We have no consistent 
response to external 
pressure 
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19. (G022) Does your subnational government compete with subnational 
governments across your national border?  

 
 
 
 

 
20. (G023) In what way does your subnational government compete with 

the one(s) across your national border? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

21. (G0231) You chose “Other”. Please explain  
22. (G024) How frequently does your subnational government maintain 

contacts (face-to-face, telephone, e-mail, Skype, etc.) with the following 
organizations within your country: 

 
 

Yes  

No  

Financial resources from EU  

Financial resources from other sources  

Services’ provision  

Labor market  

Real estate market  

Location of firms  

Other   
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Subnational 
governments 
in close 
proximity  

       

Distant 
subnational 
governments  

       

Service 
providers  

       

National 
associations 
of subnational 
governments  

       

Other         
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23. (G0241) You chose “Other”. Please explain it in the box below 
24. (G025) How frequently does your subnational government maintain 

contacts (face-to-face, telephone, e-mail, Skype, etc.) with the following 
organizations across your national border: 

 

 
25. (G0251) You chose “Other”. Please explain it in the box below 
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Subnational 
governments  

       

Service 
providers 

       

National 
associations 
of 
subnational 
governments 

       

International 
associations 
of 
subnational 
governments 

       

Other         
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INVOLVEMENT IN CBC 
In this part of the questionnaire we are interested in the involvement of your 
subnational government in CBC initiatives with the neighboring subnational 
governments across the national border 
 

1. (C001) Could you please indicate your level of agreement with the 
following statement: my subnational government has enough resources 
(human, financial, technical, time) for establishing a CBC initiative 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2. (C002) You disagreed with the previous statement. Please rank order the 

lacking resources (please drag the resources to another box in right 
order) with the most lacking on the top 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
3. (C003) To what extent is support available for establishing a CBC 

initiative? 

 
 

  

Strongly disagree  

Disagree  

Slightly disagree  

Neither agree nor disagree  

Slightly agree  

Agree  

Strongly agree  

Financial resources  

Human resources  

Technical resources  

Time  

 None Scarce Competitive Ample 

Financial support (funds / grants) 
from upper level government 

    

Non-financial support from upper 
level government  

    

Financial support from 
transnational organizations 

    

Non-financial support from 
transnational organizations  
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4. (C004) In how many CBC initiatives did your subnational government 
cooperate in the past?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. (C005) How many years was the duration of the longest CBC initiative?  
6. (C006) How many CBC initiatives have been terminated before the end 

of their term? 
7. (C007) In how many CBC initiatives is your subnational government 

currently involved?  
 
  

None  

1  

2  

3  

4  

5  

More than 5  
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8. (C008) What the CBC initiatives are about?  
 

 
 

9. (C0081) You chose “Other”. Please explain it in the box below 
10. (C009) Name the two (2) most important CBC initiatives your 

subnational government is currently engaged in and answer the 
following questions about those CBC initiatives 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
135

 A strategic cooperation is a cooperation which aim is to produce a strategic 
document 
136

 A joint activity is an event organized together with other subnational 
government(s) (for example art exhibition; running contest) 

 Strategic 
cooperation

135
  

Joint 
activity

136
 

Public 
service 

provision 

Housing (building and / or 
maintaining) 

   

Roads (including highways; building 
and/or maintaining)  

   

Parks (building and / or maintaining)    

Water sanitation and distribution    

Corrections    

Education    

Firefighting    

Police (including public safety)    

Healthcare    

Other social services    

Public transportation    

Waste management    

Culture    

Sports    

Spatial planning    

Emergency services    

Environmental issues    

Other     

Name of CBC (initiative) 1  

Name of CBC (initiative) 2  
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11. (C009A) In case you are currently involved with only one CBC initiative – 
what is the name of the CBC initiative? 

12. (C010) When did those CBC initiatives started? (Please type a year) 
 

 
 
 

13. (C010A) In case you are currently involved with only one CBC initiative – 
when did this CBC initiative started? (Please type a year) 

14. (C011) How long is the time-frame of these CBC initiatives? 
 

 
15. (C011A) In case you are currently involved with only one CBC initiative – 

how long is the time-frame of this CBC initiative? 
16. (C0111) You chose ”Temporary”. Please write into the box the duration 

of the CBC initiatives in years 
 
 
 

17. (C0111A) You chose “Temporary”. Please write the duration of the CBC 
initiative in years 

  

CBC 1  

CBC 2  

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Temporary    

Indefinite   

CBC 1  

CBC 2  
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18. (C012) What these CBC initiatives are about?  

 
 

19. (C012A) What is this CBC initiative about? 
20. (C0121) You chose “Other”. Please explain it in the box below 
21. (C013) Are these CBC initiatives about … 

 
 

22. (C013A) Is this CBC initiative about … 
23. (C014) Is there an official agreement between partners for these CBC 

initatives? 

 
 
 

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Housing (building and / or maintaining)   

Roads (including highways; building and/or maintaining)    

Parks (building and / or maintaining)   

Water sanitation and distribution   

Corrections   

Education   

Firefighting   

Police (including public safety)   

Healthcare   

Other social services   

Public transportation   

Waste management   

Culture   

Sports   

Spatial planning   

Emergency services   

Environmental issues   

Other    

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

A strategic cooperation/think tank CBC   

A joint activity CBC   

A public service provision CBC   

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Yes   

No   
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24. (C014A) Is there an official agreement between partners for the CBC 
initiative? 

25. (C0141) Please fill in the table 
 

 
26. (C0141A) Please fill in the table for your CBC initiative 
27. (C015) Is there an established organization for these CBC initiatives?  

 
28. (C015A) Is there an established organization for the CBC initiative? 
29. (C0151) What is the governance form of this organization? 

 
30. (C0151A) What is the governance form of this organization? 
31. (C0152) You chose “Other”. Please explain  
32. (C016) You chose “Other”. Why none of the pre-mentioned 

institutionalization forms were not used? 
33. (C017) How many partners are involved in these CBC initiatives? 

 

 
34. (C017A) How many partners are involved in the CBC? 

  

 CBC 
1 

CBC 2 

How many pages (approximately) is this agreement?   

How many articles (approximately) does this agreement 
contain? 

  

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Yes   

No   

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Euroregion   

Working Community   

Eurodistrict   

Town Twinning   

EGTC   

Other    

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Subnational governments from your country   

Subnational governments across your national border   

Other organizations from your country   

Other organizations across your national border   
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35. (C0171) From which countries (other than your own) are the partners 
from? 

 
36. (C0171A) From which countries (other than your own) are the partners 

from? 
37. (C018) What is the source of funding of these CBC initiatives (in %)? 

 

 
38. (C018A) What is the source of funding of the CBC initiative (in %)? 
39. (C019) Would the CBC initiatives have been initiated if there was no 

external funding? 

 
40. (C019A) Would the CBC initiative had been initiated if there was no 

external funding? 
41. (C020) What will happen with these CBC initiatives when funding ends?  

 

 
42. (C020A) What will happen with this CBC initiative when funding ends? 

  

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Subnational governments across your national border   

Other organizations across your national border   

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Municipal/regional   

National   

European Union (EU)   

Council of Europe   

Transnational non-EU   

Private / sponsoring   

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Yes   

No   

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

The CBC will carry on its activities and will find other 
sources of funding 

  

The CBC will be terminated   
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43. (C021) What were the main factors behind the creation of these CBC 
initiatives? 

 
44. (C021A) What were the main factors behind the creation of this CBC 

initiative? 
45. (C0211) You chose “Other”. Please explain  
46. (C022) Were there any particular parties who were key to the creation 

of these CBC initiatives? (In here we are interested in non-financial 
support) 

 
47. (C022A) Were there any particular parties who were key to the creation 

of this CBC initiative? (In here we are interested in non-financial 
support) 

48. (C0221) You chose “Other”. Please explain  
49. (C024) Has your subnational government had previous experience in 

CBC initiatives with the specific partner(s) before?  
 

 
50. (C024A) Has your subnational government had previous experience in 

CBC initiatives with the specific partner(s) before? 

 CBC 1 CBC 
2 

Similar problems as the neighboring subnational government   

Joined the CBC because others did so   

Cost sharing for providing public services   

Availability of funding   

In order to provide services with higher quality   

Subnational government was not able to provide the service by 
its own 

  

Other    

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

European Union   

Other transnational organization(s)   

Central government   

Other upper government   

Other    

 CBC 1 CBC 2 

Yes, generally positive   

Yes, sometimes negative   

Yes, generally negative   

No experience   



345 

FACTORS EXPLAINING CBC 
In this part of the questionnaire we are interested in your experience about CBC 
initiatives. Please indicate in what extent you agree with the following 
statements 
 

1. (F001) CBC initiatives provide an opportunity … 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

for setting 
minimum 
standards in 
service delivery 

         

to seek 
advantageous 
conditions in 
procurement of 
services 

         

to address shared 
problems with 
neighboring 
subnational 
governments 

         

to share capital 
and/or labor costs 

         

to improve the 
quality of service 
delivery 

         

for better access to 
services for citizens 

         

for larger 
economies of 
scope in service 
provision 
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2. (F002) To establish a CBC initiative, it is important that … 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

partners are at 
short distance (in 
kilometers) 

         

legal and/or 
institutional 
frameworks “fit” 

         

financial support 
(national/external) 
is available 

         

partners trust each 
other 

         

citizens have a 
positive attitude 
towards CBC 
initiatives 

         

partners have a 
common or similar 
background 
(values, interests, 
history, ethnicity, 
language, political 
color, education of 
administrators and 
politicians) 
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3. (F003) To establish a CBC initiative, it is important that … 
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there is not much 
competition 
between partner 
subnational 
governments 

         

pressures exist 
from upper 
government(s) or 
transnational 
organization(s) 

         

partners are able 
to add value (i.e. 
contribute 
resources, skills, 
creativity and 
intellect, 
willingness and 
enthusiasm) 

         

there is (financial / 
non-financial) 
support from 
higher-level 
government(s) 

         

it will provide 
immediate payoffs 
for the partners 

         

the characteristics 
of the service are 
taken into account 
(measurability, 
capital 
intensiveness, 
asset specificity, 
properties of scale 
economies) 
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4. (F004) A CBC initiative … 
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can lead into 
conflicts between 
partners 

         

produce high 
transaction costs 
(negotiations, 
enforcement of 
contract) 

         

is difficult to 
establish 

         

is important to 
increase the 
number of clients 
of a particular 
service 

         

increases the 
geographical area 
of service delivery 

         

contributes to 
continuity in 
service delivery 
across 
jurisdictional 
boundaries 

         

is a less costly 
alternative to 
public service 
provision than 
private markets or 
consolidation of 
subnational 
governments 
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5. (F005) To establish a CBC initiative, it is important … 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

to have previous 
positive experience 
with partner(s) 

         

to have previous 
knowledge and 
experiences with 
CBC initiatives 

         

whether 
subnational 
government has 
difficulties 
providing service(s) 
by its own 

         

to have a thorough 
knowledge of 
partner(s) 

         

to have frequent 
communication 
between potential 
partners 

         

to take into 
account election 
cycles 

         

 
FINISH 
 
(FIN001) Thank you in participating in our survey. If you would like a one-page 
summary of the survey results, please provide us with your e-mail address below 
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Annex 5.3. List of respondents to online survey 
 

  Country 
Country 

code 
Estimated # of 

responses 
Total # of 
responses 

1 Albania AL 56 6 

2 Andorra AD 7 0 

3 Armenia AM 13 0 

4 Austria AT 53 6 

5 Azerbaijan AZ 30 0 

6 Belarus BY 48 0 

7 Belgium BE 34 2 

8 Bosnia and Herzegovina BA 42 0 

9 Bulgaria BG 81 1 

10 Croatia HR 27 8 

11 Czech Republic CZ 46 1 

12 Denmark DK 6 3 

13 Estonia EE 24 6 

14 Finland FI 36 2 

15 France FR 63 6 

16 Georgia GE 46 8 

17 Germany DE 72 21 

18 Greece GR 33 1 

19 Hungary HU 63 0 

20 Ireland IE 9 0 

21 Italy IT 20 1 

22 Latvia LV 36 0 

23 Lichtenstein LI 19 0 

24 Lithuania LT 34 3 

25 Luxemburg LU 52 0 

26 Macedonia MK 42 0 

27 Moldova MD 41 0 

28 Monaco MC 4 0 

29 Montenegro ME 12 0 

30 Netherlands NL 72 4 

31 Norway NO 49 1 
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32 Poland PO 66 2 

33 Portugal PT 48 7 

34 Romania RO 59 1 

35 Russia RU 58 2 

36 San Marino SM 8 0 

37 Serbia SR 70 0 

38 Slovakia SK 47 0 

39 Slovenia SI 82 0 

40 Spain ES 44 4 

41 Sweden SE 33 3 

42 Switzerland CH 71 5 

43 Turkey TR 11 0 

44 United Kingdom UK 6 0 

45 Ukraine  UA 110 2 

TOTAL 1883 106 
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SUMMARY 
 

The aim of the Single European Act is to facilitate the free movement of 
goods, services, workers, capital, and knowledge within the European Union, and 
also to ensure common standards for accessible, publicly provided services. 
However, that aim has not yet been fully achieved as intended because service 
standards still vary widely among the EU Member States. Also, among other 
considerations, access to high-quality services – and the development of 
common services’ provision – for local and regional populations are a key 
concern of the EU Cohesion Policy. Thus, for decades the Council of Europe and 
the European Commission have considered the stimulation of subnational cross-
border cooperation to be one of their key objectives, as expressed in many 
policies and strategies. The core concept is that the joint provision of services 
across international borders will result in higher and more uniform quality 
standards. In addition to establishing quality standards across borders, there is 
also a need for greater efficiency. Most border areas of the European Union 
wastefully duplicate their service provision. Subnational governments on both 
sides of an international border often appear to provide similar services – for 
example in the domains of waste management, transportation, and water 
supplies.  
 Financial incentives for cross-border cooperation, as provided by the 
European Union, have been substantial: €6.6 billion (2.07% of EU Cohesion Policy 
funding) has been budgeted for the programming period of 2014-2020. The same 
amount was budgeted for the previous programming period (2007-2013). These 
incentives have led to an increase in the number of subnational cross-border 
cooperation initiatives in Europe from just 65 before 1991 (Maskell and Tornqvist 
1999) to 237 in 2018 (as this dissertation reports). However, it is striking that 
most of these cross-border cooperation initiatives involve joint cultural events or 
the development of strategic plans, rather than the joint provision of services. 
These observations prompt the core question which the research reported in this 
dissertation aims to address: to what extent, and how, can we explain 
subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe?  

To address that core question, we firstly conducted a multidisciplinary 
literature study to identify which factors drive subnational cross-border 
cooperation in service provision. We classified these factors that were reported 
in the scientific literature as driving cross-border cooperation into four broad 
categories: (1) gains from cross-border cooperation; (2) transaction costs 
resulting from cross-border cooperation; (3) resources for cross-border 
cooperation; and (4) the institutional context within which subnational 
governments operate. Based on the interactions among these four broad 
categories of factors, we developed a theoretical model that explains the drivers 
of subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision. In the overarching 
theoretical model, we assume that the relative weight of these four factor groups 
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(or the balance between them) ultimately explains why subnational governments 
engage in cross-border cooperation in service provision in Europe.  

The second step in exploring which drivers affect subnational cross-
border cooperation in service provision involves the empirical analysis of the 
state-of-the-art in subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe. One key 
result of our study is that we currently observe 237 institutionalized cross-border 
cooperation initiatives situated on international borders in Europe. Based on the 
key characteristics of these cross-border initiatives, we were able to classify 
subnational cross-border cooperation in Europe into three main categories: (1) 
cross-border cooperation within Traditional Europe, consisting of the countries 
that joined the European Union before 2004 and the European Free Trading Area 
countries (Norway, Switzerland, Liechtenstein and Iceland); (2) cross-border 
cooperation within the ‘New’ EU Member States, consisting of the countries that 
joined the European Union during and after 2004; and (3) cross-border 
cooperation within the Non-EU countries. Based on the overarching theoretical 
framework, we analyzed systematic differences between these categories of 
countries in terms of the factors that drive cross-border cooperation. 
Furthermore, we gained an in-depth understanding of how those characteristics 
drive cross-border cooperation by conducting one case study in each of the three 
categories: the case of EUREGIO (Traditional Europe), the case of Valga / Valka 
(‘New’ EU Member States); and the case of the Euroregion EuroCaucasus (Non-
EU country). The analysis revealed that cross-border cooperation within 
Traditional Europe can be described, in general, as being stable, long-term 
oriented, and well functioning. It is situated within a supportive institutional 
environment that aims to create a border-region within which national borders 
are not seen as an obstacle. International border adjacent subnational 
governments within Traditional Europe incur generally low transaction costs and 
have sufficient resources to develop robust plans for cross-border cooperation.  

Cross-border cooperation within the ‘New’ EU Member States remains 
rather nebulous. In this context, cooperation focuses on solving specific problems 
and plays, foremost, an exploratory role (e.g. gaining mutual knowledge, 
identifying common problems). The institutional contexts within the ‘New’ EU 
Member States rarely support cross-border cooperation. Transaction costs for 
cross-border cooperation within the ‘New’ EU Member States are perceived to 
be rather high, while experiences and knowledge about cross-border cooperation 
are typically underdeveloped. The proximity with neighboring subnational 
governments is perceived low. The same is with resources for cross-border 
cooperation, i.e. the available resources for cross-border cooperation are 
perceived to be so low as not to allow subnational governments to be able to 
meet the transaction costs.  

Cross-border cooperation in Non-EU countries rarely materializes into 
concrete action plans. Even when it does, such cross-border cooperation is 
mainly about tourism and the preservation of natural resources. We were unable 
to find any examples of cross-border cooperation in service provision within the 
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Non-EU countries. This can be explained by the unsupportive institutional 
context, the expected high transaction costs of cross-border cooperation, and a 
lack of resources available for cross-border cooperation. 
  Thirdly, to understand how representatives from subnational 
governments actually perceive the groups of factors, as identified in the 
overarching theoretical model, in their daily professional practice we conducted 
an online survey. We approached officials of subnational governments who 
engage in actual cross-border cooperation. We held an extensive online survey 
among these officials in 43 European countries – in close collaboration with the 
Association of European Border Regions (AEBR). Although the number of 
responses was limited (n = 106), respondents are representative of the European 
subnational governments that engage in cross-border cooperation. The 106 
available responses comprise, by our approximation, 5.63% of all the potential 
respondents. However, that percentage is a rather crude estimate, based on the 
assumption that all possible levels of subnational governments and even the 
smallest subnational governments engage in cross-border cooperation – which is 
most unlikely to be the case. Hence, the number of potential respondents (n = 
1,883) is the maximum bound and the response of 5.63% is therefore a rather 
conservative estimate.  

The statistical analysis of the responses reveals that there are vast 
differences in scores on the four factor groups across the three country types. 
For each factor group, we performed a principal component analysis and, 
subsequently, analyzed the responses based on the country type. To predict the 
probability of involvement of a subnational government in cross-border 
cooperation in general – but also in cross-border cooperation in service 
provision – we performed a logistic regression analysis on derived components 
for costs, gains, and resources. Because the institutional context variables – 
especially those of population size, population change and international regime – 
may explain away the effects of all the main model variables, we included those 
as controls. The results of the findings show that for involvement in cross-border 
cooperation in general, perceived proximity (both physical and conceptual) is 
important as are the service characteristics. For involvement in cross-border 
cooperation in service provision, previous experiences with any cross-border 
cooperation are seen as a pre-condition. For subnational governments to 
cooperate in service provision, joint investment is seen as a gain. Furthermore, 
the findings of the logistic regression analysis show that when the ‘political color’ 
of the subnational governments is center-right that is a driving factor for cross-
border cooperation in service provision. Finally, the more the characteristics of 
cross-border cooperation reflect those prevalent in “Traditional Europe”, the 
higher the probability that subnational governments will be involved in cross-
border cooperation over service provision. 
 Finally, we address the main research question by defining the drivers 
for subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision below.  
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Gains from cross-border cooperation. Following the analysis of cross-
border cooperation practices in Europe, we found that the gains from cross-
border cooperation vary, depending on the country groups. The gains are more 
oriented towards raising efficiency and effectiveness in Traditional Europe, 
whereas for ‘New’ EU Member States and Non-EU countries, cross-border 
cooperation is more about reflecting on the national and transnational policies 
about the cross-border cooperation. The latter finding can also be because the 
subnational governments within the ‘New’ EU Member States and Non-EU 
countries are not sufficiently knowledgeable to identify their obstacles to cross-
border cooperation and therefore the gains from cross-border cooperation. 
Empirical analysis showed that in the case of cross-border cooperation in general, 
no specific gain could be identified that could explain the cooperation, whereas 
for cooperation in service provision, the gain from joint investment is the most 
commonly stated objective.   
 Transaction costs. The analysis of cross-border cooperation practices in 
Europe has shown that the transaction costs are perceived to be the lowest for 
cooperation within Traditional Europe and the highest for cooperation within the 
Non-EU countries. Empirical analysis has shown that for cross-border 
cooperation in general, the transaction costs are a very important factor, 
especially costs incurring from proximity and costs resulting from service 
characteristics. This means that subnational governments prefer to cooperate 
with international border-adjacent neighboring subnational governments that 
are in close proximity (physically, conceptually, economically and 
administratively). It also shows that the service characteristics – economies of 
scale, measurability and asset specificity – are important for subnational 
governments when deciding whether or not to cooperate. However, for the 
involvement of subnational governments in cross-border service provision, 
transaction costs were not considered to be a hindering factor. 

Resources. Analysis of cross-border cooperation practices in Europe has 
shown that the availability of suitable resources is the most important factor for 
cross-border cooperation in the ‘New’ EU Member States and in the Non-EU 
countries, because both of those country groups have few resources available for 
cross-border cooperation. The outcomes of our empirical study showed that the 
availability of resources has the least impact compared to other factor groups on 
decision-making about involvement in both cross-border cooperation in general 
and cross-border cooperation in service provision in particular.  

Institutional context. Our research has shown that the institutional 
contexts within the European Union, especially within Traditional Europe, are the 
most similar to one another; differences in institutional contexts are greater 
within the ‘New’ EU Member States and the greatest differences in institutional 
contexts are within the Non-EU countries. We also found that the institutional 
context has a significant effect on the number of currently running cross-border 
cooperation initiatives in Europe because most of the cross-border cooperation 
initiatives were across the borders between the EU Member States and the 
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fewest of the cross-border cooperation initiatives were across the borders 
between the Non-EU countries. The results of the empirical analysis revealed 
that institutional context has a significant influence on cross-border cooperation 
in service provision. Firstly, the ‘political color’ of subnational government is 
important. However, in contradiction to the findings reported in the literature, 
the analysis revealed that subnational governments are more likely to cooperate 
in service provision when the ‘political color’ is center-right. Secondly, analysis 
showed that subnational governments are more likely to cooperate in service 
provision when the institutional context is similar to that prevalent in Traditional 
Europe. 

In conclusion, our research has demonstrated both the suitability and 
value of our theoretical framework model for describing well the cross-border 
cooperation among subnational governments in service provision in Europe. 
However, in interpreting our results it must be borne in mind that: (1) there 
remain major differences in the characteristics of cross-border cooperation 
among the three country groups, namely Traditional Europe, the ‘New’ EU 
Member States and the Non-EU countries; (2) the online survey response rate 
was rather low (at 5.63%); and (3) most of the responses came from Traditional 
Europe. Therefore, more research will be essentail to fully confirm our model. 

However, even though more work needs to be done to fully confirm our 
model, it still represents a major step forward in systemizing and synthesizing the 
findings of various academic disciplines about subnational cross-border 
cooperation – and combining those into one integrated theoretical framework 
that describes subnational cross-border cooperation in service provision in 
Europe. 
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SAMENVATTING 
 

Het doel van de Europese Akte is het vrije verkeer van goederen, 
diensten, werknemers, kapitaal en kennis binnen de EU te vergemakkelijken en 
gemeenschappelijke normen voor toegankelijke, openbare diensten te 
waarborgen. Dat doel is echter nog niet volledig bereikt, omdat de dienst-
verleningsnormen van lidstaat tot lidstaat nog steeds sterk uiteenlopen. Ook de 
toegang tot hoogwaardige diensten – en de ontwikkeling van gemeen-
schappelijke diensten – voor de lokale en regionale bevolking is een belangrijk 
aandachtspunt van het EU-cohesiebeleid. Al decennia lang beschouwen de Raad 
van Europa en de Europese Commissie de stimulering van sub-nationale 
grensoverschrijdende samenwerking als een van hun belangrijkste doelstellingen, 
zoals uitgedrukt in vele beleidslijnen en strategieën. De kerngedachte is dat de 
gezamenlijke verlening van diensten over de internationale grenzen heen zal 
leiden tot hogere en meer uniforme kwaliteitsnormen. Naast de vaststelling van 
kwaliteitsnormen over de grenzen heen is er ook behoefte aan meer efficiëntie. 
In de meeste grensgebieden van de EU is er sprake van een verdubbeling van de 
dienstverlening. Sub-nationale overheden aan beide zijden van een inter-
nationale grens lijken vaak soortgelijke diensten te verlenen, bijvoorbeeld op het 
gebied van afvalbeheer, vervoer en watervoorziening.  

De door de EU verstrekte financiële prikkels voor grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerking zijn aanzienlijk: 6,6 miljard euro (2,07% van de financiering van 
het EU-cohesiebeleid) is begroot voor de programmeringsperiode 2014-2020. 
Hetzelfde bedrag was begroot voor de vorige programmeringsperiode (2007-
2013). Deze stimulansen hebben geleid tot een toename van het aantal sub-
nationale grensoverschrijdende samenwerkingsinitiatieven in Europa van slechts 
65 vóór 1991 (Maskell en Tornqvist 1999) tot 237 in 2018 (zoals dit proefschrift 
vermeldt). Het is echter opvallend dat de meeste van deze grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerkingsinitiatieven betrekking hebben op gezamenlijke culturele 
evenementen of de ontwikkeling van strategische plannen, en niet zozeer op de 
gezamenlijke levering van diensten. Deze observaties leiden tot de kernvraag die 
het onderzoek in dit proefschrift beoogt aan te pakken: in welke mate en hoe 
kunnen we sub-nationale grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in de dienst-
verlening in Europa verklaren? 

Om die kernvraag te beantwoorden, hebben we eerst een multi-
disciplinaire literatuurstudie uitgevoerd om na te gaan welke factoren de sub-
nationale grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in de dienstverlening stimuleren. 
Deze factoren die in de wetenschappelijke literatuur werden gerapporteerd als 
drijvende kracht achter grensoverschrijdende samenwerking hebben we 
ingedeeld in vier grote categorieën: (1) voordelen van grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerking; (2) transactiekosten als gevolg van grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerking; (3) middelen voor grensoverschrijdende samenwerking; en (4) de 
institutionele context waarbinnen sub-nationale overheden opereren. Op basis 
van de interacties tussen deze vier brede categorieën van factoren hebben we 
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een theoretisch model ontwikkeld dat de drijvende krachten achter sub-
nationale grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in de dienstverlening verklaart. 

In het overkoepelende theoretische model gaan we ervan uit dat het 
relatieve gewicht van deze vier factorgroepen (of het evenwicht tussen deze 
groepen) uiteindelijk verklaart waarom sub-nationale overheden grensover-
schrijdende samenwerking in de dienstverlening in Europa aangaan. 

De tweede stap in het onderzoek naar factoren welke van invloed zijn op 
de sub-nationale grensoverschrijdende samenwerking op het gebied van 
dienstverlening is de empirische analyse van de stand van zaken op het gebied 
van sub-nationale grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in Europa. Een belangrijk 
resultaat van ons onderzoek is dat we momenteel 237 geïnstitutionaliseerde 
grensoverschrijdende samenwerkingsinitiatieven aan de internationale grenzen 
in Europa waarnemen. Op basis van de belangrijkste kenmerken van deze 
grensoverschrijdende initiatieven konden we sub-nationale grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerking in Europa in drie hoofdcategorieën indelen: (1) grensover-
schrijdende samenwerking binnen het Traditionele Europa, bestaande uit de 
landen die vóór 2004 tot de EU zijn toegetreden, maar met inbegrip van zowel 
Noorwegen als Zwitserland; (2) grensoverschrijdende samenwerking binnen de 
'Nieuwe' EU-lidstaten, bestaande uit de landen die in en na 2004 tot de EU zijn 
toegetreden; en (3) grensoverschrijdende samenwerking binnen de Niet-EU-
landen. Op basis van het overkoepelende theoretische kader hebben we de 
systematische verschillen tussen deze categorieën van landen geanalyseerd in 
termen van de factoren die aan de basis liggen van grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerking. Bovendien hebben we een diepgaand inzicht verkregen in de 
manier waarop deze kenmerken de grensoverschrijdende samenwerking 
aansturen door één casestudy uit te voeren in elk van de drie categorieën: het 
geval van EUREGIO (Traditioneel Europa), het geval van Valga / Valka ('Nieuwe' 
EU-lidstaten); en het geval van de Euregio EuroCaucasus (Niet-EU-land). Uit de 
analyse is gebleken dat grensoverschrijdende samenwerking binnen het 
Traditionele Europa in het algemeen kan worden omschreven als stabiel, op de 
lange termijn gericht en goed functionerend. Het ligt in een ondersteunende 
institutionele omgeving die tot doel heeft een grensregio te creëren waarbinnen 
nationale grenzen niet als een obstakel worden gezien. Aan de internationale 
grenzen grenzende sub-nationale overheden binnen het Traditionele Europa 
hebben over het algemeen lage transactiekosten en beschikken over voldoende 
middelen om robuuste plannen voor grensoverschrijdende samenwerking te 
ontwikkelen. 

De grensoverschrijdende samenwerking binnen de "Nieuwe" EU-
lidstaten blijft nogal nevelig. De samenwerking is in dit verband gericht op het 
oplossen van specifieke problemen en speelt vooral een verkennende rol (bijv. 
het vergaren van wederzijdse kennis, het identificeren van gemeenschappelijke 
problemen). De institutionele context binnen de 'Nieuwe' EU-lidstaten is zelden 
voorstander van grensoverschrijdende samenwerking. De transactiekosten voor 
grensoverschrijdende samenwerking binnen de "Nieuwe" EU-lidstaten worden 
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als vrij hoog ervaren, terwijl de ervaringen en kennis over grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerking doorgaans onderontwikkeld zijn. De nabijheid bij naburige sub-
nationale overheden wordt als gering ervaren. Hetzelfde geldt voor de middelen 
voor grensoverschrijdende samenwerking, d.w.z. dat de beschikbare middelen 
voor grensoverschrijdende samenwerking zo laag worden geacht dat sub-
nationale overheden de transactiekosten niet kunnen dragen. 

Grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in Niet-EU-landen komt zelden tot 
uiting in concrete actieplannen. Zelfs wanneer dat wel het geval is, gaat het bij 
deze grensoverschrijdende samenwerking vooral om toerisme en het behoud van 
natuurlijke hulpbronnen. We hebben geen voorbeelden kunnen vinden van 
grensoverschrijdende samenwerking op het gebied van dienstverlening binnen 
de Niet-EU-landen. Dit kan worden verklaard door de niet-ondersteunende 
institutionele context, de verwachte hoge transactiekosten van grensover-
schrijdende samenwerking en een gebrek aan middelen voor grensover-
schrijdende samenwerking. 

Ten derde, om te begrijpen hoe vertegenwoordigers van sub-nationale 
overheden de groepen van factoren, zoals geïdentificeerd in het overkoepelende 
theoretische model, in hun dagelijkse beroepspraktijk ervaren, hebben we een 
online enquête uitgevoerd. We hebben ambtenaren van sub-nationale 
overheden benaderd die zich bezighouden met daadwerkelijke grensover-
schrijdende samenwerking. We hebben een uitgebreide online enquête 
gehouden onder deze ambtenaren in 43 Europese landen in nauwe 
samenwerking met de Association of European Border Regions. Hoewel het 
aantal antwoorden beperkt was (n=106), zijn de respondenten representatief 
voor de Europese sub-nationale overheden die zich bezighouden met 
grensoverschrijdende samenwerking. De 106 beschikbare antwoorden omvatten 
-bij benadering- 5,63% van alle potentiële respondenten. Dat percentage is 
echter een vrij ruwe schatting, gebaseerd op de veronderstelling dat alle 
mogelijke niveaus van sub-nationale overheden en zelfs de kleinste sub-nationale 
overheden grensoverschrijdende samenwerking aangaan, wat hoogst 
onwaarschijnlijk is. Het aantal potentiële respondenten (n=1.883) is dus het 
maximum aantal en de respons van 5,63% is dan ook een vrij conservatieve 
schatting. 
  Uit de statistische analyse van de antwoorden blijkt dat er grote 
verschillen zijn in de scores op de vier factor categorieën over de drie soorten 
landen. Voor elke categorie van factoren hebben we een hoofdcomponenten-
analyse uitgevoerd en vervolgens de antwoorden geanalyseerd op basis van het 
type land. Om de waarschijnlijkheid van betrokkenheid van een sub-nationale 
overheid bij grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in het algemeen – maar ook bij 
grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in de dienstverlening – te voorspellen, 
hebben we een logistieke regressie analyse uitgevoerd op afgeleide compo-
nenten voor kosten, baten en middelen. Omdat de institutionele context-
variabelen – met name die van bevolkingsomvang, bevolkingsveranderingen en 
internationaal regime – de effecten van alle belangrijke modelvariabelen kunnen 
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verklaren, hebben we deze als controle opgenomen. Uit de resultaten van de 
bevindingen blijkt dat voor betrokkenheid bij grensoverschrijdende samen-
werking in het algemeen de waargenomen nabijheid (zowel fysiek als 
conceptueel) belangrijk is, evenals de kenmerken van de dienstverlening. Voor 
betrokkenheid bij grensoverschrijdende samenwerking op het gebied van 
dienstverlening worden eerdere ervaringen met grensoverschrijdende samen-
werking als een eerste vereiste beschouwd. Om op het gebied van dienst-
verlening samen te werken, worden voor sub-nationale overheden gezamenlijke 
investeringen gezien als een duidelijk winst. Bovendien blijkt uit de resultaten 
van de logistieke regressie analyse dat wanneer de 'politieke kleur' van de sub-
nationale overheden centrumrechts is, dit een drijvende kracht is voor 
grensoverschrijdende samenwerking op het gebied van dienstverlening. Tot slot, 
hoe meer de kenmerken van grensoverschrijdende samenwerking de kenmerken 
van "traditioneel Europa" weerspiegelen, hoe groter de kans dat sub-nationale 
overheden betrokken zullen zijn bij grensoverschrijdende samenwerking boven 
dienstverlening. 

Tot slot gaan we in op de belangrijkste onderzoeksvraag door hieronder 
de drijvende krachten voor sub-nationale grensoverschrijdende samenwerking 
op het gebied van dienstverlening te definiëren. 
 Voordelen. Uit de analyse van de grensoverschrijdende samenwerkings-
praktijken in Europa is gebleken dat de voordelen van grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerking variëren, afhankelijk van de landengroepen. De voordelen zijn 
meer gericht op het verhogen van de efficiëntie en effectiviteit in het 
Traditionele Europa, terwijl voor 'Nieuwe' EU-lidstaten en Niet-EU-landen 
grensoverschrijdende samenwerking meer gericht is op het nadenken over het 
nationale en transnationale beleid inzake grensoverschrijdende samenwerking. 
Dit laatste kan ook het gevolg zijn van het feit dat de sub-nationale overheden in 
de "Nieuwe" EU-lidstaten en derde landen niet voldoende geïnformeerd zijn om 
hun belemmeringen voor grensoverschrijdende samenwerking en dus de 
voordelen van grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in kaart te brengen. Uit 
empirische analyse is gebleken dat in het geval van grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerking in het algemeen geen specifieke winst kan worden vastgesteld die 
de samenwerking kan verklaren, terwijl voor samenwerking op het gebied van 
dienstverlening de winst uit gezamenlijke investeringen de meest genoemde 
doelstelling is. 
 Transactiekosten. Uit de analyse van de grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerkingspraktijken in Europa is gebleken dat de transactiekosten het 
laagst worden ervaren voor samenwerking binnen het Traditionele Europa en het 
hoogst voor samenwerking binnen de Niet-EU-landen. Empirische analyse heeft 
aangetoond dat voor grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in het algemeen de 
transactiekosten een zeer belangrijke factor zijn, met name de kosten die 
voortvloeien uit de nabijheid en de kosten die voortvloeien uit de kenmerken van 
de dienstverlening. Dit betekent dat sub-nationale overheden de voorkeur geven 
aan samenwerking met internationale grens-aangrenzende sub-nationale 
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overheden die dicht bij elkaar liggen (fysiek, conceptueel, economisch en 
administratief). Het laat ook zien dat de kenmerken van de dienstverlening – 
schaalvoordelen, meetbaarheid en assetspecificiteit – belangrijk zijn voor sub-
nationale overheden bij de beslissing om al dan niet samen te werken. Voor de 
betrokkenheid van sub-nationale overheden bij grensoverschrijdende 
dienstverlening werden transactiekosten echter niet als een belemmerende 
factor beschouwd. 

Middelen. Uit een analyse van de grensoverschrijdend samenwerkings-
praktijken in Europa is gebleken dat de beschikbaarheid van geschikte middelen 
de belangrijkste factor is voor grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in de 
"Nieuwe" EU-lidstaten en in de Niet-EU-landen, omdat beide landengroepen over 
weinig middelen beschikken voor grensoverschrijdende samenwerking. De 
resultaten van onze empirische studie hebben aangetoond dat de beschik-
baarheid van middelen de minste invloed heeft op de besluitvorming over de 
betrokkenheid bij zowel grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in het algemeen als 
grensoverschrijdende samenwerking in de dienstverlening in het bijzonder, in 
vergelijking met andere factorgroepen. 
 Institutionele context. Uit ons onderzoek is gebleken dat de 
institutionele contexten binnen de EU, met name binnen Traditioneel Europa, 
het meest op elkaar lijken; de verschillen in institutionele contexten zijn groter 
binnen de 'Nieuwe' EU-lidstaten en de grootste verschillen in institutionele 
contexten zijn binnen de Niet-EU-landen. We vonden ook dat de institutionele 
context een significant effect heeft op het aantal lopende grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerkingsinitiatieven in Europa, vanwege de meeste grensoverschrijdende 
samenwerkingsinitiatieven tussen de EU-lidstaten en de minste grensover-
schrijdende samenwerkingsinitiatieven tussen de niet-EU-landen. Uit de 
resultaten van de empirische analyse is gebleken dat de institutionele context 
een aanzienlijke invloed heeft op de grensoverschrijdende samenwerking op het 
gebied van dienstverlening. Ten eerste is de politieke 'kleur' van de sub-nationale 
overheid belangrijk. In tegenstelling tot de bevindingen uit de literatuur bleek uit 
de analyse echter dat sub-nationale overheden meer geneigd zijn om samen te 
werken in de dienstverlening wanneer de politieke 'kleur' centrumrechts is. Ten 
tweede bleek uit de analyse dat sub-nationale overheden meer geneigd zijn om 
samen te werken in de dienstverlening wanneer de institutionele context 
vergelijkbaar is met die van het Traditionele Europa. 
 Tot slot heeft ons onderzoek zowel de geschiktheid als de waarde van 
ons theoretisch kadermodel voor een goede beschrijving van de grensover-
schrijdende samenwerking tussen sub-nationale overheden in de dienstverlening 
in Europa aangetoond. Bij het interpreteren van onze resultaten moet er echter 
rekening mee worden gehouden dat: (1) er grote verschillen blijven bestaan in de 
kenmerken van grensoverschrijdende samenwerking tussen de drie landen-
groepen, namelijk Traditioneel Europa, de 'Nieuwe' EU-lidstaten en de Niet-EU-
landen; (2) de respons op online enquêtes vrij laag was (5,63%); en (3) de meeste 
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antwoorden uit Traditioneel Europa kwamen. Daarom zal meer onderzoek nodig 
zijn om ons model volledig te bevestigen. 

Hoewel er meer werk moet worden verricht om ons model volledig te 
bevestigen, betekent het nog steeds een belangrijke stap voorwaarts in het 
systematiseren en synthetiseren van de bevindingen van verschillende 
academische disciplines over sub-nationale grensoverschrijdende samen-
werking – en deze te combineren tot één geïntegreerd theoretisch kader dat sub-
nationale grensoverschrijdende samenwerking op het gebied van dienstverlening 
in Europa beschrijft. 
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KOKKUVŌTE 
 

Piirideta Euroopa loomise eesmärgiks on tagada kauba, kapitali, 
teenuste, inimeste ja teadmiste vaba liikumine Euroopa Liidus ning tagada ühtsed 
standardid ja ligipääsetavus avalikele teenustele. Tänaseks ei ole see eesmärk 
veel, vähemalt teenuste osas, saavutatud – teenuste standardid varieeruvad 
riigiti ning teenuste osutamine piiriüleselt omavalitsuste koostöös ei ole Euroopa 
Liidus levinud praktika. Samas on kohaliku elanikkonna ligipääs kvaliteetsetele 
teenustele ning teenuste pakkumine üldiselt Euroopa Liidu Regionaalpoliitika 
üheks peamiseks eesmärgiks. Juba aastakümneid on Euroopa Komisjon ja 
Euroopa Nõukogu soodustanud kohalike omavalitsuste ja regioonide piiriülest 
koostööd kasutades erinevaid poliitilisi instrumente, selleks, et pakkuda 
inimestele parema kvaliteediga teenuseid.  

Lisaks piiriülesele kvaliteedistandardite loomisele on vaja saavutada 
teenuste osutamises parem efektiivsus. Paljud Euroopa Liidu piirialad dubleerivad 
samu teenuseid. Pigem võiks pakkuda sama teenust mõlemal pool piiri 
ühekorraga ja parema kvaliteediga ning hoida kokku ressursse. Sellised nn 
kahekordsed teenused on näiteks prügimajandus, transport ja veevarustus. 

Euroopa Liidu poolt pakutav rahaline abi piiriüleseks koostööks on olnud 
märkimisväärne: 2014-2020 programmperioodiks on planeeritud 6.6 miljardit 
eurot (2,07% Euroopa Liidu Regionaalpoliitika eelarvest). Sama summa oli 
planeeritud ka eelmise programmperioodi (2007-2013 aasta) eelarvesse. Nii suur 
rahaline abi on tõstnud omavalitsuste piiriüleste koostööalgatuste arvu 65-lt 
(enne aastat 1991; Maskell and Tornqvist 1999) 237-ni aastal 2018 (vastavalt 
sellele doktoritöö uurimistulemustele). On üllatav, et enamus piiriülesest 
koostööst tehakse hoopis kultuurivaldkonnas või tegeletakse strateegiliste 
plaanide koostamisega, selle asemel, et osutada piiriüleseid teenuseid. 
Ülaltoodud tähelepanekud tõstatavad küsimuse, millele antud doktoritöös oleme 
püüdnud ka vastata: mil määral ja kuidas saame selgitada kohalike omavalitsuste 
piiriülest koostööd teenuste osutamise osas Euroopas? 

Sellele küsimusele vastamiseks läbisime mitu sammu. Esiteks koostasime 
kirjanduse ülevaate. Kogusime materjali kõigist asjakohastest kirjandusallikatest 
ja akadeemilistest distsipliinidest, et luua ülevaade faktoritest, mis mõjutavad 
omavalitsuste piiriülest koostööd teenuste osutamise osas. Peale andmete 
kogumist klassifitseerisime me leitud faktorid nelja üldisesse kategooriasse: (1) 
tulu piiriülestest koostööst; (2) piiriülese koostööga seonduvad transaktsiooni-
kulud; (3) ressursid piiriülese koostöö jaoks; ja (4) institutsionaalne kontekst, 
milles omavalitsused töötavad. Vastavalt nendele neljale kategooriale ning 
seostele nelja kategooria vahel, koostasime teoreetilise mudeli selgitamaks 
omavalitsuste piiriülest koostööd. Selles teoreetilises mudelis eeldame, et nende 
nelja faktorgrupi suhteline osakaal (või tasakaal nende vahel) selgitab, miks 
kohalikud omavalitsused osalevad piiriüleses koostöös teenuste osutamisel 
Euroopas. 
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Teise sammuna, uurimaks, millised faktorid mõjutavad omavalitsuste 
piiriülest koostööd teenuste osutamisel, uurisime me olukorda, mis valitseb 
praegu Euroopas omavalitsuste piiriülese koostöö osas. Ühe tulemusena selgus, 
et Euroopas on kokku 237 omavalitsuste piiriülese koostöö algatust. Nende 
koostööalgatuste võtmekarakteristikud jagavad omavalitsute piiriülese koostöö 
Euroopas kolme kategooriasse: (1) omavalitsuste piiriülene koostöö 
traditsioonilises Euroopas. See kategooria hõlmab Euroopa Liidu asutajariike; 
riike, mis ühinesid Euroopa Liiduga enne aastat 2004 ning EFTA riike (Norra, 
Island, Lichtenstein ja Šveits); (2) omavalitsute piiriülene koostöö nn “uutes“ 
Euroopa Liidu liikmesriikides. See kategooria hõlmab riike, mis liitusid Euroopa 
Liiduga aastal 2004 ning hiljem; ja (3) omavalitsute piiriülene koostöö mitte-EL 
liikmesriikides. Toetudes teoreetilisele mudelile, analüüsisime me süstemaatilisi 
erinevusi eelpooltoodud riigigruppide vahel faktorite osas, mis mõjutavad 
omavalitsute piiriülest koostööd. Selleks, et saada põhjalikku ülevaadet, kuidas 
omavalitsute piiriülese koostöö karakteristikud avalduvad riigigrupiti, viisime läbi 
kolm juhtumanalüüsi – ühe igas riigigrupis: EUREGIO kaasus (traditsiooniline 
Euroopa); kaksiklinn Valga-Valka kaasus („uus“ Euroopa Liidu liikmesriik); 
Euroregion EuroCaucasus kaasus (mitte-EL liikmesriik). Läbiviidud juhtumanalüüs 
näitas, et omavalitsuste piiriülest koostööd traditsioonilises Euroopas võib 
kirjeldada kui stabiilset, pikaajalist ja hästi funktsioneerivat. Omavalitsute 
piiriülese koostöö eesmärgiks on luua piiriülene region, milles riigipiirid ei ole 
igapäevaelu taksitavaks teguriks. Selle eesmärgi nimel töötatakse 
institutsionaalses kontekstis, mis toetab omavalitsuste piiriülest koostööd. 
Riigipiiri ääres asuvad omavalitsused traditsioonilises Euroopas tajuvad üldiselt 
piiriülesest koostööst tulenevaid transaktsioonikulusid madalatena ning omavad 
piisavalt ressursse taolise koostöö läbiviimiseks. 
 Piiriülene koostöö „uutes“ Euroopa Liidu liikmesriikides on selgete 
piirideta s.t. omavalitsuste piiriülene koostöö keskendub konkreetsete 
probleemide lahendamisele ning omab pigem uurivat rolli (nagu näiteks 
vastastikuste teadmiste omandamine, ühiste probleemide identifitseerimine). 
„Uute“ Euroopa Liidu liikmesriikide institutsionaalne kontekst pigem ei toeta 
omavalitsuste piiriülest koostööd. Piiriülese koostööga seotud transaktsiooni-
kulusid tajutakse „uutes“ Euroopa Liidu liikmesriikides pigem suurtena: teadmised 
ja kogemused piiriülese koostöö osas on madalad ning lähedust naabriga 
tajutakse vähe. Ressursid piiriüleseks koostööks on vähesed või tajutakse neid 
liiga kõrgetena, nii, et need ei kata piiriülesest koostööst tulenevaid 
transaktsioonikulusid. 
 Piiriülene koostöö mitte-EL liikmesriikides tavaliselt ei materialiseeru 
konkreetseteks tegevusteks. Ja kui materialiseerubki, siis on selline piiriülene 
koostöö peamiselt turismialane või siis orienteeritud loodusressursside 
säilitamisele. Käesoleva uurimistöö koostamise käigus ei õnnestunud meil leida 
näiteid omavalitsuste piiriülesest koostööst teenuste osutamise valdkonnas. 
Omavalitsuste piiriülese koostöö puudumist teenuste osutamise valdkonnas võib 
selgitada omavalitsuste koostööd mittetoetava institutisionaalse kontekstiga. 
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Samuti tulevad mängu piiriülesese koostöö kõrged transaktsioonikulud ning 
ressursside puudumine omavalitsuste piiriülese koostöö tarbeks.  
 Kolmanda sammuna viisime läbi online-küsitluse, et mõista, kuidas 
omavalitsused tunnetavad oma igapäevases (koos)töös meie teoreetilises 
mudelis toodud faktorite gruppe. Küsitluse sihtgrupp oli riigipiiriäärsete 
omavalitsuste tööajad, kes osana oma igapäevatööst tegelevad (või vastavalt 
ametiposti nõuetele peaksid tegelema) piiriülese koostööga. Online-küsitlus viidi 
läbi 45 riigi omvalitsuste seas koostöös Euroopa Piiriregioonide Assotsiatsiooniga 
(Association of European Border Regions). Kuigi vastajate arv oli piiratud (n=106), 
on vastajaid kõige rohkem just Euroopa omavalitsuste osas, kes tegelevad 
piiriülese koostööga. Need 106 vastust moodustavad meie hinnangul, 5,63% kogu 
sihtgrupi suurusest. Samas, meie hinnang baseerub eeldusele, et kõik võimalikud 
omavalitsustasandid, kaasa arvatud ka kõige väiksem riigipiiriäärne omavalitsus, 
tegelevad piiriülese koostööga. Paraku on see hinnang väga ebatõenäoline. 
Seega, esialgne sihtgrupi suurus (n=1883) on maksimaalne võimalik number ning 
vastajate protsent (5,63%) on seega pigem konservatiivne hinnang. 
 Online-küsitluse vastuste statistiline analüüs näitas, et teoreetilises 
mudelis toodud nelja faktorgrupi vahel on suured erinevused kolme riigigrupi 
lõikes. Iga faktorgrupi (tulu piiriülesest koostööst, piiriülese koostööst tulenevad 
transaktsioonikulud, piiriülese koostöö jaoks vajalikud ressursid ning 
institutsionaalne kontekst, kus piiriülest koostööd tehakse) jaoks koostasime 
komponentanalüüsi (principal component analysis) ning lisaks analüüsisime 
vastuseid riigigruppide lõikes (one-way anova). Ennustamaks, milline on 
tõenäosus, et omavalitsus osaleb piiriüleses koostöös üldiselt – aga ka piiriüleses 
koostöös teenuste osutamise osas – viisime me läbi logistilise regressiooni-
analüüsi (logistic regression) komponentanalüüsi tulemusena saadud tulu-, kulu- 
ja ressursikomponentide olulisuse testimiseks. Kuna institutsionaalse konteksti 
muutujad – eriti rahvaarv, rahvaarvu muutus ning „rahvusvaheline kord“, võivad 
suuresti mõjutada ülejäänud muutujate mõju omavalitsuste piiriülesele 
koostööle, kasutasime institutsionaalse konteksti muutujaid kontrolli-
muutujatena. Logistilise regressioonianalüüsi tulemused näitavad, et oma-
valitsustele on piiriülese koostööga tegelemiseks tähtis tunnetada, et 
partneromavalitsus asub füüsiliselt lähedal ning et partneromavalitsusega on 
saavutatud ka kontseptuaalne lähedus.  
 Logistilise regressioonianalüüsi tulemused näitasid ka, et omavalitsuste 
piiriüleseks koostööks teenuste osutamisel on olulised varasemad piiriülese 
koostöö kogemused. Omavalitsused näevad piiriülese koostööna teenuste 
osutamise peamise tuluna ühiste investeeringute teostamist. Lisaks, logistiline 
regressionanalüüs näitas, et kui omavalitsuse poliitilised vaated asuvad parem-
kesk skaalal, siis on see omavalitsuste piiriülest koostööd teenuste osutamisel 
positiivselt mõjutav faktor. Viimase faktorina – mida rohkem ühiseid jooni on 
vaadeldaval piiriülese koostöö algatusel ja piiriülese koostöö algatusel 
traditsioonilises Euroopas, seda suurem on võimalus et omavalitsused tegelevad 
piiriülese koostööga teenuste osutamisel.  
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Viimase sammuna vastame me käesoleva uurimistöö peamisele 
uurimisküsimusele – mil määral ja kuidas saame me selgitada omavalitsuste 
piiriülest koostööd teenuste osutamise osas Euroopas? – tuues välja peamised 
faktorid, mis mõjutavad omavalitsuste koostööd teenuste osutamisel.  
 Tulu piiriülesest koostööst. Euroopa riikide omavalitsuste piiriülese 
koostöö analüüs näitas, et oodatav tulu piiriülesest koostööst varieerub 
riigigruppide lõikes. Traditsioonilise Euroopa riigid näevad tulu koostööst kogu 
piiriregiooni toimimise tõhususe ja mõjususe tõstmises. „Uutes“ Euroopa Liidu 
liikmesriikides ja mitte-EL riikides peegeldab piiriülene koostöö pigem riigi 
valitsuse ja Euroopa Liidu piiriülesele koostööle orienteeritud poliitikaid. Samas, 
see viimane leid võib tuleneda ka sellest, et omavalitsustel „uutes“ Euroopa Liidu 
liikmesriikides ja mitte-EL liikmesriikides ei ole piisavalt teadmisi, et 
identifitseerida konkreetsest riigipiirist tulenevad takistused piiriülesele 
koostööle ja sellest tulenevalt ka potentsiaalsed tulud piiriülesest koostööst. 
Empiiriline analüüs näitas, et kogu riigigruppide lõikes ei ole ühist tulu, mida 
nähakse piiriülese koostööst üldiselt. Samas, omavalitsuste piiriülese koostöö 
puhul teenuste osutamiseks nähakse tuluna koostööst ühiselt teostatavaid 
investeeringud. 
 Transaktsioonikulud. Euroopa riikide omavalitsuste piiriülese koostöö 
analüüs näitas, et traditsioonilise Euroopa gruppi kuuluvad riigid tunnetavad 
transaktsioonikulusid kõige madalamatena ning mitte-EL liikmesriigid kõige 
kõrgematena. Empiiriline analüüs näitas, et piiriülese koostöö jaoks üldiselt on 
transaktsioonikulud väga oluline factor. Eriti olulised on transaktsioonikulud, mis 
tulenevad tunnetatud lähedusest potentsiaalse koostööpartneriga ning 
transaktsioonikulud, mis tulenevad teenuste karakteristikutest. See tähendab, et 
omavalitsused eelistavad teha koostööd riigipiiriäärsete naaberomavalitsustega, 
kellega nad tunnetavad nii füüsilist kui kontseptuaalset lähedust. Teenuste 
karakteristikute suur osatähtsus koostöö osas näitab, et teenuste 
karakteristikud – mastaabisääst, mõõdetavus ning spetsiifilisus – on olulised 
omavalitsustele otsustamaks kas koopereeruda või mitte. Samas, omavalitsused 
ei tunnetanud transaktsioonikulude suuruse olulisust otsustamaks piiriülese 
koostöö tegemise üle teenuste osutamiseks.  
 Ressursid. Euroopa riikide omavalitsuste piiriülese koostöö analüüs 
näitas, et piiriüleseks koostööks vajalike ressursside kättesaadavus on kõige 
olulisem faktor „uutes“ Euroopa Liidu liikmesriikides ning mitte-EL liikemsriikides. 
Ressursside kättesaadavusele omistatav suur osatähtsus just nendes 
riigigruppides on tõenäoliselt seepärast, et just nendes kahes riigigrupis – „uued“ 
Euroopa Liidu liikmesriigid ning mitte-EL liikmesriigid – on ressursse 
omavalitsuste piiriüleseks koostööks kõige vähem. Empiiriline analüüs näitas, et 
ressursside kättesaadavus omab kõikidest faktorgruppidest kõige vähem mõju nii 
omavalitsuste piiriülestele koostööle üldiselt, kui ka omavalitsustele piiriülestele 
koostööle teenuste osutamise osas.  
 Institutsionaalne kontekst. Euroopa riikide omavalitsuste piiriülese 
koostöö analüüs näitas, et institutsionaalsed kontekstid Euroopa Liidus, eriti 
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traditsioonilises Euroopas, on üksteisele väga sarnased; suuremad erinevused 
institutsionaalses kontekstides on „uutes“ Euroopa Liidu liikmesriikides ning 
suurimad erinevused institutsionaalsetes kontekstides on mitte-EL liikmesriikide 
vahel. Institutsionaalse konteksti suurt osatähtsust omavalitsuste piiriüleses 
koostöös kinnitab ka fakt, et enamus uurimistöö käigus identifitseeritud piiriülese 
koostöö algatustest asub Euroopa Liidu sees, Euroopa Liidu liikmesriikide vahel, 
ning kõige vähem omavalitsuste piiriülese koostöö algatusi võib leida mitte-EL 
liikmesriikide vahel. Empiiriline analüüs näitas, et institutsionaalne kontekst omab 
suurt mõju omavalitsuste piiriülese koostööle teenuste osutamisel, eriti 
omavalitsuse poliitilised vaated ning institutsionaalse konteksti üldiste 
karakteristikute sarnasus traditsioonilise Euroopa institutsioonilise konteksti 
üldiste karakteristikutega. Kuigi akadeemilises kirjanduses arutletakse, et 
poliitilised vaated vasak-kesk skaalal soodustavad omavalitsuste vahelist 
koostööd, näitas meie poolt läbiviidud empiirline analüüs, et omavalitsuse 
piiriüleseks koostööks peavad poliitilised vaated asuma pigem parem-kesk 
skaalal.  

Kokkuvõtteks võib öelda, et läbiviidud uurimistöö kinnitas meie 
teoreetilise mudeli paikapidavust kirjeldamaks faktoreid, mis mõjutavad Euroopa 
omavalisuste vahelist piiriülest koostööd teenuste osutamise osas. Samas tuleb 
rõhutada, et käesoleva uurimistöö tulemusi tõlgendades peab meeles pidama, et: 
(1) piiriülese koostöö karakteristikud erinevad suurel määral riigigruppide lõikes, 
s.t. traditsioonilise Euroopa, „uute“ Euroopa Liidu liikmesriikide ning mitte-EL 
liikmesriikides toimuv piiriülene koostöö erineb suuresti; (2) online-küsitlusele 
vastajate protsent oli pigem väike (5.63%); ning (3) enamik online-küsitluse 
vastustest tuli traditsioonilise Euroopa riikidest. Seega, on vajalik laiendatud 
uuring meie mudeli osas, et kinnitada meie teoreetilise mudeli paikapidavust. 
Samas, kuigi rõhutame täiendavate uuringute läbiviimise tähtsust, esindavad 
meie uurimistöö tulemused suurt sammu edasi omavalitsuste piiriülese koostöö 
uurimises – süstematiseerisime ning sünteesisime senised erinevate 
akadeemiliste distsipliinide tulemused üheks integreeritud teoreetiliseks 
mudeliks, mis selgitab omavalitsuste piiriülest koostööd Euroopas. 
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