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Abstract

In Europe various policy areas have experienced transfers of authority to the
supranational level of the European Union (EV) while subnational regions within
countries have become more powerful under the p‘rinciple of subsidiarity. The three
traditional layers of European government are being transformed into a new form of
network governance. The EU’'s multiple Euroregions that are funded by the
INTERREG IllIA program develop cross-border cooperation projects that are
supposed to lead to policy network structures. The questions raised in my thesis
explore how widespread these Euroregional networks are in practice, which
organizations are included in the network and which actors are better linked than
others. | conduct a comparative case study involving networks of two different
Euroregions: The Euroregion Maas-Rhine (MRE), which embodies districts of
Germany, Belgium and the Nethérlands, and the Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina,
including Frankfurt/Oder and the region around the Polish city of Slubice. The
empirical analysis consists of cataloguing all organizations that have established
cross-border cooperation funded by INTERREG Ill A in the period 2000-2006. These
organizations are grouped according to priority fields formulated by the respective
Euroregion. It becomes clear that both Euroregions have established projects in
multiple policy areas and that the amount 'of projects is very high. These projects are
executed not only by local authorities or municipalities but several private
organizations and societal actors cooperate. Therefore Euroregions can be seen as
practical examples of network governance. Moreover, my findings reveal that the role
of local authorities as system integrators is crucial. As the only actors which have
partners in a large number of projects from different priority fields, fhey act as hubs

connecting rather isolated subnetworks.
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Introduction

Since the Treaty of the European Union was signed in Maastricht in 1992, government
structures and processes across Europe have undergone major changes. European
politics have been reshaped in the last fourteen years by centralization and
decentralization processes. Authority in many policy areas has been transferred to the
supranational level of the European Union (EU) while subnational regions within
countries have become more powerful under the principle of subsidiarity. The three
traditional layers of European government are being transformed into a new form.
Hooghe and Marks (2001) have described this new mode of governance as multi-level
governance or network governance. The European Commission actively encourages
such developments by establishing economic development programs that are
characterized by concepts of “bottom-up” capacity building (Perkmann, 2002, Cappellin,
1992). My focus lies on so-called Euroregions which are the most popular and arguably
most successful form of cross-border cooperation the EU has to offer. The European
Union's multiple Euroregions aim at establishing cross-border policy network structures.
Euroregions are therefore very interesting examples of this development of economic
and political integration and transformation: they can be considered “European
laboratories,” showcases of a “borderless Europe,” and-as such challenge the traditional
structure of independent and often centralized nation-states (Knippenberg, 2004: page
611). In my work, 1 will discuss attributes and effects of these Euroregional policy
networks. The first question | will raise explores how widespread these networks are.

By definition, a policy network is described by its actors, their linkages, and its

boundaries (Kenis, Schneider, 1991: 41). Policy networks include a relatively stable set




of mainly private corporate and public actors. Each actor in a network has a different and
complementary role while no single actor, even when public, represents the privileged
leader in regional policy. This stands in stark Contrast to centrally-organized national
development funds for regions. Network policy is the result of a process of negotiation
among varying sets of actors. Private firms, chambers of commerce, entrepreneurial
associations and other collective organizations can cooperate with regional and local
administrations. My central question therefore addresses who is working in the
European laboratories.

| conduct a comparative case study of networks of two different Euroregions: The
Euroregion Maas-Rhine (MRE), which is centred on the point where Germany, Belgium
and the Netherlands meet and the Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina, embodying
Frankfurt/Oder and the region around the Polish city of Slubice.

What exactly are Euroregions? All border regions of the EU are entitled under
INTERREG Il1 A for support to improve cooperation with their neighbours. “Cross-border
cooperation between adjacent regions aims to develop local trans-national social and
economic centres through common development strategies”'. MRE and Pro Europa
Viadrina are two regions that share the partner country Germany but other main
characteristics show notable differences. Despite many particularities in both cases
there is reasoning for my comparative study. Both Euroregions share similar sets of
actors and identical overarching funding structures. They provide the basis for the case
study. Case studies are “intensive studies of single units wherever the aim is to shed

light on a question pertaining to a broader class of units” (Gerring, 2004: 344).

! Website www.europa.eu, European Commission > Regional Policy
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My aim is to identify all actors in both networks. | define an actor to be inside the
network through its involvement in INTERREG Il A funding. The criterion to become a
member of Euroregion’s network is therefore a successful application for ah INTERREG
Il A funded project. Those partners that function as project-executing organizations
compose the Euroregion’s network.

The third question | will raise is how well connected these networks are in
practice. Which actors are better linked than the rest? Does the actors’ importance play
a role? By comparing a rather established region with a younger region, a region’s
maturity can be invoked to answer some of these questions. | The significance of the role
of authorities and municipalities will become clear in my results. The MRE is of special
interest: since three nation-states are involved that have different political institutions
and cultures, legal frameworks, and languages (French, Dutch and German), it can be
considered a real laboratory for the general processes of European transformation as
mentioned above.

The “Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina” is a rather young Euroregion, established
in 1993. Its common history and current institutional setting are characterized by greater
division than those of the MRE. The different levels of maturity will lead to insights
concerning the objective setting of these networks, which share identical underlying
funding structures. Moreover, the Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina is part of a larger
transformation process in Central and Eastern Europe. My work therefore also gives
some insight into the current state of transformation of a particular region in comparison

to a region of Western Europe. The questions | have raised will provide descriptive

inferences rather than causal relationships. This is due to the research design as “cross-




sectional” case study (Gering, 2004: 343) and it justifies the choice of two very different

Euroregions.

2. EU regional policy — framework for all Euroregions

“The evolution of European regional policy initiatives has been marked by heated
debates about purpose decision making logic and priorities” (Thielemann, 2002: 60).
Thielemann and others? analyse the member states’ discussion on whether regional
policy in the EU should serve the purpose of development or compensation, whether
there should be intergovernmental or multi-level decision making and whether the focus
lies on cohesion or competition. Thielemann concludes that academic literature remains
highly sceptical in its first treatments of the European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) in the late 1970s (Thielemann, 2002: 45). The Fund’s effectiveness as an
instrument of regional development is doubted (Wallace, 1977, 1977b, Armstrong,
1978). Wise and Croxford’s judgement a decade later is simﬂar calling the ERDF “an
essentially ‘cosmetic’ policy instrument” (1988: 164).

Another ten years later lan Bache (1998) still emphasizes the continued
gatekeeping role of national governments and the intergovernmental character of
regional funding. After this period of rather slow progress in the late 1980s major reforms
have strengthened EU regional policy and decreased the intergovernmental nature of
priority setting and decision making processes. “The structural fund regulations as they
have developed since 1988 deliberately seek to involve subnational actors in the funds.”

(Sutcliffe, 2002: 102) While all decision concerning the European budget still is an

2 For an excellent overview see Bache, 1998




intergovernmental domain (Moravcsik, 1993) there are now many scholars that regard
subnational authorities and their involvement as important.

However, controversy remains about the strength of involvement of subnational
actors (Sutcliffe, 2002: 102). Sutcliffe (2002) analyses that while Bache (1999) and Allen
(1996) still view the member states’ central govérnments as dominant in the policy
process “other researchers suggest that subnational actors have become important in
the implementation of the structural funds alongside central governments and EU
actors.” (Sutcliffe, 2002: 102) Hooghe (1996) and Marks (1993) are defenders of this
latter hypothesis which is also the hypotheéis my own research is based on. By
employing a network theory approach | assume that it has some significance in EU
regional policy. Of course, my outcome might also falsify this hypothesis. However, in
my analysis of Euroregional networks | find some proof of the thesis that traditional fixed
European three-tier government structures are being transformed into an architecture
that has been referred to as multilevel governance or network governance (Hooghe,
Marks, 2001).

This concept has a long tradition as integral part of European integration. Bennett
and Krebs (1994) have analysed the regional networks under the LEDA (Local
Employment Development Action) program which was founded by the European
Commission DG V in 1986. The Encouragement of indigenous potential of regions and
subnational entities across Europe was placed in the middle of the attention along with
| the Internal Market Initiative of the Single European Act (Dankbaar et al, 1994).
Especially border regions which have often been neglected by nation states were seen

as important places of integration. The analysis of LEDA along with other studies of EU

regional policy (Perkmann, 2002, Cappellin, 1992) showed the significance of the




network paradigm for “bottom-up” approaches and regional funding. The framework of
this regional funding is described in the following paragraphs.

Regional policy programs benefit from over 35% of the European Union's
budget.® Most of the 347.41 billion euros are employed for programs with the objective
of convergence. Other objectives are Regional Competitiveness and Employment as
well as European Territorial Cooperation. Main instruments for this complex process are
four Structural Funds. They are supposed to exercise a ‘;multiplier effect on the

"4 across all Member

economic and social factors likely to stimulate a region's economy
States. The four different types of structural funding are provided by the European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund (ESF) which promotes
reintegration into the job market, the Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG)
and the "Guidance" Section of the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee
Fund®. Within.these four forms of predominantly nationally oriented funding the EU has
also set up four special programs. These so called Community Initiatives are to react to
problems affecting the entire EU. There are four Community Initiatives which in total
absorb 5.35% of the budget of the four Structural Funds. Each Initiative is financed by
only one Fund. The most relevant Initiative is INTERREG Il which promotes cross-
border, transnational and Interregional cooperation, the creation of partnerships across
borders to encourage the balanced development of multi-regional areas. INTERREG |||
is financed by the ERDF.® These funds are provided by the INTERREG I program to

promote Cross-border cooperation on a local level and stimulate the establishment of

Euroregions.

jWebsite www.europa.eu, European Commission > Regional Policy
Ibid, )

% Ibid.

® Ibid.
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INTERREG Iil aims to encourage interregional cooperation in the EU between 2000 and
2006. The ERDF-financed budget for this time period is € 4.875 billion. This amount
represents approximately 2.3 per cent of the total Cohesion Policy budget and half of the
budget of all four Community Initiatives.” INTERREG Il is made up of 3 strands of
territorial cooperation — cross-border, transnational and inter-regional. Strand A funding
includes all cross-border cooperation “between adjacent regions aiming to develop
cross-border social and economic centres through common development strategies.”®
Financially, Strand A is allocated between 50.and 80 % of the total 4.9 billion Euro,
strand B between 14% and 44% and strand C will be allocated 6% of the total, according
to the European Commission. The exact breakdown between strands depends on
decisions by thé Member States. The third phase of the INTERREG initiative is designed
to strengthen economic and social cohesion throughout the European Union.

Borders with non-EU members are also eligible for project support. In fact, special
emphasis has been placed on integrating those regions which share external borders
with the candidate countries already in during the INTERREG Il phase in the 90s. This
has lead to the founding of Euroregions like the “Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina”. Since
then four Euroregions have operated on Poland's western border: Nysa, Spree-Nysa-
Bébr, Pro-Europa Viardina, and Pomerania, which apart from German and Polish
communities also include Swedish local government authorities. These institutional |
frameworks of Euroregions are closely connected to all INTERREG Il A regions.

Euroregion offices and representations serve as contact persons to INTERREG IIl A

7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.




funding. Counselling and project support is offered to ensure that initiatives meet the
strict and complex requirements of the European Commission.

The first Euroregion was founded in 1958 on the Dutch-German border involving
Enschede (Netherlands) and Gronau (Germany) (Perkmann, 2002: 3). Euroregions and
other forms of cross-border cooperation have been established increasingly since then.
According to a study by Perkmann there are today “more fhan 70 cases of cooperation
of municipalities and regional authorities with their counterparts across the border in
more or less formalised organizational agreements” (Perkmann, 2002: 3). The EU
seems to have identified networks as important elements in urban spatial development
policy “moving away from top-down legislating, tb a more responsive and participatory
style” (Ward, Williams, 1997: 1). Consequently, not only local authorities but various
actors are authorised as applicants to INTERREG IIl A funding. All public and private
actors can apply for funding. This means that national, regional or local administrations
and other public bodies, research bodies, universities and socio-economic actors or
organizations if located in the eligible areas may set up projects®. Public authorities,
legal persons under public and private law, "Personenhandelsgesellschaften” (Form of
Business partnership under German law) and physical persons who manage a business

can conceptualize their own projects and applications.

2.2 European cross-border network encouragement

Before answering the questions of how widespread or how closely connected such
regional networks are it is important to examine the procedure of network assessment.

By identifying this process it will become clearer what societal actors must do on a local

® Ibid.




level in order benefit from the funding mentioned above. Moreover, the nature of the
application process will reveal the significance of the network framework. First and far
most the procedure is complicated and requires extensive cooperation. Network
relations become naturally useful. The complicatedness of assessment and decision
making processes of INTERREG Il A is described in the following example: An
application process for organizations who want to participate in projects by one of the
two Euroregions in Brandenburg and Lubuskie. The region covers the Euroregions “Pro
Europa Viadrina” and “Spree-Neisse-Bober”. Since | also include “Pro Europa Viadrina”
in my comparative study this particular process provides a relevant and interesting
example.

The steps organizations from both sides of the border Have to take are numerous.
First, the applicant submits a project proposal to the responsible Euroregion. In
Lubuskie, the proposal has to be send to the Marshall Office, which forwards it to the
Euroregion organization. Then, a statement about the quality of the proposal is given by
the Euroregion. Should this statement be positive the applicant is able to hand in an
official application. This application has to be delivered to the Joint Technical Secretariat
(JTS) which supports the managing authority and all other bodies involved in the
implementation of the INTERREG programs. Moreover, the application also goes to the
Fund Management Authority in Brandenburg. This Authérity delegates the application to
the Investment Bank of Brandenburg. On the Polish side this is done by their
Intermediary Body, the Regional Contact Office. The two Intermediary Bodies assess

the project idea within their own administration. After this assessment a decision

proposal is forwarded to the JTS. “The JTS then sends the German decision proposal to




the Marshall Office of Lubuskie.”*® Then, the Polish proposal is forwarded to the
Brandenburg ministries or municipalities like the city of Frankfurt/Oder. “The public
authorities consulted provide a specialist statement to the JTS so that a final proposal
can be presented to the Steering Committee for decision.”"" A detailed analysis of the
steering committee and other institutions involved in the Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina
will follow in chapter four.

As is exemplified by this application process in the Euroregion Pro Europa
Viadrina the process requires a high level of interaction and cooperation between
German and Polish partners. No matter how strong the int.eraction during the project will
be the application process alone establishes a certain cross-bofder connection between
organizations. This is especially the case when the application is successful. When
attempting to assess how widespread cross-border networks are analysing all
established projects provides a relevant approach. It is not a major loss of significance to
Ieave'out content and implementation of the particular _projects. In which way projects
are implemented and which communication structure is chosen does not affect the
finding that all organizations involved are closely linked to each other. | will further
introduce tools to define the level of connectedness within Euroregioné networks in order

to prepare the comparative study theoretically.

3. Theoretical Approach

The importance of social and economic networks has been documented extensively in
theoretical and empirical studies. Definitions of terms such as “network organizations”

(Miles, Snow 1986) and “network forms of organization” (Powell, 1990) or “quasi-firms”

:‘1’ INTERREG Ill A Brandenburg — Lubuskie program management, 02/2006, page 18/19
Ibid.




(Eccles, 1981) are well discussed. They describe a form of “coordination that is
characterised by organic and informal social systems” (Jones, Hesterly, Borgatti, 1997:
913) énd contrast with markets and hierarchies. Regional policy networks have benefits
ovér technical state control approaches and concepts of free market competition. The
former calls for centralized hierarchical coordination while the latter demands minimal
state intervention. The major advantage for. regions involved is an iﬁcreased dynamism
through an “evolving and yet coherent” organizational structure (Marin, 1990)

There are various definitions of network governance. | will briefly introduce three
main concepts.'?Alter and Hage (1993) use the term “Interorganizational networks” and
define it as “unbounded or bounded clusters of organizations that are non-hierarchical
collectives of legally separate units”'>. Powell (1990) defines his “Network forms of
organizations” as “lateral or horizontal patterns of exchange, independent flows of

"4 Granovetter (1983) defines “business

resources, reciprocal lines of communication
groups” to be “collections of firms bound together in some formal or informal ways by an
intermediate level of binding.”’® All of these definitions show the significance of the
network pattern for my research. First, INTERREG [l A funding includes no hierarchical
structure among project partners. Second, partners are grouped in projects and by
objective setting of the Euroregion leading to bounded clusters of organizations. This will
become clearer in chapter four. An example is objécﬁve (“Priority”) four of the MRE
which is called “Development and enhancement of human resources”. Most participants

of projects in this group are universities. One can deduct that the universities of Aachen,

Maastricht, Lieége and others form a cluster or subnetwork of educational institutions

'2 For a good overview see Jones, Hesterly, Borgatti, 1997
:i Quoted from Jones, Hesterly, Borgatti (1997: 915)

Ibid.
*° Ibid.
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within the overall Euroregional network. Third, the definition of reciprocal lines of
communication and exchange of resources is highly applicable to INTERREG I A
application processes and the process of setting up a project. Finally, Granovetter’s
collection of firms also applies to Euroregions where organizations are bound through
formal contracts. Although it must be noted that INTERREG lIl A contracts represent a
relatively high level of binding for all actors involved. The cost of leaving the network is
therefore relatively high. It is neither an informal nor unbounded agreement. | will return
to this topic in a discussion of “tight coupling” and “loose coupling” (Mayntz, 1993: 44)
next. Generally it can be concluded that the paradigm of networks represents a useful
methodological instrument to interpret regional cross-border cooperation of local
governments, private organizations and other societal actors.

As pointed out with the initial definitions networks are a certain form of institutional
setting. In the last decades researchers have discussed whether there is an institutional
change from hierarchies to networks in Europe. | will highlight two theoretical
approaches that attempt to analyse the difference between hierarchies and networks
and describe a possible change of one to the other. Renate Mayntz (1993: 44) uses the
terminology of dia'lectical processes. She describes networks as synthesis of formal
organizations and markets. She argues that the transformation of political reality with
information and material resources being owned by an increasing number of actors
leads to a decentralization of the nation state (Mayntz, 1993: 44). In her model markets
are not restricted by any coupling. Maynts argumentation can be considered
functionalistic one where the needs of the environment are the purpose of institutions.

Others like Scharpf (1997) have tried to explain structural coupling in more detail

to identify differences between networks and hierarchies. Scharpf's perspective is a




rationalist one. His actor-centred institutionalism intends to overcome the dualism
between the actor level and the institutional level. His approach is to develop a
framework to analyze policy processes driven by the interaction of political actors in a
given institutional setting. Scharpf defines a typology of “institutional settings” -
differentiated by four “modes of interaction” (Scharpf, 1997: 47). These are “unilateral
action”, “negotiated agreement”, “majority vote” and “hierarchical direction.” His four
institutional settings “anarchic field”, “network”, “association” and “organization” are
based on different combinations of interaction modes (Scharpf, 1997: 47). A specific
actor consteliation, then, combined with a specific mode of interaction determines the
outcome of the policy-making process. “Anarchic field” and “network” correspond with
Mayntz’ “loose coupling” while “associations” and “organizations” are coupled in a tighter
way. While according to Scharpf hierarchies include all four modes, networks only allow
for unilateral action and negotiated agreement. Unilateral action means that an actor is
not planning to cooperate. This mode of interaction is only possible without é strong
hierarchical control. Therefore unilaterai action can occur only in settings with minimum
institutional rules like networks. For example, there is no official punishment when a

' project partners leaves an INTERREG Il A project and exits the Euroregional network.
Scharpf argues that decisions by majority vote or by hierarchical authority require a
more demanding institutional setting and are not possible in network settings. The form
of an association would still allow for majority voting but not for hierarchical authority. In
networks Scharpf points out that one mode of interactions dominates. Networks can be
characterized by negotiated agreements.

In my research | have found strong empirical evidence that Euroregions are an

example of institutional change from hierarchies to network governance. Blatter (2003:
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505) who has also worked empirically with these underlying policy tfansformation
theories has called Border Regions in Europe and North America “laboratories of
institutional change and international institution building.” These regions historically have
experienced centralized control of their hierarchical nation states and “anarchical
competition” between states simultaneously (Blatter, 2003: 505). Blatter points out that
major waves of network governance institution building can be distinguished. After the
Single European Act in 1987 and after 1990 and the launch of INTERREG stimulation
was high all over the continent. My comparative study will attempt to show a change in
the role of authorities by asking the question of their involvement in INTERREG funded
projects. My findings will strengthen Blatter's hypothesis since a large number of
negotiated agreements are revealed in my empirical data in chapters four and five.

However, Blatter also “challenges the functionalist approach” stressing the fact
 that a similar expansion of Euroregions is witnessed in border regions with low
environmental and socio-economic and in regions with high interdependencies (Blatter,
2003: 508). Does this leave us with a mere symbolic meaning of Euroregions? Are they
more about ideas than functional logic, efficiency gains and output generation? My
hypothesis is that in the short run symbolic gains overwéigh. In the first two or three
planning periods which is equivalent to approximately 15 years cultural barriers have to
be removed and mere acts of coming together are a success. Communication channels
and vcooperation agreements have to be established in this time frame. In the long run
however the mobilizing capacity and socio-economic relevance increases. My focus on
two Euroregions with different levels of maturity will provide insight to that thesis.

After having established the significance of the network approach the next

methodological instrument has to be justified. In the following paragraphs the choice of a

14




comparative study is explained. Moreover, some constraints to the method of a
comparative analysis have to be clarified. The two case groups of actors are within the
Euroregion Maas-Rhine (MRE) which is centred on the point where Germany, Belgium
and the Netherlands border each other and the “Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina”
embodying Frankfurt/Oder and the region around the polish city of Slubice. Main
economic and political characteristics of both regions show significant differences
between them. Despite the fact that these differences are large in number and quality |
will explain why a comparative case study has been the right approach.

First, | will turn to describe the difference between the case studies. However,
especially the contextual economic and political diversification can not fully be analysed.
Therefore | will only briefly name major differences. | begin with highlighting the
differences concerning the legal frameworks within which the Euroregions operate. It is
difficult to define or identify the term Euroregion by a particular legal framework. Among
the abundance of forms of cross-border cooperations three types of Euroregion are
distinguished: “Euroregions without legal personality (working communities or
communities of inferest), Euroregions which are based on private law and Euroregions
which are based on public law”®. Both Euroregions in our set are voluntary associations
of public-law bodies. There are no differences in this field. Moreover, at first glance the
objectives formulated by the two Euroregions show a similar approach in both regioné.
Intuitively one could formulate that the Polish-German region seems to adopt the
successful strategy of the Euregio. However, the pursduit of these goals needs to be seen

in the economic and political circumstances which are strongly divergent.

' Council of Europe website:
www.coe.int/t/e/legal_affairs/local_and_regional_democracy/areas_of_work/transfrontier_co%2Doperation
feuroregions/Existing_Euroregion.asp#TopOfPage
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First, the respective regional economics have different characters. The Euregio
Meuse-Rhine encompasses a high-technology industrial area'”. There are large
automobile assembly plants, mechanical engineering establishments and biotechnology
innovation centres.'® In contrast the Euroregion Viadrina is characterized by a struggling
old industry. Striking examples are old and inefficient power plants. Moreover, the region
is characterised by high unemployment on both sides of tHe border. In addition to these
differences betWeen the Euroregions there are significant transboundary inequalities
within the Pro Europa Viadrina region. While the MRE consists of relatively even
provinces, the German and Polish sides are characterized by economical and political
asymmetry. There are almost no Polish Foreign Direct Investments into the German side
versus large amounts of German FDI. Furthermore, availability of German products in |
Poland is considerably higher than vice versa.

Less significant but still considerably large are the political differences within the
German-Polish region. The MRE's provinces are all except Dutch Limbourg within
countries with federal systems. Consequently, the power to act without approval from
national centres is significant. This is very important with regard to the active role these
local authorities play in both networks. In contrast the Viadrina region has to operate
with a unitary Polish state. They cannot act as independently as their German
counterparts and are therefore less flexible. Moreover, the historic d'evelopmen.ts of the
last century have led to fears on the Polish side that any cross-border activity is merely a
German attempt to dominate and influence the Polish side.

| point out that my comparative analysis merely concentrates on the effects a

funding framework has and how similar orga'nization forms in different regions react to it.

:7 www.euregio-mr.org
% ibid.
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| do not attempt to compare the economic and political effects on both regions in total.
My focus is on the ties and links that are formed. Sincé case studies “presuppose a
relatively bounded phenomenon” (Gerring, 2004: 342) the argument of too many
contextual differences can be rejected. Gerring defines a case study as an “intensive
study of a single unit for the purpose of understanding a larger class of (similar) units”
(2004: 342). A unit in this sense is a spatially bounded phenomenon like a nation-state,
person or Euroregion “observed at a single point in time or over some delimited period of
time” (2004: 342). Causal and descriptive inferences can be made. In my study, the
source where inferences are drawn from is covariation. Covariation is the extend to
which variables “occur together in space and time rather than occurring separately”
(Bennett, 1999: 12). Covariation may be observed in a single unit of the case study
diachronically, within a single unit synchronically, within a single unit diachronically,
across units synchronically, across units synchronically and diachronically, across and
“within units synchronically, or across and within units."® There are two units in my
comparative case study: The network of all actors in the MRE and the network of all
actors in The Euroregion Frankfurt/Slubice. | test whether thevre is a covariance of the
following variables across these two units: Number of actors inside the network, number
of projects per actor, degree centrality of actors. This research design is not
diachronically since the temporal component is omitted by using identical timeframes
(planning periods) in both regions. Gerring defines this research design as “cross-
sectional” (2004).
- Cross-sectional research is indeed problematic. It is often difficult to tell which of

the many features of a given unit are typical of a larger set of units and material for

*® For a detailed classification and overview see Gerring, 2004
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generalizable inferences. Concerning our network cases it is important to know both
what is particular to a unit and what is general about it. The general part is given by the
funding structure and the set of actors. They provide the basis for the case study. The
results that have been presented and that will be interpreted in section 5 are baSed on
these general characteristics. In answering my research questions | will use descriptive
inference. Descriptive inference does not make any assertions about causal
relationships. | merely ask how these networks appear and what actors are most
dominant. | do not ask why-questions. Gerring points out that “descriptive case study
propositions are implicitly comparative and these comparisons must have a cross-unit
reference point” (2004). How strongly the differences between the two Euroregions may
appear a few striking conclusions can still be drawn. | will turn to the theoretical
approach to analyse the two Euroregional networks.

Network relationships can be described in many shapes and sizes. | focus on a
very basic way of modelling networks. This basic model is adequate since the
complexity of network relationships is not of high importance to my research. First, | will
briefly introduce a theoretical framework of network formation. Then | will _introduce
measures of centrality and connectedness which | want to use in the analysis of
empirical data.

The societal actors and municipalities involved in both Euroregions will be
referred to as “players”. The idea behind this definition is that they “may be firms or other
organizations, and they might be even countries” (Jackson, 2003: 3).

N={1,2,.....n}

N is a set of players who are connected in some network relationship.
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The network form | apply is a non-directed graph where two playeré are either
connected or not. This 0-1 link is of significance for my research since it is not important
in what direction the link is established,_e.g. who contacted who first. As became
obvious in chapter 2.2 the process of assessment is one that ensures enough interaction
and communication among partners if it is supposed to be successful. | therefore
establish the criterion for a network link to have the value 1 as the successful application
to a respective Euroregion funding. This criterion seems rather robust and applicable in
both regions.

A network g is a list of which pairs players are connected to each other. A network
is then a list of unordered pairs of playérs (Jackson, 2003: 5).

{ii€g}
indicates that i and j are linked under the network g.

Furthermore it can be said that the underlying theoretical pattern is one of
nonrivalry between players before they form their links. Each player is a potential source
of benefits that others can tap. This benefit is made up of two components. First, a link
with another player allows access to the benefits available to him via his own links.
Secondly, it allows access to EU-funding of a possible Joint-Venture.

In order to analyse the network architecture | will focus further on the degree of all
players. The degree is simply the number of other players to which a player is adjacent.
Since | aim at identifying all existing links it will be easy to calculate the number of
connections each player has. The resulting number gives the player’'s so called
centrality. The idea of the centrality of individuals and organizations in their social
networks was one of the earliest to be pursued by social network analysts. A simple

example to explain this is the star network. The most important or most valuable actor is
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located in the centre of a star. Other players are only connec_:ted to him but he has many
direct connections. The central player has the highest network centrality. Focusing only
on direct neighbours is regarded as a measure of local centrality. In contrast, global
centrality includes indirect links. Since the Euroregions networks turn out not to be very
dense the local centrality measurement suffices.

There is however one main limitation to using this measure of local centrality in
comparative analysis. Comparing centralities is only meaningful for members of the
same graph. To overcome this problem Freeman’s (1979) relative measure of local
centrality will be applied. Here the actual number of connections is related to the
maximum number which it could sustain. A degree of 25 in a graph of 100 points,
therefore, indicates a relative local centrality of 0.25, while a degree of 25 in a graph of
30 points indicates a relative degree centrality of 0.86, and a degree of 6 in a graph of
10 points indicates a relative centrality of 0.66.

CD(x) CD(x)

RD(x) = =
highest degree n-1

Here n is the number of units in a network, CD(x) is the Degree Centrality of node x and
RD(x) is the relative degree centrality of node x. The highest possible degree in a
network without loops is n - 1. This relatively simple formula will be used in chapter 5.3

when comparing the two networks.

4. Empirical Analysis

My empirical analysis concentrates on two major findings that answer my first question

of how widespread Euroregion networks are in practice. First, | want to display how




diversified the agenda of each Euroregion is. The degree of diversification gives a first
indication of how widespread the networks are. It also reveals a possible strategy of the
respective Euroregion. Secondly, | will compare the numbér of actors active in each .
field. This will provide another indication of the level of inclusion of the network.

The second question concerning the level of connections of actors is answered
by an analysis of the project partners. Organizations will be ranked by the number of
projects and the number of partners.

The question raised in chapter 3.2 whether a more functionalist logic is achieved
- over time can be answered by the individual projects and their objectives. Furthermore a
comparison of the institutional setting will challenge the theory of Maintz (1993) that

loose couplings are created through network policy.

4.1 Outline of the case-groups

The respective regional economics have very different characters. The Euregio Meuse-
Rhine encompasses a high-technology industrial area. In contrast the Euroregion
Viadrina is characterized by a struggling old industry as well as highvunemployment.
Major contextual differences have been described in chapter three.

As discussed earlier EU regional policy mainly consists of the structural funds, the
financial assistance given to relatively poor or declining regions of the EU’s fifteen
member states. Interestingly, the EU regional policy also has an important external
component. The core program for candidate countries from Central and Eastern Europe
is PHARE. This acronym seems like an additional major difference between the two
case groups, the networks MRE and “Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina.” Outside the

standard EU external relations cooperation agreements, PHARE was the first program
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where the European Union provided ﬂnancial support to countries that are not full
members. The “Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina” has been created mainly because of
these PHARE funds. PHARE means lighthouse in French but “Poland end Hungary:
Assistance for Restructuring their Economies” in EU official language. The PHARE
program was founded in 1989 to help Poland and Hungary in the process of
transformation. PHARE management was put in the hands of the European
Commission, the European Community’s executive body. It has since been expanded to
cover 10 countries. PHARE benefits are given to 8 new Member States: the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia, as well as
Bulgaria and Romania, “assisting them in a period of massive economic restructuring
and political change®°. Before the CARDS program (Community Assistance for
Reconstruction, Development and Stability in the Balkans) was established in 2001 the
countries of the Western Balkans (Albania, the Republic of Macedonia, and Bosnia-

| Herzegovina) were also beneficiaries of PHARE. The PHARE program was launched
following the collapse of the communist regimes in Central and Eastern Europe. It was
intended to help these countries reconstruct their economies. One of the core initial
concepts was therefore to assist the CEEC in their political and economic transition from
a centralised communist system to a decentralised liberal democratic society.

After 1993 and the Copenhagen decision to accept Central' and Eastern
European Countries as Candidate Countries, PHARE’s role was adapted to the
accession process. Now the program is intended to help candidates in acquiring the
Acquis Communitaire and preparing for Structural Funding. This means that the program

evolved from a general and unfocused demand-driven program of support for transition

% DG Enlargement website > PHARE
http://ec.europa.eu/enIargement/ﬁnanciaI_assistance/phare/index_en.htm
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countries through to the recent accession-driven support. Over the last decade the focus
has shifted towards institution building and pursuing economic and social cohesion. End
In 1999, PHARE'’s cumulative financial commitments amounted to some € 10 billion, all
in the form of non-reimbursable grants financed from the EU budget, of which some € 7
billion were for the ten Central and Eastern European Countries. In 2000, with the start
of the EU's new Agenda 2000 budgetary perspectives, annual budgetary
commitmentsfor the ten CEEC that receive PHARE support tripled from€ 1t0 € 3 |
billion.?! At the March 1999 Berlin summit, EU leaders approved two new pre-accession
aid instruments for the CEECs. The first instrument is for agricultural purposes — Support
for Agricultural and Rural Development (SAPARD) of € 3.64 billion for 2000—2006 and
the second for structural development issues — Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-
Accession Assistance (ISPA) of € 1.04 billion per year for a seven-year total of € 7.28
billion.?? The latter is of particular importance from the perspective of EU regional policy.
ISPA aid is provided to help align the infrastructural standards of tHe CEECs with those
of the EU.Interestingly, project deci_sion-making is largely a matter for national aufhorities
in the CEECs, working together with the Commission, without the same partnership
requirement of a key role for regional authorities that is found in the structural funds.
The PHARE program is described extensively here in‘ order to explain that the two
lregions have been in different funding schemes. At first glance the two case groups
therefore seem to be an inappropriate selection since the aim of this work is to compare
effects of funding in practice. However, there is a component to PHARE that has
basically the same effects as INTEIR;REG Il A. The Commission also prioritized regional

development, assisted by the use of cross-border cooperation (CBC) programs. PHARE

2 1bid.
2 |bid.
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CBC was introduced in 1994 to assist border regions in the applicant countries
overcome their specific development problems and integrate more closely with the
European Union, other countries of Central and Eastern Europe and within their own
national economies. The main objective is to prepare candidate countries for future
participation in the INTERREG program. Thus, the two case groups do fit in the sense of
the initial question.

Until 2003, PHARE CBC focused on promoting cooperation between the border
regions of Central and Eastern Europé and adjacent regions of the European
Community, as well as border regions between applicant countries of Central and
Eastern Europe. This part of the PHARE program is an equivalent of INTERREG |1l A
and both were used in the EU’s external border Euroregions most prominently German-
Polish Regions. Between 2000 and 2006, € 163 million was available each year to the
PHARE CBC program, representing approximately 10% of the total yearly PHARE

commitment.

4.2 Group of established actors in the Maas-Rhine Euroregion

The Maas-Rhine Euroregion (MRE) encompasses the southern part of the Dutch
Province of Limburg, the Belgian provinces of Limburg and Liége (including the
German-speaking community) and the German Regierungsbezirk Aachen. In 1976, after
visiting the city of Maastricht, Queen Beatrix instigated the “establishment of an informal
working group of cross-border partner regions to create the Maas-Rhine Euregio”
(Kramsch, 2002: 182).The official MRE came into existence in 1980 by the European
Commission when a mandate was signed by the ministers of economic affairs of the

Netherlands, Germany and Nordrhein-Westfalen (Knippenberg, 2004: 609). The Belgian
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province of Limburg joined the agreement in the year after. In 1983 Liege followed and
its independent German speaking community completed the five MRE partners in 1992.
In 1991, the Euregio acquired the juridical status of a foundation under the terms of
Dutch private law, embodied in the “Stichting” (Foundation) Euregio Maas-Rhine. From
this time on, the Stichting has defined itself as a cross-border jurisdiction with

approximately 3.7 million inhabitants.

4.2.1 Identification of actors

To identify all nodes of the network of the Euroregion Maas Rhine, the REGIO Aachen
e.V. was contacted. Basic data about all ongoing INTERREG Il A projects could be
retrieved. The MRE currently lists a total number of 76 projects financed by INTERREG.
For a detailed table of all projects see Appendix 1. Projects are implemented according
to five different priorities. These priorities are described in 4.2.2. All 76 projects lie within
the responsibility of executing organizétions. The number of organizations per project
varies from one to eleven. Overall 340 executing organizations are registered of which
several actors appear multiple times. 129 different partners have applied successfully
which means that on average actors participate in 2.64 projects. Actors conducting more
than one project are of importance since intuitively they are better connected within the
network. Sorting these more active organizations by country reveals no significant

differences (see table 4.1)

D NL Be

Provincie Limburg | Deutschprachige Gemeinschaft

Stadt Aachen (NL) Beligiens
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Gemeente Wirtschaftsférderungsgesellschaft

Kreis Aachen Maastricht Ostbelgiens

Regio Aachen e.V. Gemeente Vaals |Region Wallonne

Handwerkskammer NV Industriebank

Aachen LIOF, Maastricht |Université de Liege
Universiteit
RWTH Aachen Maastricht SPI+, Liege

AGIT mbH, Aachen Stad Maastricht | Limburgs Universitair Centrum

Rursee-Touristik Gemeente

GmbH fur MRRT e.V. |Heerlen Provinz Belgisch Limburg

DRK-Kreisverband ARCUS College

Aachen-Stadt Heerlen AlD.E.
Versorgungsamt Stichting Euregio
Aachen Maas-Rhein LE FOREM
Gemeente
Kerkrade ZAWM, Eupen

Province de Liége

Table 4.1 Organizations executing more than one project

No country dominates the other. Organizations from all tHree countries are represented
almost equally in the table. However, it becomes obvious that municipalities and regional
governments appear more often than other societal actors. This is true for all three
countries. In order to fully understand which actors are better connected within the

network than others, measures of centrality have to be applied. The centrality of a node
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in a network is a measure of the structural importance of the node. In our case the
number of project partners an organization has is summed up for all of its projects. _
Then, partners that cooperate with that organization in multiple projects are omitted. The
result gives us the number of nodes the organization is connected to in the sense of the
initial definition. After calculating the centrality degree of each organization we can rank

them accordingly (See table 4.2).

Actor Projects Centrality Degree
Provincie Limburg (NL) 8 31
Deutschprachige Gemeinschaft Beligiens 8 - 27
Stadt Aachen 6 23
Kreis Aachen 4 21
RWTH Aachen : ‘ 5 15

Table 4.2 Top 5 Organizations ranked by number of connections

According to this measurement it becomes clear that the number of projects is not
decisive for estimating the centrality of a node. Yet, municipalities and regional
governments still dominate the network when it comes to the number of links.

The Provincie Limburg in the Netherlands leads with connections to 31 different actors,
followed by the German speaking community of Belgium and the city and local
government of Aachen. The university RWTH of Aac.hen is the only non-governmental
actor reaching the top five. It even participates in more projects then the Kreis Aachen.
However, the partners of the RWTH are often the same. They are mostly other

universities such as the University of Maastricht or the Université de Liége. Therefore
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the centrality degree is low for all universities. Municipalities achieve such a high score
simply because they are more diverse in their operations. One could say they act as
hubs between different priority-oriented sub networks. Moreover, no asymmetry of

nationality is apparent from the ranked order of centrality.

4.2.2 Analysis of institutional framework

The Political-Administrative Structure of the Euroregion is comprised of a Board with
representatives of each of the regions and Euroregional Council (Euregiorat). This
Council is lead by a central Presidium, which acts as its primary decision-making b'ody,
and is organized as a bicameral consultative organ. Established in January 1995, the
Council represents one of the few instances of trans-border parliamentarianism within
the European Union. Its 81 members are divided into a chamber of pblitical and social
representatives (51 and 30 members, respectively). The Presidium consists of the
chairmen of both chambers and 10 council representatives. Rather than being elected
by popular suffrage, these members are nominated by the different political, economic
and social actors found. within each partner region, which include established political
parties, chambers of commerce, labour unions and universities.

The rest of the EMR Foundation is made up of a central bureau entrusted with
managing public relations on behalf of the Euregio, as well as coordinating various
working commissions and steering groups engaged in the direct management of
structural fund budgets and projects. There are working groups on four broad themes:
economy, technology, qualification and labour market; nature, environment and traffic;
health care, social and security issues; youth, culture and euroregional identity. Steering

groups are for instance engaged in the management of INTERREG projects, aimed at
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the promotion of economic and social cohesion in the European Union by cross-border,
transnational and interregional cooperation.?®

Since 1991, a whole series of cross-border projects have been implemented in
the territory of the Euregio Meuse-Rhine with the support of INTERREG funds. For the
2000-2006 planning period, the European Commission has allocated the Euregio
Meuse-Rhine Foundation a budget of 52.7 million euro for organising cross-border
projects®. The Council has formulated five different priorities for all possible future
projects. First priority is the improvement of physical infrastructure across the region.
Two measures are to be fulfilled by proposed projects: the improvement of the work
context and the stimulation of cross-border mobility. Here 8 projects have been
established within two different measures.? Mostly municipalities are active within this
sub network flanked by few public transport organizations. The second priority is the
promotion of economic, scientific and technological cooperation, which is to be achieved
by stimulation of new activities and innovative activities and attraction of tourism. 23
projects have been set up making this sub network the largest one. Many tourism
agencies, several municipalities and a few universities work together in this field.

Furthermore, the third priority focuses on protecting the environment. Partners
cooperate in 11 different projects. Predominantly interest groups from the agricultural
field, environmental groups and universities have applied successfully. Measures aim at
protecting the environment, nature and the countryside and the cautious development of

rural areas.

3 Eor a detailed explanation of working groups see www.euregio-mr.eu
WWW.euregio-mr.eu
? see Appendix 1 for details
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The Euroregion’s fourth priority is developing and enhancing its human
resources. This includes strengthening the cross-border job market and offeribng
educational and vocational training. Universities form the largest part of this sub network
with its 14 INTERREG projects. Additionally educational institution and organizations
that are involved in the apprenticeship system cooperate in this field.

Finally, priority five is the stimulation of social integration. For this the MRE has
identified that possible measures should be social integration, promotion of cultural
identity, cooperation between care institutions and organizations and between public
authorities. Twenty projects are funded. Social and cultural interest groups work together
on these projects. In the public authority field it is most municipalities and meso-regional
governments that are represented.

All of these objectives show how all-embracing the MRE programs are. Almost
every aspect of life in the region is eligible for European funding and the ideas and plans
of the Euroregion seem to have no clearly visible border. In this widespread network not
many actors are closely linked. Most of the participating organizations have only4or5
connections within one project. Only local authorities play a central role. Further,
universities do so to some extent. The role of local authorities as system integrators
seems to be crucial for the network to have an integrating effect.

I will now turn to a younger region to see whether similar results can be achieved

and the differences that can be analysed.

4.3 Group of new actors in the Euroregion Frankfurt/Slubice

The European Union has actively participated in the development of the eligible regiohs

on either side of the German-Polish border by co-financing the INTERREG I program
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for the border region of Brandenburg and Lubuskie during the 2000-2006 period. The
total cost of the program is 176.36 million euros, of which the European Regional

Development Fund (ERDF) will contribute 132.25 million.?

4.3.1 ldentification of actors

Proceeding in the same way as with the first Euroregion, the office of the Euroregion Pro
Europa Viadrina in Frankfurt/ Oder was contacted. The data for all projects within the
funding period 2000 to 2006 was retrieved. A total number of 89 projects were set up
within this time frame.?” There was no data on the different partners per project so every
project folder at the office of Pro Europa Viadrina in Frankfurt/ Oder was opened and the
names of the participating partners were retrieved individually. The data was set
together. Five Similar priorities are formulated according to INTERREG IlI regulations.
However, there are differences in priority setting between the two Euroregions. Pro
Europa Viadrina created .an additional priority for projects that concentrate only on
cooperation. So there is no functional purpose except for the fact that people from both
sides of the border get together. The “young life 2004” conference is one example of
these projects. The reason for this additional priority is discussed later. A seventh priority
is special projects. The EU enlargement and the preparation of regiohal strategies to
cope with the changes is one of the few projects in this-field.

Another major difference becomes obvious immediately. It is between the project
design of the German-Polish Euroregion and the procedures of the MRE. In most cases
only two executing organizations have applied for one project. The majority of projects

are pursued by only one polish partner and only a few German partners. This has large

» www .euroregion-viadrina.de
7 see Appendix 2

31


http://www.euroregion-viadrina.de

effects on the network architecture of the Euroregion. In the continuation of the research
this essential difference will remain crucial. There are, however, other findings to be
. made in order to complete the comparative analysis.

Overall 224 organizations are registered within the network of which again
several actors appear more than once. 129 different partners have applied successfully
which meahs that on average actors participate in 1.68 projects. Eighty-nine projects are
funded by INTERREG Il A. Of these projects thirty-two are projects with non-dyadic
clusters having up to six partners per project. Nine mainly infrastructural investment
projects have only one executive organization. Roads leading to the border are perfect
examples for such projects. In general it can be said that the binary architecture of the
network leads to a relatively equal participation of organizations of both countries. 50

projects have one German and one Polish partner.

D Pol

Anstalt fur Berufsausbildung

Stadt Frankfurt(Oder) (ZD2), Gorzow

District Mé&rkisch-Oderland (MOL) Landkreis Gorzower Land

Zachodia Izba Przemyslowo-

HK Frankfurt (Oder) Handlowa (ZIPH) (Kammer)

bbw Bildungszentrum Frankfurt (Oder) |City of Slubice
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EUV Frankfurt (Oder)

Collegium Pollonicum

BIC Frankfurt (Oder) GmbH

Westliche IHK Polens

Landkreis-Oder-Spree

Landkreis Slubice

DRK-Kreisverband Aachen-Stadt

Landkreis Sulecin

Technologiepark Ost-Brandenburg

GmbH

Feuerwehr Slubice

Tourismusverein FFO

Stadt Miedzyrezecz

Forderverein ,Haus Sonnenhiigel“ e.V.

PTTK in Gorzow (Tourism)

Arbeitsinitiative Letschin e.V.

Table 4.3 Organizations executing more than one project

Table 4.3 shows that among actors with several appearances no home nation

dominates the other. Both Polish and German organizations are equally active. But are

they connected equally? To answer this question the same measurement is used as for

the MRE region. The number of official partners in all projects is added up and

compared to other active players. In the respective ranking (table 4.4) we see, similarly

to our first region, that the number of projects is not a decisive factor for determining the

importance of a node. The city of Slubice is involved in six projects. Most of them

however are with the same partner, the city of Frankfurt (Oder). In total Slubice has only

two connections.

Actor

Projects

Degree Centrality

Stadt Frankfurt(Oder)

16

18
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District Markisch-Oderland (MOL) 11 17

Anstalt fur Berufsausbildung (ZDZ), Gorzow 6 11
IHK Frankfurt (Oder) 6 9
Landkreis Gorzower Land 4 8

Table 4.4 Top 5 Organizations ranked by number of connections

Frankfurt is far more important by implementing projects with 18 different organizations.
The German border city leads with 16 projects and 18 links ahead of the District or
Landkreis Markisch Oderland. Two Polish organizations are among the top five. Zaklad
Doskonalenia Zawodowego (ZDZ) is a public institution for apprenticeships, professional
training and education. The corresponding German Industrie- und Handelskammer is
similarly well connected. Gorzéw Wielkopolski is a city in western Poland and one of the
two capitals of Lubusz Voivodeship. The biggest oil fields in Poland are located near
Gorzow. To sum up a very similar picture can be drawn from the ranking in order of the
number of connections. There are three local authorities among the five most important

actors within the Euroregions network.

4.3.2 Analysis of institutional framework

The Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina was created in 1993 and is constituted as two
national sections. In Germany, the Euroregion is constituted as an association of
municipalities, districts, associations, etc. (Verein “Mittlere Oder e. V.") and its office is in
Frankfurt an der Oder. The districts of Markisch-Oderland and Oder-Spree and the

towns Frankfurt (Oder) and Eisenhuttenstadt form the territorial spread of the

membership. “However formal members also include various economic and social




associations” (Grix, Knowles, 2002). On the other side of the border the Euroregion
“involves 28 communal self-governing gminas? in the Polish voivodship? of Lubuskie”
(Grix, Knowlés, 2002). In Poland, it is an association of Polish municipalities with its
headduarters in Gorzéw. On the German side, in Brandenburg, the Euroregions
exceptionally the approval authority, intermediary body (ILB) are responsible for
receiving project drafts and advising on their relevance and eligibility. In Lubusz
Voivodeship, the Regional Contact Point is responsible for receiving project drafts and
advising on their relevance and eligibility. In both cases, the Euroregions are involved in
the following step: in cooperation with the economic and social partners, the Euroregions
provide a statement on the regional integration of the projects and their compliance with
the development and activity concepts of the Euroregions. For each project, the
statement is provided by the whole Euroregion i.e. both the German and the Polish
national sections.

As in the MRE in this program, the Lead Partner principle is also not applied.
Under no circumstances is there a common Lead Partner in charge of the overall project
irhplementation and coordination on both sides of the border. Instead, there is a national
Lead Partner. In the case of a mirror or joint project, for instance, there is a German and
a Polish applicant. Since this cross-border region is a younger one, networks are not
well established. Therefore many projects have the purpose of establishing new
networks. The official INTERREG Il A network that is analysed in this work must be
seen as underlying architecture of several less structured and less visible connections
and cooperations between organizations. This also becomes clear when priority

formulation is considered. The core priorities Economic Cooperation, Development of

% The gmina is the smallest unit of self-goverhment in Poland.
® The voivodship is the term for an administrative province of Poland.
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Infrastructures, the Environment, Rural and Urban Development and Education,
Qualification and Employment are the same with those in Maastricht. There are no
particular measures mentioned and the order also differs from the older Euroregion.
Economic Cooperation is first priority in this region and a total of 20 projects have been
established. There are plans for flanking facilities and entrepreneurial services -
measures to make qualifications available, for example - particularly in the field of future
technologies, cooperation in the realm of research and development policies, joint
product development programs and marketing strategies. The largest subnetwork is
dominated by municipal actors, chambers of commerce and industry from both sides of
the border. Additionally, some universities serve as partners. The second priority is the
development of infrastructures with 15 projects. Under this priority, barriers still existing
in the network of traffic routes will be eliminated in order to cope with the ihcreasing
cross-border traffic. Provision is made for measures concerning both traffic
infrastructures and infrastructures in the fields of telecommunications, and water and
energy supply. One third of the projects are only executed by a single organization. This
is due to the closing of gaps in traffic route systems, predominantly the cycle way
system. The connections to the border justify the use of EU-funds despite the absence
of a cross-border partnership. For the creation of a cross-border network in the sense of
this thesis these projects do not contribute at all. There is a strong dominance of local
authorities in this subnetwork and the clusters are not very large. The number of actors |
per project does not exceed 3.

Furthermore and similarly to the MRE the third priority deals with the protection of
the environment. The essential aims of this priority are the reduction of environmental

pollution and risks, in view of sustainable, environmentally friendly development in the
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border area, the protection of residential areas that are close to nature and to natural
resources, elimination of abandoned industrial waste and cleansing of watercourses
polluted through mining, and the construction of purification plants and waste water
treatment systems. Seven projects are set up by actors, who can be considered
specialists in this field. There are only two organizations within this subnetwork that have
connections to other subnetworks.

In contrast to the MRE the development of rural and urban areas is a separate
priority within the objectives of the Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina. The subject of this
priority is the development of the sparsely populated country regions. Support will be
given to projects for the renovation of villages and to alternative employment initiatives.
Partners cooperate in 10 different projects. Two additional projects have only one
executing organization. Again only local governments are actors with outside
connections. The Euroregion’s fifth priority is developing education, qualification and
employment. “With the backdrop of high structural unemployment, raising the level of
qualification in the labour force acquires decisive importance.”® There are projects for
initial and further “vocational training for young people, for people in or out of work,
further training measures for enterprises and teaching staff for vocational training,'for
youth exchange programs, and for establishing youth and sporting meeting facilities.”*'
The 19 partnerships are characterized by a significant number of educational
institutions. The core connection within these institutions seems to be the cooperation
between the European University Viadrina and the Collegium Polonicum of the Adam-

Mickiewicz-University of Poznan which was opened in 1998. Moreover, of the 4000

% European Commission, Regional Policy INTERREG III A - Action priorities of Brandenburg (D) /
&Voiwodschaft Lubuskie (PL)
ibid.




students at Viadrina around 1000 are Polish. Chambers of commerce and municipalities
are also active within this subnetwork.

Priority six is labelled “Cooperation” in thé sense of coming together or social and |
cultural integration. Thirteen projects serve no specific purpose except to bring people
from both sides of the border together. Another aim formulated by the Euroregion is to
“render the border region more attractive, especially for the younger generation, $0 as to
stop them leaving the area.”®*’These exchanges are organized by a diverse. set of actors
of which only the municipalities appear in other networks. The projects range from youth
conferences such as YOUNG LIFE 2004 to ecumenical meeting places. Especially at
this rather early stage of euroregional cooperation such a priority'seems reasonable.
Finally, the seventh priority is called the special priority and includes 4 projects that are
not allocated to other subnetworks.

The distribution of actors within all clusters and priorities reinforces the
importance of the role that local governments play. Successful Euroregions can only be
created through active municipalities on both side of the border. V\ﬁthdut their

commitment no real network structure comes to existence.

5. Comparative Analysis

Before discussing the network analysis itself, a few interpretations to the comparison of
institutional frameworks are presented. Both Euroregions’ institutions pursﬁe
corresponding strategies. The objectives formulated by the two Euroregions show a
similar approach in both regions. A high priority is given to economic projects in the MRE

as well as in Frankfurt/Slubice. Furthermore, the protection environment plays an

2 ibid.




important role. In the Viadrina region most projects are established in the field of
education, qualification and employment, which is also an important objective of the
MRE. It can therefore be concluded that the structure of subnetworks is comparable in
both Euroregions. The EU funding framework has lead to underlying network
architectures that are almost identical in both regions. Although the MRE'’s projects are
divided further into different measures so that smaller clusters can be identified. | will
now turn to comparing these clustered networks in more detail.

First, | start by comparing general figures. Taking a look at the range of projects
of both regions it can be said that the two Euroregions have distributed their budget
among a similar number of projects. Moreover, they have included a similar number of
organizations. In the Maas Rhine Euroregion network 129 players are involved in 76
projects. In the network of Frankfurt/Slubice 129 organizations participate in 89 projects.
Surprisingly Pro Europa Viadrina has more projects than the MRE but these projects are
significantly smaller. As many as 50 projects have only one German and one Polish
partner. One major difference is therefore the number of partners that projects in both
regions have (Table 5.1). Individual clusters are more notable in the MRE and the
Euroregional network is far denser than that of Frankfurt/Slubice. In the Polish-German
region there is no project that has more than six partners. The MRE has almost an equal

high number of projects with twice as many organizations (1 1.

Partners per Project | 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7| 8| 9/{10|11
MRE 7] 8{10(17(14| 9| 5| 1| 1| 1| 3
Pro Europa Viadrina 9(50(18( 4 4| 4| 0| 0| 0| 0| ©O

Table 5.1 Project size by number of partners




Why do these larger projects not lead to participation of more actors in the MRE? The
reason lies in the different average number of projects an actor participates in (see
Table 5.2). Here the number of all regiétered organizations is divided by the number of
different organizations appearing in the network. The result shows how active the
average player is by finding out how many projects it has on average. We have seen in
_chapter four that Viadrina's top five organizations in terms of connections actually
participate in more projects than the top five of the MRE. The best example is the city of
Frankfurt participating in sixteen projects. The best connected player of the MRE, the
province of Limburg, is only involved in.eight projects. However, the average number of
projects an actor executes is significantly lower in the Pro Europa Viadrina region. This -
demonstrates that a high level of activity is limited to a small number of actors in this

region. A higher amount of organizations participate in only one project.

Maas-Rhine Euroregion |Pro Europa Viadrina

Registered executing

340 224
organizations
Number of actors in network 129 129
Average projects per actor 2.64 1.68

Table 5.2 Comparing basic data

It can be interpreted that the MRE network is more established and better connected.
Actors that are within the network are more active than in the Viadrina network.

Mobilizing capacity is therefore indeed higher in a more mature Euroregion. Socio-

economic relevance of the objectives set by both regions is similar. However, an




increasing mobilizing capacity also affects relevance positively. Thus, more mature
regions are able to fulfil the dreams or meet the objectives that young regions have more
effectively.

In order to answer the last question the connectedness is now compared. To
compare the role of important organizations Degree Centrality is énalysed. For
comparing Degree Centrality of the key players in networks the formula for relative
degree centrality is applied. When dividing the number of contacts each node has by the

highest number of possible links the following results are obtained (see table 5.2 and

5.3).

Actor RD(x)
Stadt Frankfurt(Oder) 0,1385
District Markisch-Oderland (MOL) 0,1308
Anstalt fir Berufsausbildung (ZDZ), Gorzow 0,0846
IHK Frankfurt (Oder) 0,0692
Landkreis Gorzower Land 0,0615

Table 5.3 Top 5 Relative Degree Centrality Frankfurt/Slubice

Actor | RD(x)
Provincie Limburg (NL) 0,2403
Deutschprachige Gemeinschaft Beligiens 0,2093
Stadt Aachen 0,1783
Kreis Aachen 0,1628
RWTH Aachen ' 0,1163




Table 5.4 Top 5 Relative Degree Centrality MRE

It becomes clear that local authorities and other municipal players are significantly better
connected in the MRE. The Province of Limburg might participate in fewer projects than
the city of Frankfurt; it does work together with almost twice as many organizations as
the German municipality. In total, the Province of Limburg is connected to one fourth of
all organizations. The German speaking community of Belgium participates in projects
that involve one fifth of all organizations inside the Euroregional network. Moreover, the
German speaking community of Belgium, the city of Aachen and the district of Aachen
have more links with different partners than Frankfurt/Oder. The best connected player
of the Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina would end up in fifth place in the ranking of
relative degree centrality in the MRE. Furthermore, overall relative degree centrality in
Pro Europa Viadrina is very low. The value of 0.06 of the district Gorzow in Poland is
hardly significant. All other actors have an even lower centrality results. There are
descriptive inferences to be drawn from these figures. Not only does the role of local
authorities as system integrators seem to be crucial for the network to have an
integrating effect. This role does not change with a better connected network. Instead
the importance of these municipalities rises.

Generally, one can say that all actors within the Euroregion Maas-Rhine are
connected quite well and better than in the Euroregion Pro Europa Viadrina. The Dutch
Province of Limburg is twice as degree central in its network as the city of Frankfurt
(Oder). It plays a perfect role as hub between subnetworks. All top five actors also show

a notable diversification in their involvement. The city of Aachen as well as the Province

of Limburg and the German speaking Community in Belgium are active in almost all




priority fields. The German border city Aachen is-involved in projects within four different
priority fields. Although it is not present in the educational network one can say that the
city of Aachen truly is a connector between particular clusters. All top ﬁ\_/e MRE actors
are largely better connected and more important than their counterparts in the east. | will
now answer the last question | have raised. |

How powerful are these networks? Is it more about symbolic meaning of
Euroregions? Are these networks more about ideas than functional logic, efficiency
gains and output generation?

The institutional framework of the Euregio Aachen Maastricht shows that it is
inappropriate to speak of a shift from “tight coupling” to “loose coupling” (Mayntz, 1993:
44). Cross-border regions are linked strongly and communication channels are well
established. The Euregio Council is a prominent example for this. Moreover, the aﬁount
of costs that occur when undergoing the application process is proof of strength of the
ties and interdependence within these networks. The relatively poor institutional coupling
in the Viadrina region shows that such effects also take time and experience. Blatter
(2003) came to a similar result in analyzing the Upper-Rhine-Valley region and the
Konstanz region. He suggests talking of “increasingly organic and less mechanical”
interactions or “elastic coupling” (Blatter, 2003: 513). My hypothesis was that in the
short run symbolic gains overweigh. In the long run however the mobilizing capacity and
socio-economic relevance should increase. The Euregio Céuncil is the Meuse-Rhine's
most bromising achievement. The political groups of the council are formed according to
party affiliation not nationality. Such an institution has not been established in the
Frankfurt/Slubice area. Structures are far less institutionalized in fhe young region. This

leads to less legitimacy of the cross-border actors such as the Euroregion offices. They
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are not as powerful and indisputable as their counterparts in the west may be. A weaker
position is therefore obtained in establishing network relations since the institutional
network itself is not well developed. Concluding it can be said that in the long run
mobilizing capacity and socio-economic relevance do increase. However, in the case of
the MRE increasing output generation leads to “tighter coupling” and stronger
institutions. The organic nature of the network is lost to some extent.

This leads us to think of certain policy recommendations for the Euroregion Pro
Europa Viadrina. Can lessons Be learned from the questions that were answered in this
work?

"The comparison is unfair” said the head of the Euroregion’s office in Frankfurt
(Oder) to me while | was researching in Pro Europa Viadrina’s archives. He was right
and | have admitted throughout this work that both Euroregions are at essentially
different stages of development. Yet, | will try to draw a few conclusioné for further
strategies of the Frankfurt region.

First and far most the role of local authorities as system integrators remains
crucial. If they cannot create an environment of competitive and responsive projept
generation the network approach is jeopardi'zed. All major benefits depend on their
power over the interplay of control and guidance and freedoms of ideas and
cooperation. This role is well adopted by the city of Frankfurt and other German
municipal actors. However, it has to be a high priority in the near future to stimulate the
Polish partners. The Polish local authorities are not diversified enough in their activities.
One reason for this might be the Polish unitary system. Despite all activity in many of the
Candidate Countries in putting in place sub-national bodies, “national governments

remain firmly in control of domestic sub-national actors, and these national governments
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can be seen as gatekeepers in discussions with the Commission and in terms of
-preparation for Structural Funding” (Bailey and De Propris, 2004: 94). While it can be
argued that the Commission has been attempting to use PHARE and Cross-border
regional cboperation to shift Candidate Countries towards a system of multilevel
governance in relation to EU structural policy, it seems that national governments have
quickly learned these so called gate-keeping roles and have been resisting Commission
pressure. It will be interesting to see to what extent the Commission will be able to
encourage this multilevel governance process further and stimulate sub-national
involvement after its regional policy has been established fully and a couble of years of
membership of the CEEC have gone by. The Euroregion itself should encourage Polish
local authorities to increase their activities further.

The second major recommendation is to achieve a higher number of executing
organizations per project. The low average number might be due to the young age of the
region. However, it must not become the usual case or a common pattern.

A third and final recommendation is to develop the institutional framework further.
The MRE's political and cultural success provides a perfect role model. This goal might

be a long-term one considering recent German-Polish tensions but it is not out of reach.

6. Conclusion

The European Commission’s attempt to actively encourage developments that transform
the traditional fixed European three-tier government structure by establishing structural
development programs that are characterized by concepts of “bottom-up” capacity
building across Europe seems to work. The architecture that has been referred to as

multilevel governance or network governance (Hooghe, Marks, 2001) becomes visible in
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Euroregions such as the Maas-Rhine Euroregion and the Pro Europa Viadrina region.
The empirical data displays municipalities, districts and societal actors forming
negotiated agreements in a network form of cooperation.

A North-American example of spatial creation of a supranational region is the
creation of Cascadia. Cascadia is an invented region that connects Canadian province
of British Columbia and the US states of Washington and Oregon. This cooperation
however does not appear to reproduce a territorial form by establishing public governing
bodies and pursuing strategies targeted at a specific territory and its population.
Cascadia remains an image while EU’s Euroregions take action. Another view of the
subject is given by Kramsch (2002) who discusses Euroregions from a postcolonial
perspective. Colonial spatial imagination has tried to naturalize through thé creation of
suggestive maps “the continuity between colony and metropolis” (Kramsch, 2002: 175).
This legacy for Kramsch can explain to some extend the reluctance of Euroregion
citizens to believe in democratic transparency of such imagined and created spaces.
The complicated nature of the organization form MRE adds to this impression. Despite
all complexity the network approach has led to a considerable amount of activity.

The first question | have asked was: How widespread are such Euroregional
networks? The objectives of the two Euroregion show how all-embracing the programs
are. Almost every aspect of life in the region iAs eligible for European funding and the
ideas and plans of the Euroregion seem to have no clearly visible border. The amount of
projects is very large in both regions. Moreover, approximately 130 organizations work
within both networks. This leads us to my central question: Who works in Euroregions?
Not only local governments but many private organizations and societal actors establish

projects with the help of INTERREG funds. All actors cooperate in a form that can be
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seen a practical eiample of “lateral or horizontal patterns of exchange, independent
flows of resources, reciprocal lines of communication” Powell (1990)*. The numbers
and tables confirm the significance of the network pattérn for my research. The set of
actors is large and very divers. The Viadrina network shows as much heterogeneity as
‘ the MRE. Organizations tend to build cluster and subnetworks in their field of operation.
Most of these subnetworks also have a significant size.

In this widespread network actors are linked to different degrees. Some are very
isolated and have only one or two links. Others are central and act as hubs connecting
several subnetworks. These findings respond to the third question block: Which actors
are better linked than others? Does the importance of actors piay a role? In both
Euroregions the role of local authorities as system integrators is essential. They show
the most divers collection of contacts. When ranking actors according to their relative
degree centrality the MRE's local authorities outscore their less connected counterparts
in Frankfurt/Slubice. In general however, the importance of municipalities and
subnational governments is crucial to the existence of both networks.

Furthermore, when comparing the two regions it can be concluded that the MRE
network is better established and connected. Actors that are within the network are more
active than in the Viadrina network. Therefore mobilizing capacity seems to be indeed
higher in a more mature Euroregion. Molreover, the institutional framework reveals

significant differences. In the Euregio Council of the MRE political groups are no longer
formed according to nationality. The Frankfurt/Slubice region has not reached this level
of institutionalization. These findings correspond to my hypothesis that in the short run

symbolic gairis overweigh. The Euroregion Frankfurt/Slubice is still in the first two or

* Quoted from Jones, Hesterly, Borgatti (1997: 915)
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three planning periods. Breaking down cultural barriers and building up comm'unica‘tion
channels are major achievements for such a young region. More mature regions like the
MRE do prove to have an increased socio-economic relevance. Over time, frameworks
seem to be built up that stress the binding character of the network. Euregio Aachen
Maastricht's council can be identified as an example of “tight coupling” rather than “loose
coupling” (Mayntz, 1993: 44). Further research will have to clarify how strong the ties
between organizations within the INTERREG I A funding schemes are legally and
politically. |

In answering my research questions | have used descriptive inference and a
comparative case study. Gerring (2004: 347) notes that there is some “affinity” between
both. Examining two Euroregions proved to be informative and appropriate to show how
policy networks appear and what actors are central. | neither ask nor answer why-
questions. However, my how- and what-questions provide valuable insight into
Euroregional network architecture.

What is to come? In the next INTERREG budget programming period, from 2007
to 2013, all three strands of territorial cooperation — croés-border, transnational and
interregional — are continued. The increase in funding for the next period is not
considerably high. “Heavy pressure on overall expenditure resulted in a budget for
territorial cooperation that increased by only a little, and certainly not in proportion with
the increase in the number of regions and borders that we have seen with EU
enlargement.”** It will be interesting to see and to research whether the younger
Euroregions follow the classic path of the older ones and what stage of integration the

well connected west-European Euroregions will reach next.

% Danuta Hiibner's (Regional Policy) Speech “The benefits of territorial cooperation — now and in the
future” held at Interreg Forum in Stockholm, 17 February 2006
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