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Summary

Summary

European economic, social and territorial cohesion is one of the fundamental aims of the European Union
(EV). It seeks to both reduce the effects of internal borders and enhance European integration. In order to
facilitate territorial cohesion, the linkage of member states by means of efficient cross-border transport
infrastructures and services is an important factor. Many cross-border transport challenges have historically
existed in everyday life. They have hampered smooth passenger and freight flows within the EU.

Two EU policies, namely European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) and the Trans-European Transport
Networks (TEN-T), promote enhancing cross-border transport through cooperation in soft spaces. This
dissertation seeks to explore the influence of these two EU policies on cross-border transport and further
European integration.

Based on an analysis of European, national and cross-border policy and planning documents, surveys with
TEN-T Corridor Coordinators and INTERREG Secretariats and a high number of elite interviews, the
dissertation will investigate how the objectives of the two EU policies were formally implemented in both
soft spaces and the EU member states as well as which practical implementations have taken place. Thereby,
the initiated Europeanisation and European integration processes will be evaluated. The analysis is
conducted in nine preliminary case studies and two in-depth case studies. The cases comprise cross-border
regions funded by the ETC policy that are crossed by a TEN-T corridor. The in-depth analysis explores the
Greater Region Saar-Lor-Lux+ and the Brandenburg-Lubuskie region. The cases are characterised by
different initial situations.

The research determined that the two EU policies support cross-border transport on different levels and,
further, that they need to be better intertwined in order to make effective use of their complementarities.
Moreover, it became clear that the EU policies have a distinct influence on domestic policy and planning
documents of different administrative levels and countries as well as on the practical implementation. The
final implementation of the EU objectives and the cross-border transport initiatives was strongly influenced
by the member states’ initial situations — particularly, the regional and local transport needs. This dissertation
concludes that the two EU policies cannot remove the entirety of the cross-border transport-related
challenges. However, in addition to their financial investments in concrete projects, they promote the
importance of cross-border transport and facilitate cooperation, learning and exchange processes. These are
all of high relevance to cross-border transport development, driven by member states, as well as to further
European integration.

The dissertation recommends that the transport planning competences of the EU in addition to the TEN-T
network should not be enlarged in the future, but rather further transnational transport development tasks
should be decentralised to transnational transport planning committees that are aware of regional needs and
can coordinate a joint transport development strategy. The latter should be implemented with the support of
additional EU funds for secondary and tertiary cross-border connections. Moreover, the potential
complementarities of the transnational regions and transport corridors as well as the two EU policy fields
should be made better use of by improving communication. This means that soft spaces, the TEN-T and ETC
Policy as well as the domestic transport ministries and the domestic administrations that are responsible for
the two EU policies need to intensify their cooperation. Furthermore, a focus of future ETC projects on topics
that are of added value for the whole cross-border region or else that can be applied in different territorial
contexts is recommended rather than investing in small-scale scattered expensive infrastructures and services
that are only of benefit for a small part of the region. Additionally, the dissemination of project results should
be enhanced so that the developed tools can be accessed by potential users and benefits become more visible
to a wider society, despite the fact that they might not be measurable in numbers. In addition, the research
points at another success factor for more concrete outputs: the frequent involvement of transport and spatial
planners in transnational projects could increase the relation to planning practice. Besides that, advanced
training regarding planning culture could reduce cooperation barriers.
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Kurzfassung

Eines der grundlegenden Ziele der Europdischen Union (EU) ist der wirtschaftliche, soziale und territoriale
Zusammenhalt. Zu diesem Zweck sollen sowohl die innereuropéischen Grenzbarrieren abgebaut als auch die
europdische Integration gestarkt werden. Wichtige Faktoren fir den territorialen Zusammenhalt der
Mitgliedsstaaten sind  effiziente grenzlberschreitende Verkehrsinfrastrukturen und  &ffentliche
Verkehrsdienstleistungen. Bis heute erschweren jedoch diverse Hindernisse tagtaglich den reibungslosen
grenziberschreitenden Personen- und Giiterverkehr innerhalb der EU.

Zwei EU-Politiken, die Europdische Territoriale Zusammenarbeit (ETZ) und die Trans-Europaischen
Verkehrsnetze (TEN-V), sollen dem Ausbau des grenziberschreitenden Verkehrs durch die
Zusammenarbeit in sogenannten ,Soft Spaces* dienen. Ziel dieser Dissertation ist es, den Einfluss dieser
beiden EU-Politiken auf den grenziiberschreitenden Verkehr und die weitere europdische Integration zu
untersuchen.

Basierend auf einer Analyse von europdischen, nationalen und grenziberschreitenden Politik- und
Planungsdokumenten, Umfragen unter TEN-V Korridor Koordinatoren und INTERREG Sekretariaten und
einer hohen Anzahl von Experteninterviews untersucht und evaluiert die Dissertation, wie die Ziele der EU-
Politiken sowohl formell als auch praktisch in ,Soft Spaces‘ und EU-Mitgliedsstaaten umgesetzt wurden.
Auf diese Weise werden die potenziell initiierten Europaisierungs- und europaische Integrationsprozesse
bewertet. Im Rahmen der Analyse werden neun Vorstudien und zwei tiefergehenden Fallstudien
vorgenommen. Bei den Fallbeispielen handelt es sich um durch unterschiedliche Ausgangslagen geprégte
Grenzregionen, die von der ETZ-Politik geférdert und von einem TEN-V Korridor durchquert werden. Dabei
werden die GroRregion Saar-Lor-Lux+ und die Grenzregion Brandenburg-Lubuskie im Detail untersucht.

Die Untersuchung zeigt, dass die beiden EU-Politiken grenziiberschreitenden Verkehr auf unterschiedlichen
Ebenen unterstiitzen. Sie macht daruber hinaus klar, dass die beiden Politiken mehr miteinander verzahnt
werden mussen, um sich wechselseitig optimaler erganzen zu kénnen. Weiterhin wird deutlich, dass die EU-
Politiken die politischen und planerischen Dokumente der verschiedenen nationalen administrativen Ebenen
sowie deren Umsetzung in die Praxis in differenzierter Art und Weise beeinflussen. Die schlussendliche
Umsetzung der EU-Politikziele und der grenziiberschreitenden Verkehrsinitiativen wird stark durch die
unterschiedlichen Ausgangslagen in den Mitgliedsstaaten — insbesondere die regionalen und lokalen
Verkehrsbedirfnisse — gepragt. Die vorliegende Dissertation zieht die Schlussfolgerung, dass die beiden EU-
Politiken nicht alle Herausforderungen des grenziiberschreitenden Verkehrs meistern kénnen. Es zeigt sich
jedoch, dass die EU-Politiken die Bedeutung des grenziiberschreitenden Verkehrs hervorheben und neben
der finanziellen Unterstiitzung von konkreten Projekten die Zusammenarbeit sowie Lern- und
Austauschprozesse zwischen den EU-Mitgliedsstaaten fordern. Diese Aspekte sind von hoher Relevanz fiir
die von den Mitgliedsstaaten gesteuerte eigenverantwortliche grenziiberschreitende Verkehrsentwicklung
sowie fir die weitere européische Integration.

Die Dissertation empfiehlt, die Verkehrsplanungskompetenzen der EU, zusétzlich zu den bereits bestehenden
Kompetenzen im TEN-V Netz, in Zukunft nicht weiter auszubauen. Stattdessen sollte eine weitere
transnationale Verkehrsentwicklungsplanung dezentralisiert in transnationalen Verkehrsplanungskomitees,
welche die regionalen und lokalen Verkehrsbedirfnisse besser kennen und gemeinsame
Verkehrsentwicklungsstrategien leichter steuern konnen, organisiert werden. Die Umsetzung dieser
Strategien wiirde von zusétzlichen EU-Fordermitteln fir sekundére und tertidre grenziiberschreitende
Verbindungen profitieren. Zusatzlich missen die potenziellen Komplementaritaten der transnationalen
Kooperationsraume und Verkehrskorridore sowie der zwei EU-Politikfelder durch eine verbesserte
Kommunikation starker genutzt werden. Das heift, dass sowohl die ,Soft Spaces® als auch die TEN-V und
ETZ-Politik sowie die Verkehrsministerien der EU-Mitgliedsstaaten und die nationalen Verwaltungen, die
fir die Umsetzung der beiden EU-Politiken zusténdig sind, ihre Zusammenarbeit intensivieren miissen.
AuBerdem wird empfohlen, dass sich zukunftige ETZ-Projekte, anstatt in kleinrdumig verstreute, teure
Infrastrukturen oder 6ffentliche Verkehrsprojekte zu investieren, welche lediglich einen Mehrwert fiir einen
Vv
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kleinen Teilraum aufweisen, auf Themen konzentrieren, die entweder flr die gesamte Grenzregion von
Nutzen sind oder die in unterschiedlichen raumlichen Kontexten angewendet werden kénnen. Die in diesem
Zusammenhang erarbeiteten ,Tools und Ergebnisse sollen - auch wenn sie nicht unmittelbar in Zahlen
messbar sind — durch verbesserte Offentlichkeitsarbeit innerhalb der EU und deren Mitgliedsstaaten sichtbar
gemacht und anderen potenziellen Nutzern zur Verfligung gestellt werden. Schliellich zeigt die vorliegende
Untersuchung einen weiteren Erfolgsfaktor fiir konkretere Gewinne auf: Verkehrs- und Raumplaner sollten
h&ufiger in transnationale Projekte eingebunden werden, um den Bezug der Projekte zur Planungspraxis zu
erhdhen. Aulerdem konnten Barrieren der Zusammenarbeit durch Weiterbildungen im Bereich
Planungskultur abgebaut werden.

VI



Résumé francais

Résumé francais

La cohésion économique, sociale et territoriale est 1'un des objectifs fondamentaux de 1’Union
Européenne(UE). Elle aspire a réduire a la fois les effets des frontiéres intérieures et améliorer 1’intégration
européenne. Les facteurs importants pour la cohésion territoriale des états membres sont ’articulation entre
les états membres par des moyens accordés a I’efficacité des infrastructures de transport transfrontalier et de
services est un important facteur. De nombreux défis historiques en termes de transports transfrontalier ont
au travers du temps génés les flux de fret et de passagers au sein de I’UE.

Deux politiques européennes : Coopération Territoriale Européenne (CTE) et le Réseau Transeuropéen de
Transport (RTE-T), encouragent 1’amélioration du transport transfrontalier en coopération au sein des ‘soft
spaces‘. Ce mémoire questionnera 1’influence de ces deux politiques sur le transport transfrontalier et leur
maniére de favoriser 1’intégration européenne.

Basé sur I’analyse des politiques et documents européens, nationaux et transfrontalier, enquété avec le
coordinateurs RTE-T corridors, les secrétariats INTERREG, et de nombreuses interviews de dirigeants, le
mémoire va examiner I’implémentation des objectifs des deux politiques dans les ‘soft spaces* et les membres
de I’UE ainsi que le déroulement concret de leurs applications. L’initiale européanisation et le processus
d’intégration européenne seront évalués. L’analyse sera conduite en neuf études de cas préliminaire et deux
cas approfondis. Il s’agira de cas en régions transfrontaliéres soutenu par le CTE et traversée par le corridor
RTE-T. L’analyse des cas approfondis se déroulera en Grande région Saar-Lor-Lux+ et la région
Brandenburg-Lubuskie. Ces cas sont caractérisés par deux situations initiales différentes.

Les recherches ont déterminé que deux politiques européennes de soutiens au transport transfrontalier a
différents niveaux ont besoin d’étre interdépendantes afin d’étre complémentaires et efficaces. Plus que cela,
il apparait que les politiques européennes ont une influence notable sur les politiques et documents
d’aménagements des différents niveaux administratif et sur leurs mis en ceuvre. D un point de vue pratique,
les objectifs de I’UE et les initiatives de transport au-dela des frontiéres sont fortement influencé par les
situations initiales des états — en particulier, les demandes locales et régionales en transport. Ce mémoire
conclut que ces deux politiques de 'UE ne peuvent se dissocier des problématiques du transport
transfrontaliers. Cependant, en plus des investissements dans des projets concrets, elles promeuvent
I’importance d’un transport transfrontalier coordonné et rendent possible la coopération, les processus
d’apprentissage et d’échange. Toutes ces raisons montrent la pertinence du développement du transport
transfrontalier piloté par les états membres autant qu’a travers une intégration européenne accrue.

Ce mémoire recommande que la compétence en planification de transport de I’'UE et du réseau RTE-T ne
soit plus élargie dans le futur. Il s’agira plutét qu’un développement d’un transport transnational,
d’encourager une décentralisation vers une planification en comités qui connaissent les besoins régionaux et
peuvent coordonner une stratégie de développement de transport. Il faudra ensuite mettre en place avec 1’aide
des fonds UE nécessaires les connexions transfrontaliéres secondaires et tertiaires. De plus, le potentiel des
complémentarités des régions transnationales et des corridors de transport autant que des deux politiques de
I’UE peuvent permettre d’améliorer la communication entre régions. Cela signifie que les ‘soft spaces‘, le
RTE-T et le CTE ainsi que les ministéres et administrations locales concernées doivent intensifier leur
coopération. Par ailleurs, une attention doit étre portée sur les futurs projets CTE donnant une plus valu a
I’ensemble de la région transfrontaliére ou qui peut étre appliqué a différents contextes territoriaux plutot
qu’un investissement a petite échelle dispersé dans des structures couteuses et des services qui ne
bénéficieront qu’a une petite partie de la région. La dissémination des retombés des projets doit étre accru
tant bien que les outils développé soit accessible aux utilisateurs potentiels et deviennent visible au plus grand
nombre, malgré le fait que cela ne puissent étre chiffré. De plus, des éléments de recherches pointent d’autres
potentiels concrets de succes : la participation fréquente des aménageurs au sein de projets transnationaux
améliorera leurs méthodes et pratiques. En outre, ces collaborations spécifiques contribueront a réduire les
barrieres de la coopération transfrontaliere.
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Létzebuergesch Résumé

Létzebuergesch Résumé

Eent vun de fundamentalen Ziler vun der Europédescher Unioun (EU) ass déi wirtschaftlech, sozial an
territorial Kohdsioun. Dofir solle souwuel déi bannenzeg europaesch Grenzbarriéren ofgebaut ginn, wéi och
déi europdesch Integratioun verstderkt ginn. Wichteg Faktore fir den territorialen Zesummenhalt vun de
Memberstaate sinn efficace grenziwwerschreidend Verkéiersinfrastrukturen an éffentlech Transportservicer.
Bis haut erschwéieren énnerschiddlech Hindernisser dagdeeglech e glate  grenziwwerschreidende
Passagéier- a Frachtverkéier innerhalb vun der EU.

Zwou EU-Politiken, déi europdesch territorial Zesummenaarbecht (ETZ) an déi transeuropéesch
Verkéiersnetzer (TEN-V) sollen der Expansioun vum grenziwwerschreidenden Verkéier duerch
d'Zesummenaarbecht a sougenannten "Soft Spaces" déngen. Den Zweck vun déser Dissertatioun ass et,
d'Auswierkunge vun deenen zwou EU-Politiken op de grenziwwerschreidenden Verkéier an eng weider
européesch Integratioun ze préiwen.

Baséierend op der Analys vun europédeschen, nationalen an transnationale Politik- a Plangungsdokumenter,
Emfroen téscht TEN-V Korridor-Koordinateuren an INTERREG-Sekretariater, a villen Expertinterviewer,
énnersicht an evaluéiert dés Dissertatioun, wéi d'Ziler vun der EU-Politik souwuel formell wei och praktesch
an den "Soft Spaces" an an EU-Memberstaaten émgesat ginn. Op dés Manéier ginn déi potenziell an d'Weeér
geleeten europadiséierungs- an europédesch Integratiounsprozesser evaluéiert. Am Kader vun der Analys ginn
néng Virstudien an zwou méi déifgraifend Fallstudien duerchgefouert. D'Fallstudien si Grenzregiounen, déi
sech duerch verschidden initial Situatiounen auszeechnen, déi duerch d'ETZ-Politik geférdert ginn vun
engem TEN-V Korridor duerchquert ginn. D'Groussregioun Saar-Lor-Lux+ an d'Grenzregioun wvu
Brandenburg-Lubuskie ginn am Detail iwwerpréift.

D'Studie weist, datt déi zwou EU-Politiken de grenziwwerschreidende Verkéier op verschiddene Niveauen
énnerstétzen. Et ass och kloer ze maachen, datt déi zwou Politiken méi no beienee komme mussen, fir sech
géigesaiteg besser ze ergénzen. D'Studie weist och, datt d'Politik vun der EU en Afloss op déi politesch a
planeresch Dokumenter vun de verschiddenen nationalen administrativen Niveaué wéi och hir praktisch
Emsetzung differenzéiert beaflosst. Déi definitiv Emsetzung vun den EU-politeschen Ziler an den
transnationalen Verkéiersinitiativen gétt staark beaflosst vun de verschiddene Ausgankssituatioune vun de
Memberstaaten - besonnesch regional a lokal Transportnoutwendegkeeten. Déi aktuell Dissertatioun zitt
d'Schlussfolgerung, datt déi europdesch Politiken net all déi Erausfuerderunge vum grenziwwerschreidende
Verkéier meeschtere kénnen. Et ass awer kloer, datt d'Politik vun der EU op d'Wichtegkeet vum
grenziwwerschreidenden Verkéier ageet an nieft der finanzieller Ennerstétzung fir spezifesch Projeten
d'Kooperatioun, d'Léier an d'Verhandlungsprozesser téschent de Memberstaate vun der EU férdert. Dés
Aspekter si vu grousser Bedeitung fir déi selbstverantwortlech  grenziwwerschreidend
Verkéiersentwéecklung, déi vun de Memberstaate verwalt gétt a fir déi weider europdesch Integratioun.

D'Dissertatioun recommandéiert, datt d'Kompetenz vun der Verkéiersplanung vun der EU, zousétzlech zu de
bestoende Kompetenzen am TEN-V-Netz, an Zukunft net weider ze entwéckelen. Amplaz heivu soll eng
transnational Verkeéiersentwécklungsplanung dezentraliséiert an transnational Verkéiersplangungscomitéé
ginn, déi besser wéssen, wat déi regional a lokal Verkéiersbedlrfnesser sinn a gemeinsam
Verkéiersentwécklungsstrategien organiséieren. D'Emsetzung vun dése Strategien géif vun der zousatzlecher
EU-Finanzéierung fir sekundar an tertiar grenziwwerschreidend Verbindunge profitéieren.

Zousatzlech mussen déi potenziell Ergdnzunge vun den transnationale Kooperatiounsrdim an den
Verkéierskorridor wéi och déi zwou EU-Politike duerch eng méi effizient Kommunikatioun méi effektiv
gemaach ginn. Dat bedeit, datt d"'Softspaces" wéi dTEN-T an d'ETZ Politiken wéi och d'Transportministéré
vun den EU-Memberstaaten an déi national Administratiounen, déi fir d'Emsetzung vun den EU- Politike
verantwortlech sinn, hir Zesummenaarbecht intensivéiere mussen. Et gétt och recommandéiert, datt
zukiinfteg ETZ-Projeten, amplaz a klengrdimeg verstreeten an deier Infrastrukturen ze investéieren, déi
némmen e Mehrwert fir e klengen Deelraum opweisen, sech op Themen ze fokusséieren, déi fir ganz
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Grenzregiounen vun Notze sinn oder déi an énnerschiddleche rdimleche Kontexter kénnen ugewant ginn.
D'Tools an d'Resultater, déi an désem Kontext erreecht ginn, och wa se net direkt miessbar sinn, sollen duerch
eng verbessert Effentlechkeetsaarbecht an der EU an an hire Memberstaate sichtbar gemaach ginn an anere
potenzielle Benotzer zur Verfligung gestallt ginn.

Schlussendlech weist déi aktuell Etude e weideren Erfollegsfaktor fir méi konkret Gewénner op: Verkéiers-
a Raumplaner sollte méi dacks bei transnationale Projeten agebonne ginn, fir de Bezuch vun de Projeten an
d'Planungspraxis ze erhéijen. Zousétzlech kéinten d'Barrieré vun der Zesummenarbecht duerch
d'Weiderbildung op dem Gebitt vun der Planungskultur reduzeéiert ginn.
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Podsumowanie

Gospodarcza, spoteczna i terytorialna spdjnos¢ Europy jest jednym z podstawowych celow Unii Europejskiej
(UE). Unia dazy zarowno do zmniejszenia barier wynikajacych z granic wewnetrznych, jak i poglebienia
integracji europejskiej. Dla wzmacniania spojnosci terytorialnej wazne jest powigzanie panstw
cztonkowskich za pomoca skutecznej transgranicznej infrastruktury i ustug transportowych. Do dzi$ istnieje
ciagle wiele przeszkod utrudniajacych ptynny przeptyw pasazerow i towarow w UE.

Dwie polityki UE, mianowicie Europejska Wspodtpraca Terytorialna (ETC) i Transeuropejska Sie¢
Transportowa (TEN-T), promuja transgraniczny transport poprzez wspotprace w ramach tzw. ,,soft spaces”.
Niniejsza rozprawa ma na celu zbadanie wptywu tych dwoch polityk UE na transport transgraniczny i dalsza
integracje europejska.

Na podstawie analizy udokumentowanych europejskich, krajowych i transgranicznych polityk i plandw,
ankiet z koordynatorami korytarzy TEN-T i oddziatami INTERREG, oraz licznych wywiadow z ekspertami,
rozprawa ta zbada jak cele obu polityk UE sa wdrazane oficjalnie i w praktyce, zarowno na terytorium ,,soft
spaces”, jak 1 w panstwach cztonkowskich UE. W ten sposdb ocenione zostang zainicjowane procesy
europeizacji 1 integracji europejskiej. Analiza zostala przeprowadzona w formie dziewieciu wstepnych i
dwoch doglebnych studiow przypadku. Wstepne studia obejmujg roéznorodne regiony transgraniczne
finansowane z polityki ETC, ktdre przecina korytarz TEN-T. Szczegdlows analizg objety jest region Saar-
Lor-Lux+ oraz region Brandenburgia-Lubuskie.

Badania wykazaty, ze wspomniane polityki UE wspieraja transport transgraniczny w ré6znym zakresie, co
wskazuje, ze powinny one by¢ wzajemnie $ciSlej zazebione w celu skutecznego wykorzystania ich
komplementarnosci. Ponadto zaobserwowano, iz te polityki UE wywierajg zmienny wplyw na polityki i
inicjatywy panstwowe w réznych krajach oraz na réznych szczeblach administracyjnych, a takze na ich
praktyczne wdrazanie. Finalna realizacja celow UE i transportowych inicjatyw transgranicznych jest silnie
uzalezniona od pozycji wyjsciowej, w szczegolnosci co do regionalnych i lokalnych potrzeb transportowych
panstw czltonkowskich. Niniejsza rozprawa wnioskuje, ze analizowane polityki UE nie rozwigzuja
catoksztattu wyzwan zwigzanych z transportem transgranicznym. Promujg one jednak znaczenie transportu
transgranicznego; i oprocz inwestycji finansowych w konkretne projekty, utatwiajg wspotprace, procesy
uczenia si¢ 1 wymiany. Aspekty te majg duze znaczenie dla transgranicznego rozwoju transportu
realizowanego przez panstwa cztonkowskie, a takze dla dalszej integracji europejskiej.

Rozprawa ta doradza, aby w przysztosci nie poszerza¢ kompetencji w zakresie planowania transportu UE
ponad dotychczasowe kompetencje sieci TEN-T. Dalsze ponadnarodowe plany rozwoju transportu powinny
by¢ zdecentralizowane do ponadnarodowych komitetow planowania transportu, §wiadomych potrzeb
regionalnych i zdolnych do koordynacji wspdlnej strategii rozwoju transportu. Ich tworzenie powinno
nastgpi¢ przy wsparciu dodatkowych funduszy unijnych na drugo- i trzeciorzedne potgczenia transgraniczne.
Ponadto  optymalne  wykorzystywanie potencjalu = wzajemnej komplementarnosci  regiondow
ponadnarodowych i korytarzy transportowych, jak rowniez obu analizowanych polityk UE wymaga poprawy
komunikacji. To jest, kadry ,,soft spaces”, polityki TEN-T i ETC, krajowe ministerstwa transportu i
administracje odpowiedzialne za te dwie polityki UE musza zintensyfikowac wspotprace. Ponadto zaleca si¢
skoncentrowanie przysztych projektow ETC na inwestycjach, ktdre majg warto$¢ dodang dla catego regionu
przygranicznego, lub tych, ktoére moga by¢ stosowane w roznych kontekstach terytorialnych, w odréznieniu
od drogich porozrzucanych inwestycji na matla skale, korzystnych tylko dla matej czgéci regionu. Nalezy
rowniez zwiekszy¢ publiczne rozpowszechnianie wynikow wdrazanych projektow — mimo iz nie zawsze
maja one liczbowy wymiar — aby potencjalni uzytkownicy mogli uzyskiwaé dostgp do opracowanych
narzgdzi, a korzy$ci staty si¢ widoczne dla szerszego spoleczenstwa. Badania wskazuja tez, ze
zaangazowanie planistow przestrzennych i transportowych w projekty ponadnarodowe przyczynia si¢ do ich
sukcesu w konkretnych wynikach, dodatkowo zblizajac realizacje projektow z praktyka ich planowania.
Szkolenia w dziedzinie kultury planistycznej maja ponadto potencjat przetamywania barier wspotpracy.
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1 Introduction — Research questions — Methodology

1 Introduction — Research questions — Methodology

1.1 Introduction to the topic, research problem and state of the art

Despite almost 30 years of European cooperation, European Union (EU) policy still considers the
European border regions to lack integration (European Commission 2011a, 2). In addition to the
different languages, domestic regulations, policies, responsibilities, cultures and practices that divide
spatially contiguous territories at the national border (Ricq 2006, 34), inefficient cross-border transport
infrastructures and services represent crucial barriers to the desired European territorial integration.

The establishment of the European Single Market enabled the free movement of people, goods, services
and capital across the national borders of member states of the European Union (European Commission
2014f). The Schengen Agreement of 1985 additionally facilitated this free movement by abolishing
controlst when crossing national borders within the territory of the EU (European Commission 2009b).
Although the barriers of national borders were intended to be brought down by means of these policies,
the effects of the borders are actually still observable, for example, insufficient cross-border (public)
transport infrastructures influence the daily life and routine of cross-border commuters and inhabitants
of border regions. Further, bottlenecks and inefficient cross-linked transport systems at borders are still
the reality within large parts of the EU (European Commission 2011a, 2) with the new member states
of the EU in particular being considered to not be efficiently connected (Monti 2010, 65).

In most countries, transport development was originally steered at a national level. National politicians
and civil servants defined and managed the maintenance and construction of the main transport
infrastructures for their sovereign territory, with the technical support of spatial planners, transport
planners, architects or civil engineers (Marshall 2014). This practice worked quite well for many years
during times when state borders demarcated national economic activities and when there was no frequent
need to cross national borders. The national transport systems were totally independent from those of
their neighbouring countries (Ruidisch 2013, 102). Each country had its own administrative and legal
structures, traditions, cultures, policies and instruments in the field of spatial and transport planning as
well as in the countries’ fundamental systems for their demarcated territory. Hence, the countries’
legitimacy was bound exclusively to the national territorial boundaries, which kept the countries distinct
from each other.

The whole order of the nationally demarcated systems was changed when the idea of a European
Community? became a reality. European integration led to the development of agreements and policies
containing aims for future common development. Since the Treaty of Rome of 1957, European cohesion
has aimed to reach between the growing number of member states (Council of the European
Communities 1957): regional disparities being minimised in order to ensure the balanced and
sustainable development of the EU under the Cohesion Policy (Peters 2003, 322f.). Based on incentives,
for example, European Territorial Cooperation (ETC), neighbouring member states cooperate across
borders to increase integration and strengthen cross-border regions. Thus, the national isolation of the
member states had to give way to an opening of the national borders if they were to be able to cooperate.
The ETC policy of 2014-2020 supports the minimisation of CO, emissions and the removal of
bottlenecks in cross-border transport infrastructures (European Parliament and Council of the European
Union 20133, 6, 2013c, 9).

! Since summer 2015, temporary border controls have been reintroduced in several member states due to a refugee crisis and
the related threats to internal security (European Commission 2016b, 2f.). However, a roadmap was prepared in the spring of
2016 to guide a return to the Schengen achievements as soon as possible (European Commission 2016a, 2). As of February
2017, internal border controls still exist in nine countries (European Commission 2017c).

2 Later renamed as the European Union.
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The construction of transport infrastructure connections across borders has been seen as a means of
creating a Europe-wide network and overcoming national borders. Therefore, it was also decided in the
Treaty of Rome to establish a common European Transport Policy (Council of the European
Communities 1957, art. 74ff.). That policy should support the establishment of a common market,
economic growth as well as the harmonious and competitive development of the EU territory (Council
of the European Communities 1957, 2; European Commission 2011a, 3). Since then, there have been
ambitious attempts to coordinate the development of important transport axes at a European level,
particularly by means of the Trans-European Transport Networks (TEN-T), which were introduced in
1992 by the Treaty of Maastricht as a community policy area. The EU committed itself to establish and
develop a European transport network as well as to enhance interoperability between the national
networks. Additionally, the access of all European citizens to these networks was to be ensured
(European Union 1993, 129). The TEN-T core network shall consist of the most strategically important
multimodal transport corridors and it concentrates on the main bottlenecks, multimodal knots and cross-
border linkages. In the long-term, an efficient additional comprehensive European network shall be put
into place (European Commission 2011a, 3).

However, as there is no EU competence in spatial planning, the transport planning instruments that are
needed to implement the ambitious European transport goals have not been coordinated within the EU.
The responsible national administrations are still not linked across borders and they follow different
planning processes and hierarchies despite being charged with similar tasks. As transport and spatial
planning have been traditionally bound to national administrative territories, the path-dependent strict
territorial demarcation of planning responsibilities and competences remains a challenge (Marshall
2014). Indeed, the jurisdiction and responsibility of transport planners stop at the border. Therefore,
inefficient cross-border infrastructures often remain even if the bordering countries are willing to
cooperate and jointly plan their transport development (Robert et al. 2001). Additionally, differences in
planning cultures complicate coordinated transport development (Giorgi et al. 1999).

Hence, a question remains regarding how the ambitious developed EU policies, that is, European
Territorial Cooperation and Trans-European Transport Networks, contribute to the better coordination
of transport planning between member states and thereby, ultimately, to an enhancement of cross-border
transport within the cross-border regions of the EU.

This dissertation project embraces a number of research fields:

EU policy making, coordination and implementation.

EU Transport Policy, cross-border transport and transport infrastructure.

EU Cohesion Policy, border regions, cross-border cooperation and soft spaces.

European integration, Europeanisation and multi-level governance.

Only a few publications have addressed a similar research problem as that considered in this dissertation.

These publications will be described briefly in the following paragraphs in order to position the
dissertation project at hand in relation to the current state of the art.

The study entitled “The potential of closing the missing links of small scale infrastructure in
Europe’s border regions for growth and employment — Recommendations for the way ahead”
(Pucher, Weiss, and Schausberger 2016), which was conducted for the Committee of the Region and
published in 2016, analyses the potential financial instruments that might be used to practically develop
missing small-scale cross-border road and rail connections within the EU. It also relates to the ETC and
TEN-T policies. Ten short case studies of cross-border regional transport are analysed. In the end,
recommendations are formulated to enhance the development of small-scale cross-border
infrastructures. Therefore, it addresses the challenges inherent in cross-border transport development
within the European cross-border regions and it thus has a similar focus to this dissertation. However,
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the publication neither attempts to analyse the implementation of the two policies nor is it based on a
theoretical framework.

A highly relevant publication is a PhD thesis from 2015, namely “Cross-border cooperation in the
Fehmarn Belt Region: A political integration perspective” (Guasco 2015). Guasco investigates a
case study from the Fehmarn Belt cross-border region, which is crossed by a TEN-T priority project.
The aim is to define the influence of such large-scale investment and strategy on cross-border
cooperation at a subnational level as well as regional integration. Guasco focuses on the influence of the
TEN-T policy on the governance structures and actors involved in cross-border cooperation. The
structural challenges that exist in the establishment of common cross-border transport policies are also
investigated. The theoretical framework is based on the concepts of multi-level governance and policy
networks, and it discusses the relation between actors and territory within cross-border cooperation. This
also involves the relation between policy-making, planning and governance. The methods used are
literature and data analysis, interviews and observations. The work does not take into account the
coordination of the Cohesion Policy and Transport Policy, and it does not apply an implementation
analysis of both EU policies on cross-border transport in practice. Instead, it analyses the impact on
cross-border governance and the cooperation structures within one border region. Additionally, the main
analysis focuses on only one case and it does not include a comparison with other cross-border regions
that might show totally different development. This is a very valuable and interesting study that
contributes to the research realm. The present dissertation project will build on some of Guasco’s
findings on cross-border (transport) planning and governance.

In his doctoral thesis, “Towards a ‘Europe of Flows’? Discourse, power and space in the
development of a transnational high-speed rail line in the European Union” (Garcia Mejuto 2015),
Garcia Mejuto investigates the territorial impact of the development of a transnational rail line. The
study is based on a discourse analysis, power theories and discussions concerning scale and relationality
that have been applied in the Basque Country in Spain. It investigates the political discourse on different
levels as well as the impact on the policy process (ibid.). This study is very relevant as it combines
research on policy making and transnational infrastructure planned at an EU level and it reveals the
difficulties in the implementation. It also questions the right level of planning for such an infrastructure.
However, it does not analyse the impact of the EU Transport and Cohesion Policy on a cross-border
transport case, but rather the situation within one administrative region.

The publication entitled ““The European Union and Major Infrastructure Policies: The Reforms of
the Trans-European Networks Programmes and the Implications for Spatial Planning” (Marshall
2014) by Marshall analyses the relation between the growing EU competence in transport development
and spatial planning at a regional level. It discusses the final revision of the Trans-European Networks
in transport and energy that envisages the determination of the transport development for the whole EU
territory by defining priority projects of ‘European interest’ and mapping out European corridors within
a ‘core network’. He expects that these EU plans will have a strong impact on both spatial planning and
transport development. This process is analysed against a background of changed governmental
processes on the part of member states (‘rescaling” and ‘re-ordering”) and sectoral decision making.
There is a special focus on the European macro-regions whose subregions might suffer from an even
more complicated implementation of the policies (ibid.). With this analysis, the publication evaluates
the impact of the EU TEN-T policy on the member states’ governmental power and spatial planning,
which is very valuable. It combines transport and spatial planning and follows a top-down impact
approach. However, it does not focus specifically on cross-border transport and cooperation beyond the
macro-regional strategies.
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In his dissertation project entitled “How international borders affect local public transport: Analyses
and evaluations of cross-border agglomerations in Switzerland, France and Germany” (Barth
2014), Barth investigates the border effect on local public transport within large and highly dense
agglomerations that are divided by national borders. The challenges are analysed and potential solutions
are developed. The study focuses on the cross-border metropolitan regions of Basel and Geneva that
involve Germany, France and Switzerland. A literature review investigates the particular border context
seen in such cross-border agglomerations, the organisation of local public transport and the development
of cross-border transport services. The other methods used include surveys and a spatial analysis based
on a geographic information system (GIS) (ibid.). The study focuses on cross-border transport and public
transport in larger agglomerations, but it does not take into account EU policies and their implementation
and influence on cross-border transport. Nor does it discuss concepts related to EU policy making and
implementation. Still, it presents the status quo as well as the problems of cross-border transport in a
special setting and it is therefore very valuable.

In his PhD thesis, “The Corridor Chronicles - Integrated perspectives on European transport
corridor development” (Witte 2014), Witte investigates the added value of the development of an
integrated European transport corridor, that is, taking into account the multiple layers involved when
developing a transport corridor besides the transport itself (e.g. social integration, environmental
protection and the integration of the different administrative levels). He analyses how the management
of the development at a transnational level contributes to a more effective implementation than planning
at a local level (ibid., 23). He also analyses the effects of European transport corridors - as a spatial
concept facing current trends such as globalisation - on governance practices (ibid., 24). The dissertation
project analyses different conceptualisations of corridors and evaluates the effects of transport
bottlenecks. Furthermore, the economic effects of transport corridors at the regional level are
investigated in an empirical analysis, while the influence of spatial development in the vicinity of the
corridor on the latter’s development is illustrated based on a regression analysis (ibid., 25,29). The thesis
focuses on a single case study, namely the transnational Corridor 24 Rotterdam-Genua (ibid., 24,30),
which has recently been designated as the Rhine-Alpine TEN-T Core Network Corridor. In the case
study analysis, expert interviews are conducted on different levels of the corridor (ibid., 28). The focus
is on inland port challenges in the transport corridor and the effect on the cities associated with the port
(ibid., 29). The publication focuses more on large-scale transport development and less on local cross-
border transport. The corridor conceptualisation is very interesting and it will be taken up in this PhD
thesis.

The INTERREG IV B project “BSR TransGovernance” (BSR TransGovernance 2013) developed a
report that evaluated the potential support offered by ETC projects funded in the Baltic Sea Region for
national transport planning and developed recommendations for increasing the projects’ added value in
that context. The findings are based on interviews and workshops conducted during the project with a
focus on Sweden and Finland. It is argued that the ETC projects need to be better linked to the national
transport administrations in order to ensure the implementation and usage of the projects’ results in
planning practice. The report refers to the TEN-T as a ‘fixed planning space’ together with the domestic
planning territories and it contrasts them with the soft planning spaces that have developed within the
EU. ETC is seen as a potential means of linking both planning approaches (ibid., 4ff.). The report tackles
several aspects that are relevant to this dissertation as well. Therefore, the findings of the “BSR
TransGovernance” project are compared with the findings of this research project in the second interim
conclusion.

Dorry and Decoville argue in their publication “Governance and transportation policy networks in

the cross-border metropolitan region of Luxembourg: A social network analysis” (Dorry and

Decoville 2013) that there is a stronger need for cross-border public transport within metropolitan cross-
4
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border regions, since the importance of the accessibility of those regions has grown and the EU aims of
cohesion and removal of borders have been further promoted. In this context, they analyse the existing
governance structures in the border and metropolitan region of Luxemburg in the field of cross-border
public transport. This region is strongly influenced by transport flows of working commuters. One
quarter of over 80,000 daily commuters use public transport. The theoretical framework is based on
policy networks and multi-level governance, while the methods used are social network analysis and
surveys (ibid.). This dissertation project combines several important theories within a case study
concerning the governance of cross-border transport. It focusses on the organisational structure of actors
within this area, but not predominantly on EU policy implementation in the field of cross-border
transport.

In 2000, in “Euroregions: Strategies of Institution-Building in the New European Polity”,
Perkmann analysed Euroregions as an example of the institutionalisation of cross-border cooperation.
He discusses these new structures as a European polity approach. His theoretical framework is based on
the concepts of policy networks, multi-level governance and EU Cohesion Policy. He applies a
comparative approach with several case studies (Perkmann 2000). Therefore, his contribution is very
valuable, since he combines several concepts that are also relevant to this thesis. However, the transport
dimension is missing and he does not focus his analysis on the implementation of EU policies, which
this dissertation project will do.

Under the title “Ex post evaluation of Cohesion Policy 2007-2013 - Work Package 5 Transport”,
AECOM Limited conducted an impact analysis of the funding period of the Cohesion Policy (2007—
2013) as well as the impact on transport infrastructure within the EU. It analyses all the different funding
sources of the Cohesion Policy, not solely the ERDF. The study mainly focuses on the financial
distribution to different transport-related topics and other statistical data based on predefined output
indicators. The aims of the study are to identify the main contribution of the Cohesion Policy to transport
development and the contribution to the comprehensive TEN-T network as well as to develop solutions
to handle the weaknesses of the Cohesion Policy (AECOM Limited 2015). This study is very interesting
because it combines EU Cohesion Policy and European transport development. However, it is not as yet
finalised and it solely focuses on financial investments related to the Cohesion Policy. It does not analyse
the implementation of the content of EU policies and theoretical concepts of European policy-making.

Furthermore, the Directorate-General for Mobility and Transport (DG Move) of the European
Commission regularly invites research tenders to evaluate the impact of its policies. Recently, there were
tenders on “Studies on TEN-T core network corridor and support of the European coordinators” (2015)
and “Permitting and facilitating the preparation of TEN-T core network projects in particular waterborne
projects and cross-border projects” (2014). Both involve the subtask of analysing the cross-border
transport sections in the respective projects. Thus, there is significant interest at the EU level in
evaluating the influence of its policies on cross-border transport and improving the implementation of
its aims.

1.2 Objectives of the study and research questions

The present dissertation aims to contribute to the interests of the EU by validating the hypothesis of
direct causality between the EU policy aims of European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) and the Trans-
European Transport Networks (TEN-T) and the improvement of cross-border transport. It will also
determine the extent to which the two EU policies can be seen as a catalyst and initiator of the
enhancement of cross-border transport. Thus, it will investigate whether they have contributed to the
better interconnection of the national transport networks and thereby to the further removal of inner
European barriers between member states. The research is limited in terms of territory to the analysis of
cross-border regions within the EU and sectorally to transport infrastructure and services. A full analysis
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of the impact of the two policy fields would extend beyond the scope of this thesis. Therefore, the EU
policies of two consecutive funding periods, 2007—2013 and 2014-2020, are investigated and compared
time-wise. Additionally, both policy fields are compared content-wise and in terms of their development
and interrelation over time.

According to relevant European integration theories, the development of EU policies has led to further
integration. Depending on their competences, the EU institutions have influenced the member states in
either a coercive or a soft manner (Bartolini 2009, 185ff.). New transnational objectives and obligations
as part of EU policies — aiming at the linkage of the formerly demarcated domestic transport
infrastructures across the member states’ administrative boundaries — have been introduced, which have
a potential influence on the transport sector. Besides that, EU policies have fostered the development of
cross-border governance and soft cooperation spaces — in the form of corridors and cross-border
regions — in order to overcome the traditional administrative responsibilities (Perkmann 2007; Ruidisch
2013). This territorial approach might represent a means by which cross-border transport can be
developed in a more flexible and efficient way. Additionally, the EU offers financial incentives to ensure
the implementation of its TEN-T and ETC aims. Thus, there are many external influences that have
attempted to affect the originally isolated and shielded national systems so as to achieve further
European integration.

The concept of Europeanisation describes the processes that take place as a consequence of the EU’s
existence (Lenschow 2006, 57ff.). In this context, EU policies are expected to have an effect on the
member states. This top-down influence will be investigated in more detail in this dissertation project
on different levels (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Levels of investigation of the top-down influence of EU policy

Member Multi-lateral Cross-border
States* cross-border projects
policies policies
EU Cross-border
policies transport
practice?
Transnational EU
soft cooperation spaces funded projects
policies

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.
As the degree of European integration is often said to depend on the individual member states, the formal

influence of the EU policies’ objectives on the policies of different member states’ subsequent
administrative levels is first analysed. Second, the formal influence on cross-border policies is analysed.
In parallel, the formal influence of the two EU policies on the objectives of the EU-promoted
transnational soft cooperation spaces is investigated. Furthermore, the practical influence of non-EU-
funded and EU-funded projects on cross-border transport is explored and contrasted. Finally, the impact
on the cross-border transport practice — involving at least two different member states — is evaluated.
Are the EU aims realised in practice within border areas? Do the EU policies indirectly (i.e. besides EU-
financed support) lead to the formulation of border-regional initiatives and projects? Additionally, the
interactions between the different levels of policy implementation will be investigated.

The implementation analysis is conducted using a two-tiered approach. First, the implementation of the
policies in the EU’s tailored soft cooperation spaces is explored by analysing the individual policy-
strategies’ transport aims for all cross-border and transnational cooperation regions and transport
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corridors.® This is followed by an analysis of nine preliminary case study ETC-cross-border regions that
are each crossed by one of the nine TEN-T corridors. The existence of potentially mutually
complementary strategies due to the territorial overlap is also investigated.

Second, two of the nine case studies are chosen for an in-depth case study analysis. The first case focuses
on the cross-border region Greater Region Saar-Lor-Lux+, which is crossed by the North Sea
Mediterranean and Atlantic TEN-T Corridors and hence represents established cooperation between
old/core European member states. The second case study comprises the cross-border region
Brandenburg-Lubuskie, which is crossed by the North Sea Baltic TEN-T Corridor and exemplifies the
relation between a new member state and an old member state of the EU. The two cases show different
initial situations, but they are subject to the same external EU policy influence factors. Whether or not
these differences lead to distinct EU policy implementation and influence — as predicted in the
Europeanisation, policy transfer and implementation scientific literature — will be investigated. The
focus on only two cases makes it possible to conduct an in-depth analysis of the policies’ influence,
taking into account the initial situation of the domestic and cross-border policy levels of all the member
states involved in the two cross-border regions as well as the cross-border transport reality. Based on
the findings, the opportunities and challenges that exist when promoting cross-border transport at the
EU level will be evaluated.

Thus far, the implementation problems related to the TEN-T policy are said to have existed alongside
others due to a lack of coordination between the member states and the absence of a common financing
framework (European Commission 2011a, 3). The current funding period, which began in 2014,
includes new guidelines on the TEN-T. In addition, it introduces a new funding instrument, namely the
‘Connecting Europe Facility’, which should improve and secure the financing of the implementation of
the TEN-T (ibid., 6). Additionally, the coordination of the Cohesion and Transport Policies and their
respective funds was said to be in great need of improvement (Commission of the European
Communities 2009a, 14; European Commission 2011c, 14, 2011a, 2). Both policies aim to influence
cross-border transport. In this context, the dissertation project explores the character of the two policies
and evaluates the mutual coordination of the ETC and TEN-T policies as subfields of the Cohesion and
Transport Policies. In general, all EU regulations concerning the new funding period as well as those
concerning the ETC have a stronger and more restricted focus on eligible topics in order to concentrate
the financing and thereby achieve better results. Additionally, the new EU policies strongly focus on the
fulfilment of the goals contained within the Europe 2020 strategy (European Commission 2014a). As
part of the implementation analysis, it will be determined whether the new policy framework is more
efficient and has a stronger lasting effect on cross-border transport within the EU than the old policies
for the funding period 2007-2013.

As the final output of the study, recommendations are developed for potential new orientations for the
EU policies so as to effectively enhance cross-border transport.

During the course of the study, the following research questions will be answered:

+ How do European integration and Europeanisation contribute to the improvement of cross-border transport
within the EU?

+ Which EU policies and financial support mechanisms have been developed to support cross-border transport
across national borders and between border regions? What is the character of these policies? How are they
coordinated?

+ To what extent can European policy making — in the form of the TEN-T and ETC policies — contribute to
cross-border transport and hence to further European integration by promoting cross-border governance, soft

3 Respectively, the priority projects between 2007 and 2013.
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cooperation spaces and the better interconnection of national transport networks as well as by offering
financial incentives?

+ How are the TEN-T and ETC policy objectives implemented in soft spaces, that is, the TEN-T corridors’
policies and ETC cross-border regional policies? How do the soft spaces’ policies mutually influence each
other when their territorial boundaries overlap? Does the creation of soft spaces by the EU contribute to the
more effective implementation of the EU’s transport objectives?

¢ How do the EU’s transport-related policies influence both the domestic policies of member states and cross-
border cooperation? How do the initial situations of the member states influence the policies’ impact? Which
factors affect the influence of the EU policies on cross-border transport? Has the influence of the EU policies
changed during the new EU funding period (2014-2020)?

+ How do the ETC and TEN-T policies influence cross-border transport practice when compared to domestic
initiatives?

+ How should the two EU policies be oriented in the future in order to effectively enhance cross-border
transport?

1.3 Methodology

This dissertation project applies a mixed-methods approach. After an initial literature review and policy
document analysis, case studies are conducted. These are combined with, respectively, a policy and
implementation analysis, and they are based on oral interviews, written surveys as well as the analysis
of statistical data and policy documents. Two case studies are analysed in depth and then compared in
order to generalise the results. This is followed by an evaluation of the influence of EU policies on cross-
border transport.

The literature review and analysis focus on the topics of European integration, Europeanisation, EU
policy making, policy implementation, cross-border regions, territorial cooperation, European (cross-
border) transport, its historical development and the respective EU policies. The theoretical premises
and key literature are based on scientific papers, magazines, studies and scientific literature in general
as well as political and legal EU documents. The main objectives of the EU transport policies are
identified and compared. Based on these, a criteria list of objectives is developed to check whether the
later analysed national and cross-border policies have adopted the identified objectives (see Table 1).

Furthermore, European databases and the internet are examined. Following the review of the literature,
the basis for the further investigation and the theoretical framework of the dissertation project are
developed.

The policy implementation analysis method deals with the implementation as well as the impact of
policies (Jann 2009, 478). It is a form of policy analysis. The policy analysis has its basis in the political
sciences. Politics can be described as a sequence of certain steps that ends with the production of a
binding policy after having identified a ‘problem’ at the beginning of the process (Jann and Wegrich
2003, 71). A policy analysis deals with the contents of policies as well as their formulation,
implementation and influence. It additionally analyses the surrounding policy structures and processes
(Jann 2009, 478). Policies are developed through a long process involving different phases: the so-called
‘policy cycle’” (see chapter 2.3.1). The policy analysis conducted in this dissertation project first
analyses the contents of selected policies at the EU level. It then focuses on the implementation of these
policies, including an analysis of how selected European policies have been implemented in the member
state and subnational policies based on the concept of top-down Europeanisation. Thus, the objectives
of the EU policies are compared to the implemented policies’ impact (see chapter 2). Additionally, the
influence on cross-border transport practice is evaluated. During the implementation phase of the policy
cycle, the programme is interpreted first before it is put into practice. Depending on the interpretation,
the original intentions of a programme are not necessarily implemented. The implementation phase is
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often seen as the most important phase, which determines the success of a given policy (Jann and
Wegrich 2003, 89).

Table 1: Transport objectives criteria list for the policy document analysis
Transport infrastructure network

Remove barriers, improve efficiency
Linking TEN-T and secondary networks
Relieve routes/fighting congestion
Intermodality/interoperability

Intelligent transport systems

Freight corridors

New technologies/innovations (research)
Improving mobility of freight

Improving mobility of passengers
Accessibility of remote areas

Connecting neighbouring/new member states
Cross-border infrastructures
User-friendliness

Transport services

(Urban) public and soft mobility
Transport safety

Cross-border services

Environmental and sustainability issues
Alternative modes of transport
Alternative fuels/climate change
Minimising environmental harm
Sustainable transport

Exchange of practices/better coordination
Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

A top-down policy impact analysis is applied. This dissertation project is based on an ex-post analysis
of policy implementation. Thus, the policy implementation process is not to be analysed. Instead, the
impact of the policy is to be explored. The extent to which the domestic policies are in line with the EU
policies will be evaluated. The analysis begins with an exploration of the characteristics of the two EU
policies investigated as well as a presentation of the European objectives, strategies and planned actions.
Second, the impact of these policies in terms of formal and practical implementation is analysed. Hence,
policy documents at a domestic level as well as the practice (in the form of projects and the status quo)
are to be analysed. Furthermore, it will be determined whether ideational® learning processes have taken
place in addition to those promoted by the European financial incentives. The policy implementation
analysis is conducted in two in-depth case studies with five different member states. The member states
all present different initial situations; therefore, the EU policy implementation might have taken place
to different degrees. This is why the influence of the initial situations in which the policies were applied
will be explored.

Case studies explore the conditions and context of a case, since they are considered to be relevant for
the appearance of the entity of interest (Yin 1994, 13). Thus, case studies are used to conduct a detailed
and comprehensive study of a certain entity. This entity is regarded as a whole and it is not subdivided
into several parts. Case studies can be applied to explore uninvestigated issues in pilot studies in order
to illustrate the practice, establish correlations and derive assumptions (Hader 2015, 357). In this study,
the case studies are conducted to validate the established hypotheses concerning the influence of EU
policies on cross-border transport. As case studies usually apply several approaches to collect and

4 Ideational learning processes take place before a policy has been adopted (see more in chapter 2).
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analyse data, the researcher needs to have the knowledge necessary to conduct all these methods (Héder
2015, 358; Yin 1994, 13).

Before conducting a case study, the goal of the study and the hypotheses needed to be defined (Yin
1994, 13; Ellet 2007, 27). These hypotheses are to be tested against evidence during the study and they
must be verifiable by the data accessible in the case (Ellet 2007, 27). All relevant influence factors are
to be taken into account (Hader 2015, 358). The aim of the case studies in this dissertation is to analyse
the formal and practical influence of the two EU policies on both domestic policies and the cross-border
regions, including their transport infrastructures and services.

In a first step, nine preliminary case studies are conducted in cross-border regions (see Table 2).

This high number of cases is explored in order to minimise the risk of deviant cases. Further, the
significance of the results will be enlarged and the generalisation of the findings will be more applicable.
The choice of case studies was based on a developed criteria list (see chapter 5.3). The case studies are
all conducted in a cross-border region that is crossed by a TEN-T corridor. Additionally, they have all
benefitted from European financial support through territorial cooperation projects. This ensures that
the case study areas are in contact with both EU policy fields to be analysed. Of the nine cases, two case
studies are chosen for an in-depth analysis. It was decided to choose two cases with a different initial
situation in order to investigate whether the initial situations have an influence on the policy
implementation, as argued by several international scholars (Jordan 1999; Hartlapp and Falkner 2009;
Radaelli 2000b). As the European cross-border regions have very different characteristics, the EU policy
influence might differ strongly. By analysing two distinct cross-border regions, these differences can be
taken into account and included in the overall evaluation of the EU policies’ influence on cross-border
transport. Thus, the results can be generalised and universalised to a higher degree.

Table 2: Overview of the nine preliminary case studies

01 | Spain — Portugal (POCTEP) & Atlantic Corridor

02 | Slovenia — Austria & Baltic Adriatic Corridor

03 | France — Italy (ALCOTRA) & Mediterranean Corridor

04 | Germany/Brandenburg — Poland & North Sea Baltic Corridor

05 | France — Belgium — Germany — Luxemburg (Greater Region) & North Sea Mediterranean C.

06 | Austria — Hungary & Orient East Med Corridor

07 | Germany — The Netherlands & Rhine Alpine Corridor

08 | Slovakia — Hungary & Rhine Danube Corridor

09 | Finland — Estonia — Latvia — Sweden (Central Baltic) & Scandinavian Mediterranean C.

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

The analysis of the nine cases of border regions that are explored during the first analytical step is based
on a quantitative analysis of policy documents and a written survey. To analyse the two in-depth case
studies, several methods are applied. Qualitative methods are very useful in the in-depth analysis of case
studies, since they allow a high level of detail and information on a specific case. The use of standardised
methods is said to not be relevant because a detailed qualitative analysis compensates for possible lower
percentages of reliability and objectivity (Hader 2015, 358). However, a certain level of standardisation
is important in this dissertation project because it is easier to compare and evaluate standardised
interviews. The data concerning the influence of European transport policies at both a local and a
regional level analysed in the case studies were derived from interviews, questionnaires observations on
field trips, written surveys as well as from policy documents and statistical reports on the cross-border
regions.

As indicated above, written surveys were conducted via email to analyse the initial nine case studies.

The interviewees addressed were the transport corridor managers and the respective INTERREG

Secretariats of the cross-border regions. The answers provided in the completed questionnaires will

contribute to an evaluation of the influence of the transport corridor and ETC/INTERREG A cooperation
10
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areas on cross-border transport. Furthermore, the degree of mutual affectation between both soft spaces
based on their overlapping will be analysed. Written surveys are not influenced by the interviewer
because the interviewee completes the survey on his or her own. Afterwards, he or she sends the
questionnaire back to the sender. Compared to oral interviews (as described below), written surveys are
more anonymous, can be conducted much faster and require lower costs and effort to conduct. Moreover,
the interviewees can decide when to complete the questionnaire and they can take as much time as they
need to do so (ibid., 193).

The questionnaire was fully standardised, that is, the questions as well as the answers were predefined.
This should contribute to a clearly guided interview (ibid., 195), which is of high importance for the
later comparability, especially in the absence of an interviewer. A few exceptions were made: some
open questions allowed the interviewee to make comments that he or she would address to the
interviewer in oral interviews. The questions were formulated clearly and neutrally in order to increase
the comprehensibility of the questions so that the interviewees could understand the questions in the
same way (ibid., 205). In the end, 11 of the 18 invited stakeholders completed the questionnaire.

After the general and mostly quantitative analysis of the nine cross-border regions, two regions were
selected in a second step — based on a criteria catalogue (see chapter 6.1) — for an in-depth quantitative
and qualitative analysis of the EU policy implementation, namely the Greater Region Saar-Lor-Lux+
(FR-BE-LUX-DE) and Brandenburg-Lubuskie (DE-PL). As stated above, the two case study cross-
border regions strongly differ in terms of their internal initial situation, although they are subject to the
same external EU policy influence factors. The findings of the two case studies are compared in order
to derive the dependencies in the case of different policy implementation in the two cases (for more on
comparative studies, see below).

First, a quantitative analysis is conducted in which national and cross-border policies related to transport
development are identified for a document analysis. The aim of the analysis is to explore the EU
policies’ influence on domestic institutions (i.e. in this case, the domestic policy documents that refer to
transport), since the domestic situation is said to influence the EU policies’ practical implementation.
Particularly in the case of spatial and transport planning, a high path dependency is expected, which
might hinder the implementation of EU policies as well as cooperation across borders. Furthermore,
cross-border policy documents are investigated.

First, the policy documents’ relation to the general EU transport policy objectives, as depicted in Table
1, is explored. The occurrence of each objective is investigated one after another and then noted in a
database. For further statistical reasons, data concerning the type of the policy documents —
differentiating between transport, spatial planning, environmental and development-related policies as
well as documents designed in agreement with the EU — are collected. Additionally, it is noted whether
the policies have a specialised focus on one transport component (e.g. freight transport) as well as during
which EU funding period the policies were developed.

Due to the high number of policy documents (n=180), they are explored by searching for keywords
related to transport in the respective languages (see Table 3).

When a keyword is detected, the paragraph containing it is analysed and empirical data are collected.
Additionally, the policy documents are searched, especially in respect of their reference to cross-border
transport and the TEN-T. Therefore, in the analysis, the focus is on the occurrence of the following EU
objectives:

¢ Linking the TEN-T and secondary networks.
¢ Improving cross-border infrastructures.
¢ Improving cross-border services.

11
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Table 3: Keywords for the policy document analysis
English German French Polish
transport transport
transport Verkehr relation komunikacja
circulation ruch drogowy
infrastructure Infrastruktur infrastructure infrastruktura
mobility Mobilitat mobilite mobilnosé
déplacement
accessibility Erreichbarkeit accessibilité dostepnosci
sieci transeuropejskie
TEN-T TEN-V RTE-T transeuropejska sie¢
transportowa
TEN-T
network Netz réseau sie¢
traffic Verkehr trafic ruch
connection Verbindung relation potaczenia
(local) public ) . komunikacja
OPNV transport public (local) publiczna/zbiorowa
transport -
transportu publicznego
cross-border grenziberschreitend | transfrontalier transgraniczne
bottleneck Engpass/Flaschenhals | goulot waskich gardet
corridor Korridor corridor korytarz(e)
fuel Kraftstoff carburant paliw(a)
international international internationale miedzynarodowy
passenger
transport Personenverkehr transport de passagers transport osobowy
freight transport Guterverkehr transport de marchandises | transport towarowy

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

These objectives particularly relate to cross-border transport. The linkage of the TEN-T and secondary
transport connections is considered to be potentially relevant to cross-border regional transport because
subnational infrastructures are connected to the TEN-T cross-border connections, which increases the
accessibility of the TEN-T for cross-border regions.

The statistical analysis of the gathered quantitative data consists of three main parts. First, the number
of documents that refer to cross-border transport and the TEN-T without necessarily defining their
improvement as a policy objective per administrative level and country is depicted.

Second, the relevance of all the different EU policy objectives (see Table 1) in the domestic and cross-
border policy documents is analysed per administrative level and country. To be able to derive more
reliable EU influence tendencies from the domestic and cross-border policy documents, the relevance
of all transport-related EU objective categories is taken into account — besides those categories mainly
relevant to cross-border transport — when evaluating the influence of the EU policies on the contribution
of the different domestic administrative levels’ policies to cross-border transport.

The relevance of the objectives contained in the domestic and cross-border policies is compared to each
policy objective’s general relevance within the EU policies at a supranational level. Further, the degree
of deviation from the promotion of the objectives in the EU policies is calculated. The policy documents
from the different countries and administrative levels are differentiated. This is done by comparing the
percentage of domestic and cross-border documents that defined these objectives with the percentage of
the 15 European Transport and Cohesion Policy documents analysed in chapter 4 that defined these
categories as an objective. When speaking of the deviation in the percentage, the total difference is
meant, not the relative one (A% = |x% — y%]|). Therefore, the aim is to evaluate the potential influence

12



1 Introduction — Research questions — Methodology

of the promotion of these aims in the EU policies on the different administrative levels’ domestic
documents and cross-border policy documents.

It must be kept in mind when considering the analytical results that the evaluation of the relevance of
an EU objective relies on the percentage of policy documents that named the given objective. The
frequency with which the documents mentioned an objective is not investigated, since this would be too
time-consuming for the present dissertation because it is not the main focus of the work.

Third, whether (and if so, which) concrete cross-border transport projects were named by the policies is
explored.

The interpretation and comparison of the member states’ policy documents shows some risks that one
needs to be aware of. These are presented in the following paragraphs.

When choosing the domestic and cross-border policy documents, the sole premise was that the
documents relate to and influence transport development. Thus, not only pure transport policies were to
be analysed, but also policies from other sectors. As the countries produced different relevant policies,
the character and mix of sectoral policies varies at each administrative level, which could have an
influence on the policies’ overall contribution to the EU transport policies’ objectives. Therefore, at the
beginning of each level’s analysis, the composition of the policy documents is presented and this is
taken into account during the evaluation. Five categories are differentiated: pure transport documents;
spatial planning documents; documents developed in cooperation with the EU (i.e. common national
reference frameworks, domestic Operational Programmes and Partnership Agreements); environmental
policies (including policies on energy, climate change and sustainability); and general development
policies that do not demonstrate a special focus but instead describe political strategies for future
development. Additionally, some policy documents could not be clearly matched to one category, that
is, some documents concerned spatial planning and transport policies. In such cases, an additional
category was added.

The number of domestic policy documents that were analysed is mostly comparable between the
countries; however, the same number of documents was not available at the different administrative
levels. In particular, a low number of subregional policies existed. Thus, this needs to be taken into
account when comparing the percentage contribution to the EU objectives.

At the same time, the ‘age’ of the documents varies strongly — some were very old but still in place.
Further, two no longer valid subregional policies were analysed because no newer plans were available,
while other policies were very new. The age was taken into account when comparing the influence of
the two EU funding periods on the documents.

The policy documents also have different natures in terms of their implementation. Some were
informative, others binding for the lower levels, etc. Still, all present the policy discourse and promote
certain transport-related aims, which is most relevant for this dissertation project.

As stated above, the relevance of the EU policies’ objectives is evaluated based on the number of EU
policies that relate to those aims. However, how often the aims were mentioned within these policy
documents is not taken into account. This needs to be kept in mind.

Additionally, an attempt is made to evaluate the influence of the domestic administrative levels’ policies
on the lower levels by comparing the relevance of the objectives. Here, it needs to be taken into account
that the objectives might differ because at the lower administrative levels, other topics are more relevant
according to their competences and needs rather than a low top-down influence.

Furthermore, the higher influence of one country on the cross-border policies cannot be effectively
proven because the national attitude to cross-border transport can be different in national and cross-
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border policy documents. Therefore, the comparison of the attitudes in the other transport-related
objectives is also taken into account in order to evaluate the countries’ influence on the cross-border
policies’ objectives.

Moreover, the evaluation of EU policy influence on the different policy documents cannot be proven
conclusively, since their objectives might have been developed based on a different influence.

Therefore, the collected document analysis results are matched with information collected during the 55
qualitative oral expert interviews. Here, domestic stakeholders from the member states involved in the
cross-border region were contacted. Stakeholders from the national, regional and subregional
administrative levels who are responsible for transport, spatial planning and cross-border cooperation
as well as several transport providers were interviewed. Additionally, stakeholders from the cross-border
regional institutions — and a lower cross-border level — were interviewed. Semi-structured guided
interviews (or problem-centred interviews) were conducted. The questions and their main order were
defined in advance; however, the answers were not predefined. This allows for a higher level of
flexibility in terms of the interviewee’s answer and it also allows the interviewer to ask interposed
questions to clarify or deepen certain statements (ibid., 268). The interviews were conducted neutrally;
the answers given by the interviewees were not commented on as would occur in hard or soft interviews.®
The interview results are comparable because of the questions being in the same order. Depending on
the stakeholders’ function and administrative level, the interview questions varied slightly. The
interviews were conducted in German, English or French depending on the language capabilities of the
interviewees. One interview with a Polish stakeholder was translated into Polish and conducted in
writing due to the lack of common language proficiency between the stakeholder and the researcher. On
three further occasions, the interview questions were answered in writing in the original language of the
guestions because the interview participants wished to do so. However, the interviewees were available
for further questions. The interview participants and the questions are detailed in the appendix.

Most interviews were conducted via phone or Skype, although some were conducted face-to-face during
field trips. Face-to-face interviews have the advantage that social contact can be established between the
interviewer and interviewee. Therefore, it is expected that the answers will be very reliable (ibid., 191).
Due to the high amount of time required as well as the high travel costs, only a few interviews could be
conducted face-to-face. When interviewing stakeholders via the phone, the requested information could
be gathered much faster than in face-to-face interviews and at a lower cost (ibid., 193).

To achieve a high degree of motivation for the phone interviews, the potential interviewees were
contacted in advance via email and informed about the dissertation project. Furthermore, the
stakeholders were provided with the interview questions so that they were able to make up their mind
regarding participation prior to the interview. This was also expected to lead to higher quality replies,
especially in the case of open questions. The results of the interviews are used to evaluate the influence
of the EU policies on domestic and cross-border policies and on cross-border transport in practice as
well as to learn more about the mutual interdependencies of the different administrative levels and the
functioning of the domestic transport planning systems. Furthermore, information concerning the
implemented transport projects is gathered.

Additionally, a database search concerning EU-funded projects is conducted in order to complete the
information on concrete facilitated projects that was gathered during the interviews. The databases of
INEA, the INTERREG A and B cooperation programmes of relevance to the two case studies and KEEP
are explored.

5 For more information about hard and soft interviews, see Hader 2015, 192).
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1 Introduction — Research questions — Methodology

After the analysis of the two detailed case studies, the influence on the two cross-border regions is
compared to determine whether the different initial situations lead to distinct EU policy implementation
and influence, as argued by international scholars. Comparative studies have their methodological
origins in the field of social sciences. The initial interest in comparisons as a means of exploring certain
phenomena in the field of social sciences arose at the beginning of the 20" century (Gauthier 2000, 3).
Comparative studies also became very important in the political sciences (Booth 2011, 22; Pierre 2005,
446). In spatial sciences, however, comparisons gained in importance much later and they are still not
as much theorised as in the other fields (Pierre 2005, 446). Based on the loss of importance of national
boundaries due to globalisation and European integration, the interest in the spatial planning processes
of other countries has grown (Ernste 2012, 87). To ensure successful planning across borders, it is
important to know how the neighbouring country manages certain planning issues. Therefore,
comparative studies are conducted with the aim of determining how policies are made and implemented
in different countries or situations. This can shed light on good practices that might be adopted in other
places and hopefully produce similar successful results. Thus, comparative studies can contribute to
improved practice. The application of practices from one location to another is, however, still
controversial (Booth 2011, 14): Masser argues that the initial situation as well as the institutional
background of each case need to be taken into account when comparing different cases (Masser 1984,
140). EU policies aim at contributing to a convergence of domestic policies and practices in order to
construct a European identity and cohesion. Therefore, the EU has a strong interest in the dissemination
of good practices and hence the findings of comparative studies. These studies can then also explore
whether an alignment of policies among the member states is reached (Booth 2011, 14). Other reasons
to compare different situations in different places are the empirical basis on which hypotheses and
reasons for the existence of certain characteristics can be developed, the practice can be described and
the outcome of policies and their policy cycle can be assessed (Berting 1979 cited by Booth 2011, 15).

Tilly differentiated four means of comparisons that follow distinct strategies in order to achieve certain

aims:

+ Comparisons to emphasise certain individualities between the cases (‘individualising comparisons’).

+ Comparisons to confirm the similarities of a phenomenon in different cases and hence the generalisation
(‘universalising comparisons’).

+ Comparisons to include different entities into one common system and explain their individual
characteristics by their position within and relation to the system (‘encompassing comparisons’).

+ Comparisons that are based on a common phenomenon and want to explore the individualities of that
phenomenon that exist in different locations (“variation-finding comparisons’) (Tilly 1984, 82; Brenner
2001, 136).

However, studies can also implement a mixture of these four comparison categories (Brenner 2001,

137).

The present dissertation follows a mixture of the variation-finding comparisons’ strategy and the
‘universalising comparisons’ strategy. The phenomenon of EU policy influence on cross-border
transport is to be compared in two different cross-border regions. It is expected (and to be proved) that
the different initial cross-border situations of the two cases lead to distinct outcomes. Thus, the starting
point of the comparison is the different initial situations and the expected different outcomes, which
implicates a ‘variation-finding comparison’ or ‘differentiating comparative analysis’ (Pickvance 2001,
23). Based on the comparison findings, it is to be generalised how the (implemented) EU policies
influence the cross-border transport development in different cases. Particularly when comparing
instances in the field of spatial planning and policies, the historical background and underlying culture
need to be taken into account. Detailed background knowledge concerning the cases is needed to explain
the existing differences among places in their current course of events. This argument is based on the
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so-called theory of ‘path dependence’.® If a high path dependence can be ascertained, the applicability
of the best practices of another place is questioned, since it might not have decisive results. The
qualitative research that was conducted with the interviews is hence of high importance because of the
peculiarity of the different case studies. Additionally, the categories of the criteria list of the cross-border
regional initial situations as defined in chapter 4.4, the domestic situations of the involved member
states (i.e. the state hierarchy and the functioning of the transport systems) as well as the results of the
two case study analyses in terms of formal and practical policy implementation are taken into account
for the comparison of the two case studies.

In the end, an evaluation is used to generalise the results and derive general assumptions regarding the
influence of policies and actions based on the explored differences and similarities between the two
cases. The results are usually used as feedback on the practice (Wollmann 2005, 274). The main
evaluation will concern the implementation of the policies from 2007-2013 (ex-post). Additionally, an
outlook for the current period (2014-2020) will be given because the funding period has not yet ended.
The policy changes are expected to have consequences for transport across national borders. The aim of
the evaluation is to identify the causal connection between EU policies and the development of cross-
border transport. Based on the evaluation, recommendations will be developed for the future orientation
of the two EU polices.

1.4 Relevance and relation to spatial planning

The European Cohesion and Transport Policies have strong relevance to the territorial development of
the EU and its member states. Despite a missing competence in spatial planning, the aims and strategies
developed in the two EU policy fields will influence the transport development across borders.
Therefore, the EU offers financial incentives to ensure the implementation of its aims.

The definition of core network corridors by the TEN-T policy can be seen as an example of spatial
planning at the EU level. To benefit from the EU funds, the member states need to comply with the EU’s
corridor development strategy and predefined procedures. Thus, according to Marshall, the definition
of the corridors strongly influences the national transport system as well as spatial planning (Marshall
2014, 19). However, during the implementation process, the EU and national politicians are dependent
on the support of experts and actors — in the case of transport, the planning practitioners — as they
implement the policies (Guasco 2015, 46).

Moreover, the member states have a high degree of interest in good transport infrastructures and
services. In Germany, for instance, transport accessibility has high relevance to the provision of public
services and equal living conditions. Therefore, it should be secured by spatial planning (Federal
Republic of Germany 1997, 8§2). Thus, transport and spatial planning are strongly interwoven at a
national level and spatial planners are responsible for providing the public with an efficient transport
system. Besides that, the German law also obliges spatial planning to contribute to European cohesion
by providing the necessary spatial prerequisites (ibid., 81). A good transport infrastructure connected
with the neighbouring countries could be one construction of the legal formulation. This obligation
acknowledges the interrelatedness of domestic spatial planning and the European Union Cohesion
Policy aims. Thus, spatial planners should be aware of European Union policy making, and they should
contribute to the implementation of EU policies within the framework of European Cohesion.

As spatial planning is mainly steered at a regional or even local level, the policy styles might mismatch
with the (transport) policies developed at the EU level (Marshall 2014, 19). The planners will have to
integrate the EU plans with a European level of detail into their daily business within their areas of
responsibility (ibid., 14) in order to ensure the implementation. Marshall supposes that spatial planners

6 Path dependence explains the dependence of the development of certain formative historic phenomena (Booth 2011, 20).
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will have to use the EU plans as a “committed starting point” (ibid., 14), although they may be able to
slightly adapt them to the respective situations at the lower regional and local levels (ibid., 14).
Therefore, the domestic spatial and transport planners are very relevant actors in the policy
implementation process. As the planning systems, tools and cultures of the EU member states differ
from each other based on national discourses and traditions (Stead and Cotella 2011, 13), the EU policies
could be implemented in different — even contradictory — ways. Therefore, the communication of
planners across borders is very important in securing coherent subnational policy making on both sides
of the border (Guasco 2015, 45). The EU financial incentives that are attributed to soft cooperation
spaces that cross national boundaries might foster coordination across borders.

This dissertation aims to analyse the influence of EU policy making on transport planning practice
within member states in terms of cross-border transport and hence links policies developed at the EU
level with spatial planning in and between EU member states. It further analyses the role of domestic
spatial planning in the implementation of EU aims. Due to the growing number of attempts at ‘planning’
at the EU level — especially in the field of transport — it is highly relevant to analyse its influence on
planning practice on the ground.

1.5 Structure of the dissertation
The thesis is structured in eight chapters (see Figure 2).

The first chapter introduces the research framework, including the purpose of the study, the research
questions, the methodology as well as the structure of the thesis. Additionally, the relevance and relation
of the research topic to spatial planning are discussed. Furthermore, the contribution of the study is
embedded within the current state of research.

The dissertation is divided into three parts focussing on (1) theory and policies, (2) implementation and
influence and (3) conclusions and recommendations.

First part: Theory & Policies
After the introduction, the second chapter establishes the theoretical framework of the dissertation
project and describes the highly relevant concept of European integration and its associated theories,
which are used as the theoretic basis of this study. Furthermore, the concept of Europeanisation is
presented and information on European policy making and policy implementation is provided. Further,
the European integration processes that take place on the European Union level and influence the EU
member states are presented.

The third chapter presents theoretical background information concerning transport across national
borders within the EU. It first provides information about the situation of European cross-border regions
and the European internal borders as well as cross-border cooperation. Second, the importance of cross-
border transport and the challenges of transport across national borders (i.e. between border regions) are
highlighted. Third, the status quo of the EU transport system is presented based on statistical data and
evaluation reports concerning EU studies and policies.

The fourth chapter analyses the EU policies that are relevant to cross-border transport, that is, the
Cohesion Policy and European Territorial Cooperation as well as the Transport Policy and the Trans-
European Transport Networks. The policies are presented and the historical development of their aims,
actions and funding possibilities over time is described. Furthermore, the chapter evaluates the mutual
coordination of the two policies’ objectives and measures regarding improved cross-border transport.

At the end of the first part, an interim conclusion is drawn connecting the theoretic framework of
European integration with the current EU policies and their relation to the development of cross-border
transport.
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Second part: Implementation & Influence

The fifth chapter investigates the first step in EU policy implementation, that is, the EU policies’
influence on the policies of the TEN-T corridors and cross-border regions is analysed. The transport
aims of all the existing TEN-T priority projects, TEN-T corridors as well as INTERREG A and B
cooperation areas are analysed for the funding periods 2007-2013 and 2014-2020. The spatial level of
investigation was chosen because the financial support of both policies is linked to the demarcated
territories of the INTERREG cross-border areas and the TEN-T corridors.” Besides that, it allows for
the evaluation of the transnational implementation of the EU policies’ aims in soft cooperation spaces
fostered by the EU. Additionally, it is to be determined how far the current regional transnational ETC
and TEN-T policies are coordinated with each other. At the end of the chapter, nine preliminary case
studies are presented and compared, with a focus on the cross-border regions that are crossed by a TEN-
T corridor. It will be investigated whether the overlapping of the two soft space categories leads to
mutual influences on cross-border transport.

The sixth chapter presents the final analysis of the EU policy implementation and it is based on two
cross-border region case studies, namely the Greater Region Saar Lor Lux+ and Brandenburg-Lubuskie.
Both regions are crossed by a TEN-T corridor. The shape of the cross-border areas depends on the
boundaries defined in the ETC.

First, the initial situations of the cross-border regions are presented. With reference to Dolowitz and
Marsh 2000), Hartlapp and Falkner 2009) and other scholars,? it is argued that the domestic and cross-
border regional situations have an impact on the implementation of a policy, including the political
situation and cooperation culture. Domestic institutions can be highly path dependent. As cross-border
regions have very different shapes, the two case studies’ territories and border realities are described.
Additionally, the cooperation experience and reasons for the cooperation development are presented as
these might play a role in the degree of coordination seen in the implementation of EU policies because
cooperation depth, including the objectives, structures and perception, develops over time. Moreover,
since according to European integration theories institutional spillovers take place, the current cross-
border institutions and new types of governance are presented. Then, a short structural analysis of the
cross-border region is conducted because structural differences within a cross-border region can have
strong effects on both cross-border mobility and functional linkages across borders, and they might
implicate a higher need for EU policy implementation in the field of cross-border transport. At the end
of the description of the initial situation, the status quo of the cross-border transport system is described
based on statistical data as well as the opinions of the interviewed stakeholders.

Second, the involved member states’ transport planning systems are presented and compared in order to
detect potential challenges in the coordination of cross-border transport across borders. As Germany is
involved in both cross-border regions — which represents another commonality of the case studies — the
German transport planning system, with a focus on the national level and the national policy documents,
is presented in an earlier chapter. After that, the contribution of the domestic and cross-border transport
policy documents to cross-border transport and their reference to the EU policy aims is evaluated in
order to arrive at a conclusion regarding the influence of the EU policies on the domestic contexts. Then,
the influence of the EU policies on the different domestic and cross-border administrative levels is
evaluated. The policies of the different administrative levels are differentiated in order to find out more
about the formal policy implementation process. Additionally, the challenges concerning a direct EU
policy influence are discussed. After the analysis of the policy documents, the practical influence of the

7 For the TEN-T, there are also additional funds offered based on certain funding objectives of the work programmes that are
independent of the territory. These can be recalled by country and they will be matched to the involved border regions manually.
8 Among others, Jordan 1999; Knill 2006). See chapter 2.4.2.
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EU policies’ financial incentives is investigated. The cross-border transport projects that have been
implemented since 2007 are presented in each case study so as to evaluate the implementation and added
value of the policies’ aims and funds. Furthermore, projects developed and implemented without direct
EU support are analysed in order to investigate the influence of the EU policies and strategies on the
projects’ contents and aims as well as the capability of the member states to enhance cross-border
transport. At the end of the sixth chapter, the findings of both case studies are compared to finally
evaluate the influence of EU policies on cross-border transport.

The sixth chapter is followed by a further interim conclusion that evaluates the implementation and
influence of EU policies on cross-border transport and discusses the opportunities and challenges
associated with the promotion of cross-border transport at the EU level by relating it to EU policy
making in the field of (cross-border) transport and the contribution of the TEN-T corridors and cross-
border regions — as soft spaces — to the policy implementation.

Figure 2: Structure of the dissertation
1 Introduction

Research problem & state of the art | Objectives of the study & research questions | methodology |
Relevance for spatial planning | structure

PART 1: Theory & Policies
Theoretical framework: The rationale and influence of European Union policy making
2 European integration | Europeanisation | Policy making in the EU | Policy implementation in the EU |
Overview theoretical framework

b 4

Transport in and across border regions within the EU
3 European internal borders | Cross-border regions | European cross-border cooperation |
Cross-border transport | Status quo EU transport system

\ 4

[EU policies influencing cross-border transport: policy development - objectives - mutual coordination|
4 European Transport Policy | TEN-T Policy | Cohesion Policy | European Territorial Cooperation Policy|
Coordination of EU policies on cross-border transport

Interim Conclusion: European integration - EU policies - Cross-border transport

PART 2: Implementation & Influence .
5 1st step of implementation: Soft Spaces: TEN-T corridor and cross-border region policies

TEN-T priority projects and core network corridors | INTERREG A + B cross-border regions |
9 preliminary case studies: Overlapping cross-border regional and TEN-T corridor policies

2nd step of implementation: Influence of EU policies on European cross-border transport

6 2 in-depth case studies:
Greater Region Saar-Lor-Lux+ & North Sea Mediterranean Corridor + Atlantic Corridor

Brandenburg-Lubuskie & North Sea Baltic Corridor

Interim Conclusion: Infiuence of EU policies on cross-border transport

PART 3: Conclusion & Recommendations .

7 Conclusions: European integration and Europeanization caused by EU policies in the field of cross-
border transport

Recommendations and future of cross-border transport in the EU
Future policy orientations | Outlook on EU cross-border transport

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

19



1 Introduction — Research questions — Methodology

Third part: Conclusions & Recommendations

The seventh chapter illustrates the relations to the EU theories and concepts that were described at the
beginning of the dissertation and offers a conclusion regarding the influence of the TEN-T and ETC
policies on cross-border transport.

The eighth chapter presents recommendations for the future of EU cross-border transport by proposing
future orientations for the two policy fields and offering a related outlook.
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Part 1: Theory & Policies

Chapter 2 Theoretical framework: the rationale and influence of
European Union policy making

Chapter 3 Transport in and across border regions within the European
Union

Chapter 4 EU policies influencing cross-border transport

Interim Conclusion I: European integration, policies and cross-border
Transport

21



22
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2 Theoretical framework: the rationale and influence of European Union
policy making

This research project is based on the theories of European integration and the concept of
Europeanisation. The influence of the European Territorial Cooperation and TEN-T Policy - being
products of European integration - on cross-border transport is to be analysed (see Figure 3). Thus, it
is to be found out to what degree the process of top-down Europeanisation has an influence on cross-
border transport. This general approach based on the two concepts was followed already by other
scholars like lan Bache (2008, 1ff.).

Figure 3: Theoretical approach

European Integration

TEN-T Policy
ETC Policy

Cross-border transport?

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

Therefore this chapter explains both concepts in relation to EU policy making and integrates subfields
such as governance and spatial boundaries that help to understand the background of European
integration and policy making as well as the development of cross-border transport. Thereby, it sets out
the analytical framework of the following research project on the influence of EU policies on cross-
border transport.

In scientific literature the terms European integration, Europeanisation, EU policy-making and policy
implementation are demarcated. Still they are strongly interrelated and have all an influence on policy
outcomes. Bulmer and Radaelli (2004) argue that policy-making at EU level, in this case the process of
agreement on a policy, has a strong impact on the implementation of that policy and the degree of change
at domestic level. Only if the EU policy made concerns a member state, its national policy might be
Europeanized (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 5).

The analysis and evaluation of EU influence is approached differently in policy implementation and
Europeanisation analysis: Policy implementation is usually limited to the evaluation of the EU policy
influence at the domestic level. Europeanisation analysis, however, additionally takes into account the
influence of politics and polity (Lenschow 2006, 58). In the following four subchapters, the four strands
of the theoretic framework are presented and demarcated from each other.

2.1 European integration

European integration describes the process of establishing EU polities (Bache 2008, 1). According to
Guasco, EU integration describes the relation of the member states’ to the supranational system and vice
versa (Guasco 2015, 17). In this research project, European integration is considered to lead to processes
of cooperation among the European member states. The latter aim at converging the domestic
developments in areas of shared interest. European integration is seen as basis for the development of
EU policies and cross-border transport which are the two main elements of investigation in this research
project. In addition it creates indirect factors and processes of influence which shape the development
of transnational cooperation.
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From the beginning it was not very clearly defined what role the European Union should play and how
far European integration should go. The attitudes of the growing number of member states have varied
strongly. Therefore the progress in European integration has differed between the member states.
Especially the failure of the establishment of a European Constitution questioned the further
development in the integration process (Laffan and Mazey 2006, 32).

Laffan and Mazey identified four aspects that are discussed controversially by the member states and
have a strong influence on the process of European integration and policy development. First, the
member states do not agree on the competence of the EU to decide about domestic issues, several are
reluctant to empower the EU in more policy fields. This hampers a further integration of the domestic
policies of the member states. Second, the liberalisation of the national economies is not welcomed by
all member states. Third, several member states dislike the further development of the EU to a polity.
Fourth, the EU needs to take into account external influences, as aspects of security or the accession of
new member states. These aspects are discussed controversially as well and might influence a further
integration through the development of new common policies (ibid., 33).

The process of European integration is not solely driven by the member states’ intergovernmentalism
but at least four additional actors and institutions. These five actor groups mutually influence each other.
The contribution of the member states to European integration is most visible: The national governments
contributed to European integration with their negotiations and final decisions, for instance, to establish
the European Community or the European Monetary Union. Furthermore, the executives of the member
states implement the EU policies in their respective countries (ibid., 34). However, many more
stakeholders and institutions are involved into the process of European integration in parallel: First,
European interest groups influence the establishment of policies and second, the European institutions
gained in importance and power. Examples are the European Parliament, whose members are directly
voted by the European citizens and which pools the different domestic parties into groups with similar
attitudes; and the European Commission which increased its influence on new policy sectors and
therewith the enlarged competences of the EU. A third stream that influences European integration
consists of external trends and challenges that lead to the development of policies to react on these. The
fourth influential factor on integration in the EU is the existence of ideas and beliefs that influence the
policy process as well (ibid., 35).

In this subchapter, first different theories that explain the development and influence of European
integration are presented. In the following three chapters, decisive elements that were developed based
on European integration’s (mostly) indirect processes, are presented: different types of governance, new
spatial boundaries and European identity. At the end of this chapter, the relation of the most important
elements of European integration to this research project is explained.

2.2 European integration theories

The integration within the EU has grown significantly since 1957. It is differentiated between different
processes: Vertical integration describes the sharing of competences among member states or the
uploading and centralization of competencies at EU level. Horizontal integration describes the growth
of EU member states or the widening of EU policies on third countries. The extent of horizontal and
vertical integration depends on the policy field (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 34). Therefore
Schimmelfennig and Rittberger introduced a third dimension, the sectoral integration. New policy areas
were added that were previously governed by each member state alone. The extent of centralization of
the policy areas (i.e. their vertical integration) varies and can change over time (Schimmelfennig and
Rittberger 2006, 74).
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Differentiated integration
As European integration has not been comprehensively completed, Schimmelfenning and Rittberger
argue that European integration processes have to be differentiated according to the EU authority in
different policy fields. The authority is evaluated based on three dimensions (ibid., 34ff.):

+ the degree of centralisation of a policy field, i.e. is it in the sole or shared competence of the EU or not?
+ its functional scope, i.e. does the authority comprise a single issue or the whole policy area?

¢ And the spatial expansion of the authority, i.e. does it comprise solely some domestic territories or the whole
territory of the EU?

Not all policy fields are organized centrally at EU level, some are still in the competence of the member
states, others have been uploaded only to a certain extent (vertical differentiation). Additionally, not all
member states completely applied all EU policies (for instance not all member states are part of the
Euro-Zone and Schengen, but opted out or have not fulfilled certain accession prerequisites) whereas
some non-EU countries apply EU policies, for instance Schengen (horizontal differentiation).
Additionally, it is possible that only some member states cooperate in a common field of interest
(enhanced cooperation) (ibid., 34ff.).

Figure 4 illustrates different shapes of integration based on these three dimensions. As the EU comprises
a mix of authorities with different dimensional characteristics in different policy fields Schimmelfennig
and Rittberger (2015) developed the shape ‘system of differentiated integration’ to describe the
European integration process in the EU.

Figure 4: Authority dimensions of differentiated integration
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The support of EU member states in favour of European integration depends on the domestic political
parties and their preferences in the different policy fields. Also because of different domestic
responsibilities, types of governance and institutions as well as a missing comprehensive European
identity it is said to be hard to reach a high level of non-differentiated integration (Hooghe and Marks
2006, 209).
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Integration theories try to reveal integration processes and attempt to explain the reasons and
characteristics of integration (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 34). Furthermore, they were created
to predict when and how European integration will advance (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2006, 76).
The different theories were developed over time and mirror the political development steps of the
European Union and its integration process (Pollack 2010, 17). Therefore they are based on different
assumptions which are presented in the following.

According to the theory of neo-functionalism European integration has been steered by elites
cooperating across national borders in functional issues. These cross-border governmental cooperations
led to political and functional spillover effects. Supranational institutions were established to ensure the
implementation of common aims. Therewith, power was attributed to the supranational level (Haas
2004, 291). The functional exchange and integration additionally have led to a stronger transnational
cooperation which can foster the harmonization of domestic policy processes (Guasco 2015, 37;
Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 49). The integration process is not steered solely by the involved
member states. Instead other actors at supranational and subnational level have become important after
the member states had initiated the process with own and shared interests (Rosamond 2000, 59). The
high importance of these actors is acknowledged in the whole policy-making process - especially during
the EU policies’ implementation (see chapters 2.4.2 and 2.5).

Neo-functionalism believes in automatic and independently boosting spillover effects in European
integration which were not foreseen by the domestic governments and cannot be controlled by them.
This was expected to lead to an ongoing European integration which proceeded step by step (Pollack
2010, 17; Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 46; Rosamond 2000, 51; Hooghe and Marks 2006, 216).
Once a policy area (economic sector a) is organized at supranational level, other related unintended
areas (sector b and c) will follow immediately because cooperation is considered to be necessary for
further improvement of the first policy area (sector a) (functional spillover) (Pollack 2010, 17;
Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 48). The economy is seen as the (original) main driver of
European integration. Functional economic sectors which are relevant to meet physical demands and
contribute to well-being are to be coordinated and aligned. This leads to common benefits. European
integration is said to be promoted by good practices and experiences. Therewith European integration
is expected to be intensified and run sustainably (Pollack 2010, 17). Guasco sees cross-border
cooperation (see chapter 3) as possible functional spillover of the Common European Market and
European Cohesion Policy. Moreover, European Territorial Cooperation across borders is an EU policy
field which can lead to cooperation in further fields (Guasco 2015, 35).

According to theory, besides functional spillover effects also political spillover and institutional or
‘cultivated spillover (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 49; Rosamond 2000, 61) take place which
is influenced by actors and processes mainly from supra- and subnational level.

European integration is developed by a large number of interested actors and the negotiations of their
respective aims (politicization). Established supranational institutions lead the further integration
process (Rosamond 2000, 53; Hooghe and Marks 2006, 215). These supranational actors and institutions
gain experience in one sector and are empowered piecemeal to manage the cooperation in other policy
sectors. Additionally they lobby for a stronger integration by a common management of policies at EU
level (Moravcsik 2005, 352; Pollack 2010, 18; Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 49). Furthermore,
subnational actors, e.g. interest groups, develop strong contacts to the supranational actors and lobby for
a stronger integration and empowerment of the EU institutions instead of the national ones (Pollack
2010, 18; Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 49; Rosamond 2000, 51; Sandholtz and Stone Sweet
2012, 20). The national governments become less important. European integration has transformative
effects on the domestic systems of the member states (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 38). The
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actors themselves change their interests and strategies - influenced through the exchange within
European integration - and become more transnational (Rosamond 2000, 56).

The view that politicization contributes to European integration is contested today: The communicated
loss of national power and sovereignty in combination with a stable strong national identity produced
Eurosceptism (Hooghe and Marks 2006, 215).

Sandholtz and Stone Sweet declare functional and institutional spillover as well as the growing role of
the supranational institutions as decisive for the European integration development. Empirical studies
in certain policy fields, amongst others transport, confirmed the assumption that augmented cross-border
transactions initiated political processes which produced regulations and policies at EU level (Sandholtz
and Stone Sweet 2012, 26). Intergovernmental bargaining should not be disregarded in neo-
functionalism as it is a relevant element of European integration (ibid., 21).

According to the New Institutionalism institutions are very important in European integration (Pollack
2010, 21). There are three main strands of institutionalism. First, the rational choice institutionalism
argues for a high influence of formal EU regulations — including procedural rules - and rationally driven
political stakeholders on the development of policies and their contribution to European integration
(Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 107; Pollack 2010, 22). Second, the sociological institutionalism
focuses on the influence of informal institutions on European stakeholders’ identities and interests.
Influenced by cultural and social mindsets as well as informal norms and rules stakeholders are
considered to make an ‘appropriate’ choice based on their informal surrounding institutions
(Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 53; Pollack 2010, 22; Diihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 108f.).
Third, historical institutionalism argues for the relevance of the path dependency of formal and
informal institutions. This is said to influence the stakeholders’ preferences, political structures and
thereby the further European integration. Also the timing of changes and of institutions are seen as
important factors for European integration (Pollack 2010, 22; Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 107). A
fourth strand of institutionalism focuses on institutional discourses. It differentiates two decisive form
of discourse: on the one hand discourses between political stakeholders in the policy-making process,
and on the other hand discourses between the political stakeholders and the public society which might
influence European integration as well (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 109).

Constructivism is a rather new approach to explain European integration compared to neo-functionalism
and intergovernmentalism. It sees European integration as a process of establishing and strengthening a
European community (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 53). Under the constructivist theory
European integration is accelerated by rather soft pressures and processes of ideational value based on
the common European identity, norms and beliefs (ibid., 39) in addition to formal regulations (Pollack
2010, 24). So, the development of European integration is influenced by the dissemination and the extent
of adaptation of these soft attitudes. Negotiations are made based on discussions and persuasions.
Domestic claims are to be defended with arguments to come to a consensus at the end. A compatible
basis of European identity is needed for integration (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 39).
Transnational cooperation is influenced by institutions and cultures and based on common aims and
norms. Through transnational interaction preferences are produced endogenously. The EU institutions
are based on these common values, norms, preferences and identity and can only be empowered further
based on the commonalities of the European member states. European institutions are expected to
contribute to a further integration as they contain frequent contact in policy-making and offer the place
for mutual learning and exchange (ibid., 53). Even the EU institutions are said to influence the states’
and actors’ identities and interests (see top-down Europeanisation in chapter 2.3.1) (Schimmelfennig
and Rittberger 2015, 54; Pollack 2010, 24). When European integration outcomes are exposed and
considered to be just and reasonable it is expected that European citizens, governments and policy
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officials will be involved in EU policy-making and contribute to the further development of European
integration (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 56).

In the constructivism approach differentiated integration can take place because of diverging demands
on legitimacy and different ideational basic rules and values in some policy areas compared to others.
Therefore some policy areas might be more centralised than others. At the same time the degree of
horizontal integration can vary based on the domestic attitude towards the EU. Also the content of a
policy has an impact on the level of integration. Technical, less identity bound policies are expected to
be accepted and integrated at EU level much faster (ibid., 56). Thus, constructivism stands for the strong
influence of actors’ aims and identities by their surrounding culture. This assumption contrasts the
rational choice theory in which actors form their interests and identity independently from other factors
(Pollack 2010, 24). Evidence for these assumptions, however, has rather been weak: Empirical studies
revealed the higher influence of formal institutions than informal institutions on the European actors
(ibid., 24).

The main rival of the supranational theories of European integration presented is the
intergovernmentalism which.

Intergovernmentalism is based on different assumptions than the earlier described approaches. It was
developed as an answer to the very optimist neo-functionalism approach towards fast European
integration (Guasco 2015, 36). It reacts on the “resilience” (Pollack 2010, 19) of the power of the
national levels within the EU (Pollack 2010, 19; Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 51; Rosamond
2000, 73). Here European integration is based on the rational choice of the member states and their
mutual negotiations (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 40; Pollack 2010, 20). This choice
influences the vertical integration. It is expected that the domestic governments predefine their national
aims before the negotiations start and keep them until the end of negotiations. The negotiations among
the member states solely impact the ‘costs’ of maintaining and achieving their aims but not their content.
Cooperation and integration between the European member states takes place when mutual benefits can
be achieved (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 40). The result of the negotiations depends on
national preferences, the respective bargaining power of the member states within intergovernmental
negotiations (Moravcsik 1991, 25), the impact of the involved international institutions on the
negotiations and the surveillance of the agreements’ implementation (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger
2015, 40).

The outcomes of negotiation are usually a product of the lowest common denominator of the most
powerful states. member states are only interested in so far as the transnational policies are of added
value for their domestic policy aims and context. The member states have to cede some sovereignty and
therefore want to produce advantages for their country in exchange (Moravcsik 1991, 25;
Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 43). The negotiations decide about the functional extent of
integration (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 41). If no common agreement can be reached,
differentiated integration is a possibility: Not all policies are strongly centralised. Instead the member
states can follow their own policies independent of each other in areas of dissent. This flexibility and
possibility of disregarding dissent in some policy areas opens European integration for third countries
and contributes to a stronger horizontal integration in other policy areas (ibid., 44). States that are not
involved in the European negotiations are excluded from integration and follow different aims and basic
rules. Thereby third countries are influenced and can influence EU countries horizontally. As long as it
brings additional benefits for the already integrated member states more countries will be able to join
the cooperation and enlarge the horizontal integration (ibid., 41). In intergovernmentalism the EU is
considered as an intergovernmental policy arena - the national discussions are extended at EU level
but the European institutions preferentially do not gain more power. They are not accredited with much
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policy initiation power or given sovereignty — they are just approached with national preferences and
shall monitor the policy implementation (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015, 42; Moravcsik 1991,
25; Pollack 2010, 20). The European treaties are seen as main outputs of European integration and it is
not expected that European integration goes beyond intergovernmental negotiations (Guasco 2015, 36;
Moravcsik 1991, 25). The topics of cooperation are not supposed to be expanded to security and foreign
policy guestions and mainly concern economic issues. The member states control the level of European
integration and do not transform their domestic state systems (Schimmelfennig and Rittberger 2015,
38).

These different theoretic approaches argue for the importance of different influence factors for the
European integration process and predict different future scenarios of European integration. As
presented in the beginning of the chapter, the degree of European integration varies between different
policy sectors. Therefore it might be the case that the influence of European integration in one policy
sector can be explained very well with one of the different theoretic approaches whereas a different
approach needs to be used to explain the situation in another policy sector. As the research project aims
at exploring European Territorial Cooperation and the Trans-European Transport Networks which
belong to different policy sectors, it will be analysed in chapter 4 which European integration theories
can explain the policies’ development, characteristics and factors relevant for their implementation in
order to evaluate the policies’ influence on further integration in a later step.

In the following, two aspects which are of high relevance for European integration and European policy
implementation are explained in more detail: multi-level governance which describes the ‘who’ and
‘how’ of a policy implementation as well as a reflection on new spatial dimensions, exploited by the
EU, which describe the ‘where’ and also the ‘how’ of European policy implementation.

2.2.2 Creation of multi-level governance

European integration is said to have produced new types of governance within the EU. Governance is a
special way of doing politics to be distinguished from the traditional government. According to the
‘governance approach’ the EU is considered to be a special political system which cannot be associated
with an international institution or a national political system. It is described as a “new and emerging
system of ‘governance without government’” (Pollack 2010, 35) which is developed under European
integration influence (Piattoni 2010, 1). Governance is analysed in various ways and theories, some
scholars even argue for the development of new terms to be able to properly describe the characteristics
of European governance. Governance describes the loss of importance and of centrality of the
government in the policy-making process in favour of (transnational®) networks of public and private
stakeholders. Because of missing information and knowledge the government is not capable any longer
to steer the development and successfully approach economic and social challenges. Public and private
actor networks support the government by negotiating policy issues based on their knowledge to reach
common aims (Pollack 2010, 36; Marks and Hooghe 2004, 19; Rhodes 2007, 1246).

Multi-level governance
The term ‘Multi-level governance’ adds to the governance component a multi-level dimension. This
dimension describes the dispersed state control in policy-making which is partly given to both the
supranational and subnational level (Marks and Hooghe 2004, 19). The traditional central national level
is not the sole level competent any longer. The different governmental levels are interdependent and
cooperate with each other to develop and implement policies (Peterson 2003, 11).

Marks introduced a first ‘multi-level governance’ model in 1993. By analysing the partnership principle
in Structural Funds policy-making which was introduced in 1988, he discovered the loss of sole control

9 In the case of the EU.
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of the national states® for the benefit of the supranational and subnational levels. He pointed out the
importance of the interaction between those levels and the subnational level (Marks 1993, 407). The
partnership principle requires cooperation between the European Commission, the respective member
states and the responsible authorities at national and subnational level as partners to reach a common
aim. The partners shall commonly plan, implement and monitor the use of the Structural Funds and their
programmes. Thereby the European Commission fostered the principle of multi-level governance
(Bache 2004, 166). In 1992, the Maastricht Treaty introduced a higher importance of supra-national
authorities, more policy areas with qualified majority voting and a stronger European integration in
policy-making. Therefore Guasco argues that the concept of multi-level governance gained further
importance (Guasco 2015, 31). Later reforms of the Structural Funds are said to have returned decisive
power to the member states’ governments (Pollack 2010, 36). Empirical analysis proved that the
implementation of the partnership principle varied in the member states. The earlier levels of
management responsible still had a strong influence on the relations between the involved actors and
the distribution of power. In other cases, earlier reluctant countries developed a multi-level partnership
through learning from other member states. Still the multi-level governance process is said to be only
applied when it fits to the domestic governmental system and its preferences. Therefore it is very
relevant to know the EU’s impact on domestic preferences - and vice versa - the shaping of EU policies
by domestic interests (Bache 2004, 166) in order to evaluate the policies’ implementation. This is done
in Europeanisation and policy transfer analyses (see chapter 2.5). Both analytic approaches are based
on the assumption of multi-level governance as they analyse the influence of a certain level within this
multi-level network.

Policy-making in a multi-level governance system favours the subnational levels as it has the possibility
to participate to a stronger degree. Often the subnational level gets in closer contact to the European
supranational institutions and to other subnational levels. The subnational actors’ activity depends on
their preferences and their position within their domestic system. To ensure the implementation of
national ideas and to regain some control via bilateral arrangements the national level might try to
influence the lower levels and bargain with them (Marks and Hooghe 2004, 19; Bache 2008, 21; George
2004, 115). Marks considers the division of governance to be very strong in the implementation phase
of policies (see chapter 2.4.1).

It is very important not to forget the principle of subsidiarity on which European policy making is based:
The EU supranational level can only develop policies and legislation in those subjects which cannot be
handled satisfactorily at lower governmental levels (Peterson 2003, 11). A reason for this principle is
the heterogeneity of subspaces within a nation, or within the EU. The central government can hardly
take into account all preferences and conditions of the whole territory. To live up to a standard, multi-
level governance enables subnational or more appropriate levels to react on territorial peculiarities and
produce special custom-made policies (Hooghe and Marks 2003, 236; Marks and Hooghe 2004, 16).
Other policy fields like climate change have a large, even global influence and therefore should be
decided not at national but at supranational level. The level of competence should be dependent on the
‘externalities’ of the policy field. The significance and influence of a policy decision needs to be taken
into account (Marks and Hooghe 2004, 16) when choosing the appropriate level of policy-making.

For this research project the application of multi-level governance is relevant in two fields. First, the
involvement of the different levels is explored in the process of policy implementation of the EU policies
in the respective member states and second, the policies’ influence is tested in the transnational transport
coordination of cross-border regions.

10 Read more on the reasons for the loss of control of the national states or their surrender of some power in George 2004, 113.
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Marks and Hooghe argue that the characteristics of multi-level governance have changed over time due
to the political situation. Originally, the neo-functionalists and founders of the EU aimed at establishing
a federal state. However, today the national support for the strengthening of supranational governance
is very low although the number of and EU policy fields and therewith functional integration has grown.
Therefore Marks and Hooghe compare the governance system of the EU with a consortio: On a
predefined common territory it is cooperated on various functional areas based on flexible arrangements.

Additionally, they see parallels to a ‘condominio’ which can also be applied in cross-border regions:
flexible (also subnational) territorial units are created to cooperate on certain functional issues. These
territories can overlap with others and are not divided into different national boundaries but grouped to
one functional space which is commonly governed by the involved sovereign states (Hooghe and Marks
2006, 216).

Besides the traditional hierarchical model of multi-level governance Hooghe and Marks defined a soft
model which additionally involves private stakeholders besides the public levels. Additionally, several
intersections between different administrative levels can exist in contrast to the hierarchical model. To
minimise the efforts of coordination this model divides the competences to various functional areas that
address certain topics. These areas can overlap each other and compete. These competence levels are
very flexible and can arise and disappear from time to time depending on the demand. Here stakeholders
of different levels can be active in several competence areas but the tasks are separated strongly (Hooghe
and Marks 2003, 236; Marks and Hooghe 2004, 16). This model resembles processes which take place
in cross-border cooperation, as argued by Guasco. It might be applied to understand and analyse the
processes in cross-border policy making (Guasco 2015, 41). This is acknowledged by Marks and
Hooghe. Such cooperations usually overlap with domestic competence areas (ibid., 25). Policies
developed in ‘soft’ multi-level governance which have a clear functional focus, are said to be the
organisational answer to the Europeanisation process and demonstrate the ‘state glocalisation’. This
means that the local and regional levels as well as the supranational level have gained more competences
in terms of policy-making (Nelles and Durand 2014, 106).

Multi-level governance in cross-border cooperations
Several researchers analysed the application of multi-level governance not only at EU level but also in
cross-border contexts which is very relevant for this research project as it focuses on cross-border
transport within cross-border regions.

Cross-border regions have been established for cooperation and are said to have become “policy spaces”
(Dorry and Decoville 2013, 3). The European level has supported cross-border cooperation since many
years. Also the national level benefits from EU support in the border regions and supports cross-border
projects. However, when it comes to competences the states are said to be very reluctant to share their
sovereignty with established cross-border institutions. This hampers the implementation of cross-border
actions and agreements and frustrates involved actors (Houtum 2000, 66). Thus, multi-level governance
also shows shortcomings in the cross-border context. Therefore cross-border regions are described as
“laboratories [...] of the European integration process” (ibid., 64) and cross-border cooperation is
promoted to contribute to further European integration (Cappellin and Batey 1993, 1).

It seems to depend on the number and character of the actors involved, the cooperations’ traditions and
history as well as the cross-border region’s size, which governance approach is applied in cross-border
cooperations (Nelles and Durand 2014, 113). Strategic leaders that structure and organize the
cooperation are said to be very relevant in cross-border region governance (Dorry and Decoville 2013,
13).

Dorry and Decoville analysed governance structures in public cross-border transport within the

metropolitan cross-border region of Luxembourg. They found evidence that the decision making
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structures and aims of the national levels have still prevailed. In the case of the public transport in the
cross-border region of Luxembourg no functional competent levels arose but the public transport was
governed by multi-purpose associations (ibid., 2). The central domestic level remained the most
important actor of multi-level governance because cross-border regions do not have own means and
therefore rely on the national states. Additionally, they do not have competences in most fields of
cooperation which minimises the potential of a real multi-level governance process. Therefore Dorry
and Decoville question the applicability of the soft governance model in a complex cross-border context
(ibid., 4).

Perkmann acknowledges that cross-border regions are a challenged form of multi-level governance
because their members do not belong to the territory of one state and therefore have to develop their
own institutional framing rules and decision-making processes that are recognized mutually and
followed voluntarily. Also cross-border regions are said to have a horizontal and a vertical network.
Horizontal governance takes place in the cooperation among its members at local level and with EU
funded INTERREG!! bodies. Vertical governance involves supralocal and supranational bodies and
concerns the control of the INTERREG projects’ implementation, for instance. Perkmann describes
these two different level processes and the form of cooperation as ‘networked governance’ (Perkmann
2005, 168). With the European multi-level governance system the EU is said to offer the potential for
new forms of actors to develop competences in policy-making and to access resources (Perkmann
2007b, 861). Multi-level governance across national borders is said to be especially effective when the
involved countries have a tradition of local autonomy as in the Scandinavian countries and Germany
and therewith a stronger will to give the local level some sovereignty. The donation of sovereignty to
the regional level, however, is said to be less probable because it is seen as a stronger challenge for the
national sovereignty (Perkmann 2005, 163).

The European Union supports the creation of cross-border cooperations as the European Commission is
dependent on other domestic bodies that execute and implement the EU policies. Therefore it offers
several opportunities to establish such networking and cooperating bodies and activates subnational
actors in its policies. In addition, it ensures its own participation to steer the topics of cooperation etc.
(Perkmann 2007b, 865). Still the cooperations are expected to develop organisational capacities to
maintain their governance structure and follow their tasks. Therewith they enlarge their institution’s
influence (ibid., 866). Cross-border regions which coordinate the policies across borders, involve
subnational actors from different countries and follow flexible extensible policy tasks are said to be an
element of soft multi-level governance (ibid., 863).

Multi-level governance has a strong influence on the EU policy development but also on the policy
implementation. The research project focuses on the latter aspect. The arising of multi-level governance
through European integration is considered to be of high relevance for this research project as this has
strongly influenced the EU policy implementation process and the practice of cross-border cooperation:
multiple levels and organizational forms were added and made the implementation process more
complex. In the analytical part of the research project the relevance of several different member states’
administrative levels for cross-border transport is evaluated. Additionally, the implementation of two
EU policies is investigated systematically, including their influence on multiple administrative levels
and cross-border institutions. However, the research project does not analyse in depth the integration of
individual stakeholders or the society.

1 INTERREG was officially renamed to European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) and supports transnational cooperation within
the EU. More information on INTERREG and the ETC can be found in chapters 3.1.2 and 4.2.
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Besides the development of multi-level governance European integration has led to the creation of new
territorial, relational and soft spaces which cross traditional administrative national boundaries. They
are presented in the following chapter.

2.2.3 Creation of territorial, relational and soft spaces

Despite the division of the EU in multiple subnational levels of governance, the member states’ national
demarcation stays very relevant when analysing the influence of EU policies, as the national states
traditionally react on the influence of the EU policies or are involved in policy development in case of
a shared competence. The implementation practice of policies, which results in the actual situation in
space, differs among the domestic spaces. However, the EU pursues the goal to assimilate the national
regulations that influence the common European Union space, contribute to cohesion and complete the
Single Market. In this respect territorial borders are to be removed and relational or soft spaces become
relevant:

The EU aims at the diminishing of internal EU borders and differences (boundary removing resp.
positive integration), whereas at the same time external borders are to be established and shall become
less permeable (boundary building resp. negative integration). These two processes of European
integration happen at the same time: the national boundaries are integrated positively, the EU boundary
is integrated negatively and demarcated from the outside (Bartolini 2009, 177).

The loss of importance of the European territorial borders - in the sense of military borders - can be seen
as prerequisite for European integration. It enabled the removal of economic borders and an agreement
on centralized common legal rules, i.e. the internal removal of boundaries. Because of a lack of control
of the supranational level over the whole EU territory, the external boundaries have been established
much slower (ibid., 242). Still, the external borders have become a crucial policy subject of the EU in
recent years.? This underlines that the external territorial boundary setting is an important part of
European integration. Immigration policy could not stay in the full responsibility of each member state
because the border controls within the countries were abolished to enable the free movement of EU
citizens. This process is described as the “Pooling [of] Internal Coercion” (ibid., 205) and signifies a
fundamental step of European integration. The member states with external borders do not only have to
control the immigrants concerning their access into the own country but at the same time into all other
EU countries (ibid., 205).

As the internal borders are to be removed, European integration has encouraged the mobility across the
internal (national) EU borders. European citizens are free to move, live and work in the whole EU
whereas earlier these rights were subject to the control of the member states®. The Treaty of Rome is
seen as a starting point for the opening of the internal borders. It proposed the establishment of a common
European market and a customs union as well as the creation of common policy fields (e.g. the field of
transport). The free movement of people implicates new challenges in crime prevention and made it
necessary to cooperate in police issues. Existing different national legislations concerning crime are still
said to be a challenge (ibid., 205).

The Structural Funds policies introduced the INTERREG programme* in 1989 which comprised
financial support for European cohesion and special support for European border regions. The latters’

2 This is because of the so-called ‘refugee crisis’ which has led to strong immigration flows to the European Union since 2015.
Therewith the external EU borders became a highly explosive political subject.

13 Due to the refugee crisis several inner-European frontiers were constructionally re-established with border fences and border
controls were temporally reintroduced. Until the end of November 2017 at the latest further internal border controls are possible
at the German, Austrian, Danish, Swedish and Norwegian borders. However, the EU aims at returning to the Schengen rules
until the end of 2017 (Council of the European Union 2017, 7f.).

14 More information on the INTERREG programme is given in chapter 4.2.
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position was to be improved through cross-border cooperation and investments into insufficient
infrastructures to abandon these areas’ isolation. According to O’Dowd the EU introduced INTERREG
quite late due to the sensitiveness of national borders and the initial reservations towards the economic
integration of the member states. The programme, however, was the impetus for enlarged regional cross-
border cooperation also at borders without cooperation tradition (O'Dowd 2002, 119).

Boundaries can have different characteristics and exist because of different reasons. Boundaries can be
demarcated by functional or territorial reasons. Territorial boundaries are strongly related to a certain
spatial area. Functional boundaries are less related to a certain space but can exist over longer
distances because of modern communication methods like the internet (Bartolini 2009, 15). The
emergence of so-called ‘relational’ boundaries - be it of cultural, economic or other functional nature
- are said to be a symptom of European integration and its political reality. These boundaries have been
reshaped and often trespass traditional domestic administrative borders. National borders are considered
not to be natural but socially or politically constructed. In general relational boundaries are more flexible
and can change frequently over time (O'Dowd 2002, 111; Bartolini 2009, 242; Goodwin 2012, 1182).
Still the national borders have remained important also in terms of identity of the European citizens
(O'Dowd 2002, 114). Territorial and relational boundaries mutually influence each other and co-exist
and therewith shape the development of the European space (Goodwin 2012, 1182; Allmendinger,
Chilla, and Sielker 2014, 2714). A criterion to differentiate boundaries is the reason for the demarcation:
which benefits are to be achieved and who or what shall (not) become part of the boundary?
Furthermore, boundaries differ in their openness to the external and organize their boundaries in
different ways. Finally, boundaries can overlap and influence each other, functionally, socially and in
their territorial demarcation (Bartolini 2009, 15).

In scientific literature the relational and territorial perspectives of space contrast each other as in a
relational perspective space changes constantly its characteristics and contains several levels of
interdependence - connected via networks. Furthermore, it can comprise several social boundaries. It is
not bound to administrative territorial borders. This contrasts with the territorial perspective in which
space is separated by clearly defined territories that belong to a logic of hierarchy of different levels.
Goodwin proposes to merge these two perspectives as they mutually influenced each other. Institutions
are often responsible for a certain territory and even if this is not the case the produced policies are often
only binding for a certain territory although the policy field itself is of global importance like climate
change. At the same time, institutions often transcend their assigned territories in their political practice.
Additionally, some formal territories were developed out of relational spaces that hardened at some
point in time. These hardened spaces can i.e. due to political changes, soften again and loose their
importance and resources and change the composition of actors involved. Here the territory assigned to
governance is decisive (Goodwin 2012, 1182). Thus, space does not necessarily comprise a territorial
demarcation and is not fixed eternally.

Bartolini sees European integration as the process of crossing and exceeding, changing and modifying
“territorial and functional boundaries” (Bartolini 2009, xii) of the EU member states and therewith
a massive change in their character. Hence, he stresses the influence of European integration on the
territory and points to the growing importance of functional or soft spaces. The EU member states are
expected to assimilate again in the fields of culture, law and economy after many years of demarcation
(ibid., xii). Because of growing supranational competences in several policy fields European integration
is said to lead to tensions with the sovereign territories of the member states. So far, the EU territory is
rather considered to be a ‘pool’ of member state territories. Additionally, the EU can be understood
as a common soft space of values which is rather based on relational than territorial demarcations.
Spatial planning is one of the policy fields which is not steered at EU level. Still European (territorial)

Cohesion Policy might be considered as a starting point for a new EU competence. Other EU policy
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fields like transport have a strong impact on domestic spatial planning although they are not coordinated
territorially at EU level (Allmendinger, Chilla, and Sielker 2014, 2707). Still there were some soft
intergovernmental attempts of spatial planning at EU level like the voluntary creation of the
European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) and the Territorial Agenda (TA). These attempts
might contribute to the creation of a common European territory (Luukkonen 2014, 14).

According to Perkmann re-scaling processes can be observed in three main dimensions: It can be
motivated by political objectives and a process of grouping like-minded people. Additionally, it can be
explained by the risen importance of (multi-level) governance in European policy-making. New
governance models, based on common interests and the latters’ common management can lead to the
demarcation of new territories. Third, territorial re-scaling and cooperation can take place because of
strategic reasons: certain visions shall be implemented on a common territory. Spatial re-scaling always
includes a change of scale of the governance level and creates new institutions that are responsible for
the governance at the new level. Re-scaling processes can only happen and be efficient when this process
is sufficiently supported socially, based on evident reasoning of the added value and need. The process
of re-scaling needs to include actors of the involved territories to become politically legitimate and to
be able to take decisions. Territorial boundaries are often based on historic reasons of domination and
usually represent a certain social order (Perkmann 20074, 255).

Allmendinger, Chilla and Sielker developed a scheme of three categories that measure the territorial
influence of policies according to the EU competences involved: Policy fields that stay in the sole
responsibility of member states are not expected to have an impact on the EU territory
(‘nonterritoriality’), whereas policies that are in the shared responsibility of the EU and the member
states (the member states keep their sovereignty) are expected to influence the respective national
territories (‘pooled territoriality’) based on the theory of intergovernmentalism. The third category
(‘supraterritoriality’) is reached when the EU level is the sole competent in a policy field. This is the
case in the European Single Market. The EU can determine the rules for the national territories and
sanction non-compliance. The third category of territorial power is striven for by the theory of neo-
functionalism. The attribution of the territorial categories, however, can change over time and is
dependent on the political development (Allmendinger, Chilla, and Sielker 2014, 2708).

Typically, spatial planning has to develop plans for a predefined territory. In doing so, it has to take
into account relational spaces and different levels of territorial spaces. Spatial plans cannot be reduced
to pure relational spaces because of material inputs and issues that are crucial for planning and are
regulated hierarchically (financing decisions, infrastructures, environment, etc.). Still hierarchical
structures are influenced by interrelations themselves and change due to external influence. To ensure
the implementation of a strategy in spatial planning the plan and its relational strategies needs to be
bound to a certain territory and therewith to a certain jurisdiction (ibid., 2704). However, attempts of
spatial planning and territorial development at EU level led to the necessity to open up the domestic
spatial planning systems to the European discourse and transnational cooperations (Pallagst 2007, 3).

New types of spatial boundaries
So-called ‘soft spaces’ — mixtures between relational and territorial spaces — are cooperation areas for
common plans or strategies in shared fields of interest. Their spatial coverage usually transcends
administrative boundaries and they can be created at diverse scales and for distinct durations. They
usually co-exist to hard spaces and complement them (Haughton et al. 2010, 52). Soft spaces contribute
to temporal re-territorialisation processes of the EU. Further reasons for their establishment are the
representation of spaces independent of administrative boundaries (e.g. functional areas) to point to
challenges and to influence the political power level structures in a certain policy field. They can also
be developed to cooperate in the field of spatial planning. The creation of a soft space offers the potential
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to integrate other actors and visions that come from other administrative boundaries into a common
governance process. Additionally, soft spaces allow an exchange of experiences in specialized fields
through the establishment of a governance network. Besides that, soft spaces can be established as
political testing grounds for strategies in special fields without full empowerment (Allmendinger, Chilla,
and Sielker 2014, 2704). For instance spatial development visions can be developed. However, the
implementation of these experimental results has to be ensured in the traditional administrative levels
because of missing competences of soft spaces (Haughton et al. 2010, X, 51f.).

Soft spaces can have different characteristics and do not have to be demarcated definitely. Additionally,
they can institutionally harden i.e. by developing formal structures in order to become more
acknowledged and independent of the domestic administrations (Allmendinger, Chilla, and Sielker
2014, 2704; Othengrafen et al. 2015, 222; Metzger and Schmitt 2012).

Allmendinger, Chilla, and Sielker (2014) argue that these European re-territorialisation processes -
enabled by soft spaces - might influence domestic and regional spatial planning in terms of
responsibilities and themes (ibid., 2704).

An example for soft spaces are cross-border regions®. They consist of at least two territorial entities
that are located contiguously on both sides of a shared national border. Often the sole clear territorial
demarcation is the national border around which the cooperation takes place. The cross-border regions
themselves have often flexible fuzzy shapes. Frequently the main reason for cooperation is the existence
of the border which is to be overcome. It is to be taken advantage of the closeness of the two bordering
territories. Cooperation is established in certain fields of shared interest. Cross-border regions are often
developed strategically and based on new tendencies of multi-level governance strongly influenced by
European Cohesion Policy. These cross-border regions shall implement policies developed at EU level
(see chapter 2.2). Therefore the cooperations involve subnational governmental and non-governmental
actors from at least two member states and are developed together with the European Commission and
the member states involved. Institutional inter-linkages across borders are the basic prerequisite for
cooperation. The historic bonds of regions and therewith associated similar cultures, languages,
political attitudes, economic disparities etc. vary and cause different levels of permeability across
borders. This has consequences on the organization and character of cross-border regions (O'Dowd
2002, 111; Perkmann 2007a, 259, 2007b, 866). Cross-border regions are often established as soft spaces
because the latter offer the opportunity to bypass cultural, legal and political differences between the
regions (Othengrafen et al. 2015, 223). Cross-border regions can resemble soft networks based on the
exchange of communication and functional issues. Others are solely focused on the management of
European Territorial Cooperation (INTERREG). Besides that, cross-border regions can have very stable
structures and defined territories based on common rules and reciprocal duties. However, not all are
effective in their public appearance (O'Dowd 2002, 111; Perkmann 2007b, 863ff.). It is remarked
critically that cross-border regions purely established to access EU funds exist often only for a short
period and are developed without profound basis of shared interest. Therewith they have an unnatural
character and no mutual personal relations exist. Furthermore, cross-border initiatives are said to be
often only focused on few functional issues and would concern very small areas which overlap with
other cooperations. These characteristics are said to challenge the maturity and coherence of cross-
border regions as territorial boundaries (Johnson 2009, 183). Perkmann considers it to be premature to
evaluate such cross-border institutions as an establishment of new types of territory because they are
less powerful and less established than domestic public authorities (Perkmann 2007b, 876).

Despite this criticism, O’Dowd emphasizes the high symbolic importance of an enlarged number of
cross-border initiatives: they demonstrate the overcoming of state sovereignty and illuminate the

15 More information on the territorial shape of cross-border regions can be found in chapter 3.1.
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existence of a multi-level governance system of the EU (see chapter 2.2) with shared responsibilities
across different levels and the involvement of non-governmental actors. Furthermore, cross-border
regions show disengagement between the state territory and relational, functional as well as social
spaces. Additionally, besides programming tasks, cross-border cooperation fosters the communication
across borders and establishes participative policy arenas for exchange. The national levels still remain
to be an influential player in these regionalization approaches. In most cases it is the national levels that
take the final decisions about infrastructure investments. Therewith O’Dowd also acknowledges a
lacking power of cross-border regions in terms of commandment of financial means and structural
stability which hinders them to become new territorial boundaries independent of their involved national
levels (O'Dowd 2002, 123). Anderson and O’Dowd argue that national territories need to be linked to
the cross-border regions and social boundaries (Anderson and O'Dowd 1999, 602). O’Dowd sees cross-
border cooperations as pioneers of a ‘more democratic’ European integration (O'Dowd 2002, 125). The
Council of Europe expected in the 1990ies cross-border cooperations to be a starting point of political
cooperation and convergence within the EU. In any case these functional cooperations across borders
blurred national borders, shaped a new type of territorial governance and challenged the former
exclusive steering of the territory by the member states. Furthermore, cross-border cooperation is seen
as more effective contribution to European integration in a bottom-up process than the negotiations
between the member states. The Council of Europe was one of the first European actors that actively
supported the establishment of cross-border regional spaces of cooperation. It tried to assist these
cooperations with the establishment of legal supportive instruments (Madrid Convention) (ibid., 115).

Corridors have been created as another new type of spatial boundaries. They can be used as analytical
concept for the evaluation of a status quo or as planning concept which contains future objectives (Vries
and Priemus 2003, 226). Corridors can comprise several policy sectors and levels. Examples are the
use of corridors in the fields of transport, ecology, economy, infrastructure, urban planning and as a
concept in political science (Witte 2014, 19). In practice, however, the development of corridors has
often focussed on single sectors and levels and has not used the potential integrative character. A further
challenge of the corridors has been their transnational governance. The domestic policies of the
countries involved, need to be coordinated so that they do not contradict each other and hamper a
common corridor development. In addition, different domestic regulations and political approaches
complicate a coordination of the multitude of actors from different countries, levels and policy sectors
(Priemus and Zonneveld 2003, 173; Vries and Priemus 2003, 227; Witte 2014, 19). Thus, de Vries and
Priemus recommend establishing the institutional capacity to cope with the complexity of corridors and
develop a platform of cooperation between the actors. The governance structure of corridors should be
transparent, informative and interactive to increase the involvement of important stakeholders from
different sectors and levels as well as the public. Domestic actions and strategies within the corridor
should be monitored and made accessible to other involved domestic structures. Furthermore, joint
decision-making across borders should be made possible and the sectoral policies should take into
account spatial strategies. Thereby the researchers propose to adapt a place-based approach (Vries and
Priemus 2003, 227).

Corridors’ spatial boundaries are characterized by a linear shape and are usually interrelated with their
surroundings, often located within agglomerations (see Image 1). Furthermore, they are usually linear
because the development is structured by a transport infrastructure, because of natural reasons like rivers
or coast lines or because of historic trade relations. The latter is especially true in the case of urban
corridors (Rodrigue 2004). According to Chapman, a very important feature of corridors is the aim to
connect and transfer goods and people between different nodes (Chapman et al. 2003, 190).

Corridors have a direct and often costly influence on the local scale where they are constructed but shall
be beneficial for a larger zone. In addition, the farther surrounding area which does not benefit from the
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concentrated corridor development might be disadvantaged. Therefore the concept is discussed
controversially. The interests of different scales need to be taken into account when developing and
governing a corridor (Priemus and Zonneveld 2003, 175; Albrechts and Coppens 2003, 223; Witte 2014,
22). However, the spatial patterns of corridors are often overlooked in European policy-making and
transport development although there has been a growing demand on EU level for stronger transnational
territorial governance in order to reach territorial cohesion. It is said to be a challenge to combine the
spatial and sectoral strands of a corridor development under a common governance structure (Witte
2014, 27; Priemus and Zonneveld 2003, 176). The first forms of corridors have been developed to plan
the further extension of transport infrastructures within several scales. However, the corridors never
crossed national boundaries.

Image 1: Spatial conceptualisation of corridors
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Source: Rodrigue 2004, 149.

Since the 1990ies the concept has also been applied in EU Transport Policy, however in a broader sense:
the corridors were applied in cross-national boundaries to better link the member states with each other.
They were to enable an unhampered passing across spatially and administratively demarcated
boundaries. Additionally, economic disparities have been to be minimised by linking economically
prosperous regions with those lagging behind. Thus, transport development has been linked to economic
cohesion. An example is the establishment of the Trans-European Transport-Networks (TEN-T) that
followed this strategy (Priemus and Zonneveld 2003, 169; Witte et al. 2013, 511).

A cross-sectoral application of corridors in a multi-level arrangement which considers the spatial
impacts would be desirable to comprehensively take into account the effects of the corridor. Still such
an approach requires elaborate and costly governance because of its complexity. This might be a reason
for the low application rate mentioned in the beginning (Witte et al. 2013, 512; Priemus and Zonneveld
2003, 174).

Macro-regions are another type of boundaries that developed out of European integration processes.
They are transnational spaces of territorial intergovernmental cooperation like border regions and are
categorized as soft spaces. They cover larger but flexible spaces independent of administrational
boundaries. Macro-regions have been developed to cooperate in fields of common interest (priority
areas) and coordinate the impact of domestic policies and other existing initiatives on the territory. The
European Commission coordinates their development. Therefore Metzger and Schmitt accredit the
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concept a high importance in terms of spatial planning: earlier concepts like the ESDP were only
established as a product of intergovernmental bargaining without EU involvement. In macro-regions
public and private national and regional actors prepare a common strategy of cooperation and are
responsible for its implementation. Thus, macro-regions contain actors from different administrative
levels (Metzger and Schmitt 2012, 263; Allmendinger, Chilla, and Sielker 2014, 2711).

Image 2: Spatial shapes of the EU macro-regions
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Also Atkinson and Zimmermann 2018 argue that there is a high potential for the discipline of spatial
planning to develop macro-regions and create common visions for the territory. However, if this
potential is being used is said to depend on the involved member states and the domestic role of spatial
planning (ibid., 22f.). In the beginning, macro-regions were not supposed to establish new institutions,
to get extra financial support and to change regulations. Instead they were to be developed with the
available resources of the involved member states. However, after some time, committees and mutually
binding aims were established in combination with a common articulation of the macro-regional area.
This might imply tendencies of hardening to reach durability (Metzger and Schmitt 2012, 263;
Allmendinger, Chilla, and Sielker 2014, 2711).

Besides the development of multi-level governance European integration processes have promoted the
development of new spatial entities which overcome the traditional administrative borders of the EU
member states. Among them are cross-border regions and transport corridors which have been defined
in the EU. These are important objects of interest of this dissertation as these were actively promoted by
the two policies to be analysed. Their role will be explored further in the course of the analytical part of
this dissertation.
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2.2.4 European integration - importance for this dissertation

European integration is an overarching process and initiator of multi-level governance, soft spaces -
such as cross-border regions and corridors -, cross-border cooperation, the development of EU policies
—such as the TEN-T and ETC - and their implementation. European integration theories are important
to understand the relations between the supranational, national, and subnational levels within the EU
and how an EU policy travels from supranational level to a cross-border region. Additionally, they
explain in which ways the EU policy implementation is influenced by the institutions and actors from
the administrative different levels.

In the next chapter, the second strand of the theoretic framework, Europeanisation, is presented. It is
strongly interwoven with European integration.

2.3 Europeanisation

Europeanisation describes the impulses that take place because of the EU existence. It is defined as a
continuous process without concrete ending (Lenschow 2006, 57). The EU is expected to influence
domestic politics by limiting the member states’ choice and by introducing normative demands.
Furthermore, it might shape the national interests and identities through learning processes.
Europeanisation is a spin-off of multi-level governance research (Pollack 2010, 37). Europeanisation
processes can happen at different stages of a policy process (see chapter 2.4.1): while the programme
setting, implementation and by chance with a low influence of the EU (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 3).
Besides that, Europeanisation can influence all elements of a domestic policy process such as measures,
stakeholders and resources as well as normative and cognitive scales and the policy style (ibid., 15).

The definitions of Europeanisation are discussed controversially as Europeanisation is often presented
as a wide concept. Several scholars argue that the concept of Europeanisation should be demarcated
from other processes in order to clearly differentiate the influence of the EU from external influences
(Lenschow 2006, 57). Radaelli, for instance, demarcates Europeanisation from the concepts of
convergence, harmonization of domestic politics, European political integration and EU policy-making.
European integration is a prerequisite for and the initiator of Europeanisation processes. Additionally,
EU policy-making in practice involves Europeanisation processes and vice-versa. However, he argues
to demarcate it sharply from the process of policy-production and the sole analysis of a policy outcome
in the member states'® (Radaelli 2000b, 6).

In the beginning, Europeanisation research focused mainly on the top-down dimension of
Europeanisation: In 1994, Ladrech was one of the first scholars that analysed Europeanisation by
investigating the effects of the EU membership on the French domestic system. He and other scholars
found out that the existing domestic politics shaped the implementation of EU policies in the respective
member states. The EU politics have not led to a total alignment of the member states (Bache 2008, 9)
which increased the interest in the differentiated outcomes of EU influence and in the analysis of policy
implementation (see chapter 2.5) (Pollack 2010, 37). Later research additionally took into account the
role of member states in EU policy-making, the so-called “upload” (Bache 2008, 9) of policies and
differentiated between several types of activeness, e.g. Bérzel 2002 (Bache 2008, 9).

2.3.1 Dimensions and mechanisms of Europeanisation
There are four different dimensions or mechanisms of Europeanisation discussed in the scientific
literature: Top-down, bottom-up, horizontal and cyclical (Lenschow 2006, 57).

16 In his approach, Radaelli solely focuses on top-down Europeanisation. Therefore, he does not take into account the role of
bottom-up Europeanisation in policy making.
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Top-down Europeanisation describes processes that take place at domestic level caused by the EU level.
An example is the influence of EU policies and regulations on national policies. An analysis of top-
down Europeanisation has the advantage that the EU ‘products’ are easily identifiable in contrast to
bottom-up Europeanisation. The investigation of top-down Europeanisation has to be distinguished
from implementation analysis which is a related field. The former typically analyses the three fields of
polity, politics and policy impacts at domestic level. These three fields interact. Implementation
analysis, however, usually focuses on the domestic policy level (ibid., 57). Often the concept of
Europeanisation is limited to the top-down dimension. Several scholars focus their research on the
impact of the EU, its policies and its governance system on the member states (Bache 2008, 9)

Bottom-up Europeanisation describes the impact of the member states on the EU. Lenschow, however,
argues that this dimension would rather be a synonym for European integration (Lenschow 2006, 57).
European integration is considered by the author of this dissertation as a much broader concept than
bottom-up Europeanisation (see chapter 2.1).

Horizontal Europeanisation between national levels that are most presumably EU member states runs
independently of the EU but can also be facilitated by the European level for instance through the
support of the exchange of experiences (ibid., 57).

Cyclical Europeanisation is a rather flexible dimension that is related to the top-down dimension as it
takes some influence from EU level and reacts on it: Bottom-up processes are started to influence the
EU level or implement issues at national level without direct EU pressure but caused by the influence
(ibid., 57).

The different dimensions of Europeanisation show that the supranational level is not the only influential
actor shaping the EU: also actors at national or even lower level that benefit from the EU environment
can evoke changes (ibid., 57).

2.3.2 Reasons for Europeanisation processes

Different Europeanisation theories have been developed to explain why Europeanisation processes take
place. They are presented shortly in this chapter. These theories can be used as heuristic device to explain
Europeanisation, the practice, however, is much more complex (ibid., 63).

Europeanisation by pressure
According to rational choice institutionalism, which was already mentioned in chapter 2.2,
Europeanisation takes place because of a reallocation of formal resources and opportunity structures
i.e. a new distribution of power among the actors involved in policy-making. A perceived policy-‘misfit’
between EU and domestic level activates stakeholders at domestic level to exploit the situation to pursue
their own interests. Possible strategies are evaluated through a rational cost-benefit analysis taking into
account the expected actions of the other stakeholders involved. This process is influenced by actors
that are able to block policy change, so-called ‘veto-points’, and institutions that support stakeholders
with resources to use this opportunity. If the decision-making power is highly spread to a large amount
of actors it is very hard to achieve policy change (Borzel and Risse 2000, 1). The degree of domestic
change depends on the degree of pressure from EU level. If there is a high pressure from EU level
because of strong coercion or a high number of incentives respectively potential opportunities, it is very
probable that the distribution of power changes and national veto-points can be flouted. A moderate
pressure can also lead to domestic change but only if supported by formal institutions. If many veto-
points exist, the domestic change - at best - will be accommodated. In the logic of sociological
institutionalism, however, high pressure will lead to any change (inertia). It is considered that much time
is needed to result in total change. Abrupt change will happen rarely. This might be the case in crisis
situations or in case of external coercion. Strong domestic change is rather expected in times of medium
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pressure when the EU influence is reconcilable with jointly shared values although it might be time
consuming to reach accommodation or even transformation (ibid., 10).

Europeanisation by learning processes
Besides Europeanisation taking place because of EU policy pressure, the learning dimension causing
Europeanisation should not be disregarded. Learning processes can take place in all different modes and
governance models of Europeanisation. Still, it is especially relevant in policy areas where the EU does
not have the sole competence (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 11) as this is an additional channel of
influence.

Learning processes take place voluntarily and are based on conviction. In such areas ‘discourse
communities’ emerge that share their views in certain policy fields. The Open Method of Coordination
(OMC) is an example for policy learning. It was introduced by the Lisbon Council in 2000 and defines
the EU as a means to exchange best practices and to bring domestic policies closer to EU aims. Based
on the exchange at EU level, the member states are expected to develop their own policies. Besides that,
there are several other forms and communities of learning that mostly involve the respective domestic
elites. However, it is not assured that the member states involved in the discourse develop similar
policies although sharing the same beliefs and interests (ibid., 11).

According to sociological institutionalism “socialization and collective learning-process[es]” (Borzel
and Risse 2000, 2), lead to the creation of new identities and the acceptance of new norms based on
persuasion. A ‘misfit’ is perceived in a disharmony of EU standards with domestic norms and values.
This perception is intensified by the existence of so-called ‘norm entrepreneurs’ as epistemic
communities or advocacy networks. Their aim is to change norms at domestic level by mobilizing others
to follow them. An open political atmosphere and culture that fosters cooperation of stakeholders with
joint convictions compensates negative effects of policy change and facilitates domestic change (ibid.,
1). According to Atkinson and Zimmermann (2018) the debates on European Spatial Planning in the
early 1990ies were based on the aims to exchange about domestic spatial planning and create a common
understanding and discourse on the territorial development of the EU but without ‘material’ interests
(ibid., 3). This initiative can be seen as a form of socialization and learning and Thus, an impetus for
Europeanisation. In order to understand the effects of Europeanisation on domestic structures the next
chapter presents information on which effects Europeanisation can have.

2.3.3 Evaluating Europeanisation
Europeanisation has different degrees of impact: its outcome intensity varies between the adoption of
new policies and the shaping of values and beliefs (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 3).

When analysing the influence of a EU policy on domestic level and therewith measuring
Europeanisation, the contents of the policy when adopted at EU level and the contents of the policy after
the implementation by the member states should be compared to evaluate the differences (ibid., 3).

To evaluate the change induced by top-down Europeanisation a scale was developed. It consists of
different levels of change: ‘inertia’ — ‘retrenchment’ — ‘absorption’ — ‘accommodation’ and
‘transformation’. In the case of inertia the domestic levels ignore the EU level. The retrenchment stands
for a preserving of the old structures without adaption. The absorption level is reached when the national
level includes the EU impulses but this does not result in a substantial change of the existing structures.
Domestic change takes place only marginally. Accommodation stands for an adjustment of the existing
domestic structures according to the EU features. Still, the main structures don’t change essentially but
more than with absorption - a modest domestic change takes place. Transformation, finally, changes the
whole domestic structures according to the European demand — the domestic change is high (Lenschow
2006, 62; Borzel and Risse 2000, 10).
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Complete political convergence of the EU member states is not expected because the member states’
institutional setting and actors that are concerned and mediate in case of EU pressure differ too much
(Borzel and Risse 2000, 12). Due to the high variety of Europeanisational influence, Bulmer and
Radaelli suggest to clearly define which influence of Europeanisation is to be evaluated in a dissertation.
It should be differentiated between changes of elements of the policy process, cognitive and normative
dimensions and actual policy influence after implementation (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 15).

2.3.4 Europeanisation - importance of for this dissertation

The concept of Europeanisation is very relevant for this dissertation as it describes and explains
processes that develop because of the EU existence and evaluates their influence on the member states.
Europeanisation processes are often started because of EU policy-making. It can be caused by pressure
or voluntary learning processes*’. A Europeanisation outcome can be a new or amended domestic policy
or less visible influences like changed believes and values. Europeanisation has different dimensions.
In this dissertation the focus will be laid on top-down Europeanisation as the aim is to analyse the
influence of two EU policies on domestic policies and the cross-border transport practice in cross-border
regions. This approach has been taken by most scientists in empirical analysis of Europeanisation (Bache
2008, 11). Additionally, it is investigated if some elements of horizontal Europeanisation have taken
place through the facilitated exchange of experiences, i.e. learning processes, caused by the EU
policies.

The aim is to measure to what degree the EU policies’ aims are implemented by the domestic policies
and in cross-border transport practice. Thus, the investigation focuses on the analysis of Europeanisation
in policy implementation. Potential influence factors on top-down Europeanisation - in the case of
policy implementation - are discussed in chapter 2.5.

2.4 Policy making in the European Union

This dissertation focuses on public policies that are prepared by public administrations and governments
as answer to public challenges. Policy making of public policies is traditionally steered by legal
documents as treaties, constitutions and regulations and is therefore not very flexible (Guasco 2015, 23).
European policies, however, have tend not to be always precise and leave room for interpretation in their
implementation process (Bache 2008, 16). Thus, this leaves a certain degree of flexibility in the policy
implementation by the member states. As Guasco and other scholars argue domestic traditions and
cultures influence the domestic implementation (Guasco 2015, 23) which leads to differentiated policy
outcomes (see chapter 2.5.2).

National policy styles are Thus, very relevant for this dissertation as they influence the implementation
of EU policies. Relevant national styles will be discovered in the later analytical part of this research. In
this chapter, the focus will be laid on the basics of European policy-making to understand the
development of the two policies analysed and the process through which they are to be implemented.

2.4.1 The policy cycle

The process of policy making can be described in a policy cycle. The cycle starts with the Initiation
phase or Agenda-Setting in which the problem is defined that shall be addressed by the new policy.
Here the aim of the policy needs to be defined (Prittwitz 2011, 3). Within this phase basic decisions are
taken concerning the structure, priorities and the actual problem, other potential problems might be
ignored (Jann and Wegrich 2003, 83). The second phase (programme setting) is dedicated to formulate
the programme that reacts on the defined problem. Before the actual formulation an information research
needs to be conducted, aims need to be formulated and alternatives need to be considered and to be

17 More information on the influence of the EU policy character will be given in chapter 2.4.2.
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evaluated so that at the end one alternative is chosen. Alternatives are often chosen not based on a
rational choice but as a product of the interest and power of certain actors (ibid., 85).

Figure 5: The policy cycle
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on ibid., 82

In the next phase (implementation) the programme is implemented by the responsible institutions or
organisations. In this phase where the programme needs to be interpreted first before it can be put into
practice the former intentions of a programme are not necessarily implemented. Sometimes, the
implementing bodies are not even part of the same administration. The implementation consists of three
main elements: first the programme needs to be concretized: Who is responsible, what needs to be done.
Second, it needs to be decided which resources are available to implement the programme and third, the
decisions need to be taken and put into practice. The implementation phase is often seen as the most
important phase that decides about the success of a policy. Depending on the policy’s character —
regulative, financial or informative — different problems can occur in the implementation process. Often
the implementation of regulative policies is hard to be controlled or faces opposition by the addressees
whereas financial programmes can be abused so that the funds are distributed in an inefficient way (ibid.,
89).

Afterwards an evaluation of the policy is to be conducted that controls the implementation. It is to be
analysed if the aims or intended impacts of a policy are reached (ibid., 92). If the policy does not fulfil
its original aims, at this point actions can be taken to improve this (amendment). An imprecise definition
of policy aims hinders the evaluation of a policy. This, however, is popular because it minimises the risk
of a policy failure (ibid., 93). In the last phase (decision), following the evaluation it has to be decided
if the policy has to be amended and newly defined so that the process will start from the beginning or if
the policy will be terminated (Schneider and Janning 2006, 48).

In practice the phases of the policy cycle are not separated but their borders are rather fuzzy.
Additionally, policies are usually not developed out of a sudden but as extension or change of existing
policies and possibly generate new problems (Schneider and Janning 2006, 49; Jann and Wegrich 2003,
81). Furthermore, the phases of the policy cycle can occur in a different order and several policy cycles
exist in parallel at different levels that can influence each other (Young 2010, 47).

The phases of the policy cycle are influenced by different actors. The implementation and evaluation
phase are strongly shaped by societal actors besides the government. Also the phase of agenda setting
is often initiated by non-governmental experts and their newly produced evidence or knowledge. The
implementation of a policy is clearly dependent on the efforts of the subnational administrations and
other actors that implement these policies by often deriving own regional policies.
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Whereas policy making within one country is already pretty complex in terms of involved actors, policy
making within the EU — and across borders - is even more complex because it involves an even larger
number of actors and processes at different administrative levels (see multi-level governance in chapter
2.2.2). In the evaluation of a policy implementation within the EU therefore the influence of all involved
levels from supranational to local level has to be taken into account as well as the influence of other
societal actors and circumstances (Guasco 2015, 24).

2.4.2 Basic principles of policy making in the EU

The European Union produces many policies and regulations every year. Therefore it can be considered
as a political system (Hix and Hgyland 2011, 13). As the EU political system has existed since several
years, not only new policies are produced but many old policies need to be amended and revised to new
circumstances and states of knowledge (Richardson 2006, 8). The role of the EU in policy making has
been growing as the number of policy sectors which the EU takes care off grew over the years and is
expected to do so in the future (ibid., 4).

The EU has the competence to develop policies in predefined fields. The Treaty of Lisbon clarifies
these. In the fields customs union, competition rules (for the internal market), monetary policy (for Euro-
member states), marine biological resources and common commercial policy the EU has the ‘exclusive
competence’ which means that it is the only body that decides and legislates (European Union 2012, 3).
In several policy fields, among others cohesion, transport and TEN-T policy the EU has a ‘shared
competence’ with the member states. However, the EU has precedence: only if the EU has not adopted
binding acts in this field, the member states can develop their own legislation. In the case the EU
developed policies the member states have to implement them. Albeit, according to the principle of
subsidiarity, the EU can only legislate if the action is more effective at EU level and cannot be exercised
at member state level as well (ibid., 4). The third possibility is the ‘supporting competence’. Here the
EU can not legislate but can complement, support and coordinate the action of the member states.
Examples are education, administrative cooperation and health (ibid., 6). Several EU policies have
priority over national law based on the principle of subsidiarity (Richardson 2006, 4). Each policy area
has its own logics and important actors. Thus, it is important to know the context of a policy development
and implementation to evaluate its outcome (Young 2010, 52).

Policy-making process
The member states lost their sole sovereignty in many public policy fields and now have to negotiate
with the EU organs and the other EU countries at transnational level (Richardson 2006, 4). National
policies in many fields have been ‘Europeanized’® because of the grown importance of EU law (Robert
et al. 2001, 137). Still every member state keeps its own national system. The two political systems
exist in parallel. Intergovernmental negotiations between the member states take place in the Council of
Ministers in which decisions about future EU policies are taken (Richardson 2006, 6). The phases of the
policy cycle are shaped by a communication between the supranational and national levels. Also
conflicts can come up because of diverging interests. Thus, the national levels are involved in EU
decision-making. In the initiation or agenda-setting phase of EU policies the competent domestic
authorities can take part and influence the decisions. Therewith they have the chance to represent their
member state’s interests and compensate some sovereignty restrictions. The programme setting phase
as well involves national actors. They contribute to the development of a framework on the policy
implementation of all member states. At national level further measures are taken to prepare the
implementation of the policy. In the control of the policy implementation the European Commission is
supported by domestic administrations as well (Robert et al. 2001, 137). The member states are

18 More information on Europeanisation can be found in chapter 2.3.

45



2 Theoretical framework: the rationale and influence of European Union policy making

dependent of each others decisions. This is because most decisions are taken by qualified majority voting
so that the opinion of minorities is overruled. The decisions have a material value for the stakeholders.
Furthermore, EU policies can be very complex and be in line with one national strategy but contradict
another strategy that is settled within another domestic policy sector of a member state (Richardson
2006, 14).

At the same time, several different types of policy networks (see chapter 2.2) are in place that involve
actors from all administrative levels of the different member states (ibid., 6). Richardson argues that
analysing the actors involved in a policy process is a means to find out how policy proposals develop in
the EU. There are several constellations that try to describe the relations between actors and policy
development in the EU: Policy communities, issue networks, epistemic communities, and advocacy
coalitions. The actors of the two first models have an interest in EU policy and want to achieve certain
aims. ‘Policy communities’ consist of few clearly identified actors that are really powerful and show
very stable ties between the stakeholders involved. ‘Issue networks’, in contrast, are rather loose
cooperations because of a high amount of members and it is not easy to identify how the power is
distributed (ibid., 10). These latter two groups are expected to be mainly active in the policy formulation
or programme setting phase of the policy cycle (Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 103). It is considered
to be very important to engage in the policy process to reduce possible risks and uncertainties
(Richardson 2006, 14). To do so, key actors get in contact with experts in certain policy fields to get
advices. These experts approached by the key actors are often organized in so called transnational
‘epistemic communities’ (Sebenius 1992, 354). Roughly summarized, this group consists of experts in
a certain field that share similar opinions and beliefs and is therefore considered to be trustworthy (Haas
1992, 3).1° Sebenius argues that these epistemic communities can therefore lead to a convergence of the
interests of stakeholders from different countries (Sebenius 1992, 354) and produce European expertise
and values (Richardson 2006, 25). This shows, that the epistemic communities coordinate the policy
process to a certain extent (Richardson 2006, 18; Young 2010, 61). Dihr et al. allocate the epistemic
communities to the agenda-setting phase of the policy cycle (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 103).
Their level of influence is dependent on the level of uncertainty and power constellations of the
stakeholders involved (Haas 1992, 7). Richardson expects that the national interests and policies will
loose their persistency at EU level through the involvement of multiple actors in the policy process.
First, in becoming part of a transnational coalition to strengthen the implementation of common political
beliefs, the involved actors have to come to agreements and consensus which approaches the beliefs of
different actors. Second, because of the high level of uncertainty, the member states are forced to
cooperate and coordinate their interests with each other (Richardson 2006, 23).

Additionally, non-governmental lobby and interest groups from different administrative levels as well
as the European Union organs can influence the process which makes the outcome of a policy process
difficult to predict (ibid., 6). To retrieve the trust in and support of the EU political system, the EU
increased the participatory character of the process and involved a higher amount of stakeholders for
consultation. This high level of participation in the policy process is nowadays regarded as fixed feature
of EU politics (ibid., 8).

The political structure of the EU rather resembles an issue network due to the high number of actors and
interests in the EU political framework. To have a say actors need to organize themselves and cooperate
to achieve common goals (ibid., 10). The cooperation between several actors consists of negotiations of
interest conflicts to reach consensus. This consensus needs to show an added value compared to the case
of non-coordination (ibid., 14). Still, the policy process involves also clearly defined powerful actors:
the European institutions. These diverse actor structures from different governmental levels as well as

19 For more detailed descriptions in the scientific literature see Haas 1992, Sebenius 1992.
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non-governmental actors involved in policy-making shows the existing multi-level governance
character as described in chapter 2.2.

In contrast to policy processes in some member states, the EU policy process is not centralized and
offers several opportunities to participate and influence the development of EU policies as illustrated
above. As the EU internal structure and responsibilities can change easily over the years this is expected
to lead to changes in the stakeholder structures and relations as well (ibid., 24).

The above description shows, actors and their relationships are very important in the EU policy-making.
The EU therefore shows characteristics of interactive policy-making® instead of traditional purely
authoritative policy making. Not the European institutions decide about policies in a hierarchical
manner, also interest associations and other societal actor groups influence the policy-making. Guasco
argues that within a cross-border region a legitimate authority for the cross-border territory might be
missing in many cases (Guasco 2015, 24).

EU policy characteristics and their implementation

Duhr et al. defined two basic ways of decision-making in the production of EU policies: Supranational
and intergovernmental decision making. Supranational decisions are initiated by the European
Commission. The European Council and the European Parliament decide - mostly based on qualified
majority voting (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 146). Intergovernmental decisions are initiated by the
Council of Ministers and the European Council decides alone, mainly in unanimity. The latter case of
decision-making makes it possible that only some member states establish common agreements, an
example are the Schengen Agreements (ibid., 146) which leads to differentiated integration as already
mentioned in chapter 2.2.

Figure 6: Causal relationship between modes of governance and types of policies

Policy
character-
istics

Modes of
governance

Eurppe{cmization/
policy influence

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

The policies produced at EU level have different characteristics and contain different implementation
requirements. This is due to the different modes of governance in which they are developed (see Figure
6). When developed by consensus they are often criticized to be unclear and blurred including only
vague demands for implementation. This is said to lead to a varying implementation of policies by the
different member states (Young 2010, 61). Therefore Dolowitz and Marsh differentiate between the
transfer of flexible policies which consist of general aims and more concrete policies which contain

20 More on interactive policy-making and authoritative policy making in Driessen, Glasbergen, and Verdaas 2001, Edelenbos,
Klok, and van Tatenhove 2008 and Hajer 2009; Wallace, Pollack, and Young 2010.
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implementation programmes and measures (Dolowitz and Marsh 2000, 12). This differentiation is very
relevant as it can change the impact of a policy (ibid., 13).

EU policies can be developed in three different types of governance processes: hierarchical governance,
facilitated coordination and negotiated governance. Depending on the modes of governance in the
policy-making process distinct types of policies are produced which range from positive integration and
negative integration to coordinating policies (Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002, 256; Bulmer and Radaelli 2004,
4). Some policies are binding and have to be implemented within a certain time, other coordinating
policies are solely considered as recommendation for a voluntary implementation (Radaelli 2000b, 17).

In hierarchical governance processes, the European institutions have a high amount of power and can
enforce the contents of their policies and their implementation in the member states. Here, it has to be
differentiated between two types of EU policies: positive and negative integration. These types bring
about two different Europeanisation mechanisms (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 5f.).

Positive integration is based on a supranational policy that has to be implemented actively by the
member states. The EU policy is attached with a high pressure and needs to be implemented according
to the requirements prescribed at EU level (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 5; Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002,
256). There are three types of EU policies which are legally binding: EU directives have to be
transposed by the member states into national law within a certain time. Here most differences are
expected because the member states interpret the directives freely and implement it based on domestic
circumstances. EU (Young 2010, 62; Warleigh-Lack and Drachenberg 2010, 213; Duhr, Colomb, and
Nadin 2010, 149). The EU can enforce the implementation of the legislation (see below).
Europeanisation takes place in a top-down manner (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 5; Knill and Lehmkuhl
2002, 256). An adjustment of domestic policies is expected when moderate changes are to be taken in
the domestic policies to comply with the EU regulations and the actor constellations and opportunity
structures are convenient (Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002, 258; Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 13). If policies
solely contain hierarchical instruments with an accurately prescribed implementation process it might
lead to a strong implementation deficit because the member states have very different policy systems
(Knill 2006, 358; Knill and Lenschow 2000, 4)

In negative integration, EU policies are developed in a top-down manner as well. The policies contain
general rules on the functioning of the European Union and its market, as often embedded in the
European treaties. The member states do not directly have to implement these policies into practice
(Radaelli 2000b, 17). EU regulations are applicable directly within the member states and binding. Also
EU decisions are automatically implemented and are binding for the addressees (Duhr, Colomb, and
Nadin 2010, 149ff.). However, the EU influences and challenges the status quo of the existing domestic
institutional opportunity and power structure. An example for negative integration is the creation of the
European Single Market. The direct EU influence led to the removal of barriers between the member
states but left it to the member states what they do with it. It indirectly influenced the member states by
initiating a competition among them and started a horizontal Europeanisation process (Radaelli 2000b,
17). The member states compare themselves and compete with each other in attracting skilled labour
and capital. Due to the competition they adapt their domestic rules to those of successful member states.
A challenge in measuring the contribution of negative integration to Europeanisation is to isolate the
European from the global influence (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 5; Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002, 256). For
the policy implementation it is considered to be favourable when power and resources are evenly
distributed among the actors and when the policy context is discussed controversially. Furthermore, the
probability of domestic change is expected to be high when the EU policy strengthens those actors that
are in favour of the EU objectives through an amendment of the existing opportunity structures. The
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implementation of negative integration policies is said to be very dependent of the actor constellations
(Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002, 259; Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 13).

In contrast to hierarchical governance processes, the member states are the key influencer in the outcome
of facilitated coordination processes. However, the supranational institutions’ act as initiator of
potential changes (top-down). Here coordinating policies are developed which promote horizontal
Europeanisation processes. They are initiated in policy fields where the EU has no legal competence, in
cases where unanimous decisions need to be taken or when the exchange of practices and ideas is
facilitated by the EU. The coordination happens on a voluntary basis: If no agreement among the
member states can be reached, the process will not have a domestic impact (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004,
7; Lenschow 2006, 57).

Coordinating policies contain political declarations or not legally enforceable guidelines. They shall
lead to a cognitive change of domestic believes. They do not directly exert pressure on the member
states (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 7) but are based on voluntariness and cooperation. Negotiation arenas
for the discussion of common policy interests and the exchange of experiences can be established,
supported by the EU. The participants involved, however, do not commit themselves to implement
certain actions. The exchange can lead to policy-learning and socialisation processes and finally to the
adaption of national policies on voluntary basis. Domestic politicians might perceive soft policies as
useful and confirmatory and develop reforms. Additionally, an indirect pressure can be exerted when
the majority of the member states has implemented the EU policy on a voluntary basis. The residual
member states might feel the need to imitate the forerunners, in so-called ‘mimetic’ processes.
Therefore, soft policies are often used as preparation for future more direct EU policies (Warleigh-Lack
and Drachenberg 2010, 217; Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 7; Lenschow 2006, 57). These types of policy
instruments are applied in fields of limited EU competence and strongly differing national conditions
(Warleigh-Lack and Drachenberg 2010, 217). An example is policy-transfer (see chapter 2.5.1) (Dihr,
Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 105). These flexible policies can be amended to different administrative and
political domestic systems or differing sectoral conditions easily. Such alternative policies might be
developed to impact the policy context to simplify the policy implementation in general. This can happen
via a mandatory public participation or by offering economic incentives (Knill 2006, 358; Knill and
Lenschow 2000, 4). The implementation and influence of coordinating policies is strongly dependent
on actor constellations and opportunity structures (Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002, 262). According to Bulmer
and Radaelli the effects of learning processes are very difficult to measure because local contexts play
an important role and it is hard to differentiate the impact of European influence and of domestic
influence (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 13). For that purpose the current discourse of the policy-makers
at the European level and the discourse at domestic level could be compared (ibid., 14). However, it is
difficult to find out if the national discourse has been developed out of learning effects at EU level
(Kohler-Koch 2002).

Negotiated governance processes take place in fields where the supranational institutions are less
powerful than in hierarchical governance processes and the decisions are based on the member states’
negotiation. The end product is usually a mixture of several national approaches —only in few cases the
national approach of a sole member state dominates. A high intensity of Europeanisation in EU policy-
making is reached when the member states have similar preferences, the European Council of Ministers
targets majority voting and when several negotiations take place in a row so that a high degree of mutual
learning and shared beliefs are fostered. If no learning processes take place, the effects of
Europeanisation are more fragile (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 4f.). Negotiated governance can produce
positive and negative integration policies as well as coordinating policies (ibid., 8).
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In practice, it has to be taken into account that most policies are more complex and cannot easily be
categorized in one sole of the above described modes: Hybrid forms that are mixtures are often the
reality. The differentiation, however, helps to categorize the different effects of Europeanisation
(Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 16; Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002, 256; Radaelli 2000b, 17). According to
Bulmer and Radaelli the biggest effects of Europeanisation are expected to be reached in the
hierarchical governance (positive and negative integration) and facilitated coordination governance.
Less effects are expected in negotiated governance (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 4).

Further categories for EU policies according to Duhr et al. are (Dlhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 146):
+ redistributive policies, based on financial instruments
+ infrastructural policies, based on development plans and
+ exchange policies, based of exchange of knowledge, research and innovation.

The Commission controls the implementation process of the formal EU directive policies. If a state
does not (fully) fulfil this obligation the European Commission can initiate infringement proceedings.
The first step of this procedure is to contact the responsible bodies of the member state and inform it of
its concerns. If nothing improves, a reminder letter will be sent. The member state has another chance
to improve. If it does not the Commission gives a ‘reasoned opinion’ where it formally explains the
infringement of Community law and defines a deadline for the state to react. Only then, the Commission
can involve the European Court of Justice that will decide about the infringement and the obligations of
the member state. The member state can be punished by paying fines. Although many reminder letters
are sent only few implementation deviations end up at the European Court. Most are clarified through
the communication with the Commission in the last minute (Knill 2006, 353; Diihr, Colomb, and Nadin
2010, 155). In comparison to policy making within the member states, the EU is not exclusively entitled
to enforce the implementation of its policies. This is an important difference (Hix and Hgyland 2011,
13).

As a weak formal EU policy implementation has been reported European scholars argue that the EU has
a “systematic implementation problem” because the European Commission lacks resources to monitor
the implementation of EU policies into national law in every detail. Additionally, it is not easy to
measure the degree of (in-)accurate implementation (Knill 2006, 352; Hartlapp and Falkner 2009, 282).

Before the 1980ies the shortcomings in the implementation of EU policies had not been discussed
broadly by the European Commission. This was due to strategic reasons. It was feared that the member
states would be more reluctant in their support of the enlargement of the EU competencies when the
implementation of policies was monitored and controlled severely (Jordan 1999, 73). The member states
on the other side were not keen to admit that they had problems in implementing EU policies (Knill
2006, 356). In the 1990ies effective EU-policy implementation became an important topic. The catalyst
was the formulation of the aim to complete the European internal market until 1992 which incorporated
the demand of equalizing the national laws of the member states and contributing to European
integration (Debousse and Weiler 1992, 243). This objective caused severe discussions about the
practicability of this aim (Knill and Lenschow 2000, 4). Additionally, the principle of subsidiarity and
sovereignty of EU law was clarified together with the direct binding effect of EU legal acts on national
law. The Court of Justice is described as “provider of ideas” and “provoker of political responses” (Alter
and Meunier-Aitsahalia 1994, 557) and therewith a very important actor in the policy-making, -
implementation and -harmonisation process (ibid., 555). Still, despite an accentuation of EU law several
violations have occurred in the implementation of policies (Weiler 1999, 75). Since 1984 the European
Commission has monitored and evaluated the implementation of EU formal policies by the member
states (Knill 2006, 356). The annual report which is produced by the Commission, however, solely

focuses on statistical number of reminder letters, opinions and infringement proceedings but not on the
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details on the incorrect on incomplete implementation. Several other criticisms add to the uselessness
of these reports for this dissertation.?

The evaluation of policy implementation is explored in depth in chapter 2.5.

Challenges in EU policy-making

All phases of the EU policy cycle (see chapter 2.4.1) are more advanced and complex than in a solely
national process. This is due to the high number of actors involved. In the agenda-setting phase, for
instance, it is especially difficult to define a common problem and the approach to solve it. The
negotiations process is even longer until consensus is reached. Also other international actors and
institutions have an impact in addition to the member states. Furthermore, to ensure the implementation
of EU policies, many actors from the different member states levels and policy sectors need to be
activated and convinced to put the new policy into practice (Richardson 2006, 6).

As policy-making at EU level is influenced by many actors and is very complex it can be challenged
because of different traditions and styles of policy making. Additionally, because of the plenitude of
actor groups the prediction of policy outcomes is complicated. Furthermore, the EU political system is
described as not being “institutionally stable” (ibid., 6) because its form is not regulated by a
constitution. The system has changed frequently and been discussed controversially since many years
(ibid., 5). Also the involvement and relations of the actors in the policy process change (ibid., 24). Policy
actors might often not be aware of the existence and interests of other active stakeholders in the system
and therefore act under uncertainty. Those that are aware of actors with a similar attitude for instance,
can benefit and be more powerful (ibid., 14).

The EU produces policies in a high number of policy sectors. Therefore the EU policy sectors should
be coherent and follow the defined aims and priorities. The different Directorate Generals of the
European Commission are responsible for the coordination of the Commission’s activities and the
policy sectors (Robert et al. 2001, 139). This is not an easy task as EU policies show different spatial
demarcations, aims and influences.

The EU political system and policy process change over time and are variable. In several cases the
growing power of the supranational level led to EU scepticism and reluctant support in the extension of
EU power at the expense of state sovereignty by the member states. Such notions also influence the
policy making: an example is the diminution of produced directives in favour of softer policy
instruments such as cooperation, best practice exchange and incentives (Richardson 2006, 4; Pollack,
Wallace, and Young 2010, 501).

2.4.3 Policy making in the European Union - importance for this dissertation

In addition to the European integration theories, the basic principles of EU policy making are relevant
to understand the framework in which this dissertation, and the two policies to be analysed, are
embedded. Public policies at EU level are rather flexible and leave room for interpretation for member
states. Thus, the implementation phase of the policy cycle is crucial for the policies’ impact on the
member state. Here the policy is interpreted and implementation needs are defined; the responsible
actors for the implementation are identified and it is decided which resources can be spent. Based on
this, the implementation process is started. Additionally, the whole implementation process is
accompanied by multiple governmental levels and interest groups (advocacy coalitions) which can
influence the outcome.

Furthermore, this chapter presents the different characteristics of policies produced by the EU which
have a decisive influence on their implementation and their influence in the member states. Many of

21 More criticism see in Knill 2006, 356.
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their characteristics depend on the governance modes in which they were developed. The
implementation of flexible, general aims containing policies and more concrete policies with
implementation programmes and measures are expected to lead to different outcomes.
Additionally,important are the different implementation requirements of policies. The characteristics of
the relevant policies for this dissertation (EU Transport, TEN-T, Cohesion Policy and ETC) and their
mutual influence are analysed in detail in chapter 4.

As the policy analysis conducted in this dissertation will focus on the implementation phase of the policy
cycle this phase is explained in more detail in the following.

2.5Policy implementation in the EU

Pollack considers European policy implementation a ’disputed and understudied topic’ (Pollack 2010,
37). In the following the most important characteristics and influencing factors of policy implementation
will be presented in order to prepare a toolset for the policy implementation analysis.

The first section of this chapter presents the policy transfer concept which conceptualizes the way how
policies are adapted from one level- e.g. the European Union - and implemented at another level - e.g.
a member state and therewith describe policy implementation processes.

2.5.1 The policy transfer concept

Policy transfer describes the process of adoption of a policy in one political system of another political
system. Usually policies are adopted from one country and transferred to another country or context.
However, also the European Union contributes to policy transfer by recommending or even forcing its
member states to adopt certain policies (Dolowitz and Marsh 2000, 5). EU policies can be developed
based on practices already experienced by some (dominant) member states so that for some member
states the change of national policies might be minimal and for others large. Alternatively, the European
Commission develops its own policies that are to be transferred. Radaelli sees the European Union as a
large policy-transfer platform. Besides the European Commission different types of interest groups
influence the transfer process. When entering the EU, new states have to agree to a bulk of European
legislation which is automatically transferred to them after agreement (Radaelli 2000a, 25). The EU
influences the member states directly and indirectly. A direct influence is exerted through policies and
funding requirements. An indirect influence is exerted by the EU’s own research and reports (Dolowitz
and Marsh 2000, 5).

In the EU context, the member states are obliged to implement formal policies. Besides that, they might
feel the necessity by the comparison with other member states or financial incentives that are bound to
certain conditions which motivates them (see Figure 7) (ibid., 13).

Figure 7: Motivations of transfer

Obligated Transfer (transfer as a result of treaty obligations, etc.)

Lesson-Drawing < I | I | > Coercive Transfer
(perfect rationality) | | (direct imposition)
Lesson-drawing Voluntarily Conditionality
(bounded rationality) but driven by perceived
necessity (such as the
desire for international
acceptance)

Source: ibid., 13

Depending on the motivation and pressure a policy transfer does not automatically mean that the whole
policy or programme is transferred to another context. Instead, policies can be transferred to different

52




2 Theoretical framework: the rationale and influence of European Union policy making

degrees: It ranges from a full transfer (‘copying’), a transfer of basic ideas (‘emulation’), a combination
of several policies to a sole inspiration from another context that leads to a policy change (ibid., 13).

This can also be observed in the EU context. Especially when EU policies leave room for
implementation after the transfer, the different policies implemented by the member states and their
outcomes differ strongly.

Thus, the transfer can lead either to a harmonization and assimilation between the countries or the
growing differences when the policy context is not appropriate. Besides formal institutional transfer,
which involves politicians, civil servants and national officials, and where hard policies, such as
legislation, approaches and concrete instruments are transferred, also network transfer can take place
for instance in cross-border networks (Stone 2004, 562). For such a voluntary transfer, a need to
change is to be felt or a problem needs to exist which cannot be solved with the existing instruments:
This status is attributed with a high political importance so that stakeholders become active.
Additionally, the character of actors involved is said to influence policy learning as well (Marsden and
Stead 2011, 497).

Other success factors for a proper policy transfer are the complete understanding of the original policy
and a full adaption. A partial transfer of a policy might lead to unforeseen difficulties and different
outcomes than in the original context (Dolowitz and Marsh 2000, 17).

The next section presents further influencing factors for EU policy implementations.

2.5.2 Factors of influence on the results of policy implementation and top-down
Europeanisation

As stated above, the implementation of EU policies is not an easy task. Deficits in their implementation
are daily fare (Knill 2006).

The successful implementation of policies is influenced by two main factors as it is the case in policy
transfer and Europeanisation: the characteristics of the policy - with respect to adaptation pressure and
its contents- and the initial domestic situation including the involved actors in which the policy is
implemented (Pollack 2010, 37; Smith 1973, 202). Therefore the implementation results and the
policies’ transferability depend on the characteristics of each case (Dolowitz and Marsh 2000, 17).

The different characteristics of a policy were already described in the previous chapter 2.4.2 so that it
will be focused here on the initial situation in which a policy is implemented. When comparing the
implementation of a policy in different member states the different initial situations need to be taken
into account because of which the implementation can differ without being caused by a different quality
of implementation (Jordan 1999, 82; Hartlapp and Falkner 2009, 282). The initial situation or setting of
implementation describes the preconditions for a policy implementation or transfer. They can be of
political, economic, social and cultural nature. A voluntary networked policy transfer or policy
implementation is more likely between countries with a similar initial situation (Spaans and Louw 2009,
2). The following influencing factors have been named by Europeanisation, policy transfer and policy
implementation theories:
+ Macro-political structure of a member state compared to the EU: among others the style of executive
leadership (Radaelli 2000b, 22), supporting structures, organizational and political culture, power

relations, openness to learning (Risse, Green Cowles, and Caporaso 2001, 9; Jordan 1999, 82) as well as
social models (Spaans and Louw 2009, 2).

+ domestic responsibilities for the policy implementation and implementing authorities’ structures and
capabilities (Knill 2006, 358ff.).
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+ Expectations on the policy and transfer motivation — taking into account the pressure for the public and
the implementers (Smith 1973, 202ff.; Dolowitz and Marsh 2000, 13; Borzel and Risse 2000, 1).

+ Timing: When a country is already in the process of changing its domestic policies it is easier to adapt to
external (EU) influence (Radaelli 2000b, 22).

+ Number and network of actors and levels involved in the policy-making process: the technocratic elite,
politicians, civil servants and experts versus many actors including lobbying interest groups (e.g.
European Transport Policy) (Radaelli 2000b, 22; Jann and Wegrich 2003, 91); and their interests as well
as internal tensions (Smith 1973, 197ff.; Guasco 2015, 30).

+ Policy belief systems of the member states which filter the policy discourse. Out of the discourse a
rationale has to be developed which will be used as legitimacy to develop a new policy or adapt to the
European discourse (Radaelli 2000b, 22).

+ ‘Goodness of fit’: the probability of EU influence, i.e. domestic change, based on a comparison of the
consistency of the new EU policy and the domestic policies (policy misfit) as well as the new EU
regulations and domestic procedures (institutional misfit) before the actual EU policy implementation
(Borzel and Risse 2000, 5; Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 8) Thus, the efforts to be made to implement the
EU policies (Radaelli 2000b, 22); A certain misfit needs to exist between the EU policy and the domestic
policies in order to cause domestic change (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 9)(more see beneath).

Because of the many variables Smith argues that policies will not be automatically implemented once
they are decided. He argues that the implementation phase is a crucial part of the policy process which
can change the original policy a lot (Smith 1973, 199). Because of tensions and patterns in the
implementation process it might happen that the policy implementation is never completed (ibid., 209).

As the ‘goodness of fit” approach is a frequently named concept in Europeanisation, policy transfer and
policy implementation theories, it will be described beneath in more detail.

‘Goodness of fit’: institutional compatibility and policy pressure
Each EU policy does not solely contain thematic contents but also requirements that concern the
implementation and application of a policy to ensure an assimilation of the domestic systems (Knill and
Lenschow 1999, 608). Knill argues that the effectiveness of policy implementation is influenced by two
main domestic factors: the ‘institutional adaption’ and the given ‘institutional arrangements’. The
existing domestic arrangements limit the scope of adaption (Knill 2006, 364). The adaption of traditional
institutional arrangements to new arrangements demanded by the EU is not an easy process. The
requirements can conflict with domestic traditions which can lead to a less innovative outcome after the
implementation in the domestic contexts (Knill and Lenschow 1999, 608). The adaptation usually does
not lead to fundamental changes of the domestic arrangements (Knill 2006, 365) as the adaptation can
only be processed within certain limits and frameworks that have been erected by the existing
institutions. The latter usually have a guarded identity but are flexible (March and Olsen 2009, 3). Still
the compatibility between the EU requirements and the so far existing domestic institutional
arrangements and traditions has a strong impact on the degree of pressure that evolves out of this policy.
A high policy pressure requires a large domestic institutional adjustment. According to Knill this degree
of pressure decides about an effective or ineffective policy implementation. The domestic level is
expected to react more favourable towards policies that do not require fundamental institutional changes
but gradual changes and hence, adapt to the requirements faster which is expected to lead to a more
effective implementation. In the case of strong pressure, the implementing and addressed institutions
tend to resist and refuse the policies (ibid., 364). Three cases are imaginable (see Table 4): In the case
of a high implementation pressure, the EU requirements strongly contradict the national traditions and
regulations: an ineffective policy implementation is expected. In the case of low pressure, i.e. the EU
policy matches more or less the national policy arrangements, a very effective implementation is

expected. In the case of a moderate implementation pressure the national system needs to adjust some
54



2 Theoretical framework: the rationale and influence of European Union policy making

arrangements but not its fundamental traditions. Here a rather effective implementation can be expected,
however, other factors need to be taken into account: Constellations of actors and institutional
opportunity structures need to be considered as well to give a more stable pre-evaluation of the policy
implementation (ibid., 366). This approach is very similar to the ‘goodness of fit” approach which has
been applied to explain the degree of Europeanisation (see chapter 2.3.2).

By implication this institutional approach suggests that EU policies should have a rather low policy
pressure to ensure an effective implementation and to make sure that the policy is not rejected. At the
same time EU policies are produced to lead to changes and find solutions to existing challenges. When
policies are solely produced with low pressure and a high compatibility to the existing structures it
cannot lead to large changes and solve problems. Therefore a balance has to be struck: Policies with
some requirements are likely to be implemented effectively (ibid., 371). A certain misfit needs to exist
between the EU policy and the domestic policies in order to cause domestic change (Bulmer and Radaelli
2004, 9). This, however, does not automatically imply pressure from EU level. Solely in the case of
hierarchical governance (see chapter 2.3.2) the EU member states have to follow EU law and cannot
escape from EU polity. If the EU policy totally contradicts the existing national policies and polities,
however, the probability of implementation of EU law on domestic level is said to be rather low -
especially when it is considered to be impossible to adapt (Borzel and Risse 2000, 5; Bulmer and
Radaelli 2004, 8ff.). The EU progress of problem-solving and in the generation of change by policy-
making has to be made patiently by little and little.

Table 4: Two-step implementation effectiveness evaluation
Institutional compatibility (between EU and domestic level) > degree of policy pressure

a) high compatibility low policy pressure -> high effectiveness of implementation
b) low compatibility high policy pressure - low effectiveness of implementation
c) moderate compatibility Moderate policy pressure - go to 2" step

_ Policy context (domestic level): constellation of actors & opportunity structures
a) favourable - effective implementation
b) not favourable - ineffective implementation

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on Knill 2006, 368

The EU practices already policies in this style: as general policy objectives as possible, minimal adaption
costs and indirect implementation pressure through transparent comparisons of the member states’
application: This shall lead to a better achievement of the policy objectives. An example is the ‘Open
Method of Coordination’. This form of governance solely sets the general framework of the policy and
leaves it to the member states how they implement it. No sanctions are envisaged. Furthermore, the EU
offers platforms for the exchange and cooperation among the different domestic policy-makers to
develop the policies to generate learning-processes. The only requirement is the dissemination of the
respective practices. As incentive it is possible to get a peer-review of the policy and its practice. There
are no other control processes or obligations. This method allows the member states creativity to reach
a general objective. This method has been applied in several policy fields, especially in cases when the
domestic policies do not need to be harmonized. However, it cannot be used when the member states’
policies shall be harmonized or a certain concrete goal needs to be achieved. In such cases a hierarchical
legally binding policy is needed. In general, EU policies are developed in long-lasting negotiation
processes and based on consensus which often contributes to broad objectives and contents to involve
the aims of all member states. This also minimises the outcome and effectiveness of implemented
policies (ibid., 371).

The ‘goodness of fit’ approach can evaluate policy implementation and Europeanisation best when a
clearly defined EU policy is implemented with pressure at domestic level (i.e. in hierarchical and
positive integration processes (see chapter 2.5.2) (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 9). However, it needs to
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be taken into account that the evaluation of misfit by the member states is very subjective because many
EU policies are not very concrete and might be interpreted differently (Bache 2008, 16).

2.5.3 Measuring policy implementation
In the evaluation of a policy implementation usually two categories are to be taken into account:

+ the formal implementation, e.g. the communication of the steps of implementation as well as the complete
and correct adaption of a policy into the national legislation in time and

¢ the practical implementation, e.g. the impact of the amended national legislation on the regulation
practice. It is to be found out if all requested features decided at EU level are fulfilled and applied in
practice (Knill 2006, 355).

However, the EU mostly focuses in its evaluation on the formal implementation because practical
implementation is not easy to evaluate and it does not have the resources to do so. This is criticized by
several scholars because they see more severe problems in the practical implementation (Jordan 1999,
77; Knill 2006, 357). Challenges in the practical implementation can only be detected with enough
resources and measures to monitor the compliance with EU legislation (Knill 2006, 358).

Based on empirical finding of other scholars, Knill pointed out some trends of policy implementation:

¢ Large differences in the effectiveness of policy implementation between different policy sectors and
different policies (Cohesion and Transport Policy are not among those that have been implemented less
effectively).

+ The geographic location of a member states does not relate to a certain effectiveness of implementation.
The deficits are distributed in a unsystematic way on the member states

¢ There is no universal relation between the type of policy instrument (flexible vs. hierarchically
predefined) and the implementation effectiveness of a policy

Besides these trends, however, research in policy implementation shows that it is hardly possible to
establish a general model or theory for policy implementation. Although several case studies have been
conducted no universal findings on the implementation of policies could be derived. The context
strongly influences the outcome so that each case can come to a different result (ibid., 363).

When evaluating the ‘effective’ implementation of a policy it has to be differentiated between policy
impact and policy outcome. In the evaluation of the policy impact, it is analysed if the formal and
practical implementation fulfil the objectives defined in the policy. This, however, does not assure that
the initial main aim of a policy is achieved. It might be the case that from the beginning the policy itself
was not formulated target-aimed and the measures foreseen have not contributed to the success. In
contrast, when the policy outcomes are evaluated, the success of a policy is evaluated based on the
completion of the initial aim that was defined in the agenda-setting phase linked to the problem
perceived at the start of the policy process (ibid., 360).

The policy impact can be evaluated in two dimensions: Top-down and bottom-up. A top-down impact
evaluation compares the planned impact and the impact in practice. This analysis is often based on a
simplified model of policy-making and does not expect influential changes in the implementation
process by the different actors involved. Out of the comparison recommendations for the amendment of
the policy itself can be derived. The bottom-up process mainly focuses on the process. It is analysed
how the policy-aims and -instruments change during the process of implementation according to
interests, needs and new awarenesses of problems of the actors involved on several levels e.g. based on
research results. In this case the impact is evaluated based on the preferences of the involved actors, i.e.
the process is successful when the policy addresses a common problem in a decentralised process that
led to common learning effects and bargaining processes (ibid., 361).
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Most EU studies analyse the impact of policies based on a comparison of the policies’ aims. The process
and the outcomes are analysed less often analysed and therefore not taken into account when evaluating
the effectiveness of policy implementation (ibid., 362).

2.5.4 Policy implementation - importance for this dissertation

Policy implementation is a very relevant topic for this dissertation as the method of a policy
implementation analysis will be applied in the analytical part of this dissertation to evaluate the influence
of two EU policies on the member states.

The policy transfer concept explains how policies can be adopted from one context to another. Such
processes also take place in the European Union. The EU policies developed in different governance
modes (see chapter 2.4.2) are to be transferred to the individual domestic contexts of the member states.
Two different types of policy transfer exist: formal institutional transfer and voluntary transfer. These
types contain a different mix of stakeholders. The transfer process is of high relevance for the
implementation impact of a policy

EU policy transfer in the case of this dissertation can be both, institutional or ideational — developed
through institutional transfer of EU policies in the domestic policies or through ideational transfer and
policy learning caused by cross-border cooperation.

This dissertation is based on an ex-post analysis of policy implementation. Thus, not the policy
implementation process is to be analysed. Instead the impact of the policy is to be explored: It is analysed
how far the domestic policies are in line with the EU policies.

However, as the implementation of EU policies can take place to different degrees and several factors
which either concern the policies’ characteristics or the initial situation in which the policy is to be
applied influence the implementation, these are to be taken into account in order to explain potential
differing policy influences on the domestic levels.

The initial situation is characterized by several factors which differ in the 28 member states of the EU
although common values and certain characteristics are broadly shared: the political structure of the
country, including culture and social models; the characteristics of the implementation authorities, the
policy expectations and motivations to implement it, the timing of the implementation need, the network
of actors involved, policy belief systems and the ‘goodness of fit” of the EU policy in the domestic
context. The ‘goodness of fit’-analytical approach is a very relevant approach for Europeanisation,
policy transfer and policy implementation as it acknowledges the high relevance of domestic
institutions.

It has to be differentiated between the formal implementation of policies and the practical
implementation. The formal implementation is easier to measure as policy documents can be easily
compared. In this dissertation, it is attempted to do both. The practical implementation shall be evaluated
based on interviews and project data base descriptions.

2.6 Derivations to the research framework

EU policies as well as the creation of transnational cooperations with their special governance structures
and spatial boundaries are a product of European integration. In this dissertation the top-down
Europeanisation respectively the policy implementation of the Trans-European Transport Networks
(TEN-T) and European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) is explored in order to evaluate the two EU
policies’ influence on cross-border transport.

In a first step the field of investigation — cross-border transport - is approached by mutually associating
the two fields of investigation - transnational cooperation and European transport - in chapter 3.
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In a second step the character of the two EU policies of interests - TEN-T and ETC - is analysed in
chapter 4 as a preparation for the following top-down policy impact analysis.

The interim conclusion at the end of the first part of the dissertation picks up the theoretical framework
and the contents of the following chapters and develops hypotheses on the influence of the two EU
policies on cross-border transport.

As the implementation of policies is strongly case dependent and shaped by national conditions the
evaluation of the EU policies’ influence will be based on the examination of nine preliminary
(chapter 5) and two in depth case studies in chapter 6. The implementation of the policies in practice
will be investigated in the two in depth case studies. Here the different initial situations of the two cross-
border regions will be taken into account. Then the EU policy aims shall be compared with the policy
impact in formal and practical implementation: Were the policies targeted enough to fulfil the goal and
how could the goal attainment be improved by amending the policy itself? Hence, policy documents on
domestic level as well as the practice in the form of projects and the status quo are to be analysed.
Potential differences in the implementation in the two case studies and between the member states
involved might be tried to be explained with the different domestic and initial situations of the cases.

Chapter 7 develops conclusions by drawing relations between the findings of the case studies and the
theoretic framework. This is followed by recommendations and an outlook for future research in
chapter 8.

More information on the detailed methodology can be found in chapter 1. The next chapter looks at
border regions and transport across EU borders.
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3 Transport in and across border regions within the European Union

Transport is a highly important topic as it underlies rapid change. Transport accessibility is of high
importance for the economy. Because of economic reasons, but also environmental and social reasons,
transport is constantly on the political agenda: transport has strong environmental effects that shall be
minimized and its social effects cannot be neglected. Transport infrastructure and services are not spread
evenly on the territory which disadvantages the development of remote rural areas. Transport policies
influence space and the latter’s development. Therefore it is very relevant for spatial planning. Transport
is not solely a relevant issue within countries but also across borders. The European Union, for instance,
aims at establishing a Single European Market and the member states shall benefit from each other.
Therefore it is important to foster cross-border links between the domestic transport networks. However,
because of a long period of closed borders and strict demarcation of state territories, the transport
infrastructure across borders is often hampered and needs special attention.

The aim of this chapter is to introduce the topic of cross-border transport within the EU. This includes
firstly an overview about borders, cross-border regions and cross-border cooperation in the EU.
Secondly, the importance of cross-border transport within the EU is illustrated, followed by an overview
on existing cross-border transport challenges. The third part of this chapter gives an overview about the
current status of the European transport system based on statistical data and evaluations in EU policy
documents.

3.1 European cross-border regions and cross-border cooperation
This section describes the development and importance of European borders and cross-border
cooperations which led to the arising of a high variety of cross-border regions.

First of all, a demarcation of the terms frontier, border and boundary is to be drawn as the three terms
are often used synonymously: the term ‘frontier’ describes the legal and political demarcation of a
country. The term ‘border’ has a similar meaning and is used in American English especially to
physically demarcate different national territories. ‘Boundaries’ can be used to describe territorial as
well as social demarcations between different social groups. Different boundaries can exist within one
country or across countries. Boundaries are defined to benefit from the internal. It shall be made use of
the stakeholders and resources within boundaries to produce an added value that prevents an escape
(Bartolini 2009, 12).2?

In this dissertation borders are always considered to be national administrative borders. Cross-border
regions consist of a union of (sub-) national spaces - usually a number of municipal or regional
boundaries - from at least two different nations. The following analysis treats only the EU internal
borders.

3.1.1 European borders and cross-border regions

The national borders within Europe changed frequently over the time. Within the last 100 years, all
European countries shifted their borders except of ten countries (Wallace 1992, 14). Thereby certain
spaces changed their national affiliation several times. An example is the Slovenian region Primorska
that partly belonged to Bavarian, Italian, Austro-Hungarian and Yugoslavian rule in the last centuries
(Slovenian Tourist Board 2016). Further examples are the French regions Lorraine or Alsace that
changed their national affiliation several times between French and German administrations. Recently
they were merged together with the region Champagne-Ardenne into the French region ‘Grand-Est’ due

22 More information on the development of soft spaces and different types of boundaries can also be found in chapter 2.1.3.
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to national structural reforms (Région Alsace Champagne-Ardenne Lorraine 2016a). The French
example shows, that both the national borders and the internal subnational borders are subject to frequent
change. Furthermore, the accession of new member states to the EU — e.g. Croatia in 2013 — makes the
EU territory grow and opens new internal EU borders, while at the same time defining new external
borders.

Such state border movements do not only influence the territories but also the way the territories are
governed. The countries have different legislations, governments, languages etc. (Ricq 2006, 32). These
characteristics influence their inhabitants’ attitude towards the border. Some regions have always been
situated at a border and might therefore feel a stronger demarcation to the other side of the border.
Regions that changed their origin several times might feel stronger historic bonds to the both sides of
the border (ibid., 32).

The European internal borders have different functions. First, state borders can be perceived as strict
barriers because the border demarcates the applicable national laws (Ratti 1993, 61). However, in
recent times the EU established agreements which enable the free movement of goods and people across
most of the internal EU borders. Therefore the borders are currently classified as indirect barriers or
filters. The latter function takes into account the different domestic laws, economies, cultures, social
systems and politics, which distinguish the member states from each other although having common EU
Treaties. However, having frequent exchanges and cooperation across the state borders can lead to an
approximation of the involved domestic systems (Deppisch 2007, 45; O'Dowd 2001, 70; Ratti 1993,
61). Second, because of the open character of the European inner borders, in this case the borders can
be seen as contact opportunities (Ratti 1993, 61) or even bridges which foster cross-border mobility
and exchange. In this context the EU fosters cross-border regions and cooperation across national
borders (Deppisch 2007, 44; O'Dowd 2001, 71). Third, borders can be used to establish and demarcate
national identities (Miggelbrink 2014, 142; O'Dowd 2001, 74). Living in a certain state offers
development opportunities that are limited on the state’s resources. However, the EU fosters cultural
exchange and mobility across borders with the aim to increase the benefit of resources which are
available in other EU member states (O'Dowd 2001, 74). Fourth, state borders can be considered as
resources - both in the sense of a bridge but also as a barrier. Depending on the interest different actors
try to benefit from them. Because indirect barriers still exist based on different governance styles and
developments, the national territories show different characteristics. Therefore it is of interest to cross
the borders and benefit for instance from lower prices of goods while earning higher wages on the other
side of the border (ibid., 73). Sendhardt considers borders to be fuzzy because of their territorial,
functional and symbolic dimensions which do not necessarily demarcate the same boundaries
(Sendhardt 2013, 28).

During Cold War, the European national borders were highly demarcated and the states had a high
control over their national economy, culture, politics, residents and the cross-border traffic (O'Dowd
2001, 69). This increased the national consciousness of the citizens and importance to be part of one
respective country (Haselsberger 2014, 508). However, there was a strong belief that the borders within
Europe would be fully abolished after the end of the cold war (1989/90) but this did not turn out to be
the case (Falke 2013, 255).

To encounter the remaining inner European barriers, the EU Cohesion Policy aims at minimizing the
regional disparities and peripheral spaces among its member states: European integration, economic,
social and territorial cohesion are to be reached. The member states shall grow together and further
decrease the separating effects of the national borders (more see chapter 4.2). The abolishment of the
inner-European borders was supported additionally by the introduction of the Single European Market
(Ruidisch 2013, 98) and the Schengen Agreement: Cohesion is to be reached particularly by higher
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cross-border mobility (Spierings and Velde 2013, 4). However, at the beginning the opening of the inner
European borders was feared. The member states and European citizens were afraid of a grown degree
of migrants and crime. Therefore the controls at the external borders were increased. This was partially
perceived as an enforcement of inner-European borders towards non-Schengen EU member states. The
full implementation of the Schengen Agreement, i.e. the abolishment of border controls, took ten years
and was criticized by the reluctance or incapacity of the member states to further integrate (Siebold
2013, 132). In addition, the Cohesion Policy shall foster the competitiveness of the EU. All these EU
discourses and agreements have — depending on the policy area - developed coercive mechanisms and
offered financial incentives to increase European integration and minimize border effects within the EU
(Deas and Lord 2006, 1848).

Despite the efforts of the European Union to achieve cohesion, it was found out that a certain level of
disparity is needed to strengthen cross-border mobility: there need to be certain offers that do not exist
in one country that pull people at the other side of the border. At the same time the differences should
not be too large because this might as well prevent the citizens to cross the border (Spierings and Velde
2013, 1). According to Spierings and van der Velde the EU policy should support and preserve the inner
diversity and unique features of border regions in addition to the diminishment of the demarcation
effects of borders. This is said to contribute to a higher cross-border mobility and integration (ibid., 4).

Opportunities and challenges of ‘open’ borders

The deconstruction and loss of importance of the national borders has led to a reduced demarcation of
the member states and changed the situation of former border areas. It opened up new opportunities for
the latter (Ruidisch 2013, 103): Border regions were put in a more central position. Often the opening
of a border led to an agglomeration of functions at the border. Such concentrations anon activated cross-
border commuter flows, an increased transport of goods, and thus, growing mutual interdependences
(Sohn 2014, 1699) as the border inhabitants made use of the benefits and opportunities based on the
regions’ disparities on either side of the border (Martinez 1994).

The disparities between border regions make it attractive to cross the border. However, these different
points of departure of border regions, especially in the economic sense, can also lead to structural
challenges when the borders are opened to the disadvantage of the border regions. The flows of people
can further aggravate the socio-economic imbalances (Ricq 2006, 142; Spierings and Velde 2013, 1).
Investors might prefer the economically cheaper border region which can lead to mutual competition
(Leibenath, Korcelli-Olejniczak, and Knippschild 2008, 29). The market competition between regions
can minimize the regional support of cooperation (Ayka¢ 1994, 26).

Furthermore, O’Dowd, argues that the ongoing importance of state borders should not be neglected.
National borders have been very resilient and complex compared to other (administrative) borders. They
are path dependent and related to the country’s history (O'Dowd 2010, 1031). In this context border
regions still struggle in their cross-border daily life in certain areas because of contradicting domestic
regulations, policies, cultures and practices (Ricq 2006, 34; Nienaber 2015, 312; Wille 2015b).
Examples are different taxation systems, income standards, prices and social insurance systems which
complicate the routine of cross-border workers. Often qualifications attained in one country are not
accepted in the other. Transport networks and services are often not sufficiently connected and
coordinated across the border and therefore most cross-border commuters take their own car which
overloads the existing infrastructure. Also other infrastructures (e.g. for health care) are usually
constructed at both sides of a border instead of sharing the services because of legal constraints. Cultural
borders have often been persistent although functional cooperation had taken place. Also linguistic
barriers make the information flows more difficult. Minorities are often treated very differently of two
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sides of a border region (Ricq 2006, 34). These challenges in the daily life of cross-border regions are
also a barrier for cross-border cooperation (see in chapter 3.1.2).

Cross-border regions are often divided by natural borders e.g. mountains, rivers, the sea etc. These
topographical demarcations have often been used to define the state borders. Rietveld argues that border
regions without these natural barriers are much more advantaged than regions which border the sea
because it is easier to establish communication and contact with a bordering neighbour (Rietveld 1993,
47). Natural barriers can also be a reason to start a cross-border cooperation in order to commonly
develop measures to overcome these barriers or e.g. to improve the environmental quality of a common
river (see chapter 3.1.2). Especially when looking at cross-border transport the natural borders are very
relevant (more see chapter 3.2.2). They need to be taken into account when exploring cross-border
regions in the analytical part of this dissertation (see chapters 5 and 6).

Demarcation of cross-border regions

The opening of the inner-European borders facilitated the development of the so-called ‘border lands’
or cross-border regions: Flexible soft spaces (see chapter 2.1.3) that combine fragmented
administrative and multi-level spaces from different member states (Faludi 2009, 36; Deppisch 2007,
48). Thereby they cross national administrative borders and provide the ground for cooperation in a
functionally inter-linked area which involves actors from both sides of the border (Allmendinger et
al. 2015, 18). Exchange processes might lead to adaptations and innovations in the own country (Sohn
2014, 1699; O'Dowd 2002, 111). Cross-border regions often aim at minimizing the challenges that had
existed because of a closed border and are created despite different domestic social, economic and
cultural structures (Sohn 2014, 1699; O'Dowd 2002, 111). As they often evolve to take charge of the
inefficacies of the central states’ governing in fields of shared interest, Perkmann categorizes the
European cross-border regions to be ‘policy-driven’ instead of ‘market-driven’ (Perkmann 2007b, 863).
To be successful and become a ‘policy-entrepreneur’ cross-border regions are said to need to become
autonomous and develop an independent standing with own membership fees or income, independent
of EU funds (Durand and Nelles 2014, 574).

Cross-border regions are said to contribute to European integration by challenging the sovereignty of
the states’ territory and gaining representative independence from the national territories (O'Dowd 2002,
111; Sohn 2014, 1699). Although cross-border regions are said to be flexible and their boundaries vague
(O'Dowd 2002, 111), there have been attempts to demarcate these new spaces to make them more
tangible. However, no universally valid detailed definition of cross-border regions exists. They can be
demarcated by a special size, administrative boundaries, functional linkages, individual perceptions or
prevalent identities and other characteristics. This variety of definitions resulted in a high number of
diverse boundaries in different sizes which often overlap each other.

Often the shape of cross-border regions is artificially constructed (top-down) and broader than the real
functional linkages. This has an impact on the perceptibility of the border area. Citizens of cross-border
regions usually construct their own cross-border border region shapes in their minds, based on their
personal perception in their every day life (bottom-up) (Wille 2015c, Xff.): depending on the issue,
the perceived permeability of the same border can differ. Additionally, despite an ‘open’ border, barriers
can exist that prevent the cross-border region to be perceived as a common contiguous territory (ibid.,
Xff.).

As has been shown, the boundaries of cross-border regions can be constructed in different manners.
These will be presented in the following.

In the ‘Handbook on transfrontier cooperation” published by the Council of Europe, a cross-border
region is defined as a territorial boundary which consists of a network of groups of people that is

interrupted by a frontier. The frontier is defined as a “physical limit” (Ricq 2006, 18) which
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demarcates national administrative boundaries (ibid., 24). At least two territorial units are linked across
a state border (Anderson and O'Dowd 1999, 595).

For Perkmann, the basic precondition for a cross-border region is a spatial proximity of the cooperating
border regions, only separated by a state border. He uses three indicators to differentiate between
different types of cross-border regions: (1) geographical extent, (2) intensity of cooperation (its
capacity and autonomy) and (3) actor types (from different administrative levels). Cross-border regions
can be very small and involve only two local territorial units. At the same time several regions can be
involved in one cross-border region (Perkmann 2003, 157). Other differences concern the porosity of
the border, the length and basis of cooperation and the cross-border region’s success (O'Dowd 2002,
119).

An earlier definition of the Council of Europe (1972) sees functional linkages (see chapter 3.1.2)
between the bordering regions as an important feature (Perkmann 2003, 156) to demarcate cross-border
regions. This is acknowledged by Anderson and O'Dowd (1999): the linkage is based on mutual interest
in making use of the benefits offered at the other side of the border (ibid., 595). Also according to
Miggelbrink, cross-border regions contain a state border which is sovereignly maintained by two states.
They are developed due to practical and functional daily-life relations which have created new
boundaries of cooperation that try to occupy that border (Miggelbrink 2014, 144). Speer stated that
cross-border regions could even be constructed without the official integration of administrative
territorial boundaries but instead through the cooperation of functional actors like universities and
chambers of commerce that cooperate across-borders (Speer 2009, 61). Also O’Dowd argues that cross-
border regions can be demarcated best based on their cross-border inter-linkages and functional
exchanges whereas their spatial demarcation remained flexible. The rules for cross-border activities
developed in complex interaction of politicians and inhabitants, can also help to demarcate cross-border
regions (O'Dowd 2002, 112).

When comparing the character of cross-border regions to autonomous regions, like Catalonia, the latter
have both a higher regional identity and more competences. Cross-border regions can be demarcated
solely by soft boundaries, although being institutionalised in some cases and sharing common cultures
(Aykac 1994, 7).

According to Haselsberger cross-border regions should be established to open up the existing political
and administrative boundaries to make the state borders more permeable and allow the development of
soft spaces in various forms that exist in parallel to hard national borders (Haselsberger 2014, 523).
Cross-border regions can overlap each other. They even might compete. Deas and Lord criticize several
of them to be immature and randomly defined because of their political construction which often
ignores functional linkages (Deas and Lord 2006, 1851). This is acknowledged by Aykag. Historic
origins are considered to be of added value for a fruitful cross-border cooperation (ibid., 7).

In order to categorize cross-border regions in a territorial concern, they can be grouped in three main
categories. This categorization is also used by the EU in the European Territorial Cooperation (ETC)
(see chapter 4.2). It is based on the cross-border regions’ territorial size and composition of members:

¢ interregional cooperations or cross-border networks (INTERREG C) are not territorially contiguous.
They are based on common interests or challenges (Bramanti and Rosso 2013, 82). The exchange is based
on mutual learning and the exchange of experiences rather than the establishment of a common transport
project. Because of these characteristics their structures are not investigated further in this dissertation.
Instead the focus is laid on contiguous cross-border cooperations.

+ transnational regions or wide areas of cooperations (INTERREG B) are spatially contiguous but large
areas within which entities can decide to cooperate although not directly bordering each other. Often these
cooperation spaces are established based on exchanges in smaller border areas which were enlarged because
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of geographical or other commonalities (e.g. common river, sea basin, mountains, transport corridor etc.). A
special form of these cooperations are macro-regions (see chapters 2. 1.3 and 3.1.2.). The latter can be
perceived as dense cooperation networks which usually involve parts of several member states and thus,
comprise very large transnational cooperation areas. Macro-regions can comprise several smaller cross-
border regional boundaries such as Euroregions (Nagler 2013, 33)

+ small cross-border regions (INTERREG A) - on which it is focused in this dissertation - describe smaller
spaces which consist of contiguous border regions. According to the CONPASS project, in daily commuting
—which is very relevant in the elaboration of cross-border transport within a cross-border region — the
maximum distance lay in 2002 between 50 and 70 kilometres (CONPASS Consortium 2002a, 12).
Approximately 15 years later, this distance might have been enlarged to a certain degree because of faster
connections and technologies.

In this EU categorization, the cross-border regions are composed of a number of administrative

boundaries specified in the Nomenclature des unités territoriales statistiques (NUTS) level. Small cross-
border regions (INTERREG A) consist of NUTS 3 regions. In the German NUTS 3 regions are the
boundaries of the Kreise and in France of the départements whereas small countries like Luxembourg
do not have these sub-levels but are involved with their whole national territory in a cross-border region
(EUROSTAT n.y.c). Regions at internal maritime borders should not be located farther than 150 km
away from the corresponding maritime border. Outermost regions are excluded from this rule (European
Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013a, 3). Despite the attempt of a spatial assimilation
and categorization through the NUTS, INTERREG A regions have different spatial scopes. Image 3
shows the large territorial differences in the two cross-border regions Central Baltic involving Swedish,
Finish, Estonian and Latvian regions and the cross-border region Brandenburg-Lubuskie including parts
of Germany and Poland. The different scopes influence the internal organisation and perception of the
regions and have to be taken into account in the further analysis of this dissertation.

The transnational cooperation areas (INTERREG B) consist of NUTS 2 regions whereas the
interregional cooperation (INTERREG C) support is not bound to certain territorial requirements
(ibid., art.3)

Image 3: Different territorial sizes of INTERREG A cross-border regions: Central Baltic (blue) and

Brandenburg-Lubuskie (red)
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on GISCO - EUROSTAT 2015; Interreg Brandenburg-Polen 2014;
Interreg Central Baltic 2014.

The common denominator for the demarcation of cross-border regions is the existence of a state border
which is crossed. In the case of this dissertation, the territorial and administrative demarcation of the
ETC border regions, based on NUTS 3 administrative boundaries of the member states, will be applied,
because the influence of the ETC Policy will be evaluated in the analysis. It will be focused on these
small cross-border regions as these usually encompass areas relevant in terms of cross-border travel
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distances as indicated above. Furthermore, the INTERREG A regions administrate the ETC funds and
develop common strategies for the region’s future. Thus, it will be easier to compare the structures in
different cases. However, the smaller cross-border regions might be overlapped by the larger above
described spaces. Therefore it is important to take into account the influence of transnational and macro-
regions as well. Additionally, the initiatives of smaller non-EU funded cross-border institutions will be
considered in the analytical part of this dissertation.

3.1.2 European cross-border cooperation

“Transfrontier co-operation is one of the irreversible features of the
European construction process [...][it] has gradually become a part of
European construction” (Ricq 2006, 11)

European cross-border cooperation plays an essential part in the European integration process. Often
cross-border regions are described as ‘laboratories of European integration’ (Commission of the
European Communities 2009b, 14). The exchange process, fostered through cross-border cooperation
is envisaged to contribute to European (territorial) cohesion (Knippschild 2008, foreword; Ruidisch
2013, 102). Gu considers European cross-border cooperation as an important element in the production
of benefits for Europe (Gu 2002, 7).

Cooperation is mostly developed voluntarily and aims at achieving a common goal which benefits all
partners. It is based on negotiations and the concept of consensus. All actors have equal rights and an
equal responsibility for the output of their cooperation (Zurker 2004, 19; Speer 2009, 73). Without any
expectable benefits for all partners, but risks or economic competition the voluntary cooperation would
probably not come about (Speer 2009, 74).

The term ’territorial cooperation’ puts cooperation in relation to territory. All the before named
characteristics of cooperation do also apply in this special case. These co-operations usually do not aim
at establishing a new administrative level. However, their members often get into difficulties because of
before mentioned different legislative systems connected to the involved administrative boundaries.
Within the cooperation the possibility is given to promote the cooperation entities’ interests, activities
and a common strategy beyond their territorial borders to improve the cooperation‘s external perception
(Coen 2010, 95).

In scientific literature the term ’cross-border cooperation’ is often used synonymously with territorial
cooperation. In this dissertation, however, the term ’cross-border cooperation’ is used exclusively to
describe the cooperation between spatially adjacent areas from bordering member states according to
the current INTERREG differentiation of strands, i.e. INTERREG A. All other kinds of territorial
cooperation are mentioned based on their specific name (transnational cooperation — large cooperation
areas; interregional cooperation — cooperating regions that do not border each other).

Cross-border cooperation has also been relevant within single member states, i.e. the cooperation
between different administrative sub-boundaries of countries, like in Germany, where territorial plans
of Dbordering regions shall be coordinated by cross-border planning associations to minimize
contradictory developments and contribute to a sustainable and comprehensive development of the
territory (Kimmel 1996, 49). Such internal cross-border cooperations are even laid down in the German
constitution (Federal Republic of Germany, art.24 para.1a). Although such cross-border cooperations
are not to be analysed within this dissertation, it is important to keep in mind that even regions within
one member state with a national basic legal framework and planning culture, planning needs to be
coordinated because of contradicting planning strategies. When looking at cooperation between regions
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of different national origin there are even more factors which might contradict each other and should be
coordinated to ensure a sustainable development of the two neighbouring border regions.

Similar to the reasons for the establishment of cross-border regions, cross-border cooperation across
European national borders shall minimize the separating effects of the borders and make them more
permeable (Malchus 1996, 79). Cross-border cooperation is said to revive the regional cross-border
exchange and therewith firmly establish the existence of multi-national border regions (Schonweitz
2013, 127).

Historic development of cross-border cooperation
European cross-border cooperation across national borders has a long tradition. Some of the earliest
forms were established in the ancient world and at the latest in the Middle-Ages when the Hanseatic
League established a trading association between cities in Northern Europe (Gormar 2002, 51).

In the 19" century, agreements were established between European countries to jointly decide about the
pathway of the borders, especially in the case of border rivers and lakes (Aykac 1994, 8). First territorial
co-operations, according to the today’s understanding, were established after the Second World War, in
the 1950s (Deppisch 2007, 50). These cooperations’ purpose was, among others, the risk minimisation
for another war (Gérmar 2002, 52). Furthermore, the cooperations mainly focused on environmental
issues and established ‘transfrontier commissions’. An example is the cross-border cooperation between
Germany and the Netherlands, known under the later name EUREGIO. The EUREGIO’s success led to
the development of a growing number of cross-border institutions — the so-called ‘Euregios’ or
‘Euroregions’. Additionally, working communities were established (Aykac 1994, 8).

Besides that, umbrella organizations aiming at an exchange of information and the representation of
border regions were founded, for instance the Council of European Municipalities and Regions (CEMR),
the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions (CPMR) and the Association of European Border
Regions (AEBR) (Gormar 2002, 52).

Also the exchange in issues of spatial planning was started across borders within North West Europe
(1962), in the BENELUX countries (1986) and in the Baltic Sea Region (1994) (Dihr, Colomb, and
Nadin 2010, 292). In this context regional planning committees as well as neighbourhood commissions
were established. The latter focussed on broader topics which concerned the border area (Aykag 1994,
8).

The European institutions like the European Council and the organs of the EU have promoted cross-
border cooperation — content wise and financially - since their existence (Malchus 1996, 79). An
example is the Council of Europe which decided in 1974 to foster cross-border cooperation among local
and regional authorities within Europe. Because cross-border cooperations had faced challenges based
on the different national legislations involved in the exchange process, more flexible regulations and a
simplified process for cooperation were to be introduced. In 1980 a special inter-state agreement was
developed which offered the possibility to establish a legal and organisational framework for cross-
border co-operations on a public and private law basis: The "Madrid Outline Convention’. The signing
countries of this convention committed themselves to support attempts of European territorial
cooperation on their territory. In the case of cooperation further bi- or multilateral agreements between
the cooperating countries were required (Halmes 2002, 19; Gabbe and Malchus 2008, 42; Gaissert 2002,
35). In the 90s first legal bases for co-operations across borders were established based on that
convention (Halmes 2002, 19).

The grown awareness of transboundary influences (e.g. climate change), which do not stop at national
borders, strengthened the importance of cross-border cooperation and coordination of spatial planning
strategies across borders. The study ’Europe 2000’ of the European Commission (EC) additionally
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promoted the share of information and experience in the field of spatial planning (European Commission
1991, 3). Products of European spatial planning exchange are the European Spatial Development
Perspective (ESDP) and its successor strategy Territorial Agenda (TA) (Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010,
293). The ESDP involved the member states’ ministers responsible for Spatial Planning and became a
strategy to reach a "balanced and sustainable development” (Informal Council of Ministers responsible
for Spatial Planning 1999, preface) of the EU territory. It contains common goals and concepts for the
EU development (Ahlke 2008, preface).

The impetus of the INTERREG initiative

To further push cross-border cooperation within the EU and contribute to a sustainable European
development, the INTERREG initiative was started in 1990 being part of the EU Regional Policy. The
initiative was expected to contribute to the establishment of the Single Market and the minimization of
the border effects (Schafer 2003, 116). Additionally, cross-border cooperation was expected to support
European cohesion, the regions’ economic development and the implementation of sectoral EU policies
(Millan 1994, 21). Financial incentives were offered in fields of sectoral interest - such as transport -
to fulfil predefined aims (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 233).

In the first INTERREG-period (1990-1993) the European Commission supported solely cross-border
cooperations in the development of spatial strategies (Gabbe and Malchus 2008, 40). In the succeeding
funding periods, the funds were offered to a broader definition of territorial cooperation: transnational
and interregional cooperation. The European initiative became popular very fast due to its financial
incentives and the number of cross-border cooperations has steadily grown (European Commission
2002, 8; Gabbe and Malchus 2008, 40; Perkmann 2003, 167). To better manage the European funds
between the involved border regions, often cross-border organizations like the ’Euroregions’ were
established which established long-term goals of cooperation (Schafer 2003, 119; Gabbe and Malchus
2008, 40). The foundation of these new subnational forms of governance can be seen as first
developments in the direction of European multi-level governance (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010,
234) (see chapter 2.1.2). The regional and local administrative levels are said to use such cooperations
to minimize the influence of their national governments (Brenner 2004, 288).

INTERREG Il (1994-1999) introduced a member state-wide cooperation on European spatial
development (Schéfer 2003, 124; Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 235). Nine big cooperation areas,
comprising several member states and some non-EU members, were defined in political acclamation
(Ritter and Frst 2009, 145).

INTERREG I11 (2000-2006) was to implement the ESDP and aimed at minimizing the ’border-effect’
(European Commission 2002, 7), foster the integrated development of border regions and the more
harmonious European Spatial Planning (ibid., 7): economic and social cohesion in the EU was to be
reinforced (Schéfer 2003, 93). Additionally, special attention was paid to the external borders of the EU
before the Eastern enlargement (European Commission 2002, 46). Besides that, interregional
cooperation, meaning cooperation between regions which do not border each other, became feasible
(European Commission 2000, 1). However, cross-border cooperation stayed the most supported element
(European Commission 2002, 8).

INTERREG IV (2007-2013) became an own political objective of the EU Structural Funds (Ritter and
Furst 2009, 146) and thereby a mainstream programme. Also the financial incentives have been closely
related to European economic strategies like the Lisbon and Gothenburg Strategy (Fleischhauer and
Ahlke 2009, 2) and in the period of INTERREG V (2014-2020) to the Europe 2020 Strategy (European
Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013d, 4). INTERREG IV and V as well as eligibility
criteria for cross-border cooperation projects will be explained more in depth in chapter 4.2.
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Figure 8: Development of the number of cross-border cooperations
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The number of cross-border regions has grown over the years (see Figure 8). In 1960, the first ten
European cross-border cooperations had been established, that grew especially since the introduction of
the INTERREG initiative in 1990 to 120 in 1994 and even further until today.
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Image 4: Status quo of cross-border cooperation in Europe
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In April 2016, 185 cooperating cross-border regions and more than 24 EGTCs being members of the
AEBR were counted (see Image 4). All spaces marked in different colours in Image 4 are counted as
cross-border cooperations. However, they strongly differ in their character and organizational form.
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Forms of cross-border cooperation and organisation
Cross-border cooperations can consist of diverse actors and are organised in different ways. As stated
in chapter 2.1.3, cross-border cooperations usually consist of a horizontal as well as a vertical network
(Perkmann 2005, 168). The main functional cooperation takes place in the horizontal network between
the involved territorial subnational entities. However, higher administrative levels, like the states and
EU institutions, are involved by taking formal decisions, supporting the cooperation financially and are
kept informed by the public relations of the cooperation (Speer 2009, 63; Perkmann 2005, 168).

There a different types and organizational forms of cross-border cooperation within the EU starting from
intergovernmental commissions, neighbourhood commissions, working communities, Regios (Ayka¢
1994, 10), border cities, Euroregions, Euro(pean)districts, Euro-cities (Ricq 2006, 26), cross-border
networks and macro-regions®® (Perkmann 2007b). The European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation
(EGTC) is a legal instrument for cross-border cooperation. Cooperations can be both, EGTCs and e.g.
Euroregions at the same time. Cooperations tend to change their organizational form over time, with a
bigger knowledge and trust of the cooperation partners their character is said to become more committed
to implementation (Knippschild 2008, 17). In the following some of the most relevant organizational
forms are presented shortly:

+ Intergovernmental commissions and neighbourhood commissions are based on an intergovernmental
agreement between the involved states. The agreement lays down rules of cooperation. They often focus on
spatial planning or broader issues. They usually establish different organs which involve national actors of
the involved states. However, these commissions have been criticized because of their inflexibility and
anchorage on the national level. Own funds and decision-making at subnational level were missing (Aykac
1994, 10).

¢ Working communities are large cooperation spaces (Perkmann 2007b, 862) that consist of subnational,
usually regional, entities and are based on a common history. They aim at finding solutions for common
challenges, such as the development of transport networks in mountain regions. The cooperation topics are
very broad but connected to the respective commonality of the partners. Here also, different organs are
established in which elected representatives of the regional entities are involved. The aim is to exchange
experiences and adapt them to their personal situation - no common binding strategy is developed. Here
usually, the cooperation does not have its own funds and not all parts of the regions are concerned with the
cooperation so that an identification is lacking (Aykag 1994, 12).

+ Regios have different shapes and can consist of a different number of members from the regional or local
level. In addition, non-public actors like chambers of commerce and universities can become members. The
cooperation is also based on an agreement between its members and establishes organs as in working
communities. However, they are said to establish a higher regional identity based on a strong local
participation. The most known Regio is the Euregio between Germany and the Netherlands (ibid., 14).

+ Euroregions that typically consist of local authorities (O'Dowd 2002, 119; Leibenath, Korcelli-Olejniczak,
and Knippschild 2008, 23) have an organisational unit and concern rather small spaces (ca. 50-100 km
width) (Perkmann 2007b, 862). Thus, their cooperation focuses on local needs (Leibenath, Korcelli-
Olejniczak, and Knippschild 2008, 23). In many cases, first entities on each side of the border group and
establish a domestic association. Second, these associations sign a cross-border cooperation agreement on
the establishment of the cross-border region. Their form of organisation and internal procedures are
developed over time in legal uncertainty. Resources are usually based on membership fees and further
sources — ensured solely for a short term. Cooperation and responsibility fields are defined over time
dependent on the overall aim. Euroregions are an institutionalised platform of exchange between bi- or
multinational authorities but usually do not establish new autonomous authorities. Thus, according to
Perkmann they cannot be characterized as new territorial units (Perkmann 2007b, 862). Euroregions often
administrate EU funds and function as INTERREG coordination structures (see below) (Leibenath,
Korcelli-Olejniczak, and Knippschild 2008, 24).

+ Eurodistricts have no legal basis in contrast to European districts which are based on French law.
Eurodistricts are a form of cross-border cooperation on a small scale, similar to Euroregions. The
Eurodistrict Strashourg-Ortenau has been a pilot project for a new organizational form. It has decision-
making power and is based on common visions and aims for the cooperation area (Ricq 2006, 28).

23 Macro-regions are not seen as cross-border region in the definition of this dissertation because they encompass very large
areas.

69



3 Transport in and across border regions within the European Union

¢ Macro-regions?* do not establish own institutions or additional layers (Schymik 2013, 76) but can be
perceived as dense cooperation networks (i.e. several cooperations with changing partners). Macro-regions
can be used by its members to bundle resources and to benefit from the integration in the large network
(Nagler 2013, 33). However, they are not eligible for EU funds (Schymik 2013, 76). In the definition of the
European Commission macro-regions shall grounded on commonalities on whose basis a shared strategy is
established (European Commission 2009a, 20093, 5).

+ INTERREG coordination structures were politically constructed to manage and coordinate EU funds and
projects. These cross-border regions are dependent on EU funds — often the only income source - and
involve local and regional authorities which steer the development (O'Dowd 2002, 119). These coordination
structures can overlap with other forms of cross-border regions such as Euroregions (Perkmann 2007b, 866).
INTERREG shall facilitate the contact with neighbouring regions without any legal obligations (Ddihr,
Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 349). INTERREG has strongly shaped, supported and advanced the territorial
cooperation in the EU. However, it does not provide the cooperations with a legal framework (Halmes 2002,
20).

Functional variety of cooperation

Cross-border regions can focus their cooperation on a high variety of functional issues (e.g.

environmental, social, health, economic and infrastructural aims) depending on their shared challenges

or interests (O'Dowd 2001, 71). Often environmental challenges and issues related to the spatial

development of the border regions, including transport?®, are the reasons for cooperation (Ricq 2006,

32) because they have a practical, measurable and very symbolic value. Other fields of cooperation

concern other economic strategies in tourism and employment as well as research and development.

Social projects focus on the people living in the border region and their culture and education (ibid.,

107). Compared to interregional cooperations?® the topics of small cross-border cooperations have a

stronger focus on concrete actions and their implementation (Deppisch 2007, 64). A common solution

is to be found, or exchanged experiences shall be applied to resembling challenges (Ricq 2006, 17). By

means of the exchange, resources can be used more efficiently (Bramanti and Rosso 2013, 82).

Ricq defines different stages of cooperation that can be reached in cross-border regions (see Figure 9).
The exchange of information is the basic step to get

Figure 9: Stages of cross-border cooperation . . . .
U d peratl in contact with boundaries on the other side of the

. : Information ) border with informal meetings and written exchanges.
v -Consultation ) Thereby the political system and the administrative
‘ «Cooperation ] structures of the neighbouring country can be got to
v «Harmonisation ] know better. The next stage of cooperation entails the
= mutual involvement and consultation of the
« Integration ] . ) . :

neighbouring countries in projects or plans that affect

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, the neighbouring countries. However, the results of the
based on Ricg 2006, 107. consultation are not legally binding. Cooperation —in

the definition of Ricg — goes a step further and ensures
the joint implementation of common decisions and agreed actions, to combat common challenges. To
reach a complete harmonisation of the cooperation members and policies within a cross-border region
is not easy. It involves contracts between the regions and has to be grounded on trust and understanding
between the entities. The final integration stage stands for the complete European integration in all
functional areas — an EU wide system based on ultimate cohesion (Ricq 2006, 129) as final goal of
cooperation.

24 More information on the spatial demarcation and governance dimension of macro-regions can be found in chapter 2.1.3.
%5 More information on cross-border transport can be found in chapter 3.2.
% |nterregional cooperations consist of territorial units not located close to each other.
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Spatial planning across borders

The exchange of experiences in the field of spatial planning has been practiced for many years and is
not a completely new trend (Healey 2010, 1; Deas and Lord 2006, 1851). In 1999, for instance, the
‘European Spatial Development Perspective’ (ESDP) was jointly developed by the ministers of the
EU member states responsible for Spatial Planning (Informal Council of Ministers responsible for
Spatial Planning 1999). It can be seen as an attempt of European Spatial Planning and important impetus
for spatial planning across borders (Deas and Lord 2006, 1850). The ESDP focused on the territorial
dimension of EU policies and argued that the spatial impact of sectoral policies, such as transport, should
be taken into account and coordinated through horizontal and vertical cooperation - involving actors
from EU, national and subnational level. The horizontal dimension also incorporates cross-border
cooperation across the EU. It encourages the member states to expand their exchanges in spatial planning
and develop cross-border development plans and strategies as well as to coordinate their plans with the
neighbouring countries. Among others, it proposes improving the accessibility of the regions by
investing in the linkage of regional transport systems to international and national nodal points. In
addition, it promotes the relevance of soft spaces like transport corridors (Informal Council of
Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning 1999, 35). Also the Territorial Agenda and the Territorial
Agenda 2020 — successor strategies of the ESDP — underline the importance of cross-border coordination
of policies to contribute to territorial cohesion (Informal Council of Ministers responsible for Spatial
Planning 2011, 7, 2007, 9).

Exchanges in the field of spatial planning are a way to learn from others’ experiences and to find
solutions for the own development. When adopting existing ideas, however, it is necessary to take into
account the planning cultures and contexts in which the planning policies were implemented. The
outcomes might be different in another context (Healey 2010, 1; Haselsberger 2016, 98). According to
Atkinson and Zimmermann (2018) the process of establishing the ESDP led to learning and thus,
Europeanisation processes (see chapter 2.2) depending on the will and interest of the member states.
However, they evaluate the today’s domestic spatial planning systems of the EU member states to be
more diverse than in the 1990ies. Besides that, European Spatial Planning is said to have lost its initial
impetus (ibid., 3f.).

The EU fosters the exchange of experiences among its member states. Cross-border cooperation in
spatial planning was often promoted by the ETC policy in the past (Ricq 2006, 112). According to
Pallagst (2007) this promotion of cross-border cooperation of the EU in combination with the
development of European spatial and transport planning objectives made it necessary that the domestic
spatial planning systems opened up their perspectives for transnational cooperation (ibid., 3). The
development of structures and contacts across borders in the field of spatial planning facilitates the
implementation of common projects. Additionally, informal instruments can be developed which are
customized to the specific cross-border situation (Caesar and Pallagst forthcoming).

However, spatial planning across borders is not trivial as domestic planning competences are bound to
national borders and no EU competences exist in spatial planning. Often the bordering countries are not
(sufficiently) taken into account in the domestic spatial plans. Therefore no legally binding decisions
can be taken, planning needs to rely on mutual agreements and trust. Additionally, the planning systems
of the EU member states are very different in their instruments, laws, division of responsibilities, styles
and cultures. The functioning of the planning systems of the neighbouring countries is often not known
and understood; therefore it is hard to estimate potential cooperation fields. Furthermore, the planning
education and interests differ so that cooperating planners from different countries might develop ideas
in different and contradicting approaches (ibid.). Furthermore, statistical data — a relevant basis for
planning and mapping — is often not available for cross-border regions or the national data is not
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comparable (Leibenath, Korcelli-Olejniczak, and Knippschild 2008, 28). Further general cooperation
challenges that also apply for spatial planning across borders are described in the next section.

A very prominent field of cross-border planning is the transport development. The supranational level
has a shared competence in EU Transport Policy, however, not in spatial planning. A related policy field
to spatial planning in which the supranational level is competent is the Cohesion Policy. Policy
documents of these two policy fields will be analysed in chapter 4. Peters and Diihr et al see the Trans-
European Transport Networks (TEN-T) as a very relevant EU field for spatial planning, because these
networks have been first recommended in the spatial planning document ESDP and implemented with
high spatial impacts (Peters 2003, 321; Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 300). More information on
cross-border transport is provided in chapter 3.2.

Challenges in cross-border cooperation
Because cross-border cooperations involve at least two different national and administrative boundaries
and borders, the cooperation is sometimes hampered in different dimensions. The challenges sometimes
change over time because of different objectives, organisational structures, higher experiences and the
further development of cooperations (Knippschild 2008, 17) (see Image 5).

Image 5: Development of cross-border cooperations over time
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Cross-border cooperations frequently face organisational challenges due to different legal and political
systems, financial bases and competences. These differences often hamper the establishment of a cross-
border institution and complicate the cooperation in general (Arnaud 2002, 12; Ricq 2006, 18; Aykac
1994, 20). The latter is also because of contradicting inherent cultures, educations, social systems and
economic strategies which need to be ‘bridged’ in the cooperation (Ricq 2006, 19). Therefore the
cooperation members need sufficient patience and will (Bramanti and Rosso 2013, 82). Political
tensions can prevent border regions from cooperating or at least hamper it, e.g. as it was the case
between Ireland and Northern Ireland (Aykag 1994, 20). Especially in the beginning of cooperation it is
hard to establish connections to the other side of the border and the relevant actors (Deppisch 2007, 48).
In addition, delays because of overburdened administrations keeps some cooperations from being vivid
and successful (Arnaud 2002, 12).

Cross-border cooperations are often dependent of higher domestic levels. To establish a cross-border

cooperation the national levels concerned usually need to be involved: Either in the ratification of inter-

state agreements (Senatsverwaltung fir Wirtschaft 2011, 10) or in the establishment of an EGTC.

Additionally, legally binding decisions need the approval of the respective responsible domestic
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institutions (Damm and Moll 1995, 98). This lack of subnational power aggravates cooperation (Ricq
2006, 142; Medve-Balint 2013, 155).

Cross-border communication can be challenged because of linguistic barriers that exist due to the
missing language knowledge of involved actors (Gaissert 2002, 34; Leibenath, Korcelli-Olejniczak, and
Knippschild 2008, 29). Especially, technical terms are often not easy to translate and might lead to
misunderstandings (Kistenmacher 1996, 96; Leibenath, Korcelli-Olejniczak, and Knippschild 2008, 28).
Further challenges can be missing trust in the cooperation partners. Therefore, especially in the
beginning, the partners should get to know each other and base their decisions on consensus
(Kistenmacher 1996, 96). Often the domestic policies are not coordinated sufficiently across borders
(Leibenath, Korcelli-Olejniczak, and Knippschild 2008, 30)t.

Different national identities can be explained with diverging cultures and history (Gaissert 2002, 34)
(path dependence). Sometimes it is very hard to establish a cross-border identity because of stereotypes
inherent in the minds of the border populations (‘mental border’) (Ricq 2006, 145) or historic conflicts
(Leibenath, Korcelli-Olejniczak, and Knippschild 2008, 29). Therefore a mutual exchange process is
very important in a cooperation to better understand the procedures and domestic cooperation
strategies from the other side of the border (Kistenmacher 1996, 96). Existing conflicts of interest
between the involved parties need to be solved to ensure a fruitful cooperation (Haselsberger 2014, 522).

The cooperation area should fit to the thematic cooperation focus and organisational structure
(Kistenmacher 1996, 96). When cooperation areas are too large, it is hard for the citizens of this area to
establish a common identity and to be motivated to actively get involved. The missing perception of a
need to cooperate can exist because of a too large cooperation area (Knippschild 2008, 18; Aykac 1994,
19).

Missing political will and support of some parties make cooperation more difficult (Ricq 2006, 142). It
is beneficiary when the actors involved are competent and can take decisions for their institutions of
origin (Knippschild 2008, 120). Often the member states do not sufficiently support cross-border
cooperations. Some even block cooperation efforts (Mission Opérationnelle Transfrontaliére 2008, 5;
Aykac 1994, 21).

A further challenge is the lack of resources, often in terms of financing but also in available staff
members. Missing funds can challenge the stability and continuity of cooperation (O'Dowd 2001, 71;
Kistenmacher 1996, 96; Ricq 2006, 142). An external financial support is especially needed at the
beginning of a cooperation because being very expensive due to necessary investments and transaction
costs before benefits can be achieved (Knippschild 2008, 116).

This section showed that a multitude of cross-border cooperation initiatives exist which aim at
minimizing the barriers of the European internal borders and making use of the opportunities of open
borders. Several of them are fostered explicitly by the EU with the ETC policy. Different types of cross-
border regions were created which overcome national administrative borders and group entities from
different national jurisdictions. It is cooperated in a multitude of thematic fields, among others, spatial
and transport planning. In practice several challenges exist which hamper cross-border cooperation and
European integration.

3.2 Transport across national borders

Even in a national perspective transport is a very important means to connect different places. It
influences the allocation of spatial functions and usages. Therefore, it influences the urban and economic
development (Tolley and Turton 1995, 2).

Commuter traffic has developed because of different purposes such as work/education, leisure, living
and shopping. Also in the case of economy, e.g. trade of goods, industries and enterprises, transport
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accessibility is very important. An access to the global network is considered to be decisive for economic
growth (ibid., 27). Transport accessibility is influenced by the provided infrastructures and the quality
of offered transport services. Transport infrastructure is ascribed a high importance to enlarge the
territorial capital of a region because it offers access (Ruidisch 2013, 101; Tolley and Turton 1995, 71).
Territorial capital describes the spatial endogenous potential of a region in comparison to others (Bohme,
Eser, Thiemo, Gaskell, Frank, and Gustedt 2008, 3). A good transport infrastructure ensures a better
accessibility and shorter travel times for workers, businesses and consumers to their respective markets
and makes places more attractive for both, companies and people. Highly qualitative infrastructures and
services are considered to contribute to the territorial development?” (Ruidisch 2013, 101; Dihr,
Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 303). It makes central places more attractive compared to others. Rural
regions are usually less accessible because of a low provision of transport services and its residents rely
on private cars. Because of the small size of rural villages, however, there is a large need of transport in
order to have access to services and goods which are not available in their villages (Tolley and Turton
1995, 6). In Germany, accessibility is a fundamental factor in the provision of public services and equal
living conditions that shall be secured by spatial planning. This principle was established in the German
Spatial Planning Law (Raumordnungsgesetz). This law also obliges spatial planning to contribute to
European Cohesion by providing the necessary spatial prerequisites (Federal Republic of Germany
1997, art.3 para.2 no.12; art.1 para.2 no.8).

Particularly for border regions which are situated at the national fringes, accessibility is not only relevant
within the own country: the connection to the neighbouring countries is of high importance. However,
cross-border transport challenges have hampered smooth passenger and freight flows across national
administrative borders. Therefore, the European Union (EU) aims at increasing territorial cohesion by
promoting the linkage of member states by means of efficient cross-border transport infrastructures
and services. The first section of this chapter goes further into details and explains the relevance of
transport within the EU and across national borders.

3.2.1 Importance of transport infrastructure and services across borders for the
EU
Cross-border transport is said to be very relevant for the further European integration as it facilitates the

cross-border mobility of its citizens and the creation of links across borders (CONPASS Consortium
20023, 7).

Accessibility in the EU
The development of transport in Europe has been strongly influenced by politics and strategies. The
political demarcation between the different nations within Europe has hampered mobility flows because
physical borders were constructed (Tolley and Turton 1995, 48). Therefore each country developed a
national centralised transport planning system independent from the transport systems in its
neighbouring countries. European integration opened up the borders, based, among others, on the
Schengen Agreement, and facilitated new transport connections and a new organization of the
establishment of cross-border transport infrastructure links (Ruidisch 2013, 102). Investments into
transport infrastructure and services in remote areas were to contribute to a balanced development of the
EU and thus, a minimization of disparities. Therefore cross-border cooperation in the field of transport
was strongly pushed forward (Priemus and Zonneveld 2003, 169). The transport networks of the member
states were to be connected better to allow a smooth mobility of passengers and goods among the
member states. In the beginning EU investments were often focussed on national needs of member states

27 This expectation, however, is contested by several economists. It might even have contrary effects (Diihr, Colomb, and Nadin
2010, 303).
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with inefficient transport systems, however, also physical barriers were to be overcome in the Alps with
the construction of tunnels (Tolley and Turton 1995, 119). However, according to the European
Commission, most difficulties in the implementation of transport projects have been experienced in
cross-border transport sections (European Commission 2014b, 2).

In this context the EU developed a transnational transport policy because of several reasons. First,
transport was directly linked to economic growth and competitiveness, European cohesion and
sustainable development. Second, also in terms of environment the transport sector had a strong impact
(Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 295) which was to be steered at transnational level. However, steering
a common transport policy at EU level faces several challenges because of the diverging transport
systems and —planning understandings of the member states (Tolley and Turton 1995, 349).

To ensure a smooth mobility across the member states an (institutional) corridor concept was
introduced to merge the different needs for a coordinated transport development across borders under
one issue. One example is the ‘Eurocorridor’ which shall link cities influenced by strong cross-border
transport flows. This corridor shall consist of different transport mode axes. The concept was taken up
in the ESDP and promoted to link EU sector policies and territorial development (Priemus and
Zonneveld 2003, 169; Informal Council of Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning 1999, 70).
Additionally, in 2013 the corridor concept was adopted in the TEN-T policy for their own purpose: the
basis of the European transport network shall consist of the European core network corridors (see
Image 11) which shall link the most important European hubs, i.e. European capitals, Metropolitan
Growth Areas as well as certain sea, inland waterway and air ports and important cross-border sections
between the member states (Adelsberger 2012, 342).

As stated in the previous section, the diversity of the European border regions makes it attractive for
border citizens to cross borders and benefit from factors that are not available on the other side of the
border. Therefore, the transport infrastructure which allows the access to the other side of the border is
very relevant (Spierings and Velde 2013, 1). Additionally, in some border areas, e.g. the Greater Region
(F-LUX-BE-DE), there are high numbers of daily cross-border commuters (see Figure 10). Many of
them work on the other side of the border but realise also other daily life practices in the close
neighbouring country (Wille 2015a, 133; Dérry and Decoville 2013, 1).

Figure 10: Cross-border commuters to Luxembourg within the Greater Region
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These flows, mainly conducted in motorized individual transport means, can lead to overloaded roads
and environmental consequences. It was found out that the larger the socio-economic disparities
between border regions, the higher is the cross-border mobility (Decoville et al. 2013, 221). Thus, high
numbers of commuters are an important reason to improve transport infrastructure and services across
borders.

Cross-border cooperation in the field of transport
The field of transport is a very popular playground for cross-border cooperations. Projects can focus on
the assessment of needs within the cross-border region concerning infrastructure and services.
Intermodal plans can be exchanged to better link the domestic systems with each other. Common
planning can be done to optimise cross-border tracks and services of roads or railways. Cross-border
transport providers can be established with coordinated prices and smooth services if legally possible
(Ricg 2006, 113). A good transport connection across borders is expected to further improve cross-
border cooperation and attract further investments in cross-border regions. Common large-scale cross-
border transport projects can be an important impetus for a cross-border region’s development and
identity also in the minds of its residents. One large project can lead to the establishment of other
transport initiatives at lower levels (Schonweitz 2013, 127).

Despite the popularity of transport projects in cross-border cooperation, several challenges exist in the
cross-border transport practice. These are presented in the next chapter.

3.2.2 Challenges of cross-border transport

As can be seen a common European transport system has been considered to be very relevant for the
EU territory. However, the efforts are evaluated not to be advanced very far. Although ambitious goals
have been formulated and efforts have been made to contribute to an efficient inner European transport
system, bottlenecks and inefficient cross-linked transport services at borders are still reality within large
parts of the EU (European Commission 2011a, 2).

The challenges that led to the slow development are to be presented in this chapter. The information is
based on the findings of three earlier research projects on European transport policies conducted within
the 4th Framework Programme (TENASSESS, 1999), the ESPON programme (ESPON 2.1.1, 2004) as
well as the 5™ Framework Programme (CONPASS Consortium 2002b).

The implementation of transport projects in general has been slow because of mostly very complex and
large processes. In comparison to other EU funded projects they belong to the slowest implemented
projects (AECOM Limited 2015, 3). Transport projects in cross-border contexts face additional
challenges such as different planning procedures and cultures (e.g. diverging consultation procurement
and concession requirements), different legal requirements, budgetary and financial difficulties, long-
lasting processes and higher preparation efforts (see chapter 3.1.2). These challenges might result in a
less efficient implementation. In addition there are more specific cross-border transport challenges
which will be presented shortly in the following.

Natural barriers
As has already been stated in the section about challenges in cross-border cooperation in general
(see chapter 3.1.2) sometimes natural barriers like rivers, mountains and the sea between border regions
intersect cross-border regions. Thus, the situation of these cross-border regions and other directly
bordering regions has to be differentiated. Especially when it comes to the establishment of cross-border
transport infrastructure these natural borders become a challenge: infrastructure costs are increased
because tunnels, bridges or special services need to be established.
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Legal and administrative differences

As the EU policies are only the framework within which the member states develop their own policies
(see chapters 4 and 6) there is a high variety of different national regulations on transport in the EU
member states. The differences can be explained with different traditions and experiences that still
influence the current policies to a certain extent (Giorgi et al. 1999, 7). Also the implementation of the
Trans-European Transport Networks (TEN-T) across borders has experienced problems mainly due to
different legal structures and planning systems. These differences hamper cross-border planning and
slow down the development pace (Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 302).

Differences exist as well in the responsibilities of institutions in the field of transport, the levels
involved (decentralisation vs. centralisation, role of regional and local levels) and in decision-making
processes (involvement of public and other stakeholders) (Giorgi et al. 1999, 7). The institutions
involved often come from different administrative levels and have different competences. This makes
cooperation more difficult (Dorry and Decoville 2013, 15). Often decision-making is dependent on
individual traditional domestic processes and therefore does not work smoothly at a cross-border level
(ibid., 2). Furthermore, planners are usually bound to their administrative boundaries and not
empowered to plan across borders. Often the national levels then have to be involved. A high number
of actors slows down the planning process (CONPASS Consortium 2002a, 19).

Transport planning-cultural differences

Besides that, different member states vary in their planning cultures (instruments, evaluation, monitoring

etc.) (Giorgi et al. 1999, 7). The TENASSES project defined four ‘ideal transport planning approaches’

(ESPON 2004, 8) to illustrate the potential range of differences in transport planning attitudes:

¢ Inthe “traditional” approach the state wants to remove spatial disparities concerning accessibility etc. and
aims at reaching cohesion and an overall improvement of the whole region;

¢ In the “modern” approach, that is strongly influenced by a privatisation in the transport sector, private actors
plan and invest in the infrastructure based on their economic interests;

¢ Within the “liberal” approach the transport market is regulated by pricing and taxation instruments to
increase the transparency and liability of projects;

¢ In the “ecological” approach transport is considered to be necessary but the environmental effects need to be
minimized. Therefore it is less invested in infrastructure and strict laws protecting the environment exist.
The aim is to implement measures to avoid the necessity to use transport.

Besides these approaches, also projects can be prioritized in different ways: Whereas one section of a

transport track is more important for one country another might be prioritized by the other (Leibenath,
Korcelli-Olejniczak, and Knippschild 2008, 29). Therefore it is not easy to find an agreement.

Diverging domestic strategies, planning measures and implementation
In the implementation process of a cross-border project different national interests can conflict with
each other and prevent the implementation (Giorgi et al. 1999, 9). Cross-border infrastructure and public
services are often highly strategic issues of countries. Therefore, finding a consensus which incorporates
all interests is a complex process (Dorry and Decoville 2013, 15).

Besides that, the implementation of large infrastructure projects is very time intensive because of the
big scale and large consultation and negotiation processes. Additionally the different parts of projects
need to be harmonized (Giorgi et al. 1999, 11).

Another issue that may complicate a cross-border implementation of a transport project are different
measures how to assess the impact of a project on the environment and different reaction/ ranking of
importance based on institutional differences in the member states. This influences the strategies and
planning proposals of the different involved stakeholders (ibid., 10).
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Prizing and financing

Within the member states different reasons and strategies for pricing of transport infrastructure and
services exist (cover internal and external costs, minimize road traffic, financing of the infrastructure)
that can be contradictory (ibid., 9). Transport infrastructure is often established by economically
interested companies that want to increase their profit and are not interested in territorial cohesion. Thus,
the outcome of the aims of EU support are said to be strongly shaped by the interest of the implementing
companies (Ruidisch 2013, 107). Furthermore, some member states are reluctant to privatize and
liberalise the provision of services in the transport sector as transport fees have been an important income
for the states (ESPON 2004, 241). Besides that, the EU does not have any competence in taxation or
charging, this is decided by the member states themselves (ibid., 53).

Furthermore, the financing is a big issue for transport projects. Often the financial means are missing,
and the idea of the European Commission to use public private partnerships turned out to be hard to
implement in practice. Often the projects were split-up in smaller parts to secure the financing. This
however, led to solely national sub-projects (Giorgi et al. 1999, 10) and hampered the cross-border
cooperation and the implementation of common ideas and strategies.

Public transport service provision

The challenges presented above are also valid for public transport. Also in the case of cross-border
transport services legal differences play a challenging role. All domestic regulations of the countries
concerned (e.g. on prizing, subventions, financing models, organisational structures) have to be fulfilled
(CONPASS Consortium 2002a, 8). Also the administrative and institutional characteristics of the
crossed member states challenge a smooth transport service across borders for instance in the fields of
responsibilities, licences, standards, working conditions, currencies, taxes etc. (Barth 2014, 53). In
addition, special challenges exist which will be presented in the following.

Often cross-border organisational structures are missing which could develop efficient cross-border
services (CONPASS Consortium 2002a, 29). Additionally, many times vehicles or service providers
have to be changed at the border because of technical differences between bordering countries. What
makes it worse is that the connections are often not coordinated so there is a large time loss on the
journey (ibid., 18). Furthermore, the administrative efforts to establish and conduct cross-border services
are very high (Barth 2014, 53).

In cross-border public transport, often legal structures of the member states concerned are not adjusted
to cross-border services. Therefore laws might need to be adapted or legal niches have to be identified
to allow cross-border services.

Also in the case of transport service, the financing and pricing is a complex issue. Often cross-border
trips are more expensive than comparable ones within one country. Additionally, often no discount
tickets are available in cross-border connections. Sometimes, even different tickets have to be bought
separately for one cross-border journey (CONPASS Consortium 2002a, 20).

It is more likely that densely populated border areas develop a sufficient demand for cross-border
transport connections and make the offer efficient than rural areas (ibid., 8). Transport services offered
to a low demand are not attractive because of low frequencies, slow and missing connections and
therefore often loose further customers (ibid., 18). Reasons for a high demand for public transport
services across borders are attractive neighbouring regions because of good working and education
conditions as well as cheap goods and services (e.g. in the health sector) for foreign people. Furthermore,
low barriers between the border regions, because of similar cultures and languages, favour a frequent
mobility. Cross-border public services might be attractive as well when individual transport is hampered
or not available (ibid., 8). The (multi-lingual) information availability about cross-border services,
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prices, time-tables etc. as well as the degree of coordination of cross-border connections influences the
usage of cross-border transport services (CONPASS Consortium 2002b, 49). Special tickets that
promote the crossing of the border are beneficial for a higher demand (CONPASS Consortium 2002a,
31).28

Transport policy making

The transport system characteristics of the EU member states vary strongly because they were developed
independently from their neighbouring countries according to the own needs (Robert et al. 2001, 65).
Often national transport policies and planning of neighbouring countries are not coordinated
sufficiently because of a lack of information on the domestic plans (Leibenath, Korcelli-Olejniczak,
and Knippschild 2008, 31). The decision to establish a common European transport system by linking
the different domestic systems did not lead automatically to a homogenous network. This is especially
true as the national transport systems still exist and have not been demolished (Robert et al. 2001, 65).
The EU policy aims at harmonizing the transport policies of the member states. However, this is not
easy because of the high diversity of domestic transport planning systems. The member states may
interpret the EU policies differently. The national laws usually contain a mixture of EU and national
objectives — sometimes balanced, sometimes with a certain domination (ESPON 2004, 255). This can
lead to conflicts between the member states if they want to develop a common transport project. The
national legislations and policies of other member states are often not known, among others, because of
language barriers (ibid., 38). More details on the EU Transport Policy are provided in chapter 4.

Decisive individual characteristics of the cross-border regions

The functioning of cross-border transport depends on several stages besides the physical equipment.
Guasco identified three basic elements of cross-border regions that influence cross-border transport.
First of all, the structural context of the cross-border region and especially its governance and
organizational structure influences the decision-making and communication processes across borders.
Secondly, the different national or sub national (if available) transport policies of the member states
are decisive. In addition to transport policies other domestic policies can have an impact. Here it is
important how the policies are made and if there are attempts to harmonize the policies within the cross-
border region. Third, the planning process is very relevant: How is the transport development planned?
Are there attempts of cross-border planning? All three elements have different focuses and also the
stakeholders vary. The first two elements are mainly influenced by politicians, the third (planning-)
stage involves planning- and transport experts besides politicians that decide about the implementation
of the plans (ibid., 23).

These three elements will be taken into account when analysing the EU policy influence on the two case
studies in chapter 6.

This section showed that the coordination of transport across national borders in the EU has a high
importance and different approaches exist to enhance cross-border transport. However, it is a complex
issue, especially because of the traditional nationally focused transport development which entails
different planning systems, procedures and attitudes that are difficult to coordinate.

3.3 Status quo of the EU Transport System

This chapter attempts to provide an overview about the current EU transport system demonstrating the
most important fields of action and challenges which shall be tackled by EU policies and the policies of
the member states to reach the overall aim of the completion of an EU wide connected transport system
with a high accessibility.

28 For more information about challenges in cross-border local transport see Barth 2014.
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First EU statistical data will be analysed and presented which will be complemented in a second step
with the evaluation of the status quo in selected EU policy documents.

3.3.1 Status quo based on statistical data

In terms of transport development, EUROSTAT and diverse ESPON projects provide several relevant
indicators which will be presented in the following and show the diverse picture of the transport situation
in the EU member states as well as EU wide challenges.

Modal Split
When looking at the European transport system it is very important to consider the current modal split,
i.e. the division of traffic flows on different transport modes. One of the EU objectives is to shift
transport from the road to more environmentally friendly transport modes such as rail or waterways (see
chapters 3.3.2 and 4.). However, the dominating transport mode is still the road. This is true for freight
and passenger transport (see Figure 12 and Figure 13).

Figure 11 shows the high number of cars that are owned in some member states in relation to the number
of inhabitants, in Luxembourg, for instance, 672 cars are owned per 1000 inhabitants which is the
highest ratio in the EU. The newest member states Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia are among the six
member states with the lowest car ownership per inhabitants. Besides that, however, there is no clear
picture when comparing old and ‘newer’ member states that accessed the EU in 2004. On average 473
cars were owned per 1000 inhabitants in the EU in 2013%,

Figure 11: Number of cars per 1000 inhabitants in 2013%°
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on EUROSTAT 2015b

As can be seen in Figure 12 75% of all EU freight transport takes place on the road. Some member
states have even higher shares such as Cyprus, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta and Portugal.
Comparing the modal splitin freight transport of 2012 with the one of 2002, the EU average has changed
only marginally whereas some countries changed much. Examples of increased road transport are
Bulgaria, Estonia, Poland and Slovakia whose rail transport share has decreased after their accession to
the EU. On the contrary, Belgium has strongly decreased its road transport. Croatia and Romania have
especially improved the share of their inland waterways. Looking at the overall picture it can be seen
that the shift of transport modes towards more sustainable modes is progressing slowly in most cases
and in some cases even negatively.

29 No data was available for Greece and Denmark. Therefore, the EU average value does not include the values of both
countries.
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Figure 12: Modal split of inland freight transport in the EU and its member states in 2002 and 2012
2002
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on EUROSTAT 20153, 101

For passenger transport the picture looks similar (see Figure 13). Most passenger mobility takes place
in individual cars. The numbers have not changed much in the EU average between 2002 and 2012.
Whereas eight member states have reduced their usage of cars in passenger transport, it grew within 20
member states, especially Bulgaria (+30%). Estonia and Slovakia (+17%) as well as Hungary and
Lithuania (+11%) show a growing usage of cars. The highest reduction took place in Italy (-5%).
Although being among those member states with growing car transport, Hungary is the member state
with the lowest car usage in passenger transport in 2012. For passenger transport within the member
states buses are more popular than trains.

Figure 13: Modal split of inland passenger transport in the EU and its member states in 2002 and 2012
2002
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on ibid., 110
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Transport Safety
The improvement of transport safety and the reduction of the number of death in road transport are very
relevant objectives in the EU policies. Since 2005 the numbers of persons killed has been decreased
much, but the number varies strongly among the member states.

Figure 14 displays the numbers per million inhabitants and thus, makes the data comparable. Latvia and
Romania are the countries with most persons Killed in 2014 whereas the UK, Sweden, the Netherlands
and Malta show the lowest numbers. The new EU member states tendentially show higher death rates.
Thus, these countries have to invest more into the improvement of safety on roads. Still, safety shall be
improved further in all countries — also in the residual transport modes (see chapter 3.3.2).

Figure 14: Persons Killed in road accidents per million inhabitants 2005-2014 in EU member states
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Accessibility
Accessibility is one of the most important buzz words for the European transport network development.
It is to be improved in all parts of the EU (see chapters 3.3.2 and 4). The accessibility varies in freight
and passenger transport.

The left hand side of Figure 15 displays the potential accessibility of unitised freight. As can be seen
the freight accessibility to GDP varies strongly within each member state (yellow regions are less
accessible than the average, blue regions have a higher accessibility). Additionally, high passenger rail
accessibility to population is only provided in the European core. Prominent are the western parts of
Poland and the Czech Republic which are still quite central but do not to have an efficient rail network
across their borders in 2013 (see left hand side of Figure 15).
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Figure 15: Accessibility of freight (left) and passenger

transport (right) by rail
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According to Figure 16 the best cross-border urban road connections exist between the Benelux
countries, France and Western Germany - marked in dark blue. Also some efficient connections between
old and new member states exist. However, particularly rail connections across borders between old and
new member states were found out to be less efficient. High speed rail connections are sometimes more
efficient in linking capital cities that are not located at the national borders (ibid., 88).

When comparing the transnational road and rail connectivity between neighbouring member states the
Eastern member states have a less effective train transport and offer less high-speed connections,
whereas the road connectivity is balanced between east and west. Additionally, there is a divide between
rural and urban regions. Rural regions are less accessible than urban hubs. Furthermore, there is a
positive correlation between economic prosperity of regions and their degree of accessibility (ESPON
2014, 57).

Figure 17: Potential intermodal accessibility
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Figure 17 shows the potential intermodal accessibility of places. The darker the regions are, the higher
the accessibility. The potential accessibility varies within and between the member states. The European
core has a better accessibility compared to the rest of the EU. Within urban hubs the accessibility is
higher.

Figure 18 and Figure 19 show the uneven distribution of high level infrastructure within the member
states. The numbers display the national and NUTS 3 level average distances to high speed
infrastructure. Within the member states the numbers vary strongly as well. The European average for
Figure 18 lies at 100. More than half of the member states need more than the average European time
to reach high level infrastructure. Furthermore, it can be seen that the numbers differ between freight
and passenger transport. Generally, the new member states have a less accessible fast transport
infrastructure than the old member states. However, exceptions exist, Greece, for instance, although
being a member of the EU since many years has a poor access to high level infrastructure in both
categories whereas Slovenia as hew member state has a very efficient freight transport.

Figure 18: Accessibility to high level infrastructure in passenger and freight transport per member state

LU

::’assenger NL Freight EE

ransport transport

2011 BE 2011 DK
DE UK
CH T
UK sl
AT LU
L DE
IT SE
FR PT
DK FR
CZ IE
IE '
Sl NO
SK ES
PT LT
SE FI
ES AT
HU CH
Fl EE
PL cZ
LT PL
BG LV
LV EL
RO HU
cY BG
NO SK
EE Ll
EL RO

200 100 200 100

Source: ESPON 2014, 60.

When looking at the comparison of the NUTS 3 regions (Figure 19) (high accessibility in red and warm
colours, low accessibility in green and blue) the accessibility to high level transport is much more
moderate in passenger transport than in freight transport: some regions are very disadvantaged in their
accessibility to high level freight transport infrastructure.

When looking at the accessibility of cities (Figure 20) (larger than 50,000 inhabitants), which offer
urban functions, the EU wide pictures varies again, especially within the member states: Densely
populated areas offer a higher variety of central functions than rural areas. In some member states, like
Germany, cities are strongly dispersed and decentralised, whereas other countries have a high
concentration of accessible cities within one hour, only in some parts of their territory. The
geographically more central (West-) European member states have a higher accessibility of cities than
more peripheral countries.
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Figure 19: High level passenger (left) and freight accessibility (right)
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Figure 20: Accessibility of urban functions
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When analysing the accessibility within the EU it has to be differentiated between the modes of
transport —especially between accessibility of places by motorized individual transport (car) and public
transport in general. Looking at Figure 21 the travel time needed to reach the next hospital varies
between car and public transport. The latter is much slower. Only in the Czech Republic, there is a
surprisingly similarity between both modes.

Figure 21: Travel time (minutes) to the next hospital in different member states
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The basis for Figure 22 is the assumption that the EU internal borders are closed to evaluate the internal
potential accessibility to the population within a member state. The picture shows that the more central
spaces of the countries have a higher accessibility (dark blue) whereas the border and peripheral areas
(green and beige) are less accessible. Thus, it is very important that the EU internal borders are
permeable so that the border areas are better integrated in the transport infrastructure.

Cross-border commuters

The EU fosters the mobility of its citizens within the EU. This mobility shall contribute to further
cohesion and thus, is to be enlarged. So far, there is a high amount of EU citizens which benefits from
the possible working mobility within the EU. Some of them commute to work on the other side of the
border on a daily or weekly basis. This is due to the spatial disparities between urban and rural areas as
well as differing working conditions within the EU and its member states. In 2007, most of EU cross-
border workers came from France (290.000), Germany (120.000) and Belgium (77.000). In general, the
numbers have been growing since 1999. Some of the new member states like Slovakia, Estonia and
Hungary show high growth rates compared to the numbers of 2004 (MKW Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH
and Empirica Kft. 2009, 19).

Most cross-border workers in the EU commute to Luxembourg (126.000), Germany (87.000) and the
Netherlands (60.000) besides the non-EU country Switzerland. Compared to before, the popularity of
Germany as a place to work has decreased whereas Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Austria, the Czech
Republic and Denmark show growing numbers of cross-border workers on their territory (ibid., 21). The
high flows of cross-border commuters have strong effects on the inner-European transport. Often, the
infrastructure and provision of services were not designed for the high and growing numbers of cross-
border commuters which resulted in strong congestions. In order to reduce the challenges in cross-border
transport there is a need to adapt transport infrastructures and services.
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Figure 22: Potential internal population accessibility of member states by rail
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Status quo of the transport network and cross-border transport
Based on the above described statistical data, several challenges for the European transport network can
be identified in public transport services and the accessibility of central functions and primary
infrastructures.

Car versus public transport

¢ high number of cars and road transport in old and new member states, low and slow progress in the usage
of more environmental friendly public transport (after EU accession often even reduction of public
transport)

+ decreased road accidents but still high numbers in several new member states

often high travel time by public transport compared to individual car to reach certain services

+ high disparities between the EU core and the residual parts of the EU, not only because of its high density
but also because of less effective high level transport infrastructures in the residual spaces,

+ Dbad transport interconnections within the Eastern European and Nordic countries compared to Western
Europe, especially low accessibility of rail passenger transport outside the European core
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+ low connectivity between neighbouring old and new member states by rail, especially between border
regions, sometimes better connections between capital regions not situated at the border

Accessibility of central functions and high level infrastructure

+ low accessibility of peripheral, less economically prosperous, rural regions, often affected by demographic
change to urban functions/jobs especially in non-central areas of a country provided with the assumption of
closed national borders

+ growing number cross-border commuters requires appropriate transport infrastructure and services to
prevent congestions

¢ low accessibility to high level infrastructures in more than half of the member states

¢ good access to high level freight infrastructure is restricted to few EU regions

The statistics show that many disparities exist in the distribution of the EU transport infrastructure and
service accessibility which hinder the completion of the European transport network. Often the transport
connections between the member states are challenged. In terms of provision of services, goods and
jobs, however, border regions could benefit from the nearby offer on the other side of the border. This
potential, though, is dependent of the cross-border accessibility and thus, the existing cross-border
infrastructure and services.

The following chapter presents a short evaluation of the status quo of the transport system in selected
EU policy documents which complement the transport statistics of this chapter.

3.3.2 Evaluation of the status quo in EU policies

Several EU Transport Policy documents review the establishment of the European transport system up
to now and present its current status. In general, displeasure is shown towards the pace of transport
development and European integration. The EU policy has not reached its objectives as fast as expected.

Ten years ago, the “Mid-term review — Keep Europe moving” (2006) of the White Paper of 2001, defined
a number of challenges in the EU transport system: Bottlenecks needed to be minimized and the
accessibility enlarged, especially in the light of the Eastern enlargement of the EU in 2004. Additionally,
the problem of CO- emissions was tackled by the call to shift transport to alternative modes to the road
e.g. rail and waterways (European Commission 20064, 4).

The Green Paper “TEN-T: A policy review” of 2009 examined the effects of the TEN-T policy and
criticized the missing and long lasting implementation processes of some priority projects
(Commission of the European Communities 2009a, 2). So far, European planning on the most important
transport axes had not been efficiently connected to national transport planning instances of the
member states and should be clarified (ibid., 5). Furthermore, it called for a definition of common aims
and capacity standards at EU level and a steering of the development of cross-border transport sections
by the European Commission to contribute to a coordinated implementation of transport projects (ibid.,
4). Additionally, the knowledge on the European transport system was to be enlarged and the public
informed (ibid., 7).

In the White Paper “Roadmap to a single European transport area” of 2011 (see also chapter 4) it was
criticized that the transport system had not yet become sustainable and proceeded to slowly (European
Commission 2011c, 4). This statement was based on an evaluation of the policy’s achievements since
the earlier White Paper of 2001. Furthermore, common EU-wide visions were missing. Amendments
needed to be done in several areas such as transport efficiency, environmental friendliness, share of
public and alternative transport modes and multi-modality. Besides this, still existing barriers
between the transport infrastructures of the member states were to be reduced (ibid., 5).

The Communication “A growth package for integrated European infrastructures” (2011) criticized
again the bad condition of cross-border connections between the member states and thus,
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shortcomings in the integration of the domestic transport systems. Here planning and project
management processes as well as the financing needed to be coordinated better between the member
states. Furthermore, the degree of interoperability and resource efficiency still needed to be improved
(European Commission 2011a, 2).

The documents show that the EU assesses the status quo of the EU transport system to be improvable
as well despite a long lasting support of the European Union’s transport development. There are still
several fields in which improvements are needed and investments should be taken.

Contribution of cohesion and transport policy to transport development and economic
growth
In the comparison of the member states’ planned transport investments in the Cohesion Policy (2007-
2013) the new member states (EU12) aimed at investing a higher percentages of the funds in transport
infrastructure than most of the old member states (EU15) because of a high backlog. Up to 38% of their
new member states’ funds were to be spent on transport development. The Cohesion Policy was
expected to highly support the development of the TEN-T with its own funds.

When looking at Table 5, the direct impact of the Cohesion Policy 2007-2013 funds on road
infrastructure can be discovered. Again, the new member states are strongly involved in the construction
on new road infrastructures, especially also in their contribution to the TEN-T.

Table 5: Constructed road kilometres by Cohesion Policy in 2007-2013

km of new TEN-T
km of new roads
roads
member state | Km member state | Km
Poland 1595 Poland 834
Hungary 443 Bulgaria 141
Czech 293 Romania 140
Portugal 290 Portugal 137
Spain 279 Hungary 114
Germany 274 Czech 103
Romania 162 Spain 88
Bulgaria 141 Greece 88
Slovakia 72 Germany 71
Estonia 70 Slovenia 52
Italy 61 Slovakia 39
France 28 UK 6
UK 12 Cyprus 3
Sweden 9 Total 1816
Slovenia 3
Total 3732

Source : Author, based on AECOM Limited 2015, 4

Figure 23 shows the height of real investments of Cohesion Policy to transport within the member
states in the last funding period (2007-2013). Poland stands out with over 25,000 million Euros of
investments. Besides that, Spain, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Greece and Romania strongly invested
in transport infrastructure as well. Luxembourg and Denmark have not invested in transport
infrastructure through Cohesion Policy at all. 1,058 million Euros were spent in the ETC programme,
i.e. the cross-border cooperation (CBC) programmes, on transport purposes.
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Figure 23: Investments of Cohesion Policy funds in transport infrastructure per member state (2007-2013)
in million €
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Investments in the transport infrastructure of the European Transport Policy are expected to contribute
to economic growth, particularly in the new member states (see Figure 24). Strong impacts were
measured for the funding period (2007-2013) also in Norway as well as northern parts of Sweden but
less in countries with already highly developed infrastructures.

Figure 24: Impact of EU Transport Policies (2007-2013) on economic growth
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After this evaluation of the status quo of EU transport infrastructure and a preliminary evaluation of
potential contribution of EU Cohesion and Transport Policy to the European transport development in
general, it is to be investigated in the following chapters how the EU policy contributes to cross-border
transport within the EU. Therefore, the following chapter presents the main EU policies in place that
influence the development of cross-border transport.
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4 EU policies influencing cross-border transport

European policy fields differ much. Some policy fields are less institutionalised i.e. less legitimated by
law or lead to a lower convergence of the national policies (Bartolini 2009, 185). Guasco categorizes
European Cohesion and Transport Policy as ‘dissociated policies’ in which different levels of
administration and politics are involved (Guasco 2015, 25). Their sub policy fields Trans-European
Transport Networks (TEN-T) and European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) are in the focus of this
dissertation because they address the cross-border transport development from supranational level. The
character of both policies will be described in this chapter as it is expected to influence their
implementation in the member states. First, basic information on the policy-making in both fields is
given including information on the policies’ character. Second, the objectives of the policies and their
development over time — investigating the functional spillover - are presented. An emphasis is laid on
the last (2007-2013) and current funding period (2014-2020). For these two periods also the related
available funding mechanisms are presented. Subsequently, the two policies are compared and it is
investigated if and how they are mutually coordinated with regard to their influence on cross-border
transport.

4.1 European Transport and TEN-T Policy

The EU Transport Policy is a sectoral European policy. It mainly focuses on European transport
development. Still it has a strong impact on the European territory and is tied to the European Cohesion
Policy (Robert et al. 2001, 115).

4.1.1 Transport policy making & policy characteristics

Transport and TEN-T Policy making

For the European Union (EU) transport is an important issue. As such the task to establish a common
European transport policy has been anchored in the EU Treaties since 1957 (Council of the European
Communities 1957, 3). Three mains issues® are to be regulated on European level. This includes
common rules for international transport within the EU territory and the definition of conditions
for transport operators originating from other member states. The third issue concerns
regulations about actions to enhance transport safety. Any “other appropriate provisions” (European
Union 1993, 75) can be regulated as well. The fields of common regulation in transport have not
changed significantly since 1992 (European Union 2009, 91).

According to the Treaty of Lisbon transport is a shared competence between the EU and the
member states (ibid., 2). This means that the EU does not have the sole competence, but acts
according to the principle of subsidiarity “only if and in so far as the objectives of the proposed
action cannot be sufficiently achieved by the member states and can therefore, by reason of the scale
or effects of the proposed action, be better achieved by the Community” (European Union 2012, 1).

Avrticles 170-172 of the consolidated version of the Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union
(2012) describe the EU competences in the Trans-European (Transport) Networks (TEN-T). The
EU is empowered to develop guidelines containing the main aims, priorities and actions and
instruments of the TEN-T. Additionally, it shall define projects of European added value.
Furthermore, the supranational level shall realise actions relevant for the interoperability of
transport within the EU, especially in technical standards. The EU can support prioritized projects

30 More information on the theoretical approach of functional spillover —being part of the theories of European integration can
be found in chapter 2. 1.
31 The three issues were defined by the Maastricht Treaty in 1992.
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of common interest financially or through feasibility studies. However, projects should be
economically viable. In addition, the treaty asks the member states to coordinate their national
policies which can be promoted by the European Commission’s initiatives (ibid., 170). The TEN-T
policy is regulated at EU level because the priorities and basic requirements cannot be defined
adequately at the member states level. Therefore the subsidiarity principle is applied (European
Parliament and Council of the European Union 2010, 8).

The EU Transport and the TEN-T Policy are developed under supranational co-decision making
between the European Council and the European Parliament. Policy proposals are initiated by the
European Commission. The main directorates general (DG) of the Commission is DG MOVE, however
also other DGs are involved in policy-making like DG Environment and DG REGIO. Most decisions
are based on qualified majority voting (Robert et al. 2001, 55; Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 299).
In the case of the TEN-T guidelines the European Parliament and Council have to reach consensus to
adopt changes in the legal frame because the TEN-T concern the territory of all member states. Thus,
their approval is needed (Robert et al. 2001, 55). In addition non-administrative economic and
environmental interest groups try to influence the transport policy development (Dihr, Colomb, and
Nadin 2010, 299).

Coming back to Europeanisation theories (see chapter 2.2) it is relevant to classify the TEN-T policy
whose influence is to be analysed. In the beginning the EU Transport Policy was mainly regulative by
facilitating the harmonisation of standards and contributing to the liberalisation of the transport market
(ibid., 296). The development of the European transport market e.g. is based on the strategy of
‘controlled liberalisation’. This means that a liberalisation of the market is to be reached but the
development of further inequalities between the member states or the EU regions is to be avoided by
clear rules (Robert et al. 2001, 55). In the 1990ies infrastructural policies were introduced. An
infrastructure programme for the whole EU was developed with the aim to improve the European
transport infrastructure through the coordinated support of priority projects funded by the ERDF
and the Cohesion Fund. These investments should contribute to economic growth by linking remote
areas to the European centres. Out of these aspirations the TEN-T policy and guidelines were
developed and anchored in the Treaty of Maastricht. The existing domestic networks were to be
connected and bottlenecks minimized. Several White Papers and Communications were produced that
steadily developed the EU Transport Policy and its aims further (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 146).

The TEN-T priority projects were chosen in intergovernmental negotiations (ibid., 299). The
comprehensive and core TEN-T network® introduced by the new TEN-T guidelines of 2013 was
defined in a slightly different way. The European Commission made proposals for the change of the
existing regulations supported by six expert groups. First, in a policy review the challenges of the old
guidelines were analysed and a Green Paper of the Commission proposed some alternatives for the
redevelopment of the European transport network. A public consideration led to the choice of one
alternative. In a second step a method was developed to rationally design the core and comprehensive
network. This process was accompanied by further public consultations and accepted by the transport
ministers’ informal meeting in 2011. The Commission finalised the proposal and the Council and
Parliament adopted it in the co-decision procedure in 2013. The member states committed themselves
to implement the core network until 2030. The earlier TEN-T network was much more shaped by
national interests and priorities. Therefore investments often did not support the establishment of an
interconnected network. An EU comprehensive planning perspective was missing. To avoid a
repetition of these challenges, in the last process, the Commission was strongly supported by experts

32 More detailed information on the TEN-T priority networks and the comprehensive and core network can be found in chapter
5.2.

94



4 EU policies influencing cross-border transport

that developed a transport and geographic planning approach based on the EU objectives of the
Transport Policy. Furthermore, the public was strongly involved (Adelsberger 2012, 339).

Transport & TEN-T policy characteristics relevant for the policy implementation

In relation to the implementation the European Transport Policy can be regarded as a framework
for the member states and their respective lower levels. They include, among others, standards,
guidelines to be applied in transport and defined prioritized transport projects and networks. Based
on this framework the member states develop their own policies and implement them into practice
(ESPON 2004, 11). Besides that, the member states shall contribute to the implementation of the
TEN-T network. The EU supports them financially and technically in this concern (Duhr, Colomb, and
Nadin 2010, 299) in order to facilitate and accelerate the implementation. Details on the financial
support in the two different funding periods are provided in chapters 4.1.5 and 4.2.5.

In theory it is differentiated further between positive integration, negative integration and coordinating
policies. According to Bulmer and Radaelli the EU Transport Policy and TEN-T policy belong to the
type of ‘negative integration’ policies: Transport policy and TEN-policy are less regulative and
restrictive when addressing the member states than e.g. the environmental policy which is assigned to
belong to ‘positive integration’. After the implementation of the policies the member states are expected
to compete with each other and thereby amend their policies further (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 16).
The amendment of the TEN-T policy with the definition of the concrete core transport network might
have moved the policy from ‘negative integration’ at least to a certain degree to ‘positive integration’
because it made the policy more concrete. Still the member states are not obliged to implement concrete,
measurable aims. Because of a low pressure the coherence of the policy implementation among the
member states is expected not to be very high.

The financial incentives connected to the implementation of the TEN-T policy lead to the assumption
that the policy has certain elements of facilitated coordination as well. The priority projects and
corridors contain cross-border sections which make it necessary that member states cooperate and
coordinate their implementation. The newly introduced corridor forums (since 2014) are platforms of
exchange and coordination which involve stakeholders from different administrative levels. The
European Corridor Coordinators and working groups shall support the transport corridor development
especially in the implementation of cross-border transport projects (European Parliament and Council
of the European Union 2013e, 44). However, besides that, learning processes are not particularly
facilitated by the TEN-T policy.

4.1.2 Fundamental aims of the European Transport and TEN-T Policies

A good transport system shall contribute to the economic development of the EU and to the quality of
life. Without a good access to transport infrastructure and services the economic production is said to
be hampered and the quality of life reduced. Therefore European Transport Policy shall coordinate, plan
and regulate long-term investments (McGowan 2001, 218).

The establishment of the Trans-European Transport Networks (TEN-T) shall contribute to the
realization and benefits of the borderless European territory. The EU shall foster the linkage
between the national transport networks, their interoperability and accessibility. Territorially
disadvantaged regions shall be integrated into the EU wide system and central areas (European
Union 2012, 170). Thereby the TEN-T policy shall increase European cohesion and European
competitiveness, two contradicting aims. The two rationales cannot easily be fulfilled at once (Peters
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2003, 324; Robert et al. 2001, 142). With the relation to European cohesion the policy shows links to
the European Cohesion Policy®.

In the European Transport Policy the aim to achieve European cohesion has only sometimes played a
role. One example is the endeavour to improve the accessibility of all regions, especially of those in
rural and peripheral areas and to minimize the disparities between different regions (McGowan 2001,
1; Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 303). An enhanced transport infrastructure shall contribute to the
accomplishment of this aim. In practice, however, European cohesion is said not to be treated as main
focus and goal of European Transport Policy: it was taken into account rather marginally and not often
implemented as a consensus on Member State level was difficult to reach (McGowan 2001, 227). So
far, the priority projects funded by the EU focused on transport connections with a high demand to
increase the cost-benefit ratio. Therefore, transport in remote, rural areas has rarely been promoted
(Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 305; Robert et al. 2001, 143).

The new TEN-T guidelines of 2013, underline that the TEN-T are supposed to contribute to establish
missing-links and to abolish bottlenecks and thereby contribute to European cohesion (European
Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013e, 4). However, it is criticized that the TEN-T
programme supports the enhanced accessibility and polycentricity at EU level, but at the same time
enlarges the disparities within the countries because of the expansion of primary corridors at the expense
of the regions not linked to these corridors. Thereby the TEN-T is said to contradict the aim of the ESDP
to contribute to a polycentric balanced development (Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 306) as the
contribution of the TEN-T investments in terms of accessibility are often limited to the direct
surrounding of a corridor. Places farther away from the network did often not benefit much from the
investments because secondary networks were missing which would have fostered transport connections
at a lower scale (McGowan 2001, 234; Economic and Social Committee of the European Communities
1995, 16). Additionally, although a region might be covered by a TEN-T, it might not benefit when it is
solely crossed and does not have an access point. On the contrary the region therefore might become
less attractive (Economic and Social Committee of the European Communities 1995, 16). This is
discussed controversially, other scientists think that these regions might benefit from the investments as
well (Robert et al. 2001, 70). The investment in TEN-T might also have negative effects on social
cohesion in terms of missing access and exclusion because of risen living costs in the vicinity of good
transport infrastructures (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 306). To prevent a discrimination,
however, the main transport network should contain several intersection points with secondary and
tertiary transport networks (ibid., 304). The ESDP also advises to connect the TEN-T with secondary
networks to improve the effect of the transport investments (Robert et al. 2001, 144).

The European transport policy follows different aims that partially contradict each other. A balanced
transport development is hard to reach because large-scale international links are often prioritized due
to political and economic cost-benefit reasons (Peters 2003, 333).

In the following, an overview on the development of European Transport Policy, its main policy
documents and its objectives are presented. The focus is laid on transport policy documents which
address cross-border transport.

4.1.3 EU transport policies from 1957 until 1999

This chapter presents the starting points of European Transport policy in 1957 and the development until
1999. It focuses on the most relevant policy documents for the Trans-European Transport Networks (see
Figure 25).

33 More details on the Cohesion Policy can be found in chapter 4.2.
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Figure 25: Transport Policy milestones between 1957 and 1999

1957 Treaty of Rome: European Transport Policy

1992 Maastricht Treaty: TEN-T Policy
1996 TEN-T guidelines

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

In 1957 the Treaty of Rome incorporated the decision to establish a common transport policy. This
idea was to support the establishment of a common market and economic growth as well as a harmonious
development of the EU territory (Council of the European Communities 1957, 3). Despite the
announcement of the common policy not many results were identified in the first approximately
25 years. In 1985 the European Court of Justice identified a lack of implementation and urged the
Council to lay down measures to implement the policy (Robert et al. 2001, 50).

At the beginning the EU policies on transport mainly focused on the establishment of common
regulations concerning non-residential carriers and the transport across inner EU borders. In the end of
the 1960ies aids for the implementation of projects with Community interest were proposed (Council of
the European Communities 1968). Selected infrastructure projects with Community interest should get
financial support (European Commission 1976). In 1978 projects of European added value were
defined (Council of the European Communities 1978) and the number of projects grew continuously
over the years. The aim was to contribute to the completion of the Single Market. Because of budget
deficits the number of priority projects had to be reduced in 1989 (European Commission 1989, 15).

The White Paper on the completion of the internal market of 1985 defined actions for the Common
Transport Policy to eliminate internal border barriers among the member states (European Commission
1985, 15). The main aim of the next White Paper of 2001 on the “future development of the common
transport policy” (European Commission 2001b, 6) was to boost the European transport by removing
legislation that hinders cross-border transport and the opening the inner European borders (ibid., 6).

In 1992, the Maastricht Treaty introduced the Trans-European Networks (TEN) as a duty of the
EU (European Union 1993, 129) which focuses on transport infrastructure. Thereby the EU
positioned itself within a highly international economic competition and aimed at minimizing the
growing disparities among the member states (ESPON 2004, 242). The TEN-T should ensure a well-
functioning European transport system (European Union 1993, 129). For the first time it became
possible to plan the transport infrastructure of the EU at EU level. Financial support was offered to the
member states to implement the plans (European Commission 2001b, 6) in a coordinated way (Robert
et al. 2001, 51). The concept of the TEN-T was the first spatial European strategy and came before
the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP). Furthermore, it was the first large-scale
infrastructure policy comprising the whole EU territory. The decision to establish the TEN-T was based
on the rationale that the member states had to cooperate more and empower the EU to be globally more
competitive (Peters 2003, 321). In the beginning the policy recommendations were only focused on the
improvement of road infrastructures with the aim to contribute to the free movement of people and
goods. Additionally, financing possibilities were proposed (Commission of the European Communities
1993). In 1994, 14 priority projects were defined at the Essen European Council to be funded in the
framework of the TEN-T (European Commission 2005c, 6).

The first guidelines on Trans-European Transport Networks were established in 1996. These
guidelines involved also the other transport modes besides the road (European Parliament and Council
of the European Union 1996, 3) reflecting the grown concern towards the environment (Robert et al.
2001, 52). Also interconnection points were defined which were essential for the transfer between
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different transport modes (ibid., 52). The guidelines were amended three times (2001/2004/2006) and
revised in 2010 and 2013, They are meant as a general frame that describes the development and action
possibilities to improve the network’s consistency, interconnectedness, intermodality and accessibility.
It shall encourage the member states to implement ‘projects of common interest’ that show a European
added value. Besides that, the guidelines contain maps which illustrate necessary extensions and
improvements because of bottlenecks and missing connections that interrupt the TEN-T (European
Union 2012, 170; Robert et al. 2001, 56). Compared to earlier EU transport policy documents the TEN-
T guidelines showed some innovations. They defined a strategy with the main aims, priorities and a
general overview about possible actions and planned key infrastructure priority projects that constitute
the network and shall be financially supported. The projects’ implementation, however, was to be
ensured by the concerned member states (Robert et al. 2001, 56).

4.1.4 EU transport policies influencing the funding period 2007-2013

In the following the objectives of the main policy documents (see Figure 26) influencing the funding
period 2007-2013 are presented.
Figure 26: Transport Policy milestones between 2001-2006

2001 White Paper “European Transport Policy for 2010
2004 TEN-T guidelines

2006 Mid-term review - Keep Europe moving

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

The White Paper “European Transport Policy for 2010 — Time to decide” of 2001 identifies
challenges because of non-harmonized domestic development within the member states in terms of
finances and social basics such as the
+ unbalanced use of the different transport modes,
traffic jams and inefficient bottlenecks in TEN-TSs,
pollution of the environment,
only a fifth of the TEN-T priority projects have been completed,
in remote areas and accession countries the TEN-T is in a bad condition,
¢ lack of financial investments.
This situation is expected to exacerbate because of a predicted further growth of traffic (European

Commission 2001b, 6). Therefore the White Paper’s strategy aims until 2010 at improving the transport
system. It shall become safer and Europe’s interests in transport worldwide shall be strengthened. The
European transport system shall get a higher quality and be more sustainable. Further new technologies
shall be applied. User charges or tolls shall be used for new infrastructure constructions (ibid., 6). The
White Paper proposes to especially support cross-border projects with a stronger financial
contribution. Due to a lack of money, infrastructure investments should focus on projects that contribute
to European territorial cohesion and projects that contribute to a higher capacity of the infrastructure
and the removal of barriers (ibid., 6). In this context the White Paper calls for a common strategy of
different policy fields at EU and domestic level (ibid., 12). It especially mentions the Cohesion Policy
and the Structural Funds which shall contribute to the connection between the TEN-T and secondary
networks (ibid., 15). An overview of the policies’ aims can be found in Table 6.

* & o o

34 See Decision No 1692/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 July 1996 on Community guidelines for
the development of the trans-European transport network, Decision No 661/2010/EU of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 7 July 2010 on Union guidelines for the development of the trans-European transport network and Regulation (EU)
No 1315/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 December 2013 on Union guidelines for the development
of the trans-European transport network and repealing Decision No 661/2010/EU.
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In 2004 the TEN-T guidelines® of 1996 were renewed. Because of traffic growth and related
challenges, the guidelines focus on the further improvement of mobility based on the White Paper’s
points (higher capacity, avoid jams, alternative transport modes, safety, intelligent infrastructure). It is
called to improve the connectivity of the different transport modes. Also EU accession candidates shall
be better connected to the main networks. New aspects are the introduction of environmental
assessments for transport projects and joint evaluations of transnational projects. Furthermore, the
motorways of the sea should be added to the network and promoted as important transport mode for
remote areas to relieve roads and the environment and improve the accessibility also in terms of freight
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2004, preamble). Another innovation is the
possibility to designate European Coordinators to coordinate and support a project implementation or
the development of a whole TEN-T corridor if necessary (ibid., 17). Additionally, the document calls
for a revision of the priority projects and defines their character. The list of priority projects was
extended to 30 projects (European Commission 2005c, 6; European Parliament and Council of the
European Union 2004, 2). Their completion in due time was demanded. Additionally, a comprehensive
network was introduced which contained planned tracks to be established (Commission of the European
Communities 2009a, 5). The time horizon until the completion of the Trans-European Transport
Network was prolonged for 10 years until 2020 (European Parliament and Council of the European
Union 2004, 2). The concentration of TEN-Ts on the most important connections and on cross-border
sections respectively naturally disadvantaged regions is underlined again (ibid., 5). Additionally, it is
proposed that the TEN-T regulation should be coordinated with the Structural Funds and the
Cohesion Fund to effectively contribute to European Cohesion. Additionally, the member states should
coordinate their projects in closer cooperation (ibid., preamble).

In 2006 the Mid-term review- Keep Europe moving - Sustainable mobility for our continent of the
White Paper of 2001 addresses the earlier goals of an accessible transport system especially for remote
areas, high mobility, environmental protection, intelligent transport and multimodality (European
Commission 2006a, 3) and the effects of the EU accession in 2004 (higher variety of challenges and
needs). Further aims are the reduction of energy, common research projects in the fields of energy
and transport and the minimization of CO, emissions. Additionally, cross-border transport services
shall be expanded by removing technical barriers. Furthermore, urban transport shall be improved.
The review argued that the EU regulations and instruments needed to be extended to achieve the aims
of the Transport Policy (ibid., 6). Among others, the exchange of transport practices is said to need to
be fostered more between the member states (ibid., 4). Furthermore, new financial instruments shall
be developed besides the external usage of the Cohesion and Structural funds (ibid., 9). Other concerns
were that the European Transport Policy needs to react on globalisation effects and strategies of
international and European relevance (e.g. the Kyoto Protocol, the European Energy Policy) and safety.
The review introduces a time frame between 20 and 40 years which should be taken into account when
designing new transport instruments (ibid., 7).

Table 6 gives an overview of the main objectives of the three policy documents. Although they were
quite similar, focal points exist. The improvement of cross-border infrastructures was mentioned in all
three policy documents, whereas the improvement of cross-border services was named only once.
Additionally, only the White Paper of 2001 considered the linking of the TEN-T and secondary networks
as an important field of action. All three policies promoted the support of a balanced development by
addressing the need to better integrate remote areas into the European transport network. The exchange
of practices is solely named by the Mid-term review.

35 More information on the concrete policy objectives can be found in Table 6.
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Table 6: Objectives of the Transport Policy documents from 2001-2006

White | TEN-T Mid-term

Objectives Paper guidelines | review Sum
2001 2004 2006

Transport infrastructure network 1 1 1

Remove barriers, improve efficiency 1 1 1

Linking TEN-T and secondary networks 1

Relieve routes/fighting congestion 1

Intermodality/interoperability

Intelligent transport systems

Freight corridors

New technologies/innovations (research)
Improving mobility of freight

Improving mobility of passengers
Accessibility of remote areas

Connecting neighbouring/new member states
Cross-border infrastructures
User-friendliness

RPOWWOIWWIRFRIWININIPIWINWIWIFRLINEFEININW(F|W|W

Transport services 1
(Urban) public and soft mobility 1
Transport safety 1
Cross-border services 1
Environmental and sustainability issues 1 1 1
Alternative modes of transport 1 1 1
Alternative fuels/climate change

Minimising environmental harm 1 1 1
Sustainable transport 1 1 1
Exchange of practices/better coordination R

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on ibid.; European Parliament and Council of the European Union
2004 and European Commission 2001b.

4.1.5 EU financial support 2007-2013
As transport is an important issue for the EU, it offers several funding opportunities. They are described
shortly in the following.

Until 2013 the TEN-T Programme supported projects of common interest of the EU that showed a
special long-term value added for the European transport and brought socio-economic advantages.
These projects had to focus on predefined objectives such as the removal of bottlenecks, especially in
cross-border areas; the facilitation of the mobility of people and goods and of interoperability; the
improvement of linkages to the transport networks of the new EU member states and to spatially
disadvantaged regions or the contribution to a higher transport safety and lower environmental harm.
Additionally, the projects needed to be economically viable and concern parts of the defined Trans-
European Transport Network (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2010, 7).
Between 2007 and 2013 8 billion Euro were to be spent (European Parliament 2014, 2).

The Marco Polo Programme was a financing instrument solely dedicated to European freight transport.
It aimed at reducing freight transport on the road and shifting it to other transport modes (European
Parliament and Council of the European Union 2006b, 1). Projects needed to focus on certain predefined
topics in order to be eligible for funding: the better utilization of existing infrastructure in rail, sea and
inland waterways; shifts of road transport to sea transport or other transport modes; projects that
integrated transport into production logistics and avoided long road transport or stimulated exchanges
of knowledge in the optimization of the freight transport chain. Annual calls for projects concretized the
priorities (ibid., 5). The Marco Polo Programme spent 450 million Euro between 2007 and 2013
(European Commission 2013a, 2).
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The Seventh Framework Programme funded transnational research projects in transport between 2007
and 2013 (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 20063, 2).

The Cohesion Fund - belonging to the Cohesion Policy® - has co-financed transport infrastructure
developments and thereby contributed to the fulfilment of the Transport Policy objectives (Duhr,
Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 146). It was used for transport projects which contribute to a more balanced
development by diminishing territorial disparities. It only supported regions lagging economically
behind (Commission of the European Communities 2009a, 4). In the funding period 2007-2013 the
Cohesion Fund supported the TEN-T with 43 billion Euro (European Parliament 2014, 3).

4.1.6 EU policies influencing the funding period 2014-2020

The following section presents the Transport Policy documents that were published during the last
funding period and potentially influenced the current funding period from 2014-2020 (see Figure 27).
At the end of the chapter other EU strategies which addressed the TEN-T are shortly presented.

Figure 27: Transport Policy milestones between 2009 and 2013

2009 Green Paper “Towards a better integrated TEN-T*
2010 TEN-T guidelines

White Paper "Roadmap to a single European transport area"

A growth package for integrated European infrastructures

2013 TEN-T guidelines + Connecting Europe Facility regulation

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

The Green Paper “TEN-T: A policy review — Towards a better integrated Transeuropean
Transport Network at the service of the common Transport Policy” of 2009 reviews the previous
TEN-T policy, proposes changes and clarifies the tasks of the TEN-T policy. According to the document
the TEN-T should support the aims of the European Transport Policy by making the services more
effective, providing the innovative and integrative infrastructure needed, making it more accessible
and by updating it according to research innovations. In this respect it shall contribute to the European
Single Market, European Cohesion and the Lisbon Agenda. Additionally, it shall promote a sustainable
and environmental friendly development (Commission of the European Communities 2009a, 2). It
criticized that the TEN-T projects tended to be of long-lasting nature and could often not be completed
in their original time schedule. It proposed to fundamentally review and update the whole policy to
make the results more tangible and react on current and future challenges. Aspects which needed to be
clarified, concerned, among others, the added value of transport planning on EU level. The Green
Paper proposed to expand the insufficient instruments of implementation as the final implementation
of projects was strongly dependent on the responsible Member State and its political agenda (ibid., 5).
The TEN-T should contribute to the economic competitiveness of the EU and the connection to the
worldwide network. Additionally, climate protection should be enhanced (ibid., 3). The green paper
proposed three options for the further development of the TEN-T:

+ Keep the two-level structure with the priority projects and the comprehensive network

+ Reduce the TEN-T to one layer that consists of priority projects that could be integrated into a priority
network

+ New two-level structure consisting of a comprehensive network and a core network. The latter would
consist of a priority network and a conceptual pillar that shall integrate the transport concepts and strategies
into the infrastructure development.

36 More information on the Cohesion Policy can be found in chapter 4.2.
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The Green Paper was published to open-up a discussion among European actors and asked for active
contribution to the discussion as preparation for the coming legislative proposals (ibid., 3).

The Decision No 661/2010/EU “on Union guidelines for the development of the trans-European
network” of 2010 regulated the recast of the TEN-T guidelines. The guidelines defined the aims,
priorities and the general framework for the support of TEN-T projects and (re-)defined the priority
projects. The decision repeats earlier objectives to be very relevant for the TEN-T like accessibility and
interconnectedness on the whole EU territory and beyond, interoperability, environmental
friendliness, safety, and the avoidance of congestions. Priority projects shall still focus on bottlenecks
especially in cross-border sections to improve long-distance traffic (European Parliament and Council
of the European Union 2010, preamble). Their list was to be updated in 2010 (ibid., preamble). The
document warned that the integration of the domestic transport networks would be a long lasting process
and needed time until all modes of transport were linked and benefits were perceivable. Still, it repeated
the call to complete the TEN-T until 2020 (European Parliament and Council of the European Union
2010, 1, 2010, 1). The new guidelines defined actions which could be conducted at EU level in the field
of TEN-T. Such as

the making and redrawing of network plans,
defining priority projects and projects of European interest,
fostering interoperability,
establishing intermodal hubs,
ensuring the coherence of all EU transport funding instruments,
conducting research and development projects in the field of transport,
cooperating with non-EU member states,
creating incentives for the implementation of the EU aims and

& supporting transnational cooperation (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2010, 4).
Furthermore, it obliged the member states to transmit the European Commission their domestic plans
and programmes that influenced the TEN-T development (ibid., 20). The monitoring of the TEN-T
implementation by the European Commission was introduced and delays had to be explained (ibid., 22).
Additionally, the guidelines increased their linkages to the Cohesion Policy: the TEN-T guidelines
should be aligned to the programming documents of the funds of European Cohesion Policy (ibid.,
preamble). Projects defined to be of European interest should be treated preferentially in the designation
of funding programmes, especially the Cohesion Fund, the TEN-T fund, the Structural Funds and IPA
(ibid., 25). Additionally, the private sector should be involved stronger in the implementation process

(ibid., preamble).

* S 6 6 6 O 0o

The White Paper of 2011 “Roadmap to a single European transport area: towards a competitive
and resource-efficient transport system” developed a strategy to link the most important points on the
European territory (Marshall 2014, 5). It promotes a stronger resource efficient and more
environmentally friendly transport system. The transport system is seen as important element of the
European economy and society. To ensure its effectiveness and sustainability international cooperation
is needed. Regenerative fuels shall be used more and the CO, emissions shall be minimized. The
territorial differences between Eastern and Western Europe in the transport infrastructure should be
minimized and the networks should be linked better. A new approach on the financing and pricing of
infrastructure projects was demanded (European Commission 2011c, 3). As new tasks, jobs and
working conditions in the transport sector needed to be created and improved. Information about
(new) transport services were to be made available. Especially in the urban dense context land-use
planning should be in line with transport planning. It is proposed to regulate the height of road charges
EU-wide (ibid., 10). The EU should establish special freight transport corridors with low energy
consumption and low emissions (ibid., 5). Public transport with environmental friendly vehicles
should be increased (ibid., 5). The White Paper promoted the implementation of a European ‘core
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network’ corridors that connected the most important urban hubs of the EU, sea- and airports and
border towns. It should merely focus on incomplete border sections and bottlenecks, the creation of
multi-modal terminals and the connection between the transport modes (ibid., 13). New
implementation deadlines were defined: the core network was to be implemented until 2030 (ibid., 10).
In addition, a comprehensive European transport network was to be established instead of the earlier
patchwork-priority projects approach. The White Paper underlined the importance of the adoption of a
common vision and common policies by the member states so that investors can make their plans (ibid.,
5). The White Paper also pointed at the coordination of the different funds for transport projects (ibid.,
14). The document concluded that the establishment of the European sustainable transport system
needed to be based on initiatives on several administrative levels that complement each other. The
appendix contained a list of initiatives that summarized and concretized the roadmap (ibid., 17).

The Communication of the European Commission of 2011 “A growth package for integrated
European infrastructures” called for infrastructure investments that urgently needed to be done after
the economic crisis. The infrastructure needed to be innovated, its components needed to be linked
better to contribute to the integrated Single Market, economic growth and European Cohesion. This
process needed to be accelerated. The communication proposed a new ‘infrastructure package’ which
contained new guidelines in the field of transport and the financial instrument ‘Connecting Europe
Facility’. It defined that the main investments were be made by the member states themselves, however,
to the reach the aims of the Europe 2020 Strategy in time, the EU announced to support the development
by financial assistance and instruments. The EU contribution was said to be focused on the reduction
of market fragmentation, improvement of security issues, economic growth, the creation of jobs
and socio-economic added value that could not be achieved on lower project level. The establishment
of the Connecting Europe Facility that takes care of all three infrastructure components was to create
synergy effects and save administrational costs (European Commission 2011a, 1). The communication
criticized the missing integration of the domestic transport infrastructures within the EU —
especially cross-border sections needed to be improved. Furthermore, the European transport system
needed to gain a higher interoperability and resource efficiency. The coordination between the
member states needed to be improved in terms of project management and planning, as well as
financing. It was defined that the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) should finance border sections and
bottlenecks that interrupt the European transport network (ibid., 2). Additionally, the financial support
was to contribute to the accomplishment of the Europe 2020 Strategy-aims like the reduction of CO,
emissions and resource efficiency (ibid., 5). Additionally, the communication informed that the CEF,
organized by a committee, would develop annual financing programmes and evaluation indicators which
should motivate the member states and their markets to invest in the European infrastructure. The CEF
was to be coordinated with other strategies and EU funds (ibid., 5). Furthermore, the communication
referred to the new TEN-T guidelines which were to be established in 2013 as basis for the further
development of the Single European transport area.*’

The TEN-T guidelines of 2013 were established as a reaction on the previously described White Paper
and Communication. They contain more details and information than the previous TEN-T guidelines
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013e). An example is the definition of
priorities and requirements for each transport mode within the comprehensive network (ibid., 11). This
degree of accuracy shall make it easier to implement projects. Furthermore, the guidelines tend to have
a stronger and more restricted focus on eligible topics to concentrate financing. Additionally, the EU
policies strongly focus on the fulfilment of the goals of the Europe 2020 strategy (European
Commission 2014a). The new “dual-layer” (European Parliament and Council of the European Union

37 The document goes into further details of the future TEN-T regulation which will be presented in the description of the TEN-
T regulation of 2013.
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2013e, 6) structure of the TEN-T consisting of a core transport network, with multimodal transport
corridors, to be established until 2030 and a comprehensive network, to be finalised until 2050 was
introduced (ibid., 6).The core network shall consist of the strategically most important routes and
concentrates on the main bottlenecks, multimodal nodes and cross-border linkages. Nine core
transport corridors were defined that cover the longest transport routes within the EU territory to
improve the connectivity of the EU (ibid., 43). The corridors need to contain at least three different
transport modes and cross at least two national borders i.e. involve at least three countries. The
corridors were predefined in the annexes of the guidelines (Adelsberger 2012, 339). To facilitate the
implementation of the core network corridors European corridor coordinators were introduced to
support the development. They were to be assisted by consultative corridor forums, working groups
and a secretariat. The coordinators were asked to set up work plans for the further development
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013e, no. 43). Furthermore, the core
network, which links important transport nodes (e.g. cities and ports) and connects neighbouring
countries to the EU territory, had to meet special requirements and be more efficient (ibid., 38). The
comprehensive network comprised the whole trans-European transport network. With its
implementation all infrastructures should be consistent with the guidelines (ibid., 6). Measures to ensure
the implementation of both layers in 2030 respectively 2050 were introduced (review after 10 years,
justification for delays). Additionally, the regulation defined new common provisions on freight
services, innovations, safety, climate change, environmental concerns and urban transport (ibid.,
32). Thereby the document repeated some earlier focuses but also called the member states’ attention
on current trends and clarifies how to cope with them. The new aims of the TEN-T network did not
include the increase of the competitiveness of the EU anymore® (ibid., 4).

The regulation on the Connecting Europe Facility of 2013 laid down the funding requirements of the
TEN-T. According to the regulation the TEN-T should support cross-border connections and missing
links. Especially the ‘cross-border sections’ of the TEN-T transport corridors should be funded within
the limits of the space between the closest urban nodes at two sides of a border. All cross-border
sections of the core network corridors should be supported to ensure the continuity of European transport
routes (ibid., 3). Despite lower direct economic effects for the individual member states, these sections
should be prioritized (ibid., 21). Transport should become more efficient and contribute to the
overarching aims of the Europe 2020 Strategy and European Cohesion. Additionally, the effects of
climate change were to be minimized. Furthermore, the sustainability should be enlarged and the
interoperability especially for alternative transport modes was to be improved. Further fields of
support are safety, passenger and freight transport services and accessibility (European Parliament
and Council of the European Union 2013f, 3).

The overview on the Transport Policy documents’ objectives, developed between 2009 and 2013, shows
that many objectives were repeated consistently over time. The improvement of cross-border sections,
again, is a very important issue. The linkage of the TEN-T with secondary networks as well as the
improvement of cross-border services, however, belong to the few topics that are only named by the
White Paper of 2011 and the current TEN-T guidelines of 2013. Both documents are very
comprehensive and contain all objectives with one exception. Compared to the earlier TEN-T guidelines
the new guidelines contain more aims because they are more precise in their descriptions.

38 See Decision No 661/2010/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 7 July 2010 on Union guidelines for the
development of the trans-European transport network art.2 para.2a and Decision No 1692/96/EC of the European Parliament
and of the Council of 23 July 1996 on Community guidelines for the development of the trans-European transport network
art.2 para.2a.
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Thus, cross-border transport promoted in the Transport and TEN-T Policy before the second funding
period (2014-2020) is strongly focused on cross-border large scale infrastructures and much less on
residual cross-border infrastructures and cross-border services.

Table 7: Objectives of the Transport Policy documents from 2009-2013

Alternative modes of transport
Alternative fuels/climate change
Minimising environmental harm
Sustainable transport

Transport infrastructure network 2
Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013e;
European Commission 2011a; European Commission 2011c; European Parliament and Council of the European
Union 2013f, 2010; Commission of the European Communities 2009a

Besides the pure Transport Policy documents other EU strategies addressed the TEN-T such as the
Territorial Agenda (TA) of 2007. It emphasized the importance of Trans-European Networks and
promoted their extension (Informal Council of Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning 2007, 8).
Besides that, the TA argues for the importance of a balanced development but also economic
competiveness. The offer of a high infrastructure accessibility is one of its main aims. Multi-
modality, alternative transport modes in passenger and freight transport and the connection to
secondary networks shall be supported. Furthermore, cross-border sections in terms of
infrastructure and services are said to be very important. Cooperation between border regions and
cities is supported especially in the share of public services. European Territorial Cooperation is
described as innovative instrument which shall contribute to territorial cohesion (ibid., 1). Additionally,
it called for a better coordination with the residual EU policies which influence the European territory
(Informal Council of Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning 2007, 4, 2011, 8).

o Green | TEN-| White | Growth | TEN- | cgp
Objectives Paper |T Paper |Pack. [T 2013
2009 2010 | 2011 |2011 |2013 Sum
Transport infrastructure network 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
Remove barriers, improve efficiency 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
Linking TEN-T and secondary networks 1
Relieve routes/fighting congestion 1 3
Intermodality/interoperability 1 6
Intelligent transport systems 1 2
Freight corridors 1 2
New technologies/innovations (research) 1 1 1 1 1 5
Improving mobility of freight 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
Improving mobility of passengers 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
Accessibility of remote areas 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
Connecting neighbouring/new member states 1 1 1 1 1 5
Cross-border infrastructures 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
User-friendliness 1 1 3
Transport services 1 1 6
(Urban) public and soft mobility 2
Transport safety 1 6
Cross-border services 2
Environmental and sustainability issues 1 6
4
5
5
6

The Europe 2020 Strategy of 2010 called upon the member states to contribute to the implementation

of infrastructure projects that improve the efficiency of the European core transport system.

Furthermore, the accessibility of enterprises to the European Single Market and international markets

irrespective of their location was to be improved. For this purpose transport networks and modal nodes

needed to be established and expanded. Besides that, European transport shall be based stronger on

renewable energies, lower energy consumption, intelligent traffic management, improved logistics,
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innovations and common standards to contribute to the field of climate change and energy and
sustainable growth. Therefore the member states should upgrade and link the domestic transport
infrastructures. The cross-border transport development should be coordinated better and a good
accessibility should be ensured. Congestions in cities should be operated against (European
Commission and INEA 2013, 2ff.). The Commission additionally announced to develop a new financial
concept to ensure the implementation of important infrastructure projects and the achievement of the
EU 2020 Strategy aims (European Commission 2010, 19).

Furthermore, the Territorial Agenda 2020 of 2011 promoted the further development of the TEN-T
and their linkage to secondary networks. Additionally, remote areas should be integrated (Informal
Council of Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning 2011, 8). The accessibility shall be increased.
Policy coordination between the countries involved is said to be important. Mobility and accessibility
are said to be very important for cohesion. Therefore transport connections shall be improved. Inter-
modal and alternative modes of transport shall be fostered. Also international transport shall be
enhanced (ibid., 3).

The three examples show that also other policy fields promoted the TEN-T and cross-border transport
in order to contribute to their implementation and efficient usage of their potentials.

4.1.7 EU financial support 2014-2020

The new funding period (2014-2020) brought many amendments of relevant regulations, for the Trans-
European Transport Networks (TEN-T). The TEN-T guidelines and the Connecting Europe Facility
(CEF) regulation laid down the funding requirements that need to be met by projects (Innovation and
Networks Executive Agency 2016g).

A new multi-annual funding instrument, the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF), was introduced
which should improve and secure the financing of the implementation of the TEN (European
Commission 2011a, 6). The European Commission is supported by the ‘Innovation and Networks
Executive Agency’ (INEA) which centrally manages the CEF and thereby the allocation of funds and
implementation of TEN-T projects (Innovation and Networks Executive Agency 2016g). Annual and
multiannual work programmes are developed which decide about the budget available, thematic
objectives and eligibility criteria for the calls. The Commission and the agency will evaluate and select
the projects. Additionally, they monitor the implementation of the programme. The member states have
to adopt the chosen projects (European Commission 2014c, 9; DG Move 2014). The regulation on the
Connecting Europe Facility additionally provides output indicators to measure the benefits of the
projects (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013f, 4)

The CEF mainly finances investments in the TEN-T core network defined in the Annex of the TEN-T
regulation. Also projects being part of the comprehensive network can be funded in special cases —
among others, when they connect core network corridors or concern cross-border sections. The latter
are to be funded within the TEN-T to favoured conditions (Adelsberger 2012, 339).

In this funding period (2014-2020) the EU has offered three times more money for transport projects
than in the previous funding period (2007-2013): 26,250 billion Euro are available (European
Commission 2014b, 2). This new financing instrument consolidates the former TEN-T and Marco Polo
(1) Programmes. The budget contains partial support of the Cohesion Fund (Adelsberger 2012, 339) in
the height of 11,305 billion Euro (European Parliament 2014, 3). Particularly in the field of cross-
border infrastructure, the CEF funds shall be coordinated better with the residual European funding
programmes (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013f, preamble). 80% of the
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Transport Policy’s funds, available from CEF and Cohesion Fund,* are dedicated to contribute to the
removal of bottlenecks, rail interoperability, the establishment of missing-links and the support cross-
border connections (ibid., Annex | Part IV).

The Horizon 2020 Programme that replaced the Seventh Framework Programme will again fund
research projects in the field of transport under the title “Societal challenges - smart green and integrated
transport” (European Commission 2014e).

Since 2014 the Cohesion Fund clearly differentiates between its support for the TEN-T projects (10
billion euro) (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013b, 3) and other support that
is dedicated to the field of transport. In the latter case projects shall make transport more sustainable
and remove bottlenecks (ibid., 4).

4.1.8 Development of transport policy objectives over the years

Table 8 gives an overview over the development of the Transport Policy objectives in the policy
documents produced between 2001 and 2013. It can be seen that most thematic objectives which have
been very important in the first time period, stayed important in the second period as well. This also
concerns the enhancement of cross-border infrastructures. It will be analysed further how this
objective has been implemented in practice (see chapter 6).

The linkage of the main transport network to secondary networks was promoted less than in the
first funding period. This objective and the improvement of cross-border services were mentioned
generally rarely by the EU Transport Policy documents. Thus, the focus of the EU Transport Policy
primarily lies on large scale cross-border infrastructures. Objectives connected to climate change
have only been brought up in the policy documents for the second funding period which might be a sign
for a political spillover. Freight mobility as well as transport services, in general, however, have grown
in importance compared to the first time period and are now decisive topics.

If you compare the challenges detected in earlier analyses and the amendments in the EU policy
documents of the second funding period there are several fields where the new policy documents tried
to improve the conditions to establish a European common transport system. A positive aspect is that
the new guidelines contain more details and information which makes it more probable that the
member states implement the EU policies in a similar way. Furthermore, new measures were
introduced that try to safeguard the implementation without delays. The new financing instrument CEF
needs to prove its efficiency in the future. A higher coordination between the Cohesion fund and the
CEF seems to have been reached. At least it is mentioned frequently. Thereby the funds might
complement each other, especially in the regions lagging economically behind which are eligible for the
Cohesion fund.

Another positive effect of the new legislative package is the interconnectedness of the different policies
in place - they frequently refer to each other. Besides that, all policies shall contribute to the Europe
2020 Strategy aims which might increase the possibility to meet the goals. However, the strategy solely
promotes enhancements of the core network and does neither aim at improving the residual cross-border
transport infrastructures and service connections nor the linkage of the core network with the residual
network which is potentially more relevant for the transport within cross-border regions. Additionally,
it remains to be seen how the new EU policies will be implemented in practice.

39 The Cohesion Fund is solely dedicated to the Core Network (European Commission 2014b, 8).
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Table 8: Overview of the objectives of Transport Policy 2001-2013

Funding period Funding period Both
2007-2013 2014-2020 FPs

CRSEEE WP TETN' MTR |, GP TETN' WP | GrP TETN' CEF Z/i‘)nce Z;Jtal
2001 2004 2006 2009 2010 2011|2011 2013 2013 2009

Transport infrastructure
network

Remove barriers,
improve efficiency
Linking TEN-T and
secondary networks
Relieve routes/fighting
congestion
Intermodality/inter-
operability

Intelligent transport
systems

Freight corridors

New technologies/
innovations (research)
Improving mobility of
freight

Improving mobility of
passengers
Accessibility of remote
areas

Connecting
neighbouring/new
member states
Cross-border
infrastructures
User-friendliness
Transport services
(Urban) public and soft
mobility

Transport safety
Cross-border services
Environmental and
sustainability issues
Alternative modes of
transport

Alternative
fuels/climate change
Minimising
environmental harm
Sustainable transport |1 1 1 100
Transport infrastructure 1 33
network
Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on the named policy documents.

1 1 100 |1 1 1 1 1 1 100

[N

1 1

1 1 1 100 (1 1 1 100

1 1 1 100 1 1 1 1 67 78

1 1 100 (1 1 1 1 1 83
1 1 100

4.2 European Cohesion Policy and European Territorial Cooperation

The European Cohesion Policy determines the general framework of European Territorial Cooperation
but is in itself influenced by other policy fields, such as transport, on diverse multi-level political
agendas as are the decisions for predefined cooperation issues (Guasco 2015, 41) (see Europeanisation
in chapter 2.2). Therefore the EU Cohesion Policy is not a sectoral European policy but a territorial
policy (Robert et al. 2001, 148).
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4.2.1 Cohesion Policy making & policy characteristics

Cohesion and ETC Policy making

European Cohesion Policy is characterized by Bartolini as an element of social sharing within the EU
as the policy aims at commonly complete the single market and to minimize the regional disparities
(Bartolini 2009, 229). The Cohesion Policy distributes EU resources on the territory and influences the
development of the European space (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 270). The funds are redistributive
and spent for territorial disadvantaged units, among others, European border regions and those lagging
economically behind (European Commission 2015a). There is an uneven in- and output of funds of the
member states which is a unique feature of the policy (Bartolini 2009, 230; Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin
2010, 278).

ETC, as part of the Cohesion Policy, is defined in the Lisbon Treaty as shared competence between the
supranational and national levels (Kohler-Koch 2002, 1). The Cohesion and ETC Policy are developed
in supranational decision making procedures (Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 146) between the
European Council and the European Parliament. Decisions are mostly based on qualified majority
voting. Changes or new policies such as new regulatory packages for the Cohesion Policy and its
funds consisting of several regulations for the six years of funding are initiated by the European
Commission. The regulations contain funding priorities, eligibility criteria, principles and other general
rules (Peters 2003, 321; Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 146).

Figure 28: Policy implementation procedures in European Territorial Cooperation 2007-2013 and 2014-
2020

EU Policies

rategic Guidelines (2007-20
ERDF Regulation General Provisions Common Strategic Framework
(2014-2020)

b4

National Strategic Reference Framework (2007-2013) // Partnership Agreement (2014-2020)
Member State 1 Member State 2 Member State 3

A 4

Operational Programmes (2007-2013) // Cooperation Programmes (2014-2020)

Project 1 Project 2 Project 3 Project 4 Project ...

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern 2017, based on European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2006¢
and European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013a, 2013c, 2013d.

As can be seen in Figure 28, based on these EU regulations, the member states develop in partnership
with the Commission and subnational actors national strategic framework plans (2007-2013) — or so-
called partnership agreements in the current funding period (2014-2020) - which define the countries’
strategy for the coming funding period. The documents present, among others, the countries’ challenges
and opportunities, information about the national operational programmes and allocation of funds
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013d, 14; European Union 2006, 27). They
shall define the domestic ‘territorial needs’ on which the use of the EU funds shall be focused. These
needs are dependent on the interpretation of each member state and influence the countries’ orientation
towards territorial development (Atkinson and Zimmermann 2018, 20). Based on these plans or
agreements, Operational or Cooperation Programmes are defined for different territorial (cross-
border) units. These develop a comprehensive development strategy and strategic priorities and

109




4 EU policies influencing cross-border transport

objectives which shall be implemented by financially supported projects. The programmes have to be
approved by the European Commission (Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 279). The member states
involved have to commit themselves to co-finance the chosen projects (European Parliament and
Council of the European Union 2013a, 8).

At the European Commission the Directorate General (DG) REGIO is responsible for this policy field
(Peters 2003, 321; Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 146). The Council and the Parliament decide about
the budget proposed of the Commission (Duihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 279). Allen argues that the
member states have been very powerful in shaping the Cohesion Policy: besides the Commission’s
influence in the designation of the priorities, the development of the policies was influenced strongly by
the member states (Allen 2010, 229). Although the EU depends on the member states’ implementation
of its policies it decides about requirements of the implementation process (Perkmann 2007b, 864).

The Cohesion Policy is equipped with the so called ,European Structural and Investment Funds
that support particularly disadvantaged territories with a low level of GDP/head and persons (Bartolini
2009, 229). The EU funds only complement domestic investments and thus ‘co-fund’ projects. They
never finance a project to 100% (Bartolini 2009, 230; Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 278). The
competences for the structuring and implementation of the European Structural and Investment Funds
are shared by the EU level with subnational administrative levels. The funds are allocated to the priority
objectives, that are decided upon on transnational and European level multi-annually (currently one
period lasts six years) in the Operational and Cooperation Programmes. Thereby the funds are spent in
a coordinated transnational manner (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 278; Bartolini 2009, 230). For
each funding multi-annual period the member states define the EU overall budget and the amount of
financial means that are dedicated to the Cohesion Policy and its priority objectives (Dihr, Colomb,
and Nadin 2010, 279). The funds substantially grew over time in parallel to the accession of new member
states and the enlargement of further disparities (ibid., 271).

As the programmes are developed in a partnership of different actors and enlarges the importance of the
subnational as well as supranational levels, the policy is considered to be a vivid example of multi-level
governance in the EU (see chapter 2.1.2)(Piattoni 2010, 102; Allen 2010, 250).

Cohesion & ETC policy characteristics relevant for the policy implementation

The ETC policy and programme objectives are implemented in a cooperation of the transnational,
national and subnational administrative levels and non-administrative actors (partnership principle).
The implementation of the Operational and Cooperation Programmes supranational predefined political
objectives has to be ensured by the member states and their subnational levels (Diihr, Colomb, and Nadin
2010, 278f.; Bartolini 2009, 230). They offer EU financial incentives for cross-border cooperation
projects which contribute to the objectives (Guasco 2015, 41; Millan 1994, 21). Thereby the ETC Policy
offers platforms for policy transfer (see chapter 2.4.1): projects in several policy fields, among others,
transport, if defined as a priority objective, are developed in which actors from different countries can
exchange their experiences, mutually learn from each other (Timms 2011, 521). Guasco sees the
incentives as an indirect pressure on subnational actors to implement EU objectives and as an impetus
for the development of new policy documents at subnational level in addition to the existing domestic
documents (Guasco 2015, 65). The domestic administrative levels particularly influence the choice of
projects to be funded (Bartolini 2009, 230; Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 278). The European
Commission monitors the policy implementation process (Duhr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 279).

As already stated in chapter 4.1.1 it is relevant to classify the type of policy whose influence is to be
analysed, differentiating between positive integration, negative integration and coordinating policies.

40 Until 2013 they were called ‘Structural Funds’.
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Kohler-Koch argues that European Cohesion Policy has moved from ‘negative integration’ to the
‘positive integration’ type of policy as it offers financial incentives and the supranational level gained
power in its regulative capacity: it defines rules and preconditions for the allocation of funds. An
example is the already named partnership principle with which the policy forces the member states to
work in a multi-level governance process (Kohler-Koch 2002, 1). Acoording to Ruidisch, however, the
EU could not force the member states to implement the Cohesion Policy objectives. Instead the financial
incentives - as mentioned above - shall lead to the ‘voluntary’ implementation of the EU policy
objectives (Ruidisch 2013, 101). No directives can be developed. The financial incentives connected to
the implementation of the Cohesion and ETC policies illustrate the facilitated coordination character
of the ETC and Cohesion Policy. Learning processes are fostered. Because of the financial incentives
Cohesion and ETC Policy can be allocated to the redistributive policies (Peters 2003, 321; Dihr,
Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 146).

As the Cohesion and ETC Policy are strongly influenced by other EU policy fields, Guasco argues that
to understand cross-border cooperation activities in a certain policy field not only the ETC policy needs
to be taken into account but also the current political agendas in the other policy fields (Guasco 2015,
41). This approach is adopted in this dissertation and the political agenda at EU level in the field of
transport (see chapter 4.1) is taken into account to understand its influence on the ETC policy. The
objectives of the two EU policy fields and their coordination are analysed in the following chapters.
Additionally, the domestic political transport agendas will be taken into account in the two case studies
analyses in chapter 6 and compared to the European agenda to analyse the EU policies’ influence. First
of all, however, the fundamental aims of the Cohesion and ETC Policy will be described further in the
following.

4.2.2 Fundamental aims of the EU Cohesion and ETC Policies

As stated above the EU Cohesion Policy aims at minimizing the regional economic and social
disparities within the EU and the member states (Peters 2003, 322; Committee of the Regions 2003, 7)
and thus enhancing European integration. The importance of cohesion and balanced development has
grown even further, especially due to the accession of member states with a less developed economy
(Dunford et al. 2001, 3). After the introduction of the European Single Market and because of
globalisation processes the competitiveness between the European regions has grown. In this context
the Cohesion Policy shall particularly support disadvantaged regions and minimize the strong
competitive pressure. A balanced sustainable development of the EU territory shall be fostered
(Peters 2003, 322). The policy tries to produce synergy effects by supporting the EU sectoral policies
with its funds. However, the successful production of synergy effects is highly contested. According to
Robert it was a challenge to define common Cohesion Policy aims because of a high number of different
actors from different DGs and administrative levels were involved. Cohesion Policy is criticized to be
inflexible and highly bureaucratic. Furthermore, it is criticized that the policy supported already
advanced regions when supporting the implementation of objectives of other policy fields and thus do
not contribute to cohesion (Robert et al. 2001, 148). At the same time economic geography theories
argue that endogenous growth would be very important for a sustainable economic development.
External support, however, would be counterproductive because it would diminish the competitiveness.
So it is recommended to concentrate investments mainly on growth poles (Peters 2003, 324).
Additionally, it is criticized not to be economically efficient when investing in peripheral regions (ibid.,
325).

The aim of the ETC Policy is also the implementation of objectives of other, sectoral EU policies that
are adopted from the respective political agendas (Guasco 2015, 41; Schéfer 2003, 116; Millan 1994,
21). Additionally, it shall contribute to a greater European integration. The effects of the inner-European
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borders shall be minimized by fostering cross-border cooperation and the exchange of best practices
(European Commission 2005b, 10). Further thematic concentrations and transport objectives depending
on the respective funding periods are presented in the coming chapters.

4.2.3 EU Cohesion Policy and European Territorial Cooperation from 1957 until
2000

This chapter presents the starting points of European Cohesion policy in 1957 and the development until
the year 2000. Thereby it focuses on the most relevant policy documents (see Figure 29).

Figure 29: Cohesion Policy milestones between 1957 and 2000

1957 Treaty of Rome: European Regional Policy

1987 Single European Act: European Cohesion Policy

1990 Start of the INTERREG initiative
2000 Lisbon Strategy

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

In the Treaty of Rome (1957) a balanced development for the European territory was anchored as
objective and less favoured regions should be supported. This was the beginning of the at that time
called ‘regional policy’ (Dunford et al. 2001, 3). In 1968 the Directorate General (DG) at the European
Commission in the field of Regional Policy was established (European Commission and DG Regio
2015). The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), was introduced in 1975. It became the most
important fund to support the aim of a balanced sustainable development of the EU territory (Dunford
et al. 2001, 3).

Image 6: The evolution of INTERREG/ European Territorial Cooperation
v
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Source: European Commission 2014d.

In 1987 the European Cohesion Policy was introduced by the Single European Act to reduce economic
and social disparities between the member states and to reach cohesion (Committee of the Regions 2003,
7). The focus was laid on regions lagging behind in terms of GDP. The framework introduced multi-
annual strategic funding programme periods and pushed forward the involvement of subnational
partners as funding precondition. The budget of the programme contained 64 billion ECU for four years
(1988-1992) (European Commission and DG Regio 2015).
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In 1990 the INTERREG initiative was started as subfield of the Cohesion Policy (see also chapter
3.1.2 and Image 6) (Schafer 2003, 116). The initiative offered financial incentives to cooperate across
borders in predefined topics with the support of the ERDF (Dihr, Colomb, and Nadin 2010, 233). The
first funding period from 1990-1993 focused on cross-border cooperation. The development of joint
cross-border spatial planning strategies was financially supported (Gabbe and Malchus 2008, 40).

In 1993 the Cohesion Fund was introduced by the Maastricht Treaty. For the funding period 1994-1999
the ERDF and Cohesion Fund had a common budget of 168 billion ECU (European Commission and
DG Regio 2015). Because of increased inner-regional disparities as a consequence of the Cohesion
Policy in 1997 a territorial dimension has been added by the Amsterdam Treaty to Cohesion Policy in
addition to the economic and social focus. Other policy documents followed like the Lisbon Strategy
(2000), the Territorial Agenda (2007) and the Lisbon Treaty (2007).

The Lisbon Strategy (2000) influenced the European Cohesion Policy’s aims. Cohesion Policy was to
contribute to European sustainable economic growth and the creation of jobs with the help of the
member states and regions.

4.2.4 EU ETC policies influencing the field of transport in the funding period

2007-2013

In the following the objectives of the main Cohesion Policy documents (see Figure 30) influencing the
funding period 2007-2013 are presented.

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

The Community Strategic Guidelines on Cohesion (2005) were a reaction on the Lisbon Strategy and
defined that Cohesion Policy should contribute to an improved attractiveness of the European regions
in terms of investments and work, research and innovation and a higher number and quality of jobs
(European Commission 2007, 2, 2005b, 12). Funds were to be concentrated on new technologies as
well as access to basic infrastructure and information to develop high human capital (European
Commission 2005b, 8). To contribute to a higher attractiveness, the European transport
infrastructure network was to be improved: It should become efficient, safe and flexible which was
expected to have a positive impact on the economy. The support of TEN-T priority projects was to be
prioritized under the Convergence objective. The cross-border sections of other relevant TEN-T
projects — managed by European Coordinators — were to be fostered if being of high economic benefit
for the EU. This coordination is expected to contribute to a faster implementation of projects (ibid.,
14). The TEN-T should be mainly financed by the Cohesion Fund. The former Structural Funds (ERDF
and ESF) should focus generally on investments in the infrastructure extension. Transport
infrastructure investments should be adapted to the individual needs of a region. Also remote areas
should be integrated at least with secondary networks. However, the environmental harm should be
kept as low as possible- Alternative modes of transport including public transport and a high
interoperability should be fostered. The Cohesion Policy funds should complement the funds offered
by the Transport Policy (ibid., 14f.). Additionally, the EU priorities should be better integrated in the
national and subnational programmes, as well as implemented even on local level politics (ibid., 4).
Other EU policies were to be considered when developing the Cohesion Policy’s programmes to make
use of synergy effects (ibid., 8). European Territorial Cooperation (ETC), formerly known as
INTERREG initiative, became an objective of the Cohesion Policy (Spinaci and Vara-Arribas 2009, 6;
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European Commission and DG Regio 2011, 9). The ETC was complemented by two other objectives:
"Convergence’ and 'Regional Competitiveness and Employment’ (Westermann 2007, 274). Together,
the objectives approached the social, economic and territorial dimensions of the Cohesion Policy
(European Union 2006, 9). Cross-border development strategies and networks e.g. in the field of
transport could be established which was expected to contribute to a European added value (European
Commission 2005b, 10). Besides that, the ETC should contribute to a higher territorial cohesion,
meaning a minimization of territorial differences, developing tailored strategies for different regions and
coordinating the spatial impact of sectoral policies. The accessibility of remote areas was to be
supported (ibid., 29). The enhancement or connection of transport infrastructures across borders
was promoted as a possible point of departure for cooperation or as a contribution to a cross-border
identity of a region. Sustainable transport corridors and especially their border sections should be
supported in transnational cooperation according to the policy document (ibid., 31).

According to the ERDF regulation of 2006 economic and social cohesion as well as a balanced
territorial development of the EU was to be supported. It especially supported the sustainable
development of disadvantaged regions and cooperation across borders. The regulation
acknowledged that transport is a very relevant objective in that funding period. Among others, the
support of infrastructure development, cooperation and exchange of experiences between regions
were defined as priorities. Under the convergence objective transport was a priority, particularly the
TEN-Ts. Additionally, contributions to cleaner, environmentally friendly, multi-modal and more
accessible transport was welcomed. The Regional competitiveness and employment objective promoted
transport projects which improved the accessibility. Here the focus was laid on secondary networks
and their connection to the TEN-T, multi-modal transport offers i.e. alternative modes. The ETC
objective was to foster cross-border activities based on common cross-border strategies. One of the
priorities areas in cross-border cooperation was the reduction of barriers through the support of cross-
border development of transport infrastructures and services and an improved accessibility. For
transnational cooperation it was envisaged as well to improve the transport accessibility in the
transnational dimension. Particularly cross-border sections of the TEN-T as well as secondary
networks should be improved. Furthermore, the domestic transport subsystems were to be interlinked
and their interoperability increased (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2006c,
2). Thus, all Cohesion Policy objectives contained references to transport and aimed at influencing the
transport development.

Table 9 gives an overview of the objectives of the two main Cohesion Policy documents influencing
the funding period 2007-2013.

The documents approach a high number of topics also named in Transport Policy, however, a focus on
passenger transport (instead of freight) can be observed. Environmental concerns as well as
infrastructural improvements are very important. A balanced development is promoted which makes
remote regions more accessible and also contributes to an interconnection of the TEN-T and secondary
networks. Besides that, the exchange of practices is of high importance. The cross-border transport-
related objectives are promoted strongly. Solely the promotion of cross-border services is mentioned
only by one of the two policy documents.
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Table 9: Objectives of the main Cohesion Policy documents for the funding period 2007-2013
Strategic ERDF

Objectives guidelines | regulation | Sum
2005 2006

Transport infrastructure network 1 1

Remove barriers, improve efficiency 1 1

Linking TEN-T and secondary networks 1 1

Relieve routes/fighting congestion

Intermodality/interoperability 1 1

Intelligent transport systems
Freight corridors

New technologies/innovations (research) 1
Improving mobility of freight
Improving mobility of passengers 1

Accessibility of remote areas

Connecting neighbouring/new member states
Cross-border infrastructures
User-friendliness

Transport services

(Urban) public and soft mobility

Transport safety

NN RPN PP (FPINEFEINDIFPININIOIFRPIOIOINIOINININ

Cross-border services

Environmental and sustainability issues 1 1

Alternative modes of transport 1 1

Alternative fuels/climate change 1

Minimising environmental harm 1 1

Sustainable transport 1 1

Exchange of practices/better coordination 1 1 2

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on European Commission 2005a; European Parliament and Council
of the European Union 2006c.

4.2.5 EU Cohesion Policy financial support in the field of transport 2007-2013

In the funding period 2007-2013 the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) supported all three
Cohesion Policy goals. In the Convergence, Regional competitive and employment and European
Territorial Cooperation goals transport-related objectives were promoted as described in chapter 4.2.4
as priority area. In the funding period 2007-2013 a total sum of 308 billion Euros was available for all
three funds. Thereof 7.7 billion Euros were available for the ETC (European Union 2006, 18).

The ETC funds were managed in multi-annual funding programmes (ibid., 10). For European
Territorial Cooperation, the Commission defined the eligible cross border and transnational cooperation
areas. In general, NUTS 3 level regions along the internal borders and those separated by maritime
borders by maximum 150km were eligible for cross-border cooperation (ibid., 7) (see also chapter
3.1.2).

The member states participating together in a cooperation area needed to commonly define one
managing, certifying and single audit authority. The managing authority established a common
technical secretariat which supported the three authorities (European Parliament and Council of the
European Union 2006c, 14).

Based on the priorities laid down in the Operational Programmes of a cooperation area (see chapter
4.1.1), cross-border project committees were able to apply for funding. In cross-border or transnational
cooperation the beneficiaries had to have at least two different national origins (at least one of them a
Member State) and jointly develop, implement, staff or finance the project (ibid., 19).

Between 2007 and 2013 the Cohesion Fund supported, among others, the implementation of the Trans-
European Transport Networks in less-developed regions. It therefore financially supports (priority)
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projects in this field (Council of the European Union 20064, 2). It additionally supports other transport
projects that show an “environmental benefit” (ibid., 2). So the fund is an important instrument to foster
the European transport development in poorer EU regions.

4.2.6 EU ETC policies influencing the field of transport in the funding period

2014-2020
The new Cohesion Policy framework (2014-2020) consists of several new regulations (see Figure 31).
It reduces the former three goals of Cohesion Policy to the Investments in growth and jobs-objective
and the European Territorial Cooperation-objective (European Union 2011, 5).

Figure 31: Cohesion Policy milestones influencing the funding period 2014-2020

2013 Common provisions of the Cohesion Policy's funds

2013 ERDF regulation to the Investment for growth and jobs goal

2013 ERDF regulation to the ETC goal

2013 Cohesion Fund regulation

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

Figure 32: Investment priorities of the Cohesion Policy 2014-2020
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Source: European Commission 2015e.ibid..

In the regulation of the Common Provisions of the Cohesion Policy’s funds (2013) a common strategic
approach with common thematic objectives (see Figure 32) for all funds and a common strategic
framework was defined. The thematic objectives were based on the aims of the Europe 2020 Strategy
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013d, 9). One of the objectives related to
transport: it was to be contributed to a sustainable transport system without bottlenecks (ibid., 9). The
policy document set out rules for the coordination of the Cohesion Policy Funds with other EU policies
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and instruments. This concerned also the Connecting Europe Facility. Duplication was to be avoided
and the programmes should complement each other (ibid., appendix 1 4). The member states and regional
authorities should motivate territorial cooperation projects to plan infrastructures across borders to
establish missing links and to offer environmentally friendly intermodal services (ibid., appendix |
7.2).

The ERDF regulation on the investment for growth and gobs-goal of 2013 defined a list of priority
areas. Sustainable transport and investments in transport network infrastructures to remove
bottlenecks could be supported. Furthermore, the TEN-T development; the connection of secondary
networks to the TEN-T, environmental friendly, safe and sustainable transport modes and
innovations are among the further supportable objectives (European Parliament and Council of the
European Union 2013c, art.5,12). Remote regions can be supported additionally in the establishment
of transport services for freight and passengers (ibid., art.3,12). In order to contribute to a higher
mobility different levels of the transport networks shall be linked (ibid., 12) . The regulation defined
output indicators to evaluate the impact of projects. In transport projects the length of the established
infrastructures were to be measured in kilometres (ibid., 6).

A special ERDF regulation was laid down concerning the European Territorial Cooperation (ETC)
goal in 2013 because special conditions apply to the ETC in which at least two countries cooperate
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013a, 2). The ETC should facilitate and
encourage cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation through the support of projects
and thereby contribute to the overarching aim of economic, social and territorial cohesion and a
balanced development (ibid., 2). Cross-border regions should focus their cooperation, among others,
on higher transport accessibility, the minimization of environmental harm and better integrated cross-
border labour markets. Transnational cooperation could be supported in the general field of
integrated territorial development. As the ETC should support the aims of the Europe 2020 strategy,
cross-border mobility should become more sustainable. Besides the 11 general objectives of the
Cohesion Policy (see Figure 32) the ETC could support additional actions, among others, the
development of macro-regional strategies for transnational cooperation areas and in cross-border
regional specific fields of relevance and the exchange of experiences, especially in interregional
cooperation (ibid., 7). The ETC regulation defined its own list of output indicators in the field of
transport, also measured in kilometre length but does not further go into details concerning transport
projects (ibid., 2). According to the regulation the cross-border cooperation areas could overlap but
should be continued in their main shapes of the last funding period (2007-2013). The transnational
cooperation areas should be linked to existing macro-regional strategies and allow an integrated
territorial development (ibid., preamble).

According to the Cohesion Fund regulation of 2013 the fund should support projects in the field of
environment and TEN-T, as well as transport projects in general, contributing to alternative transport
modes, intermodality, transport management, noise reduction, urban mobility with low CO;
emissions and public transport services. Additionally, bottlenecks should be removed, also at the local
and regional level. With regards to the TEN-T particularly projects of common interest should be
supported referring to the TEN-T guidelines of 2013. Therefore the Cohesion Fund is to complement
the Connecting Europe Facility (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013b, 2).

Table 10 presents an overview of the objectives of the two main Cohesion Policy documents influencing
the funding period 2014-2020 in the field of transport. Most important topics were the removing of
existing bottlenecks, and transport in relation to sustainability as well as environment. Climate Change
is an important topic as well. The cross-border transport-related objectives are promoted to a lower
percentage than in the last funding period. Only the enhancement of cross-border services is promoted
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by more than 50% of the Cohesion Policy documents. The documents analysed in this period were
established in the same year and are coordinated in the main points.

Table 10: Objectives of the main Cohesion Policy documents for the funding period 2014-2020
ETC Gr.&Jobs | Common | Cohes.Fund
Objectives regulation | regulation | provisions | regulation | Sum
2013 2013 2013 2013
Transport infrastructure network 1 1 1 3
Remove barriers, improve efficiency 1 1 1 1 4
Linking TEN-T and secondary networks 1 1 2
Relieve routes/fighting congestion 0
Intermodality/interoperability 1 1 2
Intelligent transport systems 1 1
Freight corridors 1 1
New technologies/innovations (research) 1 1
Improving mobility of freight 1 1 2
Improving mobility of passengers 1 1 1 3
Accessibility of remote areas 1 1 1 1 4
Connecting neighbouring/new member states 1 1
Cross-border infrastructures 1 1 2
User-friendliness 0
Transport services 1 1 1 8
(Urban) public and soft mobility 1 1 2
Transport safety 1 1
Cross-border services 1 1 1 3
Environmental and sustainability issues 1 1 1 4
Alternative modes of transport T 1 1 3
Alternative fuels/climate change 1 1 1 1 4
Minimising environmental harm 1 1 1 1 4
Sustainable transport 1 1 1 3
Exchange of practices/better coordination 1 ﬂ 2

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013a,
European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013b, 2013d, 2013c.

4.2.7 EU Cohesion Policy financial support in the field of transport 2014-2020

In the funding period 2014-2020 the ERDF still supported investments in the transport development
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013c, 3) as presented in chapter 4.1.6. The
ERDF in the Investment for jobs and growth goal had to focus its support on objectives 1-4 displayed
in Figure 32, in ETC this restriction did not apply (European Commission 2015e). Instead the ETC
cross-border and transnational cooperation programmes should concentrate a minimum of 80% of the
funds on a maximum of four of the 11 general aims of Cohesion Policy in order to develop a thematic
focus (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013a, art.6). Because the priorities of
both Cohesion Policy funds were based on the common thematic objectives of the Cohesion Policy they
had the same priorities. The only difference was that the Cohesion Fund formulated less sub-fields than
the ERDF. Additionally, the Cohesion Fund should focus its support on objectives 4-7 and 11 (European
Commission 2015e). Its main transport objectives were already named in chapter 4.1.6.

The ETC policy is solely supported by the ERDF in multi-annual programmes. In the current funding
period (2014-2020) the EU dedicated almost three quarters of the ETC budget to cross-border regional
cooperation, 20% to transnational cooperation and only 500 million Euro to interregional cooperation
(see Figure 33) (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 20133, 4).
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Figure 33: Distribution of the budget in European Territorial Cooperation (2014-2020): 8.95bn. €
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on ibid..

Like in the last funding period a managing authority and a joint secretariat, a certifying authority
and an audit authority were to be developed for each ETC cooperation area. The certifying authority
manages the funds on intermediate level between European Commission and the lead beneficiaries of
projects (ibid., 33). The selection of project applications is done by the monitoring committee which
can be assisted by a steering committee (ibid., art.12) .

In the ETC policy there are again special requirements for the composition of project participants: In
cross-border and transnational cooperations (INTERREG A+B) project teams have to consist of entities
from at least two countries, at least one of them being a Member State. One of them has to be appointed
as lead partner (ibid., 12).

The documents relevant for Cohesion Policy funding are similar to the previous funding period,
however, some names and details changed (see Figure 28). Among others, fund allocations and
indicators needed to be defined in the ETC Cooperation Programmes as new requirement. The latter
shall be done in order to be able to measure the results (European Parliament and Council of the
European Union 2013d, art. 26f., 20133, art.8).

4.2.8 Development of Cohesion and ETC policy objectives over the years

Table 11 presents the objectives of the Cohesion Policy documents in the field of transport between
2005 until 2013, hence, for the funding periods 2007-2013 and 2014-2020 in a synopsis. Some Transport
Policy aims are not considered at all by the Cohesion Policy like relieving roads and promoting freight
corridors. Freight in general was not an important topic in both funding periods.

The comparison of both funding periods shows that in many cases strongly promoted objectives of the
first funding period reduced their relevance in the second period. This is probably due to the higher
number of specialised policy documents produced in the second funding period. Some objectives’
relevance was increased between 2014 and 2020 such as the promotion of cross-border transport
services.

Overall, the three cross-border transport-related objectives were promoted by 67% of all Cohesion
Policy documents. The linkage of TEN-T and secondary networks and the improvement of cross-border
infrastructures were promoted by a higher percentage of documents in the first funding period. Thus,
their relevance was reduced.
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Table 11: Overview of the objectives of the Cohesion Policy documents 2005-2013 in the field of transport
Funding period Funding period
2007-2013 2014-2020

Objectives

Transport infrastructure network
Remove barriers, improve efficiency

Linking TEN-T and secondary networks
Relieve routes/fighting congestion
Intermodality/interoperability
Intelligent transport systems

Freight corridors

New technologies/ innovations (research)

Improving mobility of freight

Improving mobility of passengers
Accessibility of remote areas

Connecting neighbouring/new member states

Cross-border infrastructures

User-friendliness

Transport services

(Urban) public and soft mobility
Transport safety

Cross-border services

Environmental and sustainability issues
Alternative modes of transport
Alternative fuels/climate change

Minimising environmental harm
Sustainable transport
Exchange of practices/better coordination

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013a,
2013b, 2013c, 2013d, 2006c; European Commission 2005a.

After having presented the main characteristics and objectives of the Cohesion (ETC) and Transport
(TEN-T) Policy the next chapter describes challenges and potentials in the coordination of the two policy
fields that both aim at developing the European transport infrastructure. This includes also a comparison
of the objectives of both policies.

4.3 Coordination of EU policy documents influencing cross-border transport in the
EU

In this chapter, first the EU policy fields Transport and Cohesion are compared in terms of their character

and their objectives. Second, the objectives of the sub-policies TEN-T and the ETC are compared in the

two funding periods. In the conclusion it is evaluated how the policy fields are coordinated in terms of

cross-border transport.

4.3.1 EU Cohesion and Transport Policy — Differences and similarities

According to neo-functionalism (see chapter 2) EU policies mutually influence each other. The EU
policies have different spatial impacts, fundamental aims and influences. The establishment of a
common European transport system is supported by different EU policies and funds (Robert et al. 2001,
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57). Therefore policy coordination is important to ensure that the policies and investments do not
contradict each other. In practice, however, the policies are often not formulated in a coherent way. In
the following differences and similarities in the promotion of the transport-related objectives of the
Cohesion and the Transport Policy are presented after a short comparison of the two policies’ character.

Policy character

The Transport and TEN-T Policies are sectoral policies whereas the Cohesion Policy is a territorial
policy which additionally facilitates the implementation of sectoral policies. The TEN-T Policy as well
as the Cohesion Policy are non-hierarchical policies. Because of a missing pressure and different initial
situations in the member states the degree of implementation of both policy areas can differ in the
member states. With the introduction of the TEN-T corridors a potentially higher obligation was created
in the TEN-T policy compared to the Cohesion Policy. However, this is not comparable with binding
directives that are developed in other EU policy fields.

The formulated objectives of both policy fields are to be implemented with the help of financial
incentives and facilitated transnational coordination platforms, i.e. soft spaces which develop joint
development plans. The implementation is prepared in bilateral negotiations between the European
Commission and the member states in which the member states’ development aims were defined.
Particularly in the Cohesion Policy special policy documents are defined in this process for each funding
period. Thereby both policy fields show elements of facilitated coordination traits.

The main difference concerns the distribution of funds. The Cohesion Policy mainly supports
disadvantaged territories whereas the Transport Policy focuses its investments on the most frequently
used large scale infrastructures in European hubs and less on remote areas.

Besides that, the funds of the two policies are distributed according to different territorial patterns. The
Transport Policy and in particular the TEN-T financial support is focused on the enhancement of certain
infrastructures and has a direct spatial influence with a linear or punctual concentration. Cohesion
Policy, demarcates broader spaces eligible for funding, i.e. cross-border regions or transnational regions.
It distributes its funds on NUTS level.

Transport-related objectives
The European transport development is influenced by different interventions from several policy fields
as shown in chapter 4.1 and 4.2. Figure 34 gives an overview of the Transport and Cohesion Policy
objectives related to European transport development for the last (2007-2013) and current (2014-2020)
funding period. A detailed table of all policy documents can be found in the appendix.

It can be seen that the policies’ focuses differ between the two policy fields. Some objectives are very
relevant in one policy field whereas being relevant to a less degree or not at all in the other. The special
focuses of both policy fields which are promoted much more than in the other policy are depicted in
Table 12.

Table 12: Special focuses of Transport and Cohesion Policy (2007-2020)

Special focuses of the Transport Policy

Special focuses of the Cohesion Policy

Relieve routes/fighting congestion

Alternative fuels/climate change

Cross-border infrastructures

Linking TEN-T and secondary networks

Transport safety

Exchange of practices/coordination

New technologies/innovations

Freight mobility

Cross-border transport services

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern 2017.

The improvement of cross-border infrastructures which is very relevant in this study is promoted much
more often in Transport Policy than in Cohesion Policy. However, it is considered to be relevant in both
policy fields. The linkage of TEN-T and secondary networks and the enhancement of cross-border
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transport services, however, belong to the special focuses of the Cohesion Policy and are thus, less
promoted by the Transport Policy documents. A closer analysis of the TEN-T and ETC policy on cross-
border transport will be conducted in the following part of this chapter.

Figure 34: Cohesion and Transport Policy objectives for 2007 -2013 and 2014-2020
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

The two policies also share an interest in some transport policy objectives such as the improvement of
the infrastructure network, especially removing barriers, passenger mobility, an increased accessibility
of remote areas and an environmental friendly and sustainable development.

Thus, in some fields the policies combine their efforts, in others they complement each other.

In the following the focus is laid on the European Territorial Cooperation and the ERDF because cross-
border regions are to be investigated. Not the whole EU Cohesion Policy is analysed. Another limitation
concerns the ETC strand. It will be focused on INTERREG A, hence, cross-border cooperation.
Transnational cooperation (INTERREG B) will be taken into account as well because they also influence
transport development across borders and overlap with INTERREG A regions. These might foster
projects between different INTERREG A regions. The INTERREG C strand (interregional cooperation),
however, will not be investigated because of the long distances between the project partners. Besides
that, it will be focused on the TEN-T policy and not the whole EU Transport Policy. The top-down
impact analysis, however, will take into account the transport-related objectives of the other Transport
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and Cohesion Policy documents which potentially have influenced the TEN-T and ETC policy, in order
to better evaluate the influence of the EU policy transport discourse on the member states.

4.3.2 Objectives of the TEN-T and ETC policies and their contribution to cross-

border transport between 2007 and 2013
In this section the EU policy documents of the Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) and the
European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) policy that addressed cross-border transport within the last
funding period (2007-2013) are analysed with the purpose of comparing their fundamental aims and the
development of their objectives to detect possible cross-references and contradictions.

Table 13 directly opposes the objectives of the TEN-T guidelines 2004 and the ERDF regulation 2006.
The two policy documents defined the objectives of the TEN-T and ETC Policy between 2007 and 2013.
The comparison shows that many interests were shared, especially in the categories of passenger
mobility, transport infrastructure network as well as environment and sustainable issues. New
technologies, user-friendly passenger transport, urban public and soft mobility as well as alternative
fuels were not promoted in both policy documents. It stands out that the connection of the TEN-T with
secondary networks and better cross-border services were solely defined as objectives of the ETC policy
whereas cross-border infrastructures were promoted by both policy fields. More technical aims
concerning freight and intelligent transport systems, constructing relieve routes and transport safety
were solely addressed by the TEN-T guidelines. Thus, the TEN-T policy was strongly focused on the
technical infrastructures of the primary transport networks whereas the ETC had a more comprehensive
interpretation of cross-border transport with a focus on territorial cohesion which is explicitly promoted.

Table 13: Comparison of the transport-related objectives of ETC and TEN-T policy 2007-2013
Obijectives TEN-T guidelines 2004 | ERDF regulation 2006
Transport infrastructure network

Remove barriers, improve efficiency

Linking TEN-T and secondary networks
Relieve routes/fighting congestion
Intermodality/interoperability

Intelligent transport systems

Freight corridors

New technologies/innovations (research)
Improving mobility of freight

Improving mobility of passengers
Accessibility of remote areas

Connecting neighbouring/new member states
Cross-border infrastructures
User-friendliness

Transport services

(Urban) public and soft mobility

Transport safety

Cross-border services

Environmental and sustainability issues
Alternative modes of transport

Alternative fuels/climate change

Minimising environmental harm

Sustainable transport

Exchange of practices/better coordination _ 1
Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2004,
2006¢.

The ETC Policy (i.e. the ERDF regulation) regarded a good transport infrastructure in general to be of
high importance for European Cohesion as it is said to contribute to economic growth and to a higher

attractiveness of the European regions (Council of the European Union 2006b, 15). As the support of
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ETC was dedicated to cross-border and transnational regions, among others, (ibid., 28), cross-border
TEN-T projects that contribute to economic growth and competitiveness should be facilitated (ibid.,
15f.). The sustainable development of the EU territory shall be guaranteed by linking the TEN-T to
secondary networks and increasing the accessibility (European Commission 2006b, 6). Thus, the
document explicitly refers to the TEN-T policy. Further reasons were the integration of the member
states’ domestic markets (Council of the European Union 2006b, 15f.) and a contribution to the
European identity. Furthermore, cross-border cooperation was said to be needed to find solutions to
common transport challenges of several neighbouring member states. Additionally, a good cross-
border infrastructure in turn is seen as prerequisite for cross-border cooperation. Functional spaces
were to be taken into account in the zoning of the transnational cooperation areas within the EU based
on commonalities like a common transport corridor. Thereby they could react jointly on possible
challenges and opportunities. Commonly conducted transnational transport projects were expected
to contribute to the inter-linkage of European regions (ibid., 31).

Between 2007 and 2013 the TEN-T Policy accredited a high importance to cross-border transport.
Cross-border projects were considered to be of high European added value and therefore worthy of
support although being less profitable and cost-effective (European Commission 2001b, 58). The
support of cross-border infrastructures shall contribute to the completion of the Single Market
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2004, 7) and an enlarged EU
competitiveness. Investments in cross-border linkages connect the member states and facilitate a mutual
benefit from the internal market and economic growth (European Parliament and Council of the
European Union 2007, 3). The focus is laid on the most important routes’ cross-border sections
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2004, 1). The TEN-T priority projects should
focus their support on their border crossings (ibid., 1). Additionally, the EU dedicated a higher funding
rate to cross-border sections (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2007, 3). The
TEN-T granting rules of 2007 concentrated the scarce funds on priority areas which ensure a European
added value such as border-section projects (ibid., 8). Especially joint cross-border projects that
involve several member states were to be funded. To ensure the project implementation the concerned
member states should sign an agreement to complete the cross-border connection (ibid., 3).

Comparing the reasons for the support of European cross-border transport (see Table 14), both, the
TEN-T and the ETC documents, argued for the importance of cross-border connections for the European
economic development. Furthermore, cross-border transport investments were said to contribute to a
higher accessibility and mobility. The ETC document also referred to soft factors such as an increased
European identity as well as a sustainable European territorial development. Overall, at the level of EU
policy formulation the general reasoning for the support of cross-border transport of both policies does
not contradict each other. The ETC policy complements the mainly economically driven reasons of the
TEN-T policy.

Table 14: Comparison of the reasons for the support of cross-border transport (2007-2013)

TEN-T Policy (Transport) ETC Policy (Cohesion)

Increased attractiveness of the regions

Economic growth

Completion of the Single Market Completion of the Single Market

Completion of the TEN-T Cohesion by accessibility and interconnectedness
- European identity

- Territorial sustainable development

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

Competitiveness

Overall, the comparison shows that cross-border projects were attributed with a high priority in both
funding schemes of the two policy fields. The TEN-T document had a stronger technical focus and detail

124



4 EU policies influencing cross-border transport

than the ETC document. The ETC document contained direct references to the TEN-T. The ERDF is
not solely dedicated to the establishment of secondary networks, it can support sections of TEN-T
projects as well. Thus, an overlap of the two policy fields was detected. The focus of support is slightly
different: The TEN-T-policy focuses mainly on the implementation of the TEN-T axes and priority
projects. The ETC promoted mainly the connection of secondary and tertiary networks across borders.
Transnational cooperation was to be focused on the development of transport corridors whereas cross-
border cooperation was envisaged to support cross-border projects at a lower scale.

4.3.3 Objectives of the TEN-T and ETC policies and their contribution to cross-

border transport 2014 — 2020
This section compares the fundamental aims and the development of the objectives of the TEN-T and
ETC policy in the funding period 2014-2020 to detect possible cross-references and contradictions and
their development over time.

Table 15 shows the transport development objectives of the TEN-T guidelines and CEF regulation of
2013 and the ETC regulation of 2013 which were most relevant for the current funding period (2014-
2020) in terms of aims and funds. The TEN-T guidelines contained all transport objectives except of
one - the linkage of the TEN-T and secondary networks - and are thus very comprehensive. The CEF
regulation was less comprehensive while defining the areas of eligibility for the CEF. The ETC
regulation was also less comprehensive in the field of transport and set a focus on a limited number of
objectives. Surprisingly the linkage of TEN-T and secondary networks was not an explicit objective of
the ETC policy document anymore. However, this objective was promoted in the Common Provisions
regulation which is also relevant for the ETC. Therefore it is an implicit objective of the ETC policy
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013d, 5). The ETC document focuses on
environmental friendly and sustainable transport, the improvement of cross-border transport services
and therewith a higher mobility of passengers. The ETC document does not promote several transport-
infrastructural objectives and service related objectives. The exchange of experiences or better
coordination of transport planning across borders is supported by both policies but not the CEF funds.

When having a look on the cross-border transport-related aims, the TEN-T policy promotes the
enhancement of transport across national borders to contribute to Cohesion (European Parliament and
Council of the European Union 2013f, 1). TEN-T core network projects with a high European added
value should improve their cross-border sections, bottlenecks and missing links. These investments shall
lead to a higher efficiency and sustainability by fostering territorial cooperation (European Parliament
and Council of the European Union 2013e, 21). The comprehensive TEN-T network shall as well focus
its investments on the connection of transport axes especially in cross-border sections (ibid., 10). Thus,
border crossings are to be prioritized and improved at both layer levels. The ETC funded transport
projects should improve the accessibility of the comprehensive and core TEN-T network and
contribute to the Single European Transport Area. Besides that, the projects envisaged should be
mature and viable (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013d, Annex X1 p. 443f.).
Cross-border transport should become more sustainable by evaluating the status quo and detecting
cross-border links (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013a, 17).

Also in the funding period (2014-2020) both policy documents ascribed cross-border transport a high
relevance. In the priority field of cross-border transport both policy documents mutually referred to each
other - especially in the case of funds. The two policy fields explain the relevance with several similar
reasons (see Table 16), e.g. the reduction of CO, emissions, the completion of a continuous European
transport network and further European cohesion.
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Table 15: Comparison of the transport-related objectives of ETC and TEN-T Policy 2014-2020
TEN-T .
Objectives guidelines CEF 2013 SIS (el
2013
2013

Transport infrastructure network 1 1

Remove barriers, improve efficiency 1

Linking TEN-T and secondary networks

Relieve routes/fighting congestion
Intermodality/interoperability

Intelligent transport systems

Freight corridors

New technologies/innovations (research)
Improving mobility of freight

Improving mobility of passengers
Accessibility of remote areas

Connecting neighbouring/new member states
Cross-border infrastructures
User-friendliness

Transport services

(Urban) public and soft mobility
Transport safety

Cross-border services

Environmental and sustainability issues
Alternative modes of transport
Alternative fuels/climate change
Minimising environmental harm
Sustainable transport

Exchange of practices/better coordination
Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013a,
2013e.

The Europe 2020 Strategy — mentioned by both policies - can be seen as a catalyst that led to the
convergence of some transport-related objectives and the establishment of a common focus. However,
other focuses differ: whereas the ETC policy concentrates its funds on the comprehensive network and
implicitly supports inter-linkages between the TEN-Ts and secondary networks, the TEN-T policy
fosters both layers but prioritizes the primary network. Furthermore, the ETC aims at contributing to an
equal accessibility and a balanced development within the EU. The TEN-T policy pursues the
concentration of scarce funds on key infrastructures, which contradicts the balanced development
although both policy fields aim at contributing to European Cohesion.

S R R R R R

Table 16: Comparison of the reasons for the support of cross-border transport (2014-2020)

TEN-T Policy (Transport) | ETC Policy (Cohesion)
Reduction of CO, emissions
Sustainable and efficient transport | Sustainable transport
European Cohesion
Continuity of European transport axes Single European Transport Area
Support of both layers Support of comprehensive network (mainly)
- Access to the TEN-T network, balanced development

Coordination of the transport funds Better coordination with CEF and TEN-T

Territorial cooperation Common, coherent planning across borders

Europe 2020 Strategy

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017, based on European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013a,
2013e, 2013f.

41 It was not stated explicitly in the ETC regulation. However, as it was mentioned as objective in the Common Provisions
regulation from 2013 on which the ETC is based, the connection of secondary and TEN-T networks implicitly remained one
of the ETC aims (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013d, 5).
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The new policy documents introduced organisational and procedural changes. The Europe 2020 Strategy
introduced a stronger evaluation component: output indicators were to be used to monitor the
implementation and revenue of the investments (European Commission 2014a; European Parliament
and Council of the European Union 2013f, 4). Besides that, ex-ante conditionalities had to be fulfilled
by projects in order to be funded. The member states needed to develop a comprehensive plan on
transport investments including plans at all administrative levels and all transport modes before they
could be financially supported (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013d, Annex
Xl p. 443f.). Furthermore, the policies were called to be better coordinated. This was mirrored by the
two policy fields as they contained more concrete mutual references (European Parliament and Council
of the European Union 2013d, 1, 2013f, preamble, 2013e, 50): the TEN-T policy documents, for
instance, encouraged the parallel use of other funding programmes like the ERDF to reach the Transport
Policy’s aims. In this respect, the coordination of funds had a high relevance in contributing to the
implementation of cross-border projects (European Parliament and Council of the European Union
2013e, 50, 2013f, 10; European Commission 2014b, 10). Not only the funds were to be coordinated,
also the policy documents’ objectives themselves: ETC projects in particular should facilitate
transnational coherent planning and development of transport infrastructure for a transnational region
(European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2013d, Annex I, 7.2). Transnational ETC
transport projects should be aligned with the existing plans of the TEN-T Core Network Corridors
(ibid., Annex I, 4.8 and 7.3).

Compared to the last funding period more reasons for the funding of cross-border transport projects
were defined in the TEN-T and ETC policy and the policies are interrelated in a stronger way. Due to
some existing differences of the focuses the policies can complement each other.

4.3.4 Conclusion: coordination of European Territorial Cooperation and Trans-
European Transport Networks and their contribution to cross-border

transport
Generally, the TEN-T and ETC policy share common objectives in relation to the European transport
development. Accessibility is an important factor for the EU and thus, is to be improved, especially in
remote areas, by both policy fields. Both policies support the development of a EU wide transport system
and share a priority focus on cross-border transport. The TEN-T policy promotes mainly cross-border
infrastructures. The ETC additionally promotes cross-border services. Therefore, the two policies can
complement each other.

In both policies several reasons exist to support cross-border transport and there are measures to
facilitate the implementation of cross-border transport projects. Examples are simplified procedures or
higher funding rates. The ETC policy can support projects in the transport sector and already did so in
the past. The ERDF has been and will be an important indirect financial contribution to the scarce funds
of the TEN-T policy and the further development of the European transport infrastructure.

When looking more detailed in the related funding schemes of the two policies the TEN-T policy
focused more on profitable transport investments. Fewer investments were taken in disadvantaged areas.
Instead funds were concentrated on the busiest transport connections i.e. the priority projects
respectively the core transport corridors. With the new TEN-T regulations, however, better funding rates
were offered for cross-border projects that had been less viable before. This might be an incentive for
higher investment rates in these areas. Cross-border connections shall be improved as a priority. Still
the focus of the TEN-T policy is laid on cross-border sections which are part of the core corridors or
connect several corridors. The ETC policy in contrast supports investments in secondary and tertiary
infrastructures and services. It supports cross-border transport to support formerly disadvantaged border
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regions and the cooperation across borders. This is another difference based on which the policies can
complement each other.

The two policies are both geared to overarching temporary EU aims as currently laid down by the Europe
2020 Strategy and therefore share common focuses. These strategies harmonize and coordinate the
investments to a certain extent.

Other differences concern the policy-making and implementation processes of the policies. So far no
formal policy coordination procedure has existed at EU level. Therefore the two policies have been
hardly coordinated and the member states themselves had to coordinate the supranational and domestic
policies at national level. However, the policy documents of the current funding period (2014-2020)
called for a stronger coordination and mutually referred to each other. This might contribute to a better
steered development at EU and lower levels. Besides common objectives the policies have their own
focuses and could complement each other. Both policy fields and funds could join forces to support
links between the two transport levels. A further alignment of the development of cross-border transport
in practice could be reached by involving the Core Corridor Managers of the TEN-T. Based on a frequent
exchange between ETC managing authorities of cross-border regions and the latter managers the
objectives of the projects and their linkage to the TEN-T core network could be fortified.

The implementation of the policy documents in the corridor and cross-border regional policy documents
will show the practicability of coordination. Thus, an analysis of the adopted transport-related objectives
in the Operational and Cooperation Programmes of the cross-border regions in European Territorial
Cooperation and the priority projects as well as core network corridor work plans of the Trans-European
Transport Networks will be done in chapter 5 to see how the two policies’ objectives have been
implemented in these soft cooperation spaces.

The following interim conclusion summarizes and links the findings of chapters 2, 3 and 4 with each
other and points out hypotheses and research questions that are to be answered in the second part of the
dissertation.
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This chapter outlines the theoretical framework for the subsequent analysis by combining the main
findings of chapters 2, 3 and 4 (see Figure 35). At the end of each paragraph, hypotheses and further
research questions are derived (printed in cursive characters), which shall be verified in the subsequent
analytical parts of the dissertation. First, the theories of European integration are used to explain the
development of new modes of governance (e.g. cross-border cooperation) and soft spaces (e.g. cross-
border regions) as well as EU policy-making (e.g. EU binding, non-binding and incentive policies)
intended to overcome the traditional national boundaries of conducting politics and planning. It is argued
that the European integration processes have led to a highly diverse picture of cross-border regions,
cross-border cooperation and EU policies in practice. These three named dimensions are considered
to be highly relevant and beneficial for the establishment and improvement of cross-border transport.
Figure 35: European integration and cross-border transport - Relational linkages
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

To evaluate the implementation and transfer of the EU policies in practice, the fundamental aims,
operating principles and characteristics of the EU policies relevant to cross-border transport are
subsumed in the following. Additionally, information concerning further influence factors related to the
policy implementation is presented, since it is expected to vary strongly based on the initial situations
of the countries and cross-border regions. Therefore, a checklist regarding cross-border regional
cooperation is defined at the end of the chapter, which shall then be used for the case study evaluation
in chapters 5 and 6.

Cross-border transport within the EU
In most countries, transport development was originally steered at the national level, which was
responsible for defining and managing the maintenance and construction of the main transport
infrastructures for the country’s sovereign territory. During the planning process, politicians and civil
servants are provided with technical support by spatial planners, transport planners, architects or civil
engineers. The responsibilities of these experts are bound to the national administrative boundaries.

This practice worked quite well for many years during times when the state borders demarcated the
national economic activities. The national transport systems functioned independently of those of their
neighbouring countries. Each country had its own administrative and legal structures, traditions,
cultures, policies and instruments in the field of spatial and transport planning, but also in the countries’
fundamental state systems for their demarcated territory. Therefore, the countries’ legitimacy was bound
to the national territorial boundaries, which kept the countries distinct from each other.

When the European Union was brought into play, it changed the whole order of the nationally
demarcated systems. The EU has influenced its member states based on its competences in both a
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coercive and a soft manner. New transnational aims and obligations have been introduced. This has also
concerned the transport sector. Policies have been developed to link the formerly demarcated domestic
transport infrastructures across the member states’ administrative boundaries. Many external influences
have affected the national systems.

In the following, what has actually occurred as a result of the establishment of the EU will be clarified.
Which processes of European integration have taken place? How have they influenced the creation of
new governance styles, soft spaces and policies? And finally, how have they influenced cross-border
transport?

European integration can be seen as the overarching and main driving process of domestic change within
the European member states. It describes the processes of the EU’s influence on member states and the
ambition to integrate (or not) that has manifested since the EU’s establishment. Different integration
theories exist that try to explain and predict the further development of integration. The future of
European integration is disputed; thus, different theories have been developed. The theories have
developed over time and they distinguish themselves in terms of the distribution of the roles and power
of the involved actors as well as in relation to the expected outcomes. The theories are important when
attempting to understand the relations between the actors involved in EU integration. Furthermore, they
facilitate an understanding of how EU policies travel from the supranational level to the subnational
level as well as the ways in which they are influenced by the different levels of institutions and actors.

In the following, the theories concerning European integration are presented and analysed step by step
with regards to the development of new governance modes, soft spaces and EU policies in order to
explain the evolution of European cross-border transport and investigate the European policies. At the
end of each paragraph, hypotheses are derived with reference to cross-border transport.

Processes of European integration and the creation of new styles of governance
According to the theory of neo-functionalism, functional and institutional spillover effects are part of
European integration, which renders it a self-reinforcing process that never stops and cannot be reversed.
Both types of spillover are strongly shaped by actors from both the supranational and subnational levels
— two levels that become important in addition to the national levels of the member states. On the one
hand, supranational institutions are established as a consequence of transnational bargaining, while their
responsibilities grow with the increase in policy areas. On the other hand, European integration is driven
by subnational stakeholders and administrations. Policy networks foster the exchange of information
and discourse in policy fields, and they can simplify policy implementation. Through the activities of
new stakeholders in European integration, the national levels are expected to lose in importance. Here,
governance comes into play. Through European integration, a European political system has been
established whose policy making is characterised as a type of multi-governance, which stands for the
involvement of actors from the supranational and subnational levels in addition to the traditional national
level. They are involved in the development and implementation of most policies. Based on the principle
of subsidiarity, however, policies shall only be developed at the EU level when it is necessary and cannot
be regulated satisfactorily at a lower level. Therefore, it should be guaranteed that lower administrative
levels can develop their own custom-made policies if that is more appropriate.

Applying this theory to the case of cross-border transport, transnational functional bargaining is
expected to have led to the development of transport-related policies at the EU level whose relevance
has grown over the years. It seems to have been impossible to manage transport development at the
national level alone. Therefore, EU transport policies were developed and implemented through multi-
level governance, including the European supranational and subnational administrative levels. These
levels are expected to strongly influence further integration and policy implementation. The newly
created transnational transport policies might transfer further competences and tasks to the
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supranational level. The TEN-T and ETC policies, however, are not hierarchical and thus are not
directly binding. Yet, the TEN-T policy has become more concrete during the second funding period
(2014-2020). Still, the implementation of the EU policy objectives is to be ensured through facilitated
coordination and incentives. Further European integration and policy implementation are therefore
expected to be boosted by policy networks whose creation has been promoted in both the EU TEN-T
and ETC policies, for example, in the case of the corridor forums. The influence of the EU policies
during the two funding periods, the different administrative levels and policy networks on cross-border
transport shall be analysed in the case studies presented in chapter 6.

Intergovernmentalism theories consider the national levels to still be the most important actors in
European integration. The supranational level is thought to solely support the national levels and fulfil
delegated tasks. The national levels themselves are expected to not adapt themselves, but rather to
control European integration. Mutual benefits are the precondition for transnational cooperation. If no
agreement is reached, the policy fields remain a domestic responsibility.

As a European Transport and TEN-T Policy has been developed as a shared competence of the EU and
its member states, the theory does not seem to fit very well with the practice seen in the fields of transport
and Trans-European Networks. Several policy documents have been developed that define transport
development objectives for the whole EU. These documents also strongly promote the improvement of
cross-border transport. Additionally, many regulations have been developed by the Commission. In
particular, the development of the new TEN-T guidelines, which define the priority axes of the European
transport network, were mainly influenced by the supranational level. In addition, expert groups were
involved. The member states could not choose their preferred tracks, but were instead asked to approve
the proposed tracks and guidelines. However, as stated above, the policies are not directly binding, so
it remains to be determined in the further analysis the extent to which these policies influence the
development of European cross-border transport in practice.

Similar to neo-functionalism, new institutionalism also argues for the importance of new actors and
institutions, for example, cross-border cooperation structures or regions, informal rules and policies,
while in keeping with the theory of intergovernmentalism, it also argues for the persistence of existing,
traditional institutions (the national level) due to the expected strong path dependences.

As a result of path dependent institutions, the influence of EU policies on domestic policies might be
hampered. Furthermore, transport planning processes and cross-border cooperation might be hindered
by fast assimilation and harmonisation. The relevance of path dependence to the EU policy
implementation seen in different member states as well as the consequences for cross-border transport
in cross-border regions will be investigated in the case studies presented in chapter 6.

The theory of constructivism complements neo-functionalism in terms of the influence of soft pressures
and processes such as the establishment of a European identity and common values that further
promote integration. Actors are strongly influenced by their surrounding culture. Hence, European
integration can proceed preferentially in fields of common interest and common values. European
institutions are expected to facilitate the frequent exchange of information and mutual learning
between member states and thereby achieve an approximation of European cultures.

When conferring these assumptions on cross-border transport, it is expected that the transnational
exchange and learning processes in the field of transport — among others facilitated by the TEN-T, but
particularly by the ETC policy — contribute to the mutual comprehension of domestic transport
practices and the development of common policies and cross-border transport enhancements. In
addition, the exchange might have effects on domestic planning cultures and stakeholder contacts
across national borders. Such soft processes of convergence in relation to European integration would
be beneficial for the establishment of common infrastructures as well as during negotiations about
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transport services across borders. However, as these convergence processes are not committed, there
is no guarantee of implementation in practice or the alignment of domestic policies and planning
approaches. How the two policies have contributed to such soft processes and whether they have had a
positive influence on transport practice will be investigated in chapter 6.

European integration in the form of a ‘condominio’ governance style, that is, functional cooperation in
flexible European spaces that are independent of national boundaries, can explain the existence of cross-
border cooperation processes in cross-border regions. The latter become ‘policy entrepreneurs’ in the
functional fields of the perceived challenges that arise due to inadequate national governance. Such
cooperation networks exist in parallel to domestic structures. They are based on soft governance. Soft
governance establishes vertical and horizontal networks. Tasks can be governed by actors from different
administrative levels and the actors can be involved in different tasks at the same time. Additionally,
societal actors can be involved. In this case, cross-border cooperation is described as the functional
‘policy spaces’ for cooperation. Some examples of cross-border cooperation have been established top-
down through the initiative of the higher levels, while some have been developed as grassroots initiatives
at the local level. Based on the creation process, the character and the composition of members also
differ. Cross-border cooperation is said to contribute to further European integration, as is argued by
the theory of constructivism through exchange and learning processes as well as aligned development
strategies.

Cross-border cooperation has been strongly supported by EU policies, especially by the ETC in relation
to fostering learning processes. The aim is to facilitate the implementation of several predefined
functional objectives adopted from sectoral EU policies, for example, the TEN-T and EU Transport
policies. These flexible spaces** are governed through the cooperation of the involved states, which
influence individual transport development as well. The cross-border cooperation and networking
structures combined with the strong EU support are expected to foster cooperation in the field of
transport, especially when it is perceived as a border challenge. The extent to which the ETC policy
promotion of the transport-related EU objectives has been successful in supporting their implementation
as well as the relevance the ETC policy and funds have had for transport development in transnational
‘condominio -style ‘policy-spaces’ of cooperation will be evaluated in chapters 5 and 6.

Functional cooperation across borders has often led to the spatial demarcation of the scope of
cooperation and thereby to the creation of ‘new’ spaces. The influence of European integration on the
establishment of such soft spaces will be analysed in the next section.

Processes of European integration and the development of soft spaces
The removal of military borders among the European countries was a precondition for the European
integration process and the establishment of the EU. Through cooperation processes, the founding
members of the EU developed a structure of commonly agreed rules. European integration aims to
further diminish the disparities between member states in order to further integrate the domestic
systems. Several EU policy fields have formulated aims to overcome national territorial boundaries.
The mobility of people and goods across the internal borders (Schengen Agreement) has been facilitated
and, as stated above, European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) has fostered cross-border cooperation,
to name just two aims. The ETC has led to the rapid development of a number of cooperating cross-
border regions. Some of them have even been established in the absence of earlier cooperation traditions
(O'Dowd 2002). Thus, the financial incentives of the ETC have led to the development of new
boundaries of cooperation. The isolation of border regions at the edges of their national systems was
intended to be negated by means of cooperation processes across borders. Consequently, the separating

42 Thus, this idea also relates to the establishment of new territorial boundaries.
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character of territorial borders was to be removed and the EU was expected to further converge (positive
integration). These aims, however, created tensions in relation to the traditional sovereign
administrative boundaries of the member states. Indeed, the demarcation of national territories is a
sensitive subject for member states. Therefore, the EU is often described as an aggregation of
cooperating national spaces, which are based on common aims and values, and not as one common
European territory. Some cross-border regions, however, were already established soon after the Second
World War, and they can be seen as the beginning of European convergence and integration.

The formal influence of the ETC and its associated financial incentives on the development of cross-
border regions, their internal cooperation and their policies shall be explored in the case of cross-
border transport in chapters 5 and 6. In addition, the practical contribution of these EU-supported soft
spaces to the actual development of cross-border transport shall be evaluated by analysing the exchange
and further EU-funded project outputs that are expected to be of added value. The EU ’s impact shall be
compared with the impact of the other non-EU-funded cross-border cooperation attempts in cross-
border regions in order to evaluate the overall contribution of EU policy.

The regular exchange in European policy making is said to have promoted functional and further
relational cooperation across borders. Cross-border regions, as well as macro-regions and corridors, are
known as soft spaces, which are functionally and territorially demarcated, but cover other than the
traditional administrative boundaries. Soft spaces offer the opportunity to integrate additional actors
and spaces that formally belong to other administrative boundaries into cooperation in fields of common
interest. The desire to implement common visions for a certain territory is said to be a reason for the
territorial demarcation of a functional boundary. These new structures require the creation of new
governance scales. To become politically recognised as well as more stable, these boundaries have to
involve the concerned actors or inhabitants. Territorial and relational spaces are said to co-exist, overlap
(as in the case of soft spaces) and mutually influence each other. Further, cross-border regions show
many different characteristics and thus are diverse in terms of their scope, organisation, history,
members, aims etc. Taken together, they shape the boundaries of the EU.

Soft spaces — be they transnational regions or corridors — are expected to arise in the field of cross-
border transport in order to foster exchange with actors from the other side of the national border and
develop common strategies etc. within certain territorial boundaries. Furthermore, the establishment of
soft spaces might be used as a political instrument to demonstrate the need and will to cooperate across
administrative boundaries as well as to develop better transport infrastructure or services within a
predefined space. As these soft spaces are very diverse, their characteristics and initial situations are
considered to influence their ability to enhance cross-border transport. The contribution of these
different forms of soft spaces to cross-border transport will be evaluated in chapters 5 and 6.
Furthermore, the extent of which these overlapping soft spaces (e.g. macro-regions and corridors) and
traditional administrative spaces influence cross-border transport within smaller cross-border regions
will be investigated.

The above-mentioned reterritorialisation processes might lead to a rethinking of the distribution of
domestic spatial planning tasks and competences. Despite these processes, the administrative boundaries
of the member states are said to remain important, since EU policies are developed and implemented
by the member states for their jurisdictions. Additionally, the national administrative levels of the
member states remain the competent bodies in relation to many political decisions. Thus, the newly
arisen spaces do often lack the power to become active independently of the responsible domestic
institutions. In particular, examples of cross-border cooperation that were established solely for the
management of EU funds are said to be unnatural because they lack a profound basis for cooperation
and mutual relations. Therefore, they are not expected to be sustained following the end of the funding
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nor are they expected to develop stable cooperation. The growing number of examples of traditionally
developed cross-border cooperation, however, mirrors the blurring of traditional administrative
boundaries in favour of more natural, subnational functional boundaries.

Cooperation across administrative borders in the field of transport might foster the alignment of
bordering transport planning systems and ease the coordinated construction of cross-border transport
infrastructures. Still, different domestic planning systems and competences are expected to lead to
barriers to cooperation. The contribution of ETC- and TEN-T-supported cooperation to this potential
will be investigated in chapter 6. Cooperation structures that have a historic basis are expected to be
more stable as well as to foster cross-border transport more sustainably than cooperation initiated by
the ETC. As stated above, the importance of subnational traditional cooperation initiatives and the
maturity of the cooperation are to be taken into account when comparing their influence to the influence
of cooperation supported by the ETC and TEN-T policies on cross-border transport.

In the next section, the influence of EU integration on policy making and especially those EU policies
relevant to cross-border transport will be presented.

Processes of European integration and EU policy making

The theory of neo-functionalism argues that European integration is a self-reinforcing process driven by
functional spill-over effects. Thus, agreement on transnational cooperation in one policy field and the
adoption of common aims lead to cooperation and policy making in further necessary fields. The
exploitation of opportunities in new fields of cooperation additionally uncovers insufficient structures
and evokes new needs. This provokes the development of more policies. If these policies turn out to be
insufficient, this will result in pressure to begin further complementation. New needs arise that lead to
the further concretisation of policies. Good experiences are expected to further encourage integration so
that the process will be sustained.

This theory can also be used to explain the process and reasons why cross-border transport has become
relevant within the EU. As presented in chapters 3 and 4, the EU transport and TEN-T policies came to
the fore because they were needed for the fulfilment of other EU aims, such as the completion of the
European Single Market. In this context, the EU was forced to develop new policies that support cross-
border transport in order to achieve its original aim. The stronger crossing of national borders, for
example, evokes the need to improve existing transport infrastructures. The EU policy documents refer
to general EU policy objectives such as CO; neutrality in order to explain the need for new transport
measures. Additionally, strong cross-border flows are adduced as a reason for the promotion of
infrastructure and service improvements. The ETC policy was developed to contribute to the
implementation of the objectives of sectoral policies, for instance, in the field of transport, in territorially
disadvantaged spaces as well as to contribute to European cohesion, since this was challenged.

Marshall argues that domestic systems might be shaped by the growing influence of the EU in sectoral
fields such as transport. Evoked by sectoral EU interference, states might feel the need to adapt their
systems and shift competences to different levels that are considered to be more appropriate (Marshall
2014, 18). The EU transport policy and the definition of the TEN-T throughout the EU territory are said
to be examples of the rescaling of government and the stronger role of the supranational institutions.
Prior to 2008, large-scale infrastructure planning mainly took place at the national levels of the member
states. Since then, the European Union has put significant effort into the renewing of the Trans-European
Networks policies (ibid., 1).

The actual effects of the TEN-T policy on the member states’ transport development in general and
particularly on the promotion of cross-border transport as envisioned in these two EU policies on cross-
border transport practice will be analysed in the two case studies presented in chapter 6. Further, the

policy documents from the two different funding periods will be differentiated.
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The TEN-T and ETC policies are managed in the shared competence of the EU and its member states.
The European Commission proposes the policies, while the European Parliament and the Council have
to then agree. The ETC is adopted by qualified majority voting as being part of the Cohesion Policy.
The TEN-T policies have to be adopted unanimously because they directly concern the territories of the
member states. According to the theory of neo-functionalism, the policy fields influence each other
significantly. Therefore, EU policies should be coordinated and coherent. However, due to the different
focuses, the coordination of the two policy fields is difficult. There are no formal procedures for the
coordination of EU policies at the EU level.

Both policies promote the enhancement of cross-border transport and they are therefore expected to
strongly facilitate it. Still, the two policies have different focuses. These, however, should not be
regarded as a problem. Instead, the two policies should complement each other. In the current funding
period (2014-2020), the policy documents concerning the two policies have regularly referred to each
other, which might be a step in the right direction. Whether or not this has led to coordination in practice
will be explored in relation to the policies’ practical implementation in sections 6.3.5 and 6.4.5.

The next section summarises the approaches that attempt to evaluate the influence of EU policies and
explains which factors are decisive for policy implementation. Based on this, the further steps of this
research project are defined.

Implementation of EU policies and their influence on cross-border transport

Top-down Europeanisation describes the processes that are expected to influence the member states
through influences on the supranational level, for example, the adoption of a new EU policy. The
outcomes can be more or less visible. The member states might develop a new domestic policy or the
domestic distribution of power might be amended (institutional transfer). Less visible influences include
changed believes and values that have been developed through learning processes and identity building
(ideational transfer). Further, EU policies can also have no impact at the domestic level. According to
Europeanisation theories, EU policy transfer and implementation research, the character of a policy
determines the degree to which as well as the way in which the policy is implemented. The concreteness
of the policy and the degree of obligation are also relevant. Often, EU policies are defined very broadly
and not concretely. In this case, it is likely that the implementation through the member states will differ
strongly because the EU leaves room for domestic interpretation. A low level of policy pressure is
expected to minimise the EU policy influence.

As both analysed policies are within the shared EU competence, the member states are responsible for
the policies’ implementation. The TEN-T and ETC policies are non-hierarchical policies and the
implementation of their objectives is not directly binding. The EU cannot dictate the development, but
instead relies on indirect pressure to ensure the implementation of policies. Furthermore, the objectives
of the ETC in particular are not formulated concretely. The TEN-T policy, however, defined concrete
priority projects as well as a core and comprehensive transport infrastructure network to be
implemented. The new TEN-T corridor axes that were introduced during the funding period 2014-2020
were developed at the supranational level, thereby involving further subnational actors, for example,
experts (organisational spillover). The member states have stayed relevant because they had to adopt
the new regulations, although they were not directly involved in the planning stage. Thus, the definition
of the core network axes at the supranational level might be one step towards future (transport) planning
at the supranational level, a redistribution of planning competences and a higher degree of pressure
of the policies.

In addition to the predefined implementation process of formal policies, policies can be implemented
and contribute to Europeanisation without top-down pressure, but rather through facilitated
coordination processes of voluntary learning processes, as argued by the constructivist European
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integration approach. Here, the so-called ‘discourse communities’ or ‘norm entrepreneurs’ can develop
following the exchange of attitudes and practices that share a common view in certain policy fields and
thus implement the policies in their domestic spheres. Through these learning processes, policies can
also skip the national level and be directly implemented at the subnational or transnational level
(constrained policy transfer). Financial incentives further increase the probability of implementation.

The ETC policy in particular facilitates learning and exchange processes, while the TEN-T policy has
introduced new transnational bodies for exchange and coordination as well that might have a similar
effect and thereby influence both transport development and spatial planning (ibid., 18). Both policies
offer financial support to make it more attractive to implement the EU objectives. In relation to the ETC,
the member states have to develop multi-annual strategic agreements with the European Commission.
Afterwards, sub- and transnhational programme authorities are responsible for defining, respectively,
the Operational and Cooperation Programmes for the cross-border regions that determine regional
objectives. In the case of the TEN-T policy, in contrast, the management of calls for applications and
the choice of projects are organised by a supranational agency of the European Commission. The
influence of both approaches on cross-border transport will be investigated in chapters 5 and 6.

Although both are non-hierarchical policies, differences exist that might lead to different policy
influences on cross-border transport and European integration.

The analysis of the two policies has shown that the ETC policy fits very well with the constructivist
approach because it is primarily designed for the promotion of learning processes. Learning processes
might also lead to the convergence of planning cultures and practices. Due to the soft character, there
is no guarantee of the implementation of the policy’s objectives. The policy’s influence is hence difficult
to measure. The TEN-T policy appears to be an example of the neo-functionalist approach because it
was developed from earlier transport policies and steered strongly by supranational stakeholders, while
the role of the member states seems to have decreased, particularly during the current funding period
(2014-2020). Furthermore, fairly concrete objectives were defined. Therefore, the achievement of the
objectives might be more tangible than the influence of the ETC. The validity of both hypotheses and
both policies’ influence will be investigated in the case studies presented in chapter 6. Additionally, the
soft influences will be explored through interviews.

Although the character of the EU policies already allows the opportunity to roughly estimate the
influence of a particular EU policy, the real impact is strongly influenced by initial domestic
conditions, including the political, social and economic situation, the culture and the stakeholders
that are involved in the policy field at a domestic level as well as those responsible for the
implementation. Furthermore, the timing of the policy and the domestic policy processes that influence
the motivation to adapt as well as the domestic policy belief systems are relevant. Additionally, the
‘goodness of fit’, that is, the degree of necessary adaptation of the domestic level of the policy,
influences the policy pressure on the domestic system. If the policy corresponds to the domestic policy
already in place, then no change is expected — a certain mismatch is necessary to evoke domestic change.
If the policy strongly contradicts the national policy but is not a hierarchical policy, the probability of
implementation is also low. Thus, an EU policy is likely to be implemented in cases with intermediate
adoption requirements. Therefore, the existing domestic institutions strongly influence the
implementation of a policy. Thus, the influence of an EU policy depends on each individual case.

In this dissertation, the influence of the two EU policies on cross-border transport is explored, which is
not a national but rather a transnational issue, while the initial situations of several member states
involved and their domestic differences are also taken into account. This renders the analysis even more
complex. The ‘goodness of fit’ approach cannot be applied in this dissertation because it involves an
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ex-post analysis of the implementation. Still, the other factors that describe the initial situations are to
be taken into account.

Due to the above-mentioned variety of the cross-border regions, the following checklist (see Table 17)
will be used in the forthcoming case study analysis to characterise the initial situation of the cases.

Table 17: Checklist: Decisive characteristics of the cross-border regions and their internal cooperation

Historic roots of cooperation; already in place prior to INTERREG funding?

Degree of institutionalisation of cross-border cooperation.

Establishment of the cross-border region: bottom-up or top down and political construction or lived reality?
Territorial organisation of the involved authorities: federalist/centric state?

Time since border opening (EU accession) of both countries.

Size of the cooperation area.

Structure of the CB region (polycentricity vs. centrality).

Distance between border villages/cities.

Population density.

Demographic situation.

Economic situation of the border regions.

Disparities between the border regions and attractiveness of the neighbouring regions.
Topographical situation at the border (natural borders?).

Degree of cross-border mobility (commuters).

Condition of transport infrastructure and services across borders.

Influence of larger cross-border regions (macro-regional strategies, transnational projects).

L ZER JER R R R 2R R JER JER JER R 2R 2R R R 4

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

Top-down impact analyses can be applied to compare the planned influence with the actual influence of
an EU policy. Hence, the formal implementation in domestic policies and the practical
implementation of the defined policy objectives are explored. This approach is to be applied in the
following analytical part of the dissertation. The analysis will also take into account the transport-related
objectives of the residual Transport and Cohesion Policy documents, which potentially influenced the
TEN-T and ETC policies, in order to better evaluate the influence of the EU policy transport discourse
on member states.

Interim conclusion
To conclude, European integration has changed the original isolation of European countries as well as
created favourable starting conditions in terms of new governance styles, soft spaces and EU policies
for the establishment of cross-border transport through complex processes. The two investigated policy
fields, namely the TEN-T and ETC, both show high potential to influence cross-border transport.

As the EU policy implementation is strongly dependent on domestic conditions, several case studies
will be conducted in chapters 5 and 6 in order to evaluate the EU policies’ influence on cross-border
transport.
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Part 2. Implementation &
Influence

Chapter 5 Implementation of the ETC and TEN-T Policy in Soft Spaces:
Influence on Cross-Border Regional and Corridor Policies

Chapter 6 Implementation of European policies in European cross-border
regions — Contribution to cross-border transport

Interim Conclusion I1: Influence of EU policies on cross-border transport
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5 Implementation of the ETC and TEN-T Policy in Soft Spaces: Influence
on Cross-Border Regional and Corridor Policies

The fifth chapter analyses the influence of the TEN-T and ETC policy on EU-made soft spaces and their
policies. The EU INTERREG cross-border regions and TEN-T priority projects and corridors are
explored in terms of their promotion of transport-related EU objectives and especially the promotion of
cross-border transport. Thus, the analysis forms the first part of the implementation analysis — an
intermediate level between the EU and the member states.

First, the transport strategies and objectives of the cross-border regions which benefit from ETC are
presented and compared to the EU transport policy objectives. This includes the 50 respectively 53
cross-border regional and ten respectively 12 transnational INTERREG programmes that were
developed for the funding periods 2007-2013 and 2014-2020.

Second, the objectives of the TEN-T priority projects (2007-2013) and core network corridors (2014-
2020) are explored and compared to the EU policy objectives.

The third part of this chapter analyses the influence of European policies on cross-border transport based
on nine case studies. Based on the analysis of the TEN-T corridor strategies and ETC-Programmes,
which was presented before, nine case studies are chosen for the further analysis: One cross-border
region per corridor. The information is based on written surveys conducted with relevant stakeholders
of the cross-border region and the TEN-T corridor concerned and further statistical background
information on the cross-border regions. Based on the information gained in the first step of the analysis
a well-founded decision can be taken for the final choice of in depth case studies analysed in the next
chapter.

5.1Transport strategies and objectives of ERDF funded cross-border regions
(ETC)

This chapter presents an overview of the transport strategies and aims of all cross-border regions funded
in the European Territorial Cooperation, either in the so-called cross-border cooperation (INTERREG
A) or in the transnational cooperation (INTERREG B), by analysing their Operational Programmes from
the last funding period (2007-2013) and the Cooperation Programmes of the current funding period
(2014-2020). Only the sections on mobility and transport development of the Operational/Cooperation
Programmes are analysed.

The Operational Programmes respectively Cooperation Programmes of the INTERREG A and B cross-
border and transnational cooperation areas choose certain EU policies® aims based on the needs of each
respective cross-border region.

According to Nagelkramer the INTERREG A programmes are strongly shaped by domestic
stakeholders as they are developed and implemented in a cooperation of regional and local stakeholders
of the involved member states together with partners from local public authorities and public society as
well as social and economic partners as it is defined in the respective EU regulation. National
stakeholders coordinate the formulation of the programme’s aims and priorities. Thereby the integration
of the national transport aims is said to be ensured (Interview Nagelkramer 2016; 2016; 2016; Interview
Brol 2016)." Like in INTERREG A, the establishment process of the INTERREG B Operational and
Cooperation Programmes is said to involve national as well as regional stakeholders which commonly
decide about the cooperation area’s objectives (Interview Ritt 2016). The different national ministries,
including the transport ministries, are involved in the development of the programmes as members of
the monitoring committee. The committee also decides about the distribution of funds and has to take
an unanimous decision (Interview Ritt 2016; Interview Wierzbicki and V. Griekere 2016). Before
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participating in the monitoring committee, the national representatives synchronize themselves with
other domestic national and regional stakeholders of their country in national committees. Thereby also
regional transport aims were taken into account (Interview Ritt 2016; Interview Nowicki 2016;
Interview Diehl 2016; Interview Wierzbicki and V. Griekere 2016). According to Diehl, INTERREG
shall contribute to the implementation of the aims of regional spatial development plans. Therefore it is
considered to be very relevant to coordinate the regional aims in the cooperation programme (Interview
Diehl 2016).

The final programme is said to be usually based on the highest common denominator of aims because
of many different regional aims and focuses. However, in the field of transport the partner countries are
said to share common EU objectives like the reduction of CO emissions and sustainable mobility so
that the countries’ aims would not contradict each other. Still, the allocation of funds to the different
aims might differ (Interview Straehli 2016).

The EU influences the transnational INTERREG A and B programmes by defining the basic guidelines
for the programmes (Interview Brol 2016; Interview Diehl 2016). In addition, the European Commission
is involved in the development of the programmes (Interview Wierzbicki and V. Griekere 2016). Kurnol
thinks that INTERREG in general has been influenced more strongly by the TEN-T policy and the
European transport policy aims than by the domestic transport policy aims because of the European
perspective of INTERREG (Interview Kurnol 2016).

In the following, first, the INTERREG A programmes are analysed for both funding periods, afterwards
the aims and strategies of the INTERREG B programme areas towards transport development are
presented.

5.1.1 Cross-border cooperation (INTERREG A)
The programmes of the two funding periods are presented in the chronological order.

INTERREG A Operational Programmes 2007-2013
Between 2007 and 2013 60 cross-border cooperation programmes were funded by the ERDF (European
Commission 2015c)(see Image 7).

mage 7: Scope of the INTERREG IV A cross-border regions (2007-2013)
‘ »

. {

Source: European Commission n.y.g
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In the following the 50 Operational Programmes located at the European continent are investigated (see
Table 18). The residual programmes are considered to have a limited relevance for cross-border
transport and not to be influenced by the TEN-T. Only Operational Programmes of the EU member
states are investigated, no IPA programmes.

Table 18: List of the analysed cross-border region's cooperation programmes
Analysed cross-border cooperation regions 2007-2013

01 | Austria-Czech Republic 26 | Greece-Cyprus

02 | Austria-Hungary 27 | Greece-Italy

03 | Austria-Italy 28 | Hungary-Romania

04 | Austria—Germany/Bavaria (Bayern—Osterreich) 29 | Hungary-Slovakia

05 | Belgium-France (France-Wallonie-Vlaanderen) 30 | Italy-France (Maritime)

Belgium-Germany-The Netherlands

06 (Euregio Meuse-Rhin) 81| ltaly-Malta

07 | Belgium-The Netherlands (VIaanderen-Nederland) | 32 | Italy-Slovenia

08 | Czech Republic-Poland 33 | Italy-Switzerland

09 | Czech Republic-Slovakia 34 | Latvia-Lithuania

10 | Denmark-Germany (Fehmarnbelt-Region ) 35 | Lithuania-Poland

11 Denmark-Gemany _ 36 PoIand—Den_mark—Germany—Lithuania-Sweden
(Syddanmark - Schleswig-K.E.R.N.) (South Baltic)

12 | Estonia-Latvia 37 Poland-Germany/Brandenburg (short:

Brandenburg-Lubuskie)

13 | Finland-Estonia-Latvia-Sweden (Central Baltic) 38 | Poland-Slovakia

14 France-Belgium-Germany-Luxembourg

(Greater Region) 39 | Romania-Bulgaria

France-Belgium-The Netherlands-United Kingdom

15 40 | Slovakia-Austria

(Two seas)
16 | France-Germany-Switzerland (Oberrhein) 41 | Slovenia-Austria
17 | France-ltaly (ALCOTRA) 42 | Slovenia-Hungary
18 | France-Switzerland 43 | Spain-France-Andorra
19 | France-United Kingdom (Manche/Channel) 44 | Spain-Portugal
20 | Germany/Bavaria-Czech Republic 45 (Sc\;vr eeiﬁ?] d?rig;?:g;gt—,\sli;vg:?/rak)
21 Germany/Mecklenburg-Vorpommern- 16 Swedt_en—FinIan_d—Norway
Brandenburg-Poland (Botnia-Atlantica)
22 | Germany/Saxony-Czech Republic 47 | Sweden-Finland-Norway-Sami Area (North)
23 | Germany/Saxony-Poland 48 | Sweden-Norway
24 | Germany-The Netherlands 49 United Kingdom

(Northern Ireland-Western Scotland)

25 | Greece-Bulgaria 50 | United Kingdom-Ireland (Ireland-Wales)

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern 2017.

The analysis is based on the Operational Programme documents. Because of language constraints four
Operational Programmes of the funding period 2007-2013 could not be analysed in depth (Greece-
Cyprus, Czech-Republic-Poland, Italy-Switzerland, Italy-Slovenia). Furthermore, not all Operational
Programmes defined a description of the transport’s status quo of the cross-border region. In these cases
the analysis relied on short summaries of the programmes’ aims and expected outcomes published by
the European Commission or on the respective homepages of the programmes.

In the following, the transport situation of the two programmes France-Belgium-Germany-Luxembourg
(Greater Region) and Poland-Germany/Brandenburg (short: Brandenburg-Lubuskie) and their relation
to transport development is presented. The other programmes’ relation to transport can be found in the
appendix.
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France — Belgium — Germany — Luxembourg (Greater Region)

The Greater Region is crossed by two main TEN-T corridors which congests the transport network of
the region. The network is not efficient enough. Additionally, the growth of commuters contributes to a
stronger congestion. In mid 2007 the TGV network was linked to the region. Inland waterways should
be used more often for freight transport. The Greater Region has several international airports. The offer
should be better coordinated though to improve the overall offer. The internal rail network is not very
efficient. The usage of public transport services is very low. The offer needs to be improved especially
across borders. The cooperation and coordination between domestic actors needs to be supported. The
timetables and tariffs of the cross-border public transport services need to be adjusted and information
about them should be accessible. To contribute to the cross-border economic development of the region
also transport improvements can be funded: the new TGV connection should be used to improve the
cross-border infrastructure. Furthermore, freight terminals can be supported. To contribute to the spatial
development of the Greater Region, the mobility is to be improved. Internal and external (to the
European Metropolitan regions) accessibility are to be enhanced. The network should be appropriate for
working commuters but also allow cross-border freetime travelling. Especially local cross-border public
services are to be improved Environmental friendly modes shall be supported and the network should
become more interoperable. Intelligent transport systems are to be applied. Cross-border car-sharing
offers and the establishment of bicycle and hiking trails shall be supported (Interreg Grof3region 2011,
31f.,, 51, 55).

Poland — Germany/Brandenburg (short: Brandenburg-Lubuskie)

The accessibility of the cross-border region between Brandenburg and Wojewddztwo Lubuskie
(Germany and Poland) is considered to be insufficient although several investments were made earlier.
The road network differs between the both domestic parts of the region. Brandenburg has more national
roads whereas Lubuskie has more regional roads. The cross-border area is divided by rivers and not
enough border crossings exist. Even the larger cities do not show a high level of accessibility from the
inside and the outside. The public cross-border transport services are not sufficient. Therefore the cross-
border infrastructure needs to be improved and should be planned bilaterally. Therefore one priority is
dedicated to the improvement of infrastructure: “Foérderung der Infrastruktur und Verbesserung der
Umweltsituation”. The cross-border transport connections are to be expanded on all transport modes
except of air transport and made safer. The transport network should be linked to the TEN-T. Instead
bicycle transport is to be supported. Public transport services are to be established. They should be multi-
modal (bus and train), environmental- and user-friendly and should be coordinated bilaterally. Multi-
modal logistical terminals for cross-border transport are to be established (Land Brandenburg 2008,
13ff., 45ff.).

The analysis of all INTERREG IV A Programmes shows that 50% of all INTERREG IV A Programmes
have related to the TEN-T. A higher percentage - 94% - mentioned cross-border transport. 38% of the
programmes defined an own transport priority (see Figure 36). Only one programme excluded the
contribution to the transport development. The residual programmes (58%) promote transport objectives
within other priorities.

Figure 36: Definition of transport priorities in the INTERREG IV A programmes (2007-2013)
1 1

Y
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m no information

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.
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As can be seen in Figure 37 the programmes contribute to the high variety of EU transport objectives
except of the development of freight corridors. The objective promoted least was mentioned by seven
of 50 programmes. 34% of the programmes promote the linkage of TEN-T and secondary networks
which is below the promotion in the EU policies. 70% promote the enhancement of cross-border services
and 80% of cross-border infrastructures.

Despite the reference to the EU objectives their relevance seems not to be related in every case to the
promotion of these objectives in the EU policies.

Figure 37: Contribution of the INTERREG IVA programmes to the EU policy objectives
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

INTERREG A Cooperation Programmes (2014-2020)
Between 2014 and 2020 60 cross-border cooperation programmes are funded by the ERDF (European
Commission 2015¢) (see Image 8). Only the 53 cooperation programmes located at the European
continent are investigated (see Table 19) because of the other programmes’ limited relevance for cross-
border transport and TEN-T influence. Only cooperation programmes of the EU member states are
investigated, no IPA programmes.

The overview is mainly based on the cooperation programmes. Because of language constraints five
Cooperation Programmes could not be analysed in depth (Czech-Republic-Poland®; Greece-Cyprus;
Italy-Switzerland; Poland-Slovakia and Slovakia-Czech Republic). Furthermore, not all Cooperation
Programmes defined a description of the transport’s status quo of the cross-border region. In these cases

43 Because of a very low degree of information on the Czech-Polish cross-border region the case was excluded from the further
analysis.
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the analysis relied on the short summaries of the programmes’ aims and expected outcomes published
by the European Commission or on the respective homepages of the programmes.
Image 8: Scope of the INTERREG V A cross-border regions (2014-2020)

e
[, |
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Source: DG Regio 2015.

In the current funding period, the ETC policy allows the cross-border cooperation programmes to
support the coordination of transport infrastructure planning across borders and promote the shift to
more environmentally friendly and interoperable transport modes. Furthermore, the programmes can
support less developed regions in the construction of missing cross-border links if they represent urgent
bottlenecks for the cross-border mobility (Interreg Slovakia-Austria 2015b, 25).

In the following, the transport situation and relation to transport development of two programmes
France-Belgium-Germany-Luxembourg (Greater Region) and Germany/Brandenburg-Poland
(Brandenburg-Lubuskie) is presented. Information on the residual programmes can be found in the
appendix.

Table 19: List of the analysed cross-border region’s cooperation programmes

Analysed cross-border cooperation regions 2014-2020

01 | Austria-Czech Republic 28 | Italy-Austria

02 | Austria-Hungary 29 | Italy-Croatia

03 | Austria—Germany/Bavaria (Bayern—Osterreich) 30 | Italy-France (Maritime)

04 | Belgium-France (France-Wallonie-VIaanderen) 31 | Italy-Malta

Belgium-Germany-The Netherlands (Euregio

05 Meuse-Rhin) 32 | Italy-Slovenia

06 | Belgium-The Netherlands (\VVlaanderen-Nederland) |33 | Italy-Switzerland

07 | Bulgaria-Romania 34 | Latvia-Lithuania

08 | Czech Republic-Poland 35 | Lithuania-Poland

09 | Estonia-Latvia 36 Poland-Denmark-Germany-Lithuania-Sweden

(South Baltic)

10 | Finland-Estonia-Latvia-Sweden (Central Baltic) 37 | Poland-Germany/Saxony

11 France-BeIgl_um-Germany—Luxembourg 38 | Poland-Slovakia
(Greater Region)
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France-Belgium-The Netherlands-United Kingdom

12 (Two seas) 39 | Romania-Hungary
13 | France-Germany-Switzerland (Oberrhein) 40 | Slovakia-Austria
14 | France-Italy (ALCOTRA) 41 | Slovakia-Czech Republic
15 | France-Switzerland 42 | Slovakia-Hungary
16 | France-United Kingdom (Manche/Channel) 43 | Slovenia-Austria
17 Germany-Austria-Switzerland-Liechtenstein 44 | Slovenia-Croatia

(Alpenrhein-Bodensee-Hochrhein)

18 | Germany/Bavaria-Czech Republic 45 | Slovenia-Hungary

Germany/Brandenburg-Poland (short:

19 Brandenburg-Lubuskie) 46 | Spain-France-Andorra (POCTEFA)
Germany/Mecklenburg-Vorpommern- -
20 Brandenburg-Poland 47 | Spain-Portugal (POCTEP)
. Sweden-Denmark-Norway
21 | Germany/Saxony-Czech Republic 48 (Oresund-Kattegat-Skagerrak)
22 | Germany-Denmark 49 | Sweden-Finland-Norway (Nord)
23 | Germany-The Netherlands 50 | Sweden-Finland-Norway (Botnia-Atlantica)
24 | Greece-Bulgaria 51 | Sweden-Norway
25 | Greece-Cyprus 50 United Kingdom-Ireland

(Ireland-Northern Ireland-Scotland)

26 | Greece-lItaly 53 | United Kingdom-Ireland (Ireland-Wales)

27 | Hungary-Croatia

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern 2017.

France-Belgium-Germany-Luxembourg (Greater Region)

The Greater Region and its transport network are strongly influenced by the largest cross-border flows
in the EU because of economic linkages and high job mobility across borders. The environment is
burdened (CO2 emissions, noise, air pollution). Several transport infrastructures are congested; many
citizens use the private car. Therefore under the first priority axis “Die Entwicklung eines integrierten
Arbeitsmarkts durch die Forderung von Bildung, Ausbildung und Mobilitat weiter voranbringen”
[Foster the development of an integrated job market by supporting education, training and mobility] the
job mobility across borders shall be further facilitated and coordinated to ensure a sustainable
development. The commuting times between residence and job location are to be minimized and the
public transport offer as well alternative transport modes (bicycle, afoot, car-sharing etc.) are to be
enlarged. The trip to work shall become more multimodal. The cross-border transport offer should be
developed based on the demand and made more visible. Investments in the infrastructure and rolling
material can be taken in a limited extent. The high CO. emissions in the region are to be minimized.
Furthermore, the coordination of synergies and complementarities between the different domestic
transport networks shall be fortified and the networks shall become more interoperable in terms of
ticketing systems and transport systems. In the second priority axis, the negative environmental effects
of transport shall be minimized. Furthermore, sustainable company mobility plans are to be fostered
(Interreg Grofregion 2015, 9f.,18,20,30,37,41).

19 Germany/Brandenburg-Poland (short: Brandenburg-Lubuskie)

The cross-border region is crossed from East to West by the North-Sea-Baltic TEN-T corridor.
Furthermore, it is connected in the German part by the Scandinavia-Mediterranean and the Orient East
Med corridors and in the Polish part by the Baltic Adriatic corridor. The internal road accessibility of
the cross-border region has been improved especially in the Polish part through EU investments in the
last years. Still, particularly the cross-border sections in the cooperation area are said to be in a poor
condition. The cross-border region is separated by the two rivers Oder and Neisse (the so-called Oder-
Neisse line). This natural frontier is overcome in the cross-border region by seven road-bridges and four
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rail bridges only. Therewith it is feared not to benefit sufficiently by the vicinity of the four TEN-T
corridors and instead be only crossed by transit transport. Furthermore, the travel times and comfort are
said to need further improvements as well as the rail infrastructure and management. Cross-border
transport services are said not to be coordinated and interoperable. Additionally, transport has to become
more environmentally friendly. The second priority axis “Anbindung an die Transeuropaischen Netze
und nachhaltiger Verkehr” [Connection to the TEN-Ts and sustainable transport] shall focus on the
transport development of the region. Through the enhancement of the cross-border road connections,
also the connection to the TEN-T shall be improved which is expected to contribute to the region’s
overall accessibility in the EU and make the region more attractive for people and enterprises. Herewith
secondary and tertiary transport nodes shall be linked to the TEN-T by completing missing links. Also
cross-border commuters, tourists and commerce shall benefit from the better cross-border infrastructure.
Transport planning on the establishment of new bridges shall be coordinated across borders. As second
objective, public transport services shall become more popular to reduce congestions and enlarge the
accessibility. Services shall especially be improved in twin cities and regional centres. For the
maintenance of public transport in rural areas, innovative concepts need to be developed. Cross-border
bus connections are especially important to connect train stations on both sides of the border. The
information about existing cross-border transport services, common tickets and their marketing is also
to be improved. Furthermore, the negative environmental impact of transport (noise, pollution, safety
risks) shall be minimized through cooperation and the offer of alternative modes of transport, including
electro-mobility and bicycle concepts. This transport focus shall contribute to the sustainable growth
objective of the Europe 2020 Strategy and the partnership agreements of the two countries (Interreg
Brandenburg-Polen 2014, 9f.,14,16,18,21f.,24,36ff.).

In the current funding period 10%, i.e. five programmes (see Figure 38), strictly exclude transport
objectives, which is a higher percentage than in the previous funding period. However, more
programmes explicitly promote transport than in the earlier funding period: 56% of the programmes
have defined a transport priority. Further 35% of the programmes include transport objectives in other
priority areas.

In total 54% of the INTERREG VA programmes have mentioned the TEN-T and sometimes special
corridors which is 4% more than in the last funding period. However, only 83% related to cross-border
transport which is a lower percentage than before.

Figure 38: Definition of a transport priority in the INTERREG IV A programmes (2014-2020)
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

As can be seen in Figure 39 the programmes of the second funding period promote a high variety of
transport-related EU objectives like in the previous funding period. Besides freight corridors which are
not promoted like in the last funding period the objective which was promoted least was mentioned by
10 programmes. The linkage of TEN-T and secondary networks as well as the other two cross-border
transport-related objectives was promoted to a little lower degree than in the last funding period. Also
other objectives were promoted less. However, the environmental related objectives were mentioned
more frequently in the second funding period 2014-2020. As in the last funding period despite the
reference to the EU objectives their relevance seems not to be related in every case to the promotion of
these objectives in the EU policies.
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Figure 39: Contribution of the INTERREG A programmes of 2007-2013 and 2014-2020 to the EU
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5.1.2 Transnational cooperation (INTERREG B)
The programmes of the two funding periods are presented in the chronological order.

INTERREG B Operational Programmes (2007-2013)

Between 2007 and 2013 thirteen transnational cooperation programmes were funded by the ERDF (see
Image 9). In this study only the Operational Programmes of the areas connected to the European main
territory are analysed (see Table 20). The programmes of the Caribbean Area, Azores-Madeira-Canarias
and the Indian Ocean Area are not investigated as they do not represent cross-border transport within

the EU.

able 20: List of the INTERREG B transnational cooperation programmes 2007-2013

INTERREG B Countries involved 2007-2013

Alpine Space AT, CH, DE, FR, IT, LI, SI

Atlantic Area ES, F, IR, PT, UK

Baltic Sea DE, DK, EE, FIN, LV, LIT, PL, SE (+ BY, NOR, RU)

(East) Central Europe

AT, CZ, DE, HR, HU, IT, PL, SI, SK

Mediterranean Area

HR, CYP, FR, GR, IT, MT, PT, S|, ES, UK (+ AL, BA, ME)

North Sea Region

UK, NE, BE, DK, DE, SE (+ NOR)

North West Europe

IR, UK, BE, LUX, CH, FR, DE, NE

Northern Periphery (and Arctic)

FIN, IRE, UK, SE (+ FO, GL, IS, NOR)

South East Europe

IT, AT, SI, HR, HU, SK,RO, BG, GR (+RS, ME, UA, MD, MK, BA, AL)

South West Europe

PT, ES, FR, UK (Gibraltar) (+AD)

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern 2017.
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Image 9: Map of the transnational cooperation programmes (2007- 2013)
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The aims of the three programmes Baltic Sea, (East) Central Europe and North West Europe in the field
of transport and the cooperation areas’ status quo in the field of transport are presented in the following,
based on the information given in the respective Operational Programmes. The residual programmes’
aims can be found in the appendix.

Baltic Sea
The Baltic Sea Region entitled its priority connected with transport “External and internal accessibility

of the BSR”. Because of the Baltic Sea, not solely land transport is relevant but also waterways are very
important. The Baltic Sea separates the Baltic Sea Region and can be seen as a barrier but also as a
transport mode. The transport system looses in density to the north in the sparsely populated areas of
the Baltic Sea Region. In the north and the east the accessibility needs to be improved especially within
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the region. Long distances between north and south lead to long travel times also internationally. A
comprehensive multi-modal transport system shall be developed that links the different national systems
and implement innovative solutions. Besides the TEN-T projects in the area, the Baltic Sea Region shall
improve the accessibility between its countries also on secondary networks, linked to TEN-TSs, to the
EU and to the neighbouring countries of the BSR. Inland waterways are not connected effectively.
Transport shall be transferred from congested roads to sea based transport that can easily access remote
areas as well. The interregional air transport is not satisfactory and shall be enhanced. The programme
proposes to establish ‘transnational development zones’ that shall develop areas close to transport
corridors to make use of this potential. Transport between urban and rural areas shall be improved. The
implementation of motorways of the sea can be supported. The usage of alternative fuels and transport
modes as well as sustainable urban public transport systems is to be tested. Missing links on
transnational corridors across borders shall be established (Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013
2012, 16, 28ff., 35 and 59ff.).

Central Europe

Central Europe addresses transport issues with its priority “Improving Accessibility of and within
Central Europe”. The quality of the transport system varies strongly between each member state and
region involved in the Central Europe Programme. The newer Eastern European member states are less
developed than the older member states. The transport systems still focus very much on the traditional
domestic systems and the networks are not connected very well across the borders and have very
different priorities. There are several regions in the periphery and at national borders that are not
connected well with the European transport system. The environment is to be relieved. The internal
accessibility within the whole programme area and to the outside is strongly supported by the TEN-T
priority projects and motorways of the sea. Additionally, Central Europe has borders to non-European
countries. Here also transport axes to the neighbouring countries influence the area. Still the TEN-T
network within Eastern Europe is lagging behind and needs further support. Especially the rail network
needs to be enhanced to relieve the roads especially for freight transport. Further potential is seen in the
usage of inland waterways for trade and transit transport. As Central Europe is also connected to the
Adriatic and Baltic Sea, sea ports are a relevant factor of accessibility. Regional ports are to be supported
by coordinating their development and avoiding competition between them. Public transport is not very
effective in all parts of Central Europe. Especially border areas lack good cross-border infrastructure
and services. In extreme cases there is even no connection to the neighbouring country. The number of
road accidents is very high in Central Europe and should be minimized. The TEN-T corridors shall be
interlinked and integrated into the existing system. Furthermore, they should be amended. Existing
bottlenecks shall be vanished and sea ports connected. The transport system shall become more
sustainable and efficient in connecting remote areas with central areas and managing congestions in
urban areas. The transport modes should be interconnected. It is seen as a prerequisite that different
administrative levels are coordinated in their transport policies. Innovative transport management
systems shall be used to develop multi-modal logistical chains. The transport system should be
environmental friendly. The use of public transport in cities should be enlarged and alternative modes
of transport improved. Additionally, the transport projects should be energy-efficient (Central Europe
Programme 2012a, 22ff. 64ff.).

North West Europe

“Improving connectivity in NWE by promoting intelligent and sustainable transport and ICT solutions”
is the title of the transport priority of North West Europe. In North West Europe the accessibility level
varies strongly b (INTERREG IVB NWE n.y.v, 74ff.)etween the core and the periphery. The core is
congested. The periphery needs innovative ideas to provide a higher accessibility and public services.
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Cross-border transport connections and services need to be improved as well as transnational transport
corridors. The region is also characterized by transit transport flows. Additionally, the sea that divides
the cooperation area in two parts is still seen as a barrier. Sea transport and inland waterways needs to
be improved. The negative environmental influence of growing transport is to be minimized and
transport made more sustainable. Intelligent transport systems shall contribute to this aim by making the
existing transport infrastructure more effective and safer. The different domestic systems shall become
more compatible. Alternative transport modes to the road shall be supported and bottlenecks relieved.
Furthermore, logistical processes need to be optimized and the interoperability between different
transport modes improved. Passenger as well as freight transport is to be improved. The economic
potential from transport corridors shall be used by the regions crossed by connecting the transnational
network to secondary network. The national and regional systems should be coordinated. Regional ports
and airports are to be supported and made more accessible with other transport modes (ibid., 73ff.).

As the ERDF regulation for 2007-2013 laid down that the European Territorial Cooperation should
contribute to a higher accessibility within the EU, in all cases analysed except one, the Operational
Programmes defined the priority to contribute to the EU’s transport development in the form of
‘accessibility’ in their main priorities. Solely the Northern Periphery Programme mentioned
‘accessibility’ as a sub-field.

Partially the documents directly refer to other transport or environmental related policy documents and
take up their aims such as the White Paper on European Transport and the TEN-T priority networks.
50% of the documents refer to the TEN-T whereas 80% relate to cross-border transport. Thus they react
on further policies besides the EU cohesion policy.

Cross-border infrastructures and the linkage of TEN-T and secondary networks are promoted to a
relatively high degree. Cross-border services are less relevant.

The transnational programmes do not fund the establishment of large infrastructures but coordination,
planning and preparation studies and action plans for such investments. Additionally, they can be a
platform for negotiations to apply for other funds and to meet potential partners.

Figure 40 shows the potential fields of cooperation in the respective transnational cooperation areas, as
they have been named in the Operational Programmes. All aims of the EU policies have been mentioned
in the programme documents. All promote a better passenger and freight transport. Rarely named in the
transnational cooperation programmes was the support of freight corridors, the improvement of user-
friendliness, cross-border transport services, a better connection between the neighbouring member
states and a higher cooperation and exchange of best practices. The last two points, however, are
probably not named explicitly in the field of transport because being the basic aims of European
Territorial Cooperation anyway. The promotion is in several objectives similar to the relevance in the
EU policies, but not always.

Cross-border infrastructures and the linkage of TEN-T and secondary networks are promoted to a
relatively high degree. Cross-border services are less relevant.

The transnational programmes do not fund the establishment of large infrastructures but coordination,
planning and preparation studies and action plans for such investments. Additionally, they can be a
platform for negotiations to apply for other funds and to meet potential partners.
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Figure 40: Transport objectives of the transnational INTERREG IV B programmes 2007-2013
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

INTERREG B cooperation programmes (2014-2020)
In the current funding period, one completely new transnational cooperation area was added: the Danube
Area, whereas the former South-East Europe programme was split into two separate programmes: the
Adriatic-lonian and the Balkan-Mediterranean programme (see Image 10 and Table 21).

Table 21: Analysed transnational cooperation programmes 2007-2014 and the countries involved
INTERREG B Countries involved 2014-2020
Adriatic-lonian (ADRION) IT, SI, GR, HR (+ AL, BA, ME, RS)
Alpine Space AT, CH, DE, FR, IT, LI, SI
Atlantic Area ES, F, IR, PT, UK
Balkan-Mediterranean BG, CY, GR (+ AL, MK)
Baltic Sea DE, DK, EE, FIN, LV, LIT, PL, SE (+ BY, NOR, RU)
(East) Central Europe AT, CZ, DE, HR, HU, IT, PL, SI, SK
Danube DE, CZ, AT, SI, HR, SK, HU, RO, BG (+ AL, MD, BA, ME, RS, UA)
Mediterranean Area (MED) HR, CYP, FR, GR, IT, MT, PT, S|, ES, UK (+ AL, BA, ME)
North Sea Region UK, NE, BE, DK, DE, SE (+ NOR)
North West Europe IR, UK, BE, LUX, CH, FR, DE, NE
Northern Periphery (and Arctic) | FIN, IRE, UK, SE (+ FO, GL, IS, NOR)
South West Europe PT, ES, FR, UK (Gibraltar) (+AD)

Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

The three areas, not connected to the European continent are not considered in the analysis like in the
presentation of the earlier funding period. The aims of three programmes of the Baltic Sea, (East) Central
Europe and North West Europe are presented in the following. The residual ones can be found in the
appendix.
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Image 10: Map of the transnational cooperation programmes (2014-2020

ERDF Transnational cooperation programmes 2014 - 2020
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Source: European Commission and GD Regio 2015.

Baltic Sea

The Baltic Sea sees the region’s accessibility as a key challenge of its cooperation area because of long
distances between the subregions, peripheral, little populated regions with low transport infrastructure
quality and difficult geographic conditions. Especially the northern and eastern parts of the region have
a low accessibility. Furthermore, the national transport systems are not fully interoperable because of
different domestic regulations and standards. Also, the TEN-T networks are said neither to be
sufficiently interconnected nor connected with secondary or tertiary networks of the regions. Transport
shall become more sustainable and adapt to the needs of an ageing population. On the Baltic Sea
maritime transport is very important and growing. In this respect, the natural resources of the Baltic Sea
are to be saved by cooperating even stronger in common safety standards. The sea transport should be
linked to the inland waterways to increase the accessibility of the hinterland. Furthermore, the transport
within cities is to be enhanced and the CO; emissions are to be minimized. Because of the transport’s
high relevance for Baltic Sea, the cooperation programme defined an own priority ‘sustainable transport’
in this field which supports both passenger and freight transport. The aims are to better integrate the
TEN-T corridors into the region and connect them with the secondary and tertiary networks. The
transport shall become more interoperable, intermodal and therewith more efficient and environmental
friendly. Intelligent and innovative transport information and support systems shall be applied. Remote
areas shall be made more accessible and linked to urban centres. Furthermore, maritime services and
safety are to be improved and the nature preserved. In urban centres environmental friendly mobility
shall be enlarged (Interreg Baltic Sea Region 2015, 7f.,12ff.).

(East) Central Europe

The cooperation area of the Central Europe programme shows a bifid picture of the transport conditions:

the western part has high potentials for multimodality whereas the eastern and peripheral regions are
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less efficient. Therefore, secondary networks are to be supported to connect the main transport routes
and urban concentrations with the regional and local networks. Sustainable freight and passenger
transport needs to be enlarged, especially in cities to reduce CO, emissions and to be more
environmentally friendly. Especially the new member states need to improve the interoperability and
multimodality of their transport systems. Public transport services shall be upgraded and promoted.
Cross-border sections are in poor conditions in peripheral regions. To improve the transport situation
the cooperation programmes focuses in its fourth priority axis on ‘Cooperating on transport to better
connect CENTRAL EUROPE’. Thereby especially remote areas shall be supported to improve their
accessibility. The existence of the European transport networks in the region shall be made use of and
connected to subnational infrastructures. Freight and passenger transport shall become smart,
multimodal and environmentally friendly. Bottlenecks shall be removed. Transport development is to
be coordinated across borders with the different relevant actors to make the transport more effective
(Interreg Central Baltic 2014, 10f.,17f.,24).

North-West Europe

The region contains several large agglomerations but also rural, less accessible regions. In North West
Europe freight transport is mainly concentrated on the roads and contributes strongly to the high CO»
emissions of the region. North West Europe aims at reducing the energy consumption in the region,
especially in the field of transport which is one of the main producers of greenhouse gases. Alternative
modes of transport shall be fostered to contribute to a multimodal transport system. Furthermore,
passenger and freight transport shall be reduced by developing more sustainable mobility. The
environmental harm and emissions shall e reduced. Therefore, transport investments can be taken under
the second priority axis “Low carbon” if they contribute to the reduction of CO> emissions. More
concrete, transnational innovative and intelligent traffic management systems for multimodal logistical
chains or passenger flows shall be developed rather than establishing infrastructure. Large infrastructure
investments will be ensured by the Connecting Europe Facility. Additionally, e-mobility and other
alternative transport systems as well as last-mile services shall be tested (Interreg North-West Europe
2015, 3,8,10f.,14,30,41ff.,88.).

Figure 41: Transport priority in the transnational INTERREG V B programmes (2014-2020)

5
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.

Compared to the last funding period (see Figure 41 and Figure 42) several programme areas changed
their priorities and objectives. Some mentioned in the cooperation programmes that they reduced the
funding range in the field of transport because of missing usage of the funds in the last funding period
and in order to avoid doublings with the EU transport policy. As can be seen in Figure 41 42% of the
programmes defined an own transport priority, 42% support it indirectly and two programmes to support
no transport objectives at all. Thereby more programmes defined an own priority compared to the last
funding period. In the second funding period the reference to the TEN-T and the relation to cross-border
transport (50%) was strongly reduced. Still some corridors were explicitly mentioned.

When looking at the overall distribution of transport objectives in the transnational cooperation
programmes in the current funding period (see Figure 42), the focus is laid most frequently on the
environmental and sustainable dimension of transport. Except of South West Europe, which does not
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contain any transport aims in its cooperation programme at all, all other transport programmes support
actions to contribute to the provision of alternative fuels or lower CO, emissions and to minimize the
transport’s effects on the environment. Innovative ideas as well as transport services are very often
prioritized. Also, the better transport connection between the involved countries and remote areas to the
centres are targeted frequently. Very rare or never named issues are freight corridors, user-friendliness
of passenger transport and cross-border transport services.

Figure 42: Contribution of the transnational INTERREG V B programmes to the EU policy objectives
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Source: Author, Kaiserslautern, 2017.
Although all objectives except of freight corridors are mentioned, the majority of the programmes
focuses on transnational, broader topics instead of local cross-border connections. They often exclude

real infrastructure investments. Instead innovative ideas are to be tested for different needs. Capacity,
efficiency, intermodality are often named as aspired characteristics of the transport system.

Compared to the last funding period the proportion in the field of transport infrastructure was reduced
whereas the environmental and sustainability focus was enlarged. Investments in transport safety have
lost in importance. Transport services in general have stayed relevant, however, the linkage of TEN-T
and secondary networks as well as cross-border infrastructures and services are mentioned less
frequently.

The next section presents the strategies and objectives of the TEN-T policies’ soft space policy
documents.
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5.2 Strategies and objectives of the TEN-T priority projects and core network

corridors (EU Transport Policy)

As already mentioned in chapter 4, the TEN-T policy defined 30 concrete EU transport priority
projects in 1994 and 2004 which were to be supported by EU funds to ensure their soon implementation
by the member states. They were mostly not interrelated and focused on single transport modes (see
chapter 4.1). The TEN-T concept was revised in the funding period 2014-2020 and transformed in a
dual layer structure consisting of a core network and a comprehensive network with different time
horizons. The core network shall be implemented by 2030, the broader comprehensive network until
2050 (European Commission, DG Move, and INEA 2012, 20). The core network shall be implemented
through investments in defined core network corridors (see Image 11) which cover all member states.
The corridors cover at least three transport modes , contain two cross-border sections and connect at
least three member states (ibid., 20). Because of these requirements the corridors cover a large territory
and cross more than one cross-border region. The corridors integrate and mutually link the former TEN-
T priority projects and develop them further to a coordinated network (European Commission and DG
Move 2014).

According to Kissler and Kurnol, the member states have been strongly involved in the decision about
the routing of the comprehensive TEN-T network (Interview Kissler 2016; Interview Kurnol 2016). The
routing of the core network, however, was influenced less by the member states but developed by the
European Commission based on a scientific method and certain indicators. Still the member states
influenced the final definition of the core network corridors which were to be chosen from the predefined
core network tracks (Interview Kissler 2016). The influence of the national level on the TEN-T network
is acknowledged by Neumann, Ritt, Wierzbicki and Griekere (Interview Ritt 2016; Interview Neumann
2016; Interview Wierzbicki and V. Griekere 2016). According to Neumann, the transport interests of
the regional levels are said to have been only forwarded by the national level to the European
Commission when the national level was also in favour of the regional proposals (Interview Neumann
2016). After negotiating the aims with the national representatives, the European Commission, however,
is said to have decided about the TEN-T network regulations (Interview Wierzbicki and V. Griekere
2016).

In the following sections it will be focused on the priority projects and the core network, i.e. the TEN-T
corridors, and not the comprehensive network because the influence of the more targeted investments
in corridors and an earlier implementation deadline are expected to facilitate the evaluation of their
influence on cross-border transport.
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Image 11: Map of the TEN-T core network corridors
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Source: European Commission 2013b.

5.2.1 TEN-T priority projects (2007-2013)

The priority projects are said to be the “essential elements to strengthen the cohesion of the internal
market” (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2007, preamble) and were thus
defined as projects of European interest (European Parliament and Council of the European Union
2004, 24). The definition of priority projects was amended in 2004 and was valid for the 2007-2013
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funding period. Among others, the priority projects should contribute to the improvement of cross-
border sections, i.e. bottlenecks, missing TEN-T links, natural barriers etc. (ibid., 20).

Further criteria were (ibid., 21):

+ the requirement of and benefit from a long-term planning perspective

+ unfolding socio-economic value

¢ improvement of the interoperability between the member states’ transport networks for freight and
passenger transport

+ contribution to European territorial cohesion by interconnecting also peripheral regions

¢ sustainable transport development (contribution to environmental friendliness, modal shift, safety) and

¢ to ensure the involved member states’ commitment and implementation in time.

Table 22 presents the 30 priority projects defined in 2004 whereas some of them have already been
completed today (marked in green).

Table 22: List of the 30 priority projects (2004)

PP1: Railway axis Berlin-Verona/Milano-Bologna-Napoli-Messina-Palermo

PP2: High-speed railway axis Paris-Bruxelles/Brussel-Kdln-Amsterdam-London

PP3: High-speed railway axis of south-west Europe

PP4: High-speed railway axis east

PP5: Betuwe line (2007)

PP6: Railway axis Lyon-Trieste-Divac¢a/Koper-Divac¢a-Ljubljana-Budapest-Ukrainian border
PP7: Motorway axis lgoumenitsa/Patra-Athina-Sofia-Budapest

PP8: Multimodal axis Portugal/Spain-rest of Europe

PP9: Railway axis Cork-Dublin-Belfast-Stranraer (2001)

PP10: Malpensa airport (2001)

PP11: Oresund fixed link (2000)

PP12: Nordic triangle railway/road axis

PP13: UK/Ireland/Benelux road axis

PP14: West coast main line (2009)

PP15: Galileo

PP16: Freight railway axis Sines-Madrid-Paris

PP17: Railway axis Paris-Strasbourg-Stuttgart-Wien-Bratislava

PP18: Rhine/Meuse-Main-Danube inland waterway axis

PP19: High-speed rail interoperability on the Iberian peninsula

PP20: Fehmarn Belt railway axis

PP21: Motorways of the sea

PP22: Railway axis Athina-Sofia-Budapest-Wien-Praha-Nirnberg/Dresden

PP23: Railway axis Gdansk-Warszawa-Brno/Bratislava-Wien

PP24: Railway axis Lyon/Genova-Basel-Duisburg-Rotterdam/Antwerpen

PP25: Motorway axis Gdansk-Brno/Bratislava-Wien

PP26: Railway/road axis Ireland/United Kingdom/continental Europe

PP27: "Rail Baltica" axis Warsaw-Kaunas-Riga-Tallinn-Helsinki

PP28: "Eurocaprail” on the Brussels-Luxembourg-Strasbourg railway axis

PP29: Railway axis of the lonian/Adriatic intermodal corridor

PP30: Inland waterway Seine-Scheldt

Source: Author based on ibid., 30

18 projects have focused on interoperable rail and road, two on inland waterways. One priority project
focuses on sea transport. The projects are divided in several sections and subprojects with different time
horizons. These priority projects can be considered as pre-runners of the TEN-T corridors and the EU
Transport Policy highly prioritized their implementation in the funding period 2007-2013 (European
Commission and DG Move 2014).

The strategies and aims of the three priority projects PP4, PP27 and PP28 are presented in the following
shortly. The description will mainly focus on the information on the cross-border sections. The residual
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descriptions of the priority projects, except of PP10, PP15 and PP21 can be found in the appendix. The
latter are not considered to be very relevant for this dissertation because they do not directly concern

cross-border transport.

PP4: High speed railway axis east

Figure 43: Map PP4

Source: (European Commission, DG
Move, and INEA 2012, 52)

PP4 involves France, Luxembourg and Germany and shall
upgrade the passenger railway tracks between Paris, Nancy,
Luxembourg, Saarbriicken and Mannheim. Herewith it
shall be an attractive alternative for road and air transport
and better connect the airports of that region (intermodal air
and rail transport). It contributes to PP17 which shall better
link Paris with Bratislava. Eastern France shall become
more accessible and thus more economically viable. New
rail tracks are to be established or upgraded. Additionally,
four international rail service connections have been
established (Paris—Forbach-Saarbriicken-Mannheim-
Frankfurt; Paris—Strasbourg-Karlsruhe-Stuttgart-Munich;
Paris-Luxembourg and Paris-Basel-Zurich). The project
has almost fully been implemented. The Baudrecourt (FR)-
Luxembourg (LU) cross-border section has been

completed. Still, the travel time of the trains between the two countries is to be improved until 2018.
Solely the section between Baudrecourt (FR) and Saarbriicken (DE) is missing because of very costly
measures which have been considered not to be cost efficient (European Commission, DG Move, and

INEA 2012, 54).

PP27: “Rail Baltica” axis Warszawa-Kaunas-Riga-Tallinn-Helsinki

This priority project supports the construction of a railway axis
between Helsinki, Talinn and Warsaw and the sole that exists
between the countries. Helsinki is connected via ferries. The
route also accesses three ports. The aim is to increase the speed
of operation. Therefore a joint declaration of intent was signed
by the member states involved and two studies were started. The
environmental conditions are to be improved by the project by
leading to a modal shift. A cooperation platform was established
for the Rail Baltica Transport Forum for a better and regular
communication between important actors. A growth strategy for
this region was commonly to be established. Also the Baltic
Region Intergroup of the European Parliament has discussed
the development of this transport axis. This corridor was included
in the Baltic Adriatic Corridor in the following funding period
and Italy was included in the so-called Baltic Adriatic Axis. The
project is managed by a European Coordinator (ibid., 258).
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PP28: “EuroCaPrail” on the Brussels-
Image 13: Map PP28 Luxembourg-Strasbourg railway axis
This priority project shall connect the three EU capitals
Brussels (BE), Strasbourg (FR) and Luxembourg (LUX)
with a fast passenger and freight rail link. Additionally, it
shall also contribute to a better connection between the
North Sea and Southern Europe. Existing routes were to be
upgraded and modernized. The aim is to enlarge the
accessibility of the regions and contribute to their
economic development. Furthermore, a modal shift from
road to rail is to be reached. The project complements PP4,
PP17, and PP24 (ibid., 268).

Source: (European Commission, DG
Move, and INEA 2012, 266)

Some priority projects are mutually interrelated because they often overlap or ‘border’ each other. In
Figure 44 it can be seen that some EU policy objectives have been adopted very frequently as priority
project objectives whereas others were never or rarely dealt with. All priority projects focused on the
development of the transport infrastructure network with the aim to remove bottlenecks or increase the
efficiency or capacity of existing infrastructures. Most projects aimed at improving both, freight and
passenger transport, only few focused on one of them. 93% of the priority projects contained cross-
border infrastructures that were to be improved to enhance the linkage with other member states.
Furthermore, the promotion of alternative modes of transport was often an integral part of the priority
projects. Cross-border services were promoted only by 37% of the projects. None of the projects
explicitly aimed at linking the TEN-T to secondary networks and contributing to a more sustainable
transport. Additionally, no project supported soft mobility.

When comparing the relevance of the objectives in the EU policies from the first funding period (200