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Summary 
During the last decade the development of macro-regional strategies for regions with common 

challenges has initiated immense dynamics in European territorial cooperation. The implications of 

these developments for policy-making and European spatial governance remain unknown. By 2016, 

four macro-regional strategies have been developed for the Baltic Sea, Danube, Adriatic-Ionian and 

Alpine regions raising expectations as to a new trend of macro-regional integration in Europe. 

Triggered by these developments, this dissertation seeks to better understand this macro-regional 

phenomenon. 

The overall goal is to examine this new type of cooperation’s characteristics, as well as the changes 

that transpire through these developments for integration dynamics, spatial governance and policy 

styles in European territorial cooperation. Do macro-regions bring new scales, new spaces and new 

forms of spatial governance for Europe? More specifically, the thesis answers, first, the question to 

what extent macro-regions indicate processes of rescaling and Europeanisation of policies. Second, 

the thesis questions macro-regional characteristics and their governance, and to what extent they 

create territorial meaning. Third, the thesis questions which forms of European integration and 

governance are displayed by macro-regions and how EU integration changes with the development 

of macro-regions. 

Empirically, the research approaches the investigation through the analysis of the Danube, Alpine 

and North Sea case studies based on a qualitative multi-method research design. In order to answer 

how macro-regional developments lead to processes of rescaling or imply reterritorialisation, the 

dissertation examines the most advanced strategy for the Danube Region in-depth. The Danube 

Region case study zooms into the Priority Area 1a “Mobility – Inland waterways” and traces the 

processes of exemplary implementation activities for the waterway infrastructure (Newada and 

FAIRway project).  

In a series of six articles, the thesis analyses the macro-regional dynamics through four conceptual 

lenses, two rooted in human geography (scale/rescaling and territoriality/reterritorialisation) and 

two rooted in political science (European integration and Europeanisation). Following the analysis, 

macro-regional strategies influences policy-making in the multi-level governance of the EU in 

myriad ways. These cooperation are to be viewed as predominantly intergovernmental organised 

with selective supranational features. The thesis identifies macro-regions as soft spaces, leading to 

new soft borders, which, however, do not develop towards an own institutionalised statehood scale 

with formal territorial mandates. However, macro-regions imply rescaling of networks, policy 

rationales and instruments. The research introduces a multidimensional conceptualisation of scale 

as consisting of five dimensions: (i) regulatory/jurisdictional; (ii) funding/resources; (iii) 

knowledge/values; (iv) network; and (v) environmental. The investigation identifies stakeholders’ 

activities in the network, knowledge and environmental dimension of scale to influence decision 

making in the legislative/regulatory and resources/funding dimension of scale on other levels. 

Exemplary, in the case of transport and waterway development the EU level has a financial mandate 

with the TEN-T policies and CEF funding, whereas the legal competences of transport planning lie 

within the domestic sphere. Through the network, knowledge and environmental dimension the 

macro-regional cooperation links these levels and facilitates joint implementation activities in this 

large-scale perimeter. It is argued that these indirect processes of rescaling are important drivers 

of macro-regional dynamics and for agenda setting. The research points out that macro-regional 

cooperation has proven to be particularly effective in policy fields in which an inter-level gap of 
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competences in these different dimensions of scale can be detected. Finally, the thesis describes 

the pragmatic, flexible, bottom-up, sectoral organized, intergovernmental, informal characteristics 

of macro-regions to facilitate a predominantly stakeholder-based style of policy-making behind the 

façade of a place-based approach. 

Based on these lines of arguments presented in the respective articles, the dissertation concludes 

that macro-regions as soft spaces bring a new dimension to European integration. This macro-

regional integration is characterised by parallel processes of ongoing integration in relational 

spaces, such as the inland waterway network on the one hand, and the hold of status quo of 

integration dynamics in territorial spaces, with hard competences remaining at the national and EU 

level on the other hand. However, macro-regions trigger circular influences between the levels 

through the stakeholders’ activities and an increasing Europeanisation of national politics. The 

research deems the macro-regional level to link the political, operational and administrative side of 

policy-making and policy implementation. 

Macro-regional strategies present the most comprehensive spatial strategies in European territorial 

cooperation, and the only one with a devoted governance structure for implementation. The thesis 

argues that this complex, sometimes opaque, multi-lateral, multi-sectoral and multi-level 

endeavour displays three contemporary trends in European spatial governance; and even more 

fosters these: Firstly, macro-regions lead to a further sectoralisation of spatial governance in the 

EU due to the theme-centred organised governance. Secondly, as a result of the coordinative 

aspiration and the dependence of implementation on funding sources located at other levels 

macro-regions are project-driven. Thirdly, the governance settings lead to an increasing influence 

of often thematic-oriented stakeholder groups.  

The implications of this research are that in view of the experiences and paths of three case studies, 

stakeholders can make better use of their own means to construct scalar policies. Despite the 

general positive evaluation of this approach, the research highlights that this evolutionary 

governance faces challenges of legitimation and unclear expectations of stakeholders to one 

another. In order to avoid the risk of administrative lock-ins within the own governance 

stakeholders from the EU level, and even more importantly from the national level, need to clarify 

their expectations towards this cooperation. These discussions may differ depending on the policy 

fields addressed, the level on which competences are located or depending on who is in charge of 

implementation. The multidimensional approach to scale introduced in this dissertation can offer 

an entry point for assessing these questions. 

These findings call for further research, both empirically and conceptually. Conceptually, first the 

combination of the conceptual lenses offered new insights into integration dynamics, and the role 

of stakeholders in creating the soft and the hard side of spatial configurations. However, these are 

yet to be further analysed. Second, further research is needed to better understand in which way 

stakeholders make use of scalar dimensions as a way to channel their own influences. Third, the 

findings of this research call for further analysis of the wider changes within contemporary 

European spatial governance. The implications for policy-making on the EU level for territorial 

cooperation have not been sufficiently investigated. Fourth, despite an increase in more-in-depth 

studies, there still is a need for empirical analysis in order to better understand the effects of this 

new vividly evolving macro-regional phenomenon. 
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1. Impetus and objective 
 

A few days ago, last 9th of May, we were celebrating 

Europe's Day, which commemorates Robert Schuman's founding 

speech of the first-ever European Community. Every 9th of May is an 

opportunity to take stock and take a look forward towards next 

milestones. The European project has always lived in upcoming 

milestones: the Internal Market, the Euro, the Enlargement… I am 

convinced that the next milestone, the engine of future European 

integration, is macro-regional cooperation. Please be aware of this 

responsibility and make the most of this opportunity. The Commission 

will stand by you in this endeavour.” 

(Speech by Commissioner Corina Creţu at the 1st EUSAIR Forum, 2016) 

 

This statement by Corina Creƫu, Commissioner for Regional Policies, reveals her assessment of 

EU macro-regional cooperation as being one of the cornerstones in the history of European 

integration and regional policies. Certainly, this new form of territorial cooperation designed to 

address common challenges in an area encompassing 8 to 14 countries through the 

development of a joint strategy brings significant changes to spatial governance in the EU. This 

may entail the development of new policy agendas, new styles of policy-making and new 

politics of scale, and may also lead to shifts in stakeholders’ territorial foci and their influence 

on existing (multi-level) governance arrangements. Regardless of whether Corina Creƫu’s 

statement is visionary or overselling, it indicates the attention gained, expectations raised and 

relevance attributed to this new type of cooperation by policy-makers, administrations and 

NGOs from various levels and sectors. The four existing macro-regions for the Baltic Sea, the 

Danube, the Adriatic-Ionian and the Alpine regions have triggered immense dynamics (cf. 

Figure 1) and – here I agree with Commissioner Creƫu – will play a major role in the EU’s future. 

Recent debates in planning, human geography and political science have questioned the role 

of this new level of cooperation in the wake of processes of European integration and 

Europeanization (cf. Stead 2011, Dühr 2012, Faludi 2010, Sielker 2012a/b, Gänzle & Kern 2015, 

for example). Despite this growing body of literature, the implications of this soft form of 

cooperation for policy-making and spatial governance remain unclear, with empirical 

investigations lacking. This is reason enough to examine the macro-regional characteristics, the 

changes, which come along with this new tool for transnational cooperation, and the 

implications for multi-scalar policy-making in the EU. 

By 2016, the EU had endorsed four macro-regional strategies for the Baltic Sea Region (2009), 

the Danube Region (2011), the Adriatic and Ionian Region (2014) and the Alpine Region (2015). 

The European Commission has defined the concept of a macro-regional strategy (MRS) as “an 

integrated framework relating to Member States and third countries in the same geographical 

area” that “addresses common challenges” (cf. EC 2013a, p. 3). More specifically, macro-

regions establish new transnational governance structures and address new perimeters 

situated between the EU and the national level. Following a multi-level and multi-sectoral 

approach macro-regional cooperation attempts to promote strategic cooperation by 

coordinating policies and activities in a large area. Based on the principle of the three No’s (no 

new legislation, institutions or funding), the idea is to better align existing funding sources and 

draw on existing institutions (Samecki 2009, Dühr 2011). Macro-regions have not obtained 
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formal decision-making competences. However, my previous research on the Danube Region 

strategy indicated that the MRS has considerable implications for policy-making on different 

scales (Sielker 2012a/b). In general, macro-regions are expected to have effects on the EU, 

national and regional levels. This inspired my interest to further investigate and understand the 

effects of MRSs on spatial governance in the EU. As macro-regions combine strategic political 

efforts together with project development, they are indicative of processes of European 

integration. In times of a crisis-ridden EU, with increasing unpopularity of high politics, macro-

regions appear to trigger ongoing processes of European integration in spatial politics, a 

phenomenon I intend to comprehend better. 

Figure 1: European macro-regions 

 
Source: own illustration 

 

Against this background, the overall goal of this dissertation is to examine the changes and 

dynamics of European territorial cooperation and European spatial governance that transpire 

through the development of this new type of cooperation in these new territorial perimeters. 

My specific aims are fourfold: 

▪ First to analyse processes of rescaling and to examine how macro-regional strategies 

change multi-scalar governance and policy-making; 

▪ Second, to analyse processes of reterritorialisation and the role of borders in this new 

macro-regional perimeter; 
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▪ Third, to examine the implications of these new scalar politics for European integration 

dynamics and processes of Europeanisation; 

▪ Fourth, to identify the characteristics of the new EU macro-regional approach as part of 

the territorial cooperation landscape. 

The dissertation presents the results of a qualitative and case study based analysis of EU macro-

regions in a series of six articles. Each article addresses particular aspects of macro-regional 

developments in the EU (cf. Annex I, p. 59).  

This framing paper serves three purposes: It first provides an overview of the key topics of these 

articles, introduces the golden threat and summarizes how I achieve the overall goal. Second, 

due to the cumulative nature of the dissertation, this framing paper provides complementary 

information to the conceptually oriented articles by expanding first, on the research object 

macro-regions as part of the European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) landscape, second on the 

research design and methodology as well as third on empirical details. Thirdly, the paper 

synthesises and further interprets the results presented in the articles. 

The dissertation is structured as follows: In section two, I first introduce the research questions 

and conceptual lenses based on a summary of the academic debate around macro-regions. I 

then present the general research approach by introducing the different articles and their foci. 

In section three, I summarize the background against which macro-regional cooperation has 

developed in order to reflect on the trends in European spatial governance displayed by MRSs. 

In the fourth section, I introduce the overall research and case study design of this dissertation, 

including its methodological approach. Following the summary of research highlights in section 

five, I provide a synopsis of the results presented in each paper and discuss the macro-regional 

phenomenon as well as its implications in section six. In chapter seven, to conclude, I outline a 

future research agenda. The annexes contain the full articles and background information on 

the case studies including the presentation of empirical results of the detailed case study in a 

macro-regional profile. The full articles are linked to with a hashtag (#) and the number given 

in chapter 2.2 and the journal’s or publisher’s name.  

2. Research approach conceptual lenses  

2.1 Research questions and conceptual lenses 

Recent debates in planning, human geography and political science have begun to investigate 

macro-regions, while mainly focussing on the role of this new level of cooperation in the wake 

of processes of European integration and Europeanisation (cf. Stead 2011, Dühr 2011, Faludi 

2010a/b, Faludi 2014, Sielker 2012a/b, Gänzle & Kern 2016, Bellini & Hilpert 2013, for example).  

The responsibility for the coordination of macro-regions rests with the Directorate General for 

Regional and Urban Policy (DG Regio) of the European Commission (EC). Scholars therefore 

regard macro-regions as part of ETC with its funding programmes (e.g. INTERREG). Scholars also 

see macro-regions as “a response to pan-European strategy documents such as the Lisbon, 

Gothenburg and Europe 2020 strategies” (Stead et al. 2016, p. 99 #3 Palgrave; see also Faludi 

2010a/b, Sielker 2012a, 2016a, Chilla & Sielker 2015). Early writings focussed on the exploration 
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of this new concept (Dubois et al. 2009, Görmar 2010, Görmar & Kurnol 2012). Following the 

introduction of the place-based approach to cohesion policies, macro-regions represent the 

newest form of territorial cooperation alongside the new European Groupings of Territorial 

Cooperation (EGTCs). The latter provides a body for cooperation with legal personality. In this 

thesis, I go a step further and argue that macro-regions, in their specific configuration that is 

still evolving, represent a new style of policy-making and indicate that EU territorial cooperation 

has entered a new era.  

Most of the early publications are explorative case studies (cf. e.g. Antola 2009, Bätzing, 2012, 

Beazley 2007, Dubois et al. 2009, Dühr 2012, Gänzle & Kern 2015, Mirwaldt et al. 2010, Schymik 

2011, Sielker 2012a/b, 2016a, Stocchiero 2010a, Wulf 2015) or explore potentials for future 

macro-regions (cf. e.g. Bialasiewicz et al. 2012, Coroban 2011, Dühr 2014). Some of these works 

highlighted the geopolitical implications of macro-regions with the first three macro-regions 

incorporating third countries such as Russia in the Baltic Sea Region or the Balkan States in the 

Danube and the Adriatic and Ionian regions (Arbter 2014, Stocchiero 2010b, Stocchiero et al. 

2016, Coroban 2011). The growing interest in political science1 suggests that macro-regions are 

considered to have become an integral part of the EU multi-level governance system (Gänzle 

& Kern 2016, Piattoni 2016).  

Planning scholars in particular have delved into the nature of this macro-regional level. The 

core argument of this academic debate relates to the geographic concepts of territory and 

scale. Most prominently, macro-regions are conceptualised as a flexible tool and a soft space 

(Faludi 2010b, Stead 2011, Stead 2013), an argument I have followed as well (Sielker 2012a/b, 

Sielker 2014, 2016a). This strand of the debate questions the co-existence of functional and 

relational spaces (Allmendinger & Haughton 2009) in macro-regions and implications for the 

territoriality of these areas (Allmendinger et al. 2014, #1 EPA). Some scholars, however, 

presume a further institutionalisation of this cooperation (Metzger & Schmitt 2012). Closely 

related is the question of whether macro-regions represent a form of spatial rescaling as 

addressed by Stead (2011, 2014), for example. However, the role of this new scale (Keating 

2013), and the extent to which these spaces are becoming spaces of government or create 

territorial meaning remains largely unexplained. Despite this growing body of literature, the 

implications of this soft form of cooperation on policy-making and spatial governance remain 

unclear, particularly as empirical contributions are lacking (with a few exceptions such as Sielker 

2012a, Warncke 2012, Wulf 2015).  

In line with the literature and arguments introduced above and the political attention macro-

regions have received, in this dissertation I question the ways in which macro-regions affect 

processes of European integration, multi-scalar politics and territorial governance. How does 

European spatial governance change in this multilateral, multi-sectoral and multi-level context?  

                                                      
1 The “A Macro-regional Europe in the Making” edited by Gänzle & Kern invited mainly political scientists as well 

as geographers and planners, to discuss macro-regions. Recently, a series of conference panels have explicitly 

concerned themselves with MRS. Examples are the ECPR conference 2016, the DVWP conference 2016, and a 

conference scheduled for May 2017 and organized by the Jean Monnet Centre of Excellence PRRIDE at the 

University of Tübingen. 



 

12 
 

More specifically, this research answers the following questions: 

1. Macro-regions and rescaling  

How does macro-regional cooperation influence policy-making at the EU and national 

levels? To what extent do macro-regions indicate processes of rescaling and 

Europeanisation of policies? Do macro-regions represent new logics of scale and scalar 

politics in the EU? What are the governance tools for policy-making at the macro-

regional level? 

2. Macro-regions and reterritorialisation 

To what extent do macro-regions create territorial meaning? What characteristics do 

these transnational soft spaces reveal, and how do they develop? How does the role of 

borders change due to these new institutionalisations and cooperation? Do new types 

of borders develop? 

 

3. Macro-regions and European integration and Europeanisation 

What form of European integration do macro-regional developments display? To what 

extent do macro-regions represent new dynamics within European integration? What 

are the processes of governance and government applied in macro-regions? How do 

macro-regions lead to processes of Europeanisation in national contexts? 

 

4. Macro-regions and European territorial cooperation 

What are the characteristics of macro-regional cooperation? How do macro-regions 

change dynamics within European territorial cooperation? What styles of European 

policy-making are reflected by this new type of cooperation? How do macro-regions 

reflect the place-based approach?  

In order to answer the research questions and scrutinize EU macro-regions in their multilateral, 

multi-sectoral and multi-level setting, I make use of four conceptual lenses (cf. Figure 2):  

▪ Two core concepts of human geography: scale and territory/territoriality; 

▪ Two theoretical approaches developed in political sciences: European integration and 

Europeanisation. 

Broadly speaking, the debates in human geography/planning and political science asked similar 

questions regarding the implications and changes of a Europe that is growing increasingly closer 

together. Political science reflects on ongoing changes in the system of policy-making by 

questioning the changing role of institutions, levels and agendas. Most prominently, European 

integration theories questioned the changing roles and relations of the nation state (e.g. 

Bickerton, 2012) and the development of a multi-level governance system (e.g. Marks & 

Hooghe 1996, Piattoni 2010). Another prominent topic of research is the influence of European 

developments on domestic levels and ‘ways of doing things’, termed Europeanisation (Börzel 

& Risse 2001, Cowles et al. 2001, Featherstone & Radaelli 2003, Schimmelfenning & Sedelmeier 

2005). Spatial scholars have intensively drawn on these debates to explain, for example, the 

Europeanisation of spatial planning (Adams et al. 2011, Böhme & Waterhout 2008, Chilla, 2013, 

Clark & Jones 2008, Waterhout 2008). More fundamentally, human geography and planning 

scholars (as well as social theorists with a spatial focus) question the implications of European 
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integration for spatial configurations through the conceptualisation of scale and territoriality 

(Jessop et al. 2008, Paasi 2004, Painter, 2010, Smith 1992, Taylor 1981) (cf. Figure 2).  

Figure 2: Conceptual lenses  

Source: own illustration 

 

In this thesis, I am particularly concerned with analysing processes of rescaling and 

reterritorialisation. In this context, I subscribe to a broader understanding of processes of 

rescaling. This may encompass all kinds of reshaping of practices, and restructuring of 

governance, mandates, narratives and power relations that lead to the redefinition of scales 

and shifts of scalar activities [cf. Stead et al. 2016 (#3 Palgrave), Sielker & Stead under review 

(#4 TPG)]. Processes of re- and (de-)territorialisation describe the reallocation of formal 

mandates for political tasks with regard to spatial development leading to legal force to exert 

in new perimeters [cf. Allmendinger et al. 2014 (#1 EPA), Sielker 2014 (#2 ARL)].  

2.2 Research approach and principle findings 

I approach the analysis of the macro-regional phenomenon through the analysis of three case 

studies based on a qualitative multi-method research design. The research design and the case 

study design are introduced in more detail in Part III. The results of this empirical work feed 

into the conceptual reflections, which are presented via a range of articles (cf. Annex I, p. 59). 

In each of these articles, I focus on certain aspects of macro-regional cooperation by reflecting 

on the developments through the conceptual lenses as outlined above. This thesis is based on 

six reviewed articles, with two articles which primarily reflect on territoriality and soft spaces, 

two articles which primarily question processes of rescaling and Europeanisation, one article 

which focusses on the form of European integration and one which article positions macro-

regions in the wider landscape of European policy-making. In addition, the empirical results of 

one case study are presented in an annex (cf. Annex III, p. 178). I will refer to the articles by 

either the journal or the publisher and, the numbers given below:  

#1 EPA: Allmendinger P, Chilla T and Sielker F (2014) Europeanizing territoriality—towards soft spaces? 

Environment and Planning A, volume 46, pp. 2703 – 2717 (doi:10.1068/a130037p)  

#2 ARL: Sielker F (2014): Soft borders als neues Raumkonzept in der EU? – Das Beispiel der makroregionalen 

Kooperationen. In: Grotheer S, Schwöbel A and Stepper M. (Eds.) Nimm’s sportlich. Planung als Hindernislauf. 

Arbeitsberichte der ARL 10. Hanover. 
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#3 Palgrave: Stead D, Sielker F and Chilla T (2016): Macro-regional Strategies: Agents of Europeanization and 

Rescaling? In: Gänzle, S.; Kern, K. (Eds) (2016): A Macro-regional Europe in the Making. Theoretical Approaches 

and Empirical Evidence. Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 99 – 120 (doi: 10.1007/978-1-137-50972-7) 

#4 TPG: Sielker F and Stead D (under review): Revisiting the question of scale and rescaling in EU macro-regional 

strategies, Territory, Politics, Governance  

#5 Europa Regional: Sielker F (under revision): Neue Möglichkeiten durch die EU Donauraumstrategie - Zeichen 

einer neofunktionalen oder intergouvernementalen EU Integration?, Europa Regional 

#6 EPS: Sielker, F. (2016): A stakeholder-based EU territorial cooperation: the example of European macro-regions, 

European Planning Studies (doi: 10.1080/09654313.2016.1221383) 

The first two articles #1 EPA and #2 ARL describe macro-regional cooperation as soft spaces 

and present different possible paths of development. The articles estimate that the 

introduction of this new perimeter leads to new soft borders, but do not identify signs of a 

transfer of formal territorial mandates to this cooperation. Despite their soft characteristics, I 

detect various influences of macro-regions on decision-making at existing layers. I then address 

these questions in the two articles #3 Palgrave and #4 TPG. In these, I provide frameworks to 

analyse the objects that are rescaled, such as networks, policy rationales and instruments, 

through different dimensions of scalar structuration. These two papers show that MRSs lead to 

indirect rescaling, influencing decision-making on funding on other scales, by providing a 

network to set agendas. The analysis of these processes of rescaling allows macro-regions to 

be viewed as predominantly intergovernmental organised cooperation with selective 

supranational features in the #5 Europa Regional article. Finally, the #6 EPS article describes 

the place-based approach in the macro-regional style of policy-making as predominantly 

stakeholder-based.  

Based on these discussions, I come to conclude in the synopsis (cf. Chapter 6), that macro-

regional cooperation as soft spaces show further processes of integration in spatial policies via 

relational spaces. At the same time, the macro-regional example shows that, in the context of 

high politics, hard spaces and mandates remain with the status quo. This means that in macro-

regions further integration cannot be identified regardless of whether it is of intergovernmental 

or supranational character. These parallel developments of further integration in relational 

spaces and maintenance of the status quo in territorial spaces in macro-regions is exemplary 

of contemporary developments in European integration. Concomitant, I also discuss how 

macro-regions are an example of a sectorial and project-driven European spatial governance, 

in which functionally considered policy fields, such as transport and navigation, are increasingly 

being Europeanised or rescaled.  

This thesis represents a part of my wider on-going research on European macro-regions 

reflected in a series of single and co-authored publications, some of which are oriented towards 

policy-makers. Figure 3 provides an overview of my publication activities since 2012. In my 

other publications, I am concerned with positioning macro-regions and EGTCs in the overall 

framework of territorial cooperation (e.g. Böhme et al. 2014, Sielker 2016c, Chilla et al. under 

preparation). I also discuss the added-value of macro-regions (e.g. Sielker 2016d, Chilla & 

Sielker 2016). In addition, I present empirical details particularly with regard to the 

developments in the Danube Region by drawing on empirical work conducted in the course of 
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my Diploma thesis (published in 2012a, not included in the figure) and in the course of my 

doctoral research (Sielker 2012b, Sielker 2016a/c, Sielker & Chilla 2015, Sielker 2017). Further 

background knowledge is provided by the editing of the proceedings of a conference organised 

by the Danube Strategy Research Network in 2013. Together with colleagues, I recently 

outlined the need for further interdisciplinary research (Chilla, Gänzle, Sielker and Stead 2017).
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Figure 3: Overview of publications and conceptual lenses 

 

Source: own illustration 
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3. Setting the scene: the evolution of macro-regions  

3.1 Historic sketch of ETC  

About a decade ago, the macro-regional concept was introduced to ETC, and since then it has 

shaped European spatial governance and regional policies considerably. In order to understand 

macro-regions and their possible future role or implications for spatial governance and 

rescaling, I now briefly introduce the concept and its governance based on a historic sketch.  

The development of regional policies dates back to the appointment of the first Commissioner 

for Regional Policies, Hans von Groeben, in 1967 and the development of the first grassroots 

initiatives in border regions. This was complemented by the development of the first INTERREG 

programmes to finance joint activities across borders. In the 1990s, questions of joint spatial 

visions and development gained momentum and culminated in the development of the 

European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP). Though the overall impact of the ESDP is 

arguably low (Faludi 2014, Waterhout & Stead 2007), the preparation led to the introduction 

of transnational cooperation programmes. Today the European Fund for Regional 

Development (ERDF) finances these funding programmes, which are now in their fifth round. 

In addition, four interregional programmes were developed. Table 1 provides an overview of 

the ETC initiatives. These different initiatives aim to contribute to the overall goal of territorial 

cohesion anchored in the Lisbon Treaty. The discussion about joint development strategies was 

pursued further in the Territorial Agendas (2007 and 2011), and more broadly in the pan-

European strategy documents such as the Lisbon, Gothenburg and Europe 2020 strategies.  

Table 1: Comparative overview of ETC initiatives 

Examples of 
cooperation 
forms  

Implementation Time-
frame 

Degree 
of 
forma-
lity 

Perimeter Goals/functions 

Euregios / 
European 
regions 

Idea originated in 
1958, first Euregio 
working group 1966 

Unlimited High County level 
Small-scale 

Cross-border coordination of projects and 
policies 

INTERREG in 
general 

Since 1990 with EU 
support 

Imple-
mentation 
in 7-year 
periods 

Inter-
mediate 

Applied 
across the 
entire EU 
applied 

Financial support for projects within EU 
cohesion funds 

INTERREG: 
Cross-border 

1990   County – and 
district level 
Small-scale 

Financial support for cross-border projects on 
different topics, first as exchange and networking 
programmes 

INTERREG: 
Transnational 

1997   Federal states 
and county 
level  
Large-scale 

Financial support for large-scale projects with the 
participation of 3 or more countries, first as 
exchange- and networking programmes, 
increasingly oriented towards promotion of 
innovation and involvement of private actors 

INTERREG: 
Interregional 
and horizontal 
programmes 

2000 (INTERREG 
Europe, Urbact, 
ESPON, Interact) 

  EU-wide Support of networking projects 

Macro-regions Idea originated in 
2005, decision 
2009, (first: Baltic 
Sea region) 

Unlimited Low, 
informal 
cooper-
ation 

Large-scale Strategic character, depending on regional 
priorities development of projects for 
implementing common (political) goals, 
especially based on questions of spatial 
development 
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Sea basin 
strategies 

2007 
(first: Black Sea 
Synergy) 

Unlimited Low, 
informal 
coopera
tion 

Large-scale Strategic character in preparation for policies 
and measures for a sustainable management 
of bodies of water 

EVTZ 2008 
(first: 
Eurométropole Lille-
Kortrijk-Tournai) 

Limited or 
unlimited 

High, 
legal 
person 

Variable Establishment of a legal framework for 
different cross-border projects 

Source: adapted from Sielker 2016c  

During the last decade this classic ETC toolbox has been enlarged through the introduction of 

EGTCs (2006) to reduce administrative barriers for cooperation and by MRSs. Macro-regions 

seemingly fill a gap between these EU wide strategies and the project-oriented focus of the 

funding programmes (for further exploration see Sielker 2012a, Sielker 2016c, Chilla & Sielker 

2015). The idea for this new type of territorial cooperation with a more strategic focus was first 

documented in the resolution of the European Parliament on the future of the Northern 

Dimension in 2005 (EP 2005, 2006, Schymik 2011). Currently, the four macro-regions that have 

emerged cover more than half of the European territory, and predominantly address the 

Eastern parts of the Union.  

3.2 The macro-regional idea 

The principle idea is that member states develop a joint strategy to tackle issues of common 

interest. Macro-regions represent an attempt to promote strategic cooperation by 

coordinating policies with spatial implications. These can range from issues of education, to 

security or transnational transport. They combine strategic elements with sectoral policy aims 

and projects. The general idea is to cooperate horizontally across sectors and vertically 

between levels in a geopolitical area, often named after a geophysical element that connects 

the region, such as a river, a mountain range or a sea. The first two macro-regions were initiated 

due to challenges around these eponymous geophysical elements that call for a transnational 

coordination, namely the eutrophication of the Baltic Sea and the underuse of the Danube 

inland waterway. However, cooperation is not limited to activities related to these geographic 

features (Bengtsson 2009, Dühr 2011, Gänzle & Kern 2016). The macro-regional set up differs 

considerably in each region in terms of both policy fields addressed and governance structure. 

Due to this tailor-made approach and the new style of policy-making, macro-regions are 

considered laboratories of a place-based approach (EP 2015, p. 23). 

In this dissertation, I apply the definition of a macro-region given by the EC, as it is the one that 

is most commonly used and describes the political perception of this concept. DG Regio’s 

Interim Commissioner Pawel Samecki provided the first definition of a macro-region in 2009 in 

relation to the Baltic Sea Region Strategy. He describes macro-regions as “an area including 

territory from a number of different countries or regions associated with one or more common 

features or challenges” (Samecki 2009, p. 1). In a report in 2013, the EC consolidated this 

definition describing macro-regions as an “integrated framework relating to the Member States 

and third countries in the same geographical area” (EC 2013a, p. 3).  

The ECs definition of macro-regions implies that geographical features are the basis for 

cooperation. The main political concern to cooperate in the first two MRSs, the EUSBRS and 

the EUDRS, was related to these geographical features: the increase of navigation on the 

Danube River and the reduction of eutrophication in the Baltic Sea. The reference to functional 
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regions may hint at an underlying geographical deterministic logic. The use of arguments based 

on joint geographical, territorial and functional features as a basis for political cooperation may 

put geography scholars on alert due to the discipline’s difficult history, particularly in relation 

to National Socialist argumentation.  

To my understanding, the ECs definition primarily provides political ability to act, but does not 

have further concrete implications. However, looking into macro-regional cooperation it 

becomes clear that it is part of naming and selling the cooperation (see Excursus). Many of the 

political themes addressed are not directly related to these common geographical features (e.g. 

economy). However, the notion of functional regions has become increasingly influential on an 

EU level (see Excursus below). As the political argumentation is somewhat detached from the 

academic debate, it would be insufficient to insinuate a deterministic approach.  

The dissertation’s aim is, first and foremost, to understand the political intentions behind this 

new type of cooperation and the ways in which macro-regional cooperation works and 

influences spatial governance over different scales and levels, independent of its formal 

definition. Therefore, I do not intend to develop the most accurate definition for this concept. 

However, the functional argumentation and the use of spatial imaginaries are important 

rationales in macro-regions. The Excursus below reflects in more detail on the role of these 

arguments. In addition, the research depicts that macro-regions have a strong evolutionary 

component, and hence that the driving rationale for cooperation may change over time. 

Excursus: The rise of functional and regional arguments in EU policy-making and the use 

of spatial imaginaries in the example of the North Sea Region 
The rise of functional argumentation in European policy-making has become increasingly evident (Luukkonnen 2014). The 

Council of the EU calls for multi-level governance formats that are “required to manage different functional territories” (Council 

of the European Union 2011, p. 8). With the inclusion of the territorial cohesion goal in the Lisbon Treaty, debates on different 

understandings of territorial cohesion arose (EC 2008, Faludi 2010a/b). Territorial activities at the EU level are often justified 

by functional arguments, for example in the course of the Territorial Agenda 2020 referring to cross-border regions. While 

spatial concepts and metaphors as much as cartographic representations of the EU territory were and are politically handled 

carefully (Dühr et al., 2010), spatial imaginaries are created verbally.  

Discussions around new regionalism, regionalisation and European region making gained political momentum in the 1990s 

(e.g. Keating 1997, 1998; Lagendijk & Cornford 2000, Herrschel 2005, Väyrynen 2003, Painter 1999, Gualini 2003, Deas & Lord 

2006). Regionalism comes along with “intraregional change and the definition of the region’s outer boundaries” (Väyrynen 

2003, 39). Recently, functional arguments have grown important in region-making and delineation. Through the creation of 

macro-regions these arguments have for the first time become basis for the institutionalization of cooperation at the EU level: 

Macro-regional strategies address regions with “common challenges” (Samecki 2009, p. 1) and use a geophysical element such 

as the Danube or the Alps as a basis for region building (Sielker & Chilla 2015). The delimitation of big regions within Europe 

that somewhat reflect topographical or geographical characteristics is not new; Delamaide (1999) for example, proposed 

super-regions. He used territorial features as one argument amongst others, as is the case in macro-regions. 

Apart from this functional argumentation implied by the ECs definition, the use of spatial imaginaries provides a narrative for 

the formation of macro-regions. This includes to name a region, which allows for association with a spatial imaginary such as 

the Alpine imaginary or Baltic Sea images. When the regions were first introduced, the examples of the Danube Region, the 

Alpine Region but also the North Sea Region revealed that the naming of the regions and the reflection of common features 

strongly relate to spatial imaginaries (Haughton and Allmendinger, 2015), and, furthermore even aim to address a shared 

history or identity. This becomes very clear in the case of the Alpine Region. As an entry into the debate the Alpine Region 

stakeholders used the arguments of the Alps as a joint mountain range to cooperate in the EU context based on joint 

geographical features as an entry into the debate. The political idea behind this is to nurture a sense of shared history. 

The case of the North Sea Region is exemplary of how territorial arguments are used as a way to create spatial imaginaries. 

The ECs arguments of common geographical challenges serves as a basis for cooperation and as a way to introduce new power 
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elements and levels into European policy-making. This is taken up particularly by those policy fields that have a tradition in 

reflecting on international aspects in the course of decision-making. At a conference, Brendan Devlin (EC, DG Energy), for 

example, argued that by building on its common heritage the North Sea Region has an opportunity to increase cooperation 

through the development of an MRS for the North Sea Region: “The North Sea Commission is a unique opportunity to bring all 

of the states together and also the regions. They have a common heritage. […] There is that shared common heritage and there 

is the opportunity […].” Interestingly this statement shows how the spatial imaginary of the North Sea is used to activate a 

feeling for opportunities by calling on the joint cultural heritage derived from the life at sea. The use of this argument is a way 

of targeting the audience by referring to well-known daily situations. Spatial imaginaries in macro-regions try to tackle a feeling 

or an image of the idyllic sea, river or mountain regions. Following the North Sea Region example, the use of geographical 

imaginaries is political and can be interpreted as an attempt to overcome resistance to EC-driven territorial integration (for 

further discussion see Sielker et al. 2014).  

 

 

3.3 Macro-regional governance and set-up 

The four existing macro-regions are organised thematically in Priority Areas (Danube), 

Objectives (Baltic) or Action Areas (Alps). In general, each macro-region tailor made its 

governance structure, which makes the macro-regional vocabulary rather complex. For an 

overview of the four existing strategies Annex II (p. 174) provides a summary of the key 

information on the participating countries, the key documents and contents Annex II (p. 177) 

provides a glossary on the governance. 

The Danube macro-region, as the one case study covered in-depth, is presented in the Annex 

III (p. 178) as a Danube regional profile. It provides information on the milestones, the history 

as well as on the content and the governance, and the analysis of the Danube Region case. In 

the following, I refer frequently to different parts of the governance set-up, the abbreviations 

of which are summarised in Table 2.  

 
Table 2: Main abbreviations of MRSs governance elements 

PA  Priority Area 

PAC Priority Area Coordinator 

SG  Steering Group 

NC  National Coordinator 

HLG  High Level Group 

WG  Working Group 

Source: own elaboration 
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4. Research design and case study design 

4.1 Research design 

The research design’s overall idea, illustrated in Figure 4, is to reflect on the macro-regional 

phenomenon through three conceptual lenses, and by reflecting macro-region as part of the 

EU’s ETC landscape. Methodologically, the research follows a mainly qualitative-hermeneutic 

approach with methodologies aiming to uncover and comprehend (Reuber & Paffenbach, 

2012). Based on the idea of tracing processes in MRSs, I choose a qualitative, case study 

oriented research design with a multi-method approach to data collection and analysis. Both, 

choosing a case-study oriented approach as well as the qualitative research design to collect 

and analyse data, reflect the inductive empirically-oriented approach towards knowledge 

development of the research object macro-regions (Borchardt & Göthlich 2007).  

Figure 4: Research design 

Source: own elaboration 

This research strategy of this dissertation is based on the concept of triangulation (Flick 2004), 

meaning the combination of methods and theories. The decision to reflect the research 
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objective against the background of four different theoretical lenses allows for a more 

comprehensive understanding, and most importantly permitted further development of the 

theoretical approaches (cf. chapter 6). By using different data collection methods (expert 

interviews, participatory observation and document analysis), the information revealed 

complements one another, and allows to further exploit the strengths of each method (e.g. 

document analysis and participatory observation as a preparation for expert interviews).  

Based on a literature review of the theoretical concepts (scale and rescaling, territoriality and 

reterritorialisation and Europeanisation/European integration), the journal articles discuss 

macro-regional information through different analytical frameworks operationalizing the 

conceptual. This includes a heuristic to analyse the predominant representation of elements 

hinting at either intergovernmental or neofunctional European integration processes (cf. 

Annex IFull paper, #5 Europa Regional), the directions and objects of rescaling (cf. Annex I, 

#3 Palgrave, #4 TPG), a multidimensional approach to scale (cf. Annex I #4 TPG), and the 

changes of forms of territoriality over time (pooled-territoriality, supra-territoriality or non-

territoriality) (cf. Annex IFull paper #1 EPA, #2 ARL). These frameworks allow for an analysis of 

the empirical. 

Empirically, the dissertation follows a multi-method design in order to grasp largely unknown 

and barely quantifiable processes (Taylor & Bogdan 1998, p. 4). Macro-regional developments, 

like other research objects in the social sciences, cannot be assumed to work as “fixed 

mechanism that are predictable” (Della Porta & Keating 2008, p. 3). Consequently, I chose a 

qualitative research design to uncover new trends (Taylor & Bogdan 1998, George & Bennett 

2005). Qualitative research, in contrast to quantitative data is organised circularly, and the 

phases of data conduction, analysis and interpretation are not necessarily separated precisely. 

New data may be involved during the process (Behnke et al. 2010, p. 42). Considering the 

ongoing processes analysed here, this is a necessary precondition. Another difference is that 

researchers tend to focus on the analysis of a few cases. This allows them to go beyond statistics 

towards understanding (historical) processes and individual motivations (Della Porta 2008), as 

is the intention of this research. This leads to the second decision as regards the overall 

methodological set-up. 

The research design depicts a case study oriented approach (Behnke et al. 2010). By 

approaching the research via an empirical analysis of the developments within the regions, the 

PhD aims to identify the general trends towards rescaling and reterritorialisation in the EU 

through macro-regional cooperation, and, furthermore, to identify whether macro-regions 

influence processes of European integration. The case-oriented research here focusses on a 

relatively small number of cases, analysed with attention to each of the three cases as an 

interpretable whole (Ragin 2000, p. 22). The case studies selected are the Danube and Alpine 

regions being at different stages of development, and one region, that after initial 

considerations, has not developed towards a macro-region, the North Sea Region (see below 

for further details on case study selection). 

The data was collected by means of mainly three different methods: expert interviews, 

participatory observation as well as document analysis, all of which are described in more detail 

below. Altogether, I conducted roundabout 48 interviews (cf. Annex V), analysed roundabout 
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80 documents, and participated at 34 stakeholder conferences and academic conferences as 

well as I organised field trips (cf. Annexes IV, V, VI). 

For the most developed macro-region, the Danube Region, I analyse the data via three mapping 

exercises, which include a path mapping, an institutional and policy mapping (cf. Annex III). As 

macro-regional cooperation encompasses many countries, targets many different policy fields 

and includes a range of different stakeholders (with more than a thousand participants at an 

Annual Forum), it is beyond the scope of a doctoral project to analyse it in total. Hence, the 

project will analyse the general phenomenon of MRSs and plunge into very active spatial 

policies fields. The experiences from these three case studies are then interpreted with regard 

to changes in EU spatial governance and styles of policy-making (cf. Figure 4). 

Before I move on to summarise the research highlights of the articles, the next section 

elaborates on the selection of case studies and the case study design.  

4.2 Case Study design 

4.2.1 Selection of case studies 

By the beginning of this research in 2012, around eight macro-regions were in implementation, 

in development or under discussion. I chose to examine the Danube, the Alpine and the North 

Sea regions. The Danube Region is the second macro-region. The Alpine Region was under 

construction in 2012, and was endorsed in 2016. The North Sea Region has not been developed 

towards a macro-region, but was actively under discussion in 2013 and 2014. The EUSBRS was 

under implementation at the time. Discussions about possible macro-regions for the Adriatic 

and Ionian, Mediterranean, Atlantic Arc and Black Sea regions were at different stages of 

concretisation. The selection criteria were the following (cf. Figure 5): 

1. Concrete idea for development of a macro-regional strategy 

2. Territorial scope mainly within the EU 

3. Research pragmatic grounds (pre-existence of contacts, language barriers, number of 

existing studies)  

Figure 5: Selection of case studies  

 

Source: own elaboration 
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The first criterion was that the idea to develop a macro-regional strategy was concrete enough 

to expect developments. This was the case for five of the eight regions. The Atlantic Arc 

developed an Atlantic Strategy in 2011, a sea-basin strategy focussing particularly on maritime 

issues and coordinated by the Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (cf. 

Interact 2014). The Adriatic and Ionian Region have developed a Maritime Strategy by 2012. In 

contrast to the Atlantic Strategy, this Adriatic and Ionian Strategy was intended to be further 

developed towards an MRS (cf. Wise 2016, Cugusi & Stocchiero 2016). The Black Sea and the 

Mediterranean regions only explored MRSs following the Arab Spring (cf. Sielker 2014). Based 

on the research goals to learn about the role of MRSs in the EU, the second criterion was that 

the case study regions should have their main territorial scope within the EU. The Adriatic and 

Ionian Region includes the Balkan area, and has the character of an external EU strategy (see 

Stocchiero et al. 2016). In addition, I presume language barriers to be larger when analysing 

documents, and conducting interviews. This already relates to the third criterion: research 

pragmatic grounds. In both, the Danube and the Alpine region, I was able to draw on pre-

existing contacts and previous research. The North Sea presented an interesting case to analyse 

the momentum of decision of whether to develop towards an MRS. In 2012, this decision was 

quite open. In addition, I was able to draw on third-party contacts. Among these four regions, 

I focussed on the regions that had been less analysed in less depth. The most senior strategy 

for the Baltic Sea has been addressed by a series of other studies, which allows for comparison 

of my research on macro-regional rescaling as addressed in the article #3 Palgrave. The three 

case study areas are illustrated in Figure 6. The Danube Region’s and the Alpine Region’s 

perimeters reflect the macro-regional coverage. The North Sea Region covers the potential 

area and represents different perimeters of North Sea Region cooperation (area of the North 

Sea Commission and the North Sea INTERREG area). 
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Figure 6: Case study regions 

 
Source: own elaboration 

4.2.2 Case study design 

The case study analysis for the three regions includes the analysis of the developments, 

stakeholders involved and contents addressed. In order to answer the research question, 

particularly regarding processes of rescaling and reterritorialisation, I examine the most 

advanced strategy for the Danube Region in-depth. The results are summarised in a Danube 

Region profile in Annex III, and feed into all six articles. The developments in the North Sea and 

Alpine Region are summarised in the paper #6 EPS.  

In the Danube Region case study (cf. Figure 7), I then focus on a selected policy field for content-

related and research pragmatic grounds. Firstly, due to the high number of activities, 

stakeholders and organisation’s involved, the analysis of macro-regional cooperation as a 

whole is beyond the scope of a dissertation. Another reason to concentrate on one policy field 

is that “EU policy outcomes are determined by how integrated and exclusive policy-specific 

networks are, and how mutually dependent actors are within them” (Petersson 2003, 9). 
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Hence, concentrating on one thematic cooperation allows for an analysis of processes of 

rescaling within the thematic area.  

Figure 7: Case study design 

 
Source: own elaboration  

 

The policy field in focus here is transport and navigation, which is implemented in the Danube 

region under the Priority Area "Mobility – Inland waterway’. Transport and particularly, 

shipping and navigation were important drivers for the EUSDR development, and received 

considerable attention (Sielker 2012a, Sielker & Chilla 2015, Chilla & Sielker 2016). This was 

reflected in statements by the then Commissioner Hahn, as well as the Strategy Document itself 

which set an aim to increase transport on the Danube river by 20 percent by 2020 (EC 2010, p. 

7). Another reason was that this policy theme was perceived to work well by several 

interviewees during my previous empirical studies (Sielker 2012a). Most importantly, 

explorative interviews confirmed stakeholders’ willingness to collaborate. In the PA, I then 

concentrated on one field of action concerning the waterway infrastructure. This action 

represented the core of activities in the first years (cf. Annex III).  

4.2.3 Data collection 

The project is challenging with regard to available data, which makes the conduction of primary 

data a necessity. Methodologically, the data was collected using four methods: semi-structured 

expert interviews, participatory observation, document analysis and a questionnaire. In 

general, the reason for this approach is that I intended to get hold of tacit knowledge of 

contemporary policy processes. The developments within macro-regions, particularly in the 

initial phase, are rarely documented, with few researchers engaging in empirical studies.  

The interviews provided complementary information for the document analysis and vice versa, 

as stakeholders were available for questions or clarification. I conducted interviews, 

participated in events, and analysed documents until the information received exceeded to the 

research goals, and I was able to answer my research questions adequately.  
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Semi-structured expert interviews 

Experts are a source of specific knowledge, which can be obtained through an interview 

(Meuser & Nagel 2009, p. 37). Meuser and Nagel summarise that an expert interview aims to 

get information about the advanced knowledge an expert obtained through their position in a 

functional context (2011, p. 57). In policy contexts, an expert is an expert due to its position 

and institutional-organisational background, meaning that the expert’s statements have to be 

considered against the institutional-organisational background (Meuser & Nagel 2009, p. 57). 

The experts selected were therefore, chosen due to their position and their involvement in the 

respective MRSs, and of course due their willingness to participare in an interview (cf. Annex IV, 

Annex V). 

According to Blatter et al. (2007, p. 60) expert interviews are particularly useful in research 

contexts, that have been subject to little research, and which intent to identify causal relations 

in few cases that are to be analysed in more detailed and from a range of perspectives. Blatter 

et al. continue that expert interviews are also appropriate methods in interview situations 

where a relationship of trusts is built up, as otherwise only official statements are to be 

expected. Meuser and Nagel (2011, p. 57) similarly state that expert interviews are often used 

in policy and implementation studies. The research context at hand aims to analyse a rather 

abstract form of cooperation in the EU and obtain empirical data in complex, often sensitive 

policy contexts. In addition, I had the opportunity to build a relationship of trust, and acquire 

background information necessary to understand the processes behind the scenes. 

For the interviews, I prepared thematically structured guidelines. In addition, I have sent the 

interviewees guiding questions for the purpose of preparation. In contrast to standardised 

interviews, guideline interviews are useful for exploring the interviewees’ knowledge unknown 

to the interviewer (Gläser & Laurel 2010). Interviews were conducted either in person, via 

telephone or via Skype.  

The roundabout 50 interviewees included a wide range of representatives. These include 

national and regional political and administrative representatives, Members of the European 

Parliament, and representatives from the European Commission, ETC programmes, project 

partners and advisory committees. Furthermore, I interviewed representatives from various 

governmental and non-governmental organisations, such as the North Sea Commission, 

Danube Commission, Arge Donauländer, ÖROK, Arge Alp, CIPRA Austria/France, OSPAR, and 

Pro Danube International. Some interviewees prefer to remain anonymous, and are 

subsequently not listed by name in the Annex V. Apart from the interviewees addressing the 

three macro-regions key stakeholders, the research design foresees a zoom-in into Priority Area 

1a in the Danube Region. Here I conducted interviews with representatives of the two relevant 

DGs (Regio and Move), with the Priority Area Coordinators, representatives of the Steering 

Group and with two observers to the Steering Group.  

Participatory observation 

A second important source of information is provided through participatory observation 

(Reuber & Pfaffenbach 2005). Between 2011 and 2016, I attended a roundabout 34 stakeholder 

conferences and meetings as well as academic conferences (cf. Annex IV) of macro-regional 

relevance for multiple purposes. This includes the organisation of various field trips. First, public 
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statements and presentations at these events are indicative of further developments. Secondly, 

through my participation, I was able to establish contacts and to keep in contact with a wide 

range of stakeholders over the years. In addition, informal conversations served as background 

information for my research, and allowed for better-tailored interview questions. I obtained a 

certain sense for the issues at stake through these numerous discussions, which has proven to 

be invaluable to my work. I treated this information confidentially and did not make use of it in 

statements, in citations or in articles. Interestingly, the topics of most of these discussions 

became matters of public debate, sometimes with a lag in time (e.g. the set-up of a Danube 

Strategy Point). I documented my participation in the events in a logbook. This rich source of 

information also helped me to interpret the official documents and statements. 

Document analysis 

The third source of information are round about 80 (policy) documents. The document analysis 

includes firstly official documents from the European institutions (mostly EC, EP and Committee 

of the Regions), secondly documents and publications from the participating countries, and 

thirdly the documentation of Priority Area 1a, retrieved via the danube-navigation.eu website 

(cf. Annex VI). It may include official statements, conclusions, national input papers and 

meeting minutes as listed in detailed in Annex VI. I analysed the documents analysed with 

diverse purposes. The Priority Area documents were analysed with regard to the decisions 

made, the contributions from the stakeholders and the actions described and the points of 

attention, as well as the participation.  

Data processing 

The data processing involved minutes and transcription of the interviews using the software f4. 

For the sake of a pragmatic modus operandi, the transcription and minutes are tailored to the 

research interest. Those parts that I deemed of being outside the core scope of my research 

question, I only summarised. In interviews where voice recording was not allowed, or that 

developed at conferences, for example, the written minutes focused on the essence of the 

statements based on memory and written documentation. A chronologically organised logbook 

served as documentation including expert interviews, documentation of events, speeches or 

presentations, informal conversations, and written information such as newsletters. 

4.2.4 Data analysis 

The data was analysed via a content analysis (Gläser & Laudel 2010, p, 46) following the 

overarching idea of process-tracing methods (Beach & Pedersen 2013).  

Content analysis 

The document analysis of Priority Area 1a followed a code-based content analysis (topic, scope, 

agenda information, decisions, participants) using Excel and Word (Gläser & Laudel 2010). The 

content analysis of the interviews and participatory observation was tailored to the individual 

papers and heuristics for analysis. Most parts of the dissertation were developed as part of a 

cumulative dissertation, which made the use of different heuristics necessary for analysis. Due 

to the evolutionary character of macro-regional policy developments, the application of a priori 

defined categories was a challenge. Hence, I refrained from using a digital analysis tools such 

as MaxQDA. Using code-based methods in MaxQDA is effective in quantitative research (cf. 

Larcher 2010, p. 2). This would also have entailed a constant renewal of the categorisation 
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system in order to keep up with the very dynamic developments (for example, the development 

of a DSP was not foreseeable during the first interviews). Hence, the documentation was 

analysed depending on the topics and research questions addressed in each article.  

Process tracing 

Process tracing is a method established in case study and comparative research that aims to 

reveal causalities in policy processes. It is particularly promising in order to understand “causal 

complexity” (Hall 2003, p. 391), and causal mechanisms (George & Bennett 2005). Originally, 

this approach was intended to reveal ‘evidence’ in historical cases (George 1979). Most 

recently, the approach has been developed further, tracing trajectories of change in highly 

complex contexts. The focus lies on the identification of the relevant variable (Mahoney 2010), 

the causal mechanisms and inference (Beach & Pedersen 2013), as well as the use of theory 

testing and building (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, Bennet & Checkel 2014). A growing number of 

empirical studies are concerned with spatial interests and EU foci (e.g. Schimmelfenning 2003).  

Process tracing allows for consideration of “social and institutional structure and context with 

individual agency and decision-making” (Bennet & Checkel 2014, p. 1). Process tracing 

therefore has an institutional and a temporal dimension. In my analysis, I illustrate both of these 

dimensions through three mapping exercises (cf. Annex III); an institutional mapping of policies 

and stakeholders as well as through a path mapping. 

Institutional mapping  

Institutional mapping techniques serve to identify the relevant formal and informal institutions, 

including changes over time. In parallel, policy arenas and power topographies are identified 

and mapped (cf. Chilla et al. 2012). Institutional mapping as part of the process tracing 

framework pays attention to the different stakeholders involved and the power relations (cf. 

Stegbauer 2010).The institutions involved may include government agencies, or ministries, 

intergovernmental or international organisations, parties, trade unions, associations, 

companies, interest groups or scientific organisations (cf. McFadden et al. 2010). Mapping may 

also include different regulations, rules, projects and programmes that form the framework for 

the policy network identified via this exercise. Institutional mapping is enriched by a path 

mapping, focussing on the interactions and linkages between the stakeholders over time. 

Path Mapping 

Path mapping represents the temporal dimension of the process tracing. As macro-regional 

strategies can be reflected upon as an evolutionary governance element (cf. Van Assche et al. 

2014, Beunen et al 2015), developments can be exploited well via path mapping. Actors, 

“institutions, and discourses are in a continuous process of co-evolution and co-creation. 

Governance pathways cannot be but unique in such perspective, and context is everything” 

(Beeunen et al. 2015, pp. 9-10). Governance processes are strongly path dependent (cf. Benz 

2002, Scharpf 1988), whereas the institutional mapping and the general description of MRSs as 

part of the ETC, provide the contexts. Path mapping aims to reconstruct the interactions, and 

“can enhance the understanding of the power side in power/knowledge dialectics” (Van 

Assche, 2014, pp. 0- 84). Following Van Assche et al. “path mapping and path analysis emerge 

as the key methods to trace the autopoietic identity of a governance arrangement” (2014, p. 

84).  
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Highlighting the importance of analysing the underlying configurations, Van Assche et al. see 

context mapping as a complementary method, which I similarly employ here through 

institutional and policy mapping. Together with an additional content analysis of the expert 

interviews and the participatory observation, the mapping analyses portray the process tracing 

within macro-regions. The results of these exercises fed particularly into the two papers 

published last and the two under review (cf. Annex I, #3 Palgrave, #4 TPG, #5 Europa 

Regional, #6 EPS).  

Having presented the research approach and the methods employed, I now turn to 

summarising the contributions of the journal articles.  
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5. Research highlights 
In this dissertation, I address the research questions in a series of six articles. In these articles 

my co-authors and I made use of a combination of different conceptual lenses to explain the 

empirical developments in macro-regions as part of ETC: scale and rescaling, territoriality and 

reterritorialisation, as well as Europeanisation and European integration. Table 3 provides an 

overview of the key foci and empirical contributions. While the first five papers tackle the first 

three research questions outlined in chapter 2.1, the sixth paper addresses research question 

four. 

Table 3: Conceptual frameworks and empirical profoundness.  

Paper Conceptual frameworks Empirical 
profoundness 

 Territoriality / 
reterritorialisation 

EU integration / 
Europeanisation 

Scale/ rescaling Empirical 
context 

#1 EPA (2014)  +++ +  + 

#2 ARL (2014) ++ ++  + 

#3 Palgrave (2015) + ++ +++ ++ 

#4 TPG (forthcoming) +  +++ +++ 

#5 Europa Regional 
(forthcoming) 

 +++  ++ 

 Styles of European policy-making  
#6 EPS (2016)  +++ +++ 

Legend: profoundness of conceptual and empirical focus: +++ (very influential) ++ (highly influential) + (influential) 
Source: own elaboration  

The first two articles question processes of reterritorialisation in the EU and macro-regions 

against the background of the concept of “soft spaces” (#1 EPA, #2 ARL). Soft spaces describe 

the co-existence of relational and territorial spaces in new spaces of governance (Allmendinger 

& Haughton 2009). The articles show possible avenues of development, and argue that macro-

regional territoriality has not yet been decided upon. However, the early developments indicate 

that macro-regions are organised intergovernmentally, and hence follow the logic of a pooled-

territoriality. Macro-regions, however, may obtain formal decision-making competences or 

remain as a space “in between” other levels of decision-making. Additionally, these early papers 

indicate that the developments within respective policy fields addressed in macro-regions may 

differ. The influence of this new level on existing layers of decision-making remains unclear. 

In two subsequent papers, I address the influences of macro-regions on scalar construction and 

decision-making by analysing different objects that are subject to rescaling and 

Europeanisation, and the processes that lead to scalar restructuration. (#3 Palgrave, #4 TPG). 

The paper #3 Palgrave provides a framework to analyse different objects (mandates and 

budgets, dominant levels of power, spatial frames, policy networks, policy concepts, rationales, 

instruments, actor networks, policy agendas and national policy argumentations, policy 

networks, as well as a rescaling of norms, narratives, procedures and modes of operation). 

Thereby we examine how macro-regional strategies, as a specific form of territorial 

cooperation, are stimulated by or contribute to Europeanisation and policy rescaling. The paper 

concludes that macro-regions influence policy-making in a variety of ways without a rescaling 

of competences towards this new level of cooperation. As a result, the second paper concerned 

with questions of rescaling examines how processes of rescaling are occurring through macro-
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regional cooperation (#4 TPG). We do so by revisiting the concept of scale itself, and by 

providing an alternative framework for analysis explaining that stakeholders make use of five 

dimensions of scale to influence agenda setting and decision making at the national and the EU 

level. The five dimensions are (i) regulatory/jurisdictional, (ii) funding/resources, (iii) 

knowledge/values, (iv) network and (v) environmental. The paper concludes, firstly, that 

stakeholders deliberately move across these dimensions, and ultimately soft and hard spaces 

of governance, to achieve their individual goals. Secondly, the paper concludes that macro-

regional cooperation leads to indirect rescaling: macro-regional narratives influences decisions 

on funding and resources and regulatory frameworks at other levels. 

These elaborations lead to the question of what impacts macro-regions have on the process of 

European integration. Macro-regions have obtained considerable impact, and, as initially 

illustrated by the comments of the current Commissioner for Regional Policies, are recognized 

as an important type of cooperation. Consequently, I consider macro-regions to be indicative 

for contemporary processes of European integration in the example of spatial policies. Paper 

#5 Europa Regional therefore reflects on macro-regional cooperation against the background 

of the two dominant theories of European integration: neofunctionalism and 

intergovernmentalism. The paper concludes that macro-regions are designed as a form of 

intergovernmental “soft cooperation” with distinctive supranational features. 

These five papers allow for reflection on the implications of this new macro-regional 

cooperation for spatial governance in the EU. The sixth paper (#6 EPS) questions which 

changes this new cooperation format brings to European territorial cooperation and what we 

can learn about styles of policy-making in ETC through the analysis of MRSs (cf. Figure 8).  

Figure 8: ETC and MRS 

Source: own elaboration 

 

Macro-regions have been described as “laboratories of a place-based approach” (EP 2015). 

Therefore, this paper starts from the premise that macro-regions shall reflect a place-based 

approach. The paper characterises this new cooperation format as sectoral and 

intergovernmentally organized, flexible, bottom-up and expert-based. I then conclude, that his 

particular form of cooperation is highly stakeholder-based and I continue to argue that ETC 

needs to accurately take into account whom the results of this cooperation are favourable to. 

In comparison with the conceptually guided articles, this paper was aiming to provide an 

overview of the three case studies and provide scientific support to policy-making.   

ETC 

MRS 

New styles of  
policy-making in ETC? 

Implications for  
spatial governance 
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#1 EPA: Europeanizing territoriality – towards soft spaces 

 

Allmendinger P, Chilla T and Sielker F (2014): Europeanizing territoriality—towards soft spaces? 

Environment and Planning A, volume 46, pp. 2703 – 2717 (doi: 10.1068/a130037p)  

Status: Published as an original journal article in EPA in 2014 (cf. Annex I, p. 60 for full article) 

 Research highlights: 

The paper … 
… seeks to explore the co-existence of relational and territorial spaces – soft spaces – through the 

experiences of EU integration and territorialisation; 

… highlights in the context of EU studies how spatial governance has begun to address the 

tensions within state-bounded territorial and relational networked governance through the 

emergence of new spaces; 

… adds to the current literature on soft spaces by focussing on the changing character and their 

temporalities; 

… illustrates and explores how tensions around territorial and relational spaces are not unique to 

planning, but also found in other sectors and areas of governance, most notably European 

integration;  

… explores two EU policy case studies and shows different stages of “softening” and “hardening”;  

… shows that the dual function of thinking and acting relationally and territorially has been 

managed through the practice of soft spaces and fuzzy boundaries in macro-regions; 

… proposes an analytical framework against which to compare and contrast the reality of practices 

with three categories: non-territoriality (without a mandate), pooled-territoriality 

(intergovernmental setting), supra-territoriality (reallocation of mandate to EU level); 

… illustrates the paths of reterritorialisation from non-territoriality to a supra-territorial policy 

organisation due to the reallocation of competences in the wake of the directives development 

for the case study of the Habitats directive;  

… debates macro-regions to obtain a pooled-territoriality, though neither macro-regions nor the 

EU formally gain competences; 

… demonstrates that macro-regional developments are subject to contemporary negotiations;  

… considers soft spaces to play an important strategic role in processes of reterritorialisation; 

… argues that soft spaces can be efficient instruments to induce transfer of competences and 

playing out of power. 

Keywords: soft spaces, territoriality, Europeanization, Habitats Directive, macro-regions 
 

Own contribution: 
▪ development of paper idea jointly with co-authors,  

▪ development of analytical framework and line of argumentation jointly with co-authors,  

▪ writing of chapter 4.2 (second case study),  

▪ amending of and commenting on other chapters, particularly chapter 3 

▪ corresponding author in reviewing process. 
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#2 ARL: Soft borders als neues Raumkonzept in der EU? – Das Beispiel der 

makroregionalen Kooperationen 

 

Sielker F (2014): Soft borders als neues Raumkonzept in der EU? – Das Beispiel der 

makroregionalen Kooperationen. In: Grotheer S, Schwöbel A and Stepper M (Eds.) Nimm’s 

sportlich. Planung als Hindernislauf. Arbeitsberichte der ARL 10. Hannover. 

Status: Published as an reviewed original article in working reports of the ARL in 2014 (cf. 

Annex I, p. 78 for full article) 

Research highlights: 

The paper … 
… discusses the changing role of inner European borders through the development of European 

macro-regions in the context of European integration; 

… reflects on the two major schools of European integration theories and their role for border 

understandings in the course of  MRSs; 

… summarises the literature on territorial and relational approaches to space, and draws on the 

notion of soft spaces existing at the intersection of relational and territorial spaces;  

… presents the two major European integration theories and their role for borders in the EU; 

… presents four possible paths of development:  

▪ First, development towards a supranational level with competence, and new borders; 

▪ Second, presents  MRSs as a transitioning, temporary element which lead to a further EU 

integration and reinforcement of the EU level, leading to the devolution of inner European 

borders; 

▪ Third, macro-regions stabilize as their own form of cooperation based on 

intergovernmental organisations leading to the stabilization of current borders; 

▪ Fourth, macro-regions could develop in parallel to the existing borders with flexible borders; 

… introduces the macro-regional governance and developments;  

… translates the concept of soft spaces to borders by describing soft borders as flexible, which 

develop in parallel to existing borders; 

… argues that macro-regionalisation changes the notion of borders in the EU; 

… argues that in the process of European integration the understanding of the complexity of the 

role of borders is essential for political action; 

… concludes that nation states will remain the main actors, meaning that existing borders will play 

an important role in co-existence with permeable borders of the network oriented MRSs 

… maintains that macro-regions now and in the near future are best explained following the fourth 

development path. 

 

Keywords: Borders, macro-regions, macro-regional strategies, European integration, soft spaces, 

reterritorialisation 
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#3 Palgrave: Macro-regional Strategies: Agents of Europeanization and Rescaling? 

 

Stead D, Sielker F and Chilla T (2015): Macro-regional Strategies: Agents of Europeanization and 

Rescaling? In: Gänzle S, Kern K, (Eds) (2015): A Macro-regional Europe in the Making. 

Theoretical Approaches and Empirical Evidence. Palgrave Macmillan., pp. 99 – 120 (doi: 

10.1007 / 978-1-137-50972-7) 

Status: Published as a blind reviewed book chapter in an edited volume in 2015 in the Palgrave 

Series, Studies in European Union Politics (cf. Annex I, p. 94 for full article) 

Research highlights: 

The paper … 
… introduces MRSs as a new form of ETC in the wake of pan-European strategies, the ESDP and 

the INTERREG programmes; 

… highlights the experimental and political dimensions of MRSs;  

… examines the extent to which macro-regional strategies lead to policy rescaling;  

… contributes to the existing literature on Europeanization and rescaling by presenting 

Europeanisation as a particular form of rescaling processes with both concepts drawing on 

vertical, horizontal or circular influences and transformations;  

… differentiates between different objects of rescaling ranging from mandates, budgets, 

dominant levels of power, spatial frames, instruments, actor networks, policy rationales, norms, 

narratives, procedures or modes of operation; 

… scrutinizes the rescaling of these objects in the example of the Danube and the Baltic Sea 

Region; 

… elucidates macro-regions as an important instrument for actors to promote their policy 

agendas, regardless of not being an independent institutionalised political scale with formal 

mandates; 

… argues that compared to ETC initiatives such as INTERREG new forms of rescaling occur;  

… illustrates that macro-regions support a certain degree of rescaling of dominant levels of power 

towards intergovernmental arrangements, policy rationales, actor network, spatial frames, 

narratives as well as procedures;  

… shows that MRSs influence policy development at the national and subnational level and vice 

versa the national and subnational level influence the course of macro-regions; 

… concludes that processes of rescaling are different in each macro-region and each thematic 

field; 

… concludes that MRSs imply Europeanization by means of strategic coalitions in thematic fields. 

Keywords: rescaling, Europeanization, macro-regional strategies, European territorial cooperation 

Own contribution: 
▪ development of paper idea jointly with co-authors,  

▪ development of conceptual analytical framework and line of argumentation jointly with co-

authors,  

▪ drafting of chapter “European territorial cooperation”, 

▪ drafting of chapter “The case of macro-regional strategies – Europeanization and rescaling”, 

▪ amending of and commenting on other chapters (“Europeanization”, “Policy Rescaling”, 

“Conclusions”, and “Introduction”).  
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#4 TPG: Revisiting the question of scale and rescaling in EU macro-regional strategies 

 

Sielker F, Stead D, (under review): Revisiting the question of scale and rescaling in EU macro-

regional strategies, Territory, Politics, Governance  

Status: under review (cf. Annex I, p. 112 for full article) 

Research highlights: 

The paper …  
… seeks to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of processes of rescaling in EU macro-

regions; 

… summarises the literature on ‚scale‘ in four phases and argues that literature moves towards a 

new phase questioning how scale is constructed; 

… questions how scalar constructions can be explained; 

… differentiates between a narrow form of rescaling (reallocation of state power) and a broader 

form (encompassing all kinds of governance forms, cooperation and social power relations); 

… criticizes the existing conceptualisations of scale as unsatisfactorily explaining the empirical in 

the Danube Region Strategy; 

… argues that the key to understanding processes of rescaling is an alternative conceptualisation 

of scale; 

… provides an analytical framework for scale consisting of five co-existing dimensions alongside 

different fluidities (regulatory/jurisdictional – resources/finances – knowledge/values – 

network – environment); 

… tests the analytical framework in the case of the Danube Region Strategy by illustrating the path 

of the FAIRway project development; 

… illustrates that stakeholders deliberately operate within different dimensions; 

… reveals that through the use of the knowledge and network dimension at the macro-regional 

level stakeholders indirectly influence the regulatory and the resources dimension at other 

levels; 

… reasons that the dialectic of scale as a purely hierarchical element of statehood and the idea of 

overlapping networks can be overcome through this conceptualisation of scale revealing the 

entanglement of scale dimensions in scalar structuration; 

… concludes that indirect forms of rescaling and cross-dimensional influences are essential to 

understanding rescaling processes through EU macro-regions: 

Keywords: scale, territoriality, rescaling, EU macro-regions, Danube Region, transport, navigation 

 

Own contribution: 
▪ development of idea conceptual framework jointly with co-authors 

▪ drafting of the paper 

▪ corresponding author in the review process 
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#5 Europa Regional: Neue Möglichkeiten durch die EU Donauraumstrategie - Zeichen 

einer neofunktionalen oder intergouvernementalen EU Integration? 

 

Sielker F, (under revision): Neue Möglichkeiten durch die EU Donauraumstrategie - Zeichen 

einer neofunktionalen oder intergouvernementalen EU Integration?, Europa Regional  

Status: requested to revise and resubmit (cf. Annex I; p. 134 for full article) 

Research highlights: 

The paper … 
… questions the role of MRSs in the context of European Integration; 

… examines the developments in the EU Danube Region Strategy in light of the two grande 

theories of EU integration: Neofunctionalism and Intergovernmentalism; 

… summarises the current state of the art of European integration theory and concurs with 

current debates of a more differentiated, flexible form of integrations building increasingly on 

deliberative elements; 

… applies an analytical framework to identify (neo)functional and (liberal) intergovernmental 

elements in macro-regions based on Knodt and Corcaci (2012): motivation, question, object, 

vision, actors, processes, orientation, concept, premises, principles; 

… discusses macro-regions as presenting a predominantly intergovernmental form of cooperation 

based on multiple policy networks; 

… argues that MRSs develop towards an important narrative in project development;  

… contends that macro-regions in a Post-enlargement period are en vogue as they allow for 

intergovernmental ‘soft cooperation’ with distinctive supranational features. 

 

Keywords: European integration theories, Intergovernmentalism, Neofunctionalism, macro-regions, 

EU Danube Region Strategy, Eastern Enlargement 
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#6 EPS A stakeholder-based EU territorial cooperation: the example of European macro-

regions 

 

Sielker, F. (2016): A stakeholder-based EU territorial cooperation: the example of European 

macro-regions, European Planning Studies (doi: 10.1080/09654313.2016.1221383) 

Status: published in 2016 (cf. Annex I, p. 155 for full article) 

Research highlights: 

The paper… 
… questions what can be learned about characteristics of contemporary ETC through the lens of 

MRSs and why some macro-regions come into being, whereas others do not; 

… considers macro-regions as presenting a new style of policy-making;  

… analyses contemporary styles of ETC under the place-based narrative by identifying 

characteristics of the macro-regional phenomenon; 

… summarizes the opposing views of spatially blind and place-based approaches to regional 

policies;  

… hypothesizes that the primary rationale for stakeholders to get involved is the opportunity for 

agenda-setting and to increase their own influences while averting that of other stakeholders; 

… detects macro-regional characteristics to be flexible, based on expert-knowledge, bottom-up, 

theme-centred, informal, non-binding, sectoral and intergovernmental organized, with the EC 

as a coordinating institution;  

… presents the triggers for cooperation, the content addressed and the governance applied in 

three empirical case studies (Danube, Alpine and North Sea regions); 

… estimates MRSs to constitute a façade of objective goals under the narrative of a place-based 

approach; 

… follows the argument that macro-regional experiences reveal a crucial dependence on relatively 

strong stakeholders and sectoral policy fields; 

… argues that a place-informed ETC needs to draw on the stakeholders and introduces the term 

“stakeholder-based”;  

… highlights the need for further research to analyse ETC as dynamic processes such as in the 

context of evolutionary governance as well as governance and policy networks; 

… reasons that the outcome of MRSs is less about regional priorities, but reflects the priorities of 

relative strong stakeholders;  

… argues that a place-based approach would need to acknowledge the regional differences of 

stakeholder settings more explicitly when being transferred to ETC; 

… calls on policy-making to consider the stakeholder dimension in conceptualisations of a 

normative place-based approach more explicitly. 

 

Keywords: macro-regional strategies, place-based approach, European territorial cooperation, 

stakeholder-based approach 
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6. Synopsis and discussion 
The six articles, introduced in the previous section (for full text cf. Annex I) provided answers 

and insights into the initially posed research questions around processes of rescaling, 

reterritorialisation, Europeanisation in and by macro-regions, and forms of European 

integration represented by these dynamics.  

In short, the articles reveal that macro-regional cooperation does not imply the development 

of an independent new policy level with decision-making competences. However, macro-

regional cooperation implies processes of rescaling. Macro-regions influence policy-making at 

the EU and the national level in different policy fields dependent on the activities within the 

Priority Areas (or equivalent). Macro-regions do not demonstrate a new political level with 

supra-territorial characteristic, but represent a soft space (#1 EPA and #2 ARL). Macro-

regionalisation leads to rescaling of spatial frames and actor networks, but not to competence 

transfers towards this level (#3 Palgrave, #4 TPG). However, the activities at this level 

indirectly influence the activities in the jurisdictional and resource dimension of other levels, 

leading to an increasing Europeanisation (#4 TPG and #3 Palgrave). Therefore, the 

intergovernmental school of European integration theory explains the contemporary 

developments best (#5 Europa Regional and #2 ARL). These somewhat simplified answers to 

the research questions allude to the complex dynamics triggered by the introduction of macro-

regions to the multi-level governance of the EU.  

In this section, I now aim to synthesise these articles’ findings by drawing as well on the Danube 

macro-regional profile (cf. Annex III). I structure the synopsis in three parts. First, I attempt to 

take account of the interpretations provided by the papers in a more comprehensive way in 

order to detect contemporary trends displayed by EU macro-regions. By reviewing the different 

interpretations synoptically, I address the question of what we can learn about the concepts 

from the macro-regional experiences. Having interpreted macro-regional dynamics, I then 

summarise the main learning points about macro-regional cooperation. Based on these 

elaborations, I then finally turn to reflect upon the wider implications of these developments 

by addressing the guiding question of this dissertation: What can we learn about the changes 

of European spatial governance represented by EU macro-regions in light of the results 

presented in the papers? 

6.1 Synopsis: macro-regional dynamics through an integrated lens 

A first argument combines the reterritorialisation and soft spaces lens with the European 

integration lens. Through the analysis of macro-regions, I have come to argue that relational 

spaces are undergoing further processes of integration in the EU, whereas territorial 

organisation in the EU remains at the current status quo. In other words: In light of a crisis-

ridden EU, macro-regions are an example of how tendencies for integration in some policy 

fields can coincide with the hold of status quo or even disintegration in other policy fields. 

I argue that the soft space of a macro-region is a new dimension in European integration. The 

recent territoriality literature distinguishes between hard and soft spaces of governance and 

the co-existence of territorial and relational spaces in soft spaces. I have described macro-

regions as such soft spaces (#1 EPA and#2 ARL, Sielker 2016a).  
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Macro-regional integration is currently characterised by ongoing processes of integration in 

relational spaces illustrated by the institutionalisation of macro-regional networks such as for 

the development of the Danube inland waterway (cf. Annex III). Examples are meetings of 

transport ministers or the projects that have been developed such as the FAIRway project 

(#4 TPG, cf. Annex III). The theme-centred governance of macro-regions fosters this advancing 

integration in soft spaces. At the same time, macro-regions do not develop as a new statehood 

scale with own competences. The governance within macro-regions is based on a multi-level 

approach, with a strong role of intergovernmental committees. EU macro-regions and their soft 

characteristics are a crucial element in support of processes of an intergovernmental organised 

integration (#1 EPA). This analysis coincides with the argument developed that macro-regions 

are not lend supraterritoriality: The hard spaces of the Nation States and the EU level retain 

their competence profile. Territorial spaces may even show signs of disintegration instead. 

Exemplary, within the Danube Region countries have resumed border controls in a reaction to 

the flows of refugees in 2015. The macro-regional cooperation remains to be organised 

according to pooled-territorial principles. However, this cooperation “hardens” (Metzger & 

Schmitt 2012). Considering the use of the term ‘hard spaces’ in common literature on soft 

spaces, I emphasise that, according to my analysis, “hardening” of macro-regional strategies is 

not directly related to competences. Instead, processes and committees institutionalise.  

 

In conclusion, I maintain that macro-regional strategies foster European integration in 

relational spaces while at the same time integration holds the status quo as regards to the 

organisation of territorial spaces. This new level does not acquire formal mandates. 

Nevertheless, influences of activities on policy making and spatial governance at different levels 

are manifold.  

This leads to the second argument in which I combine primarily the scale and rescaling lens 

with the European integration and Europeanisation lens.  

The analysis through the lens of, firstly, different objects and directions of rescaling and, 

secondly, a multidimensional understanding of scale revealed the complex, reciprocal 

influences of macro-regions on other governance layers (#3 Palgrave, #1 EPA, #4 TPG). A 

more differentiated view is exemplary offered by the paper “Agents of rescaling and 

Europeanisation” (#3 Palgrave), where we argue that policy narratives, actor networks and 

spatial frames are rescaled to the macro-regional level. Through the macro-region a level for 

cooperation arose, which essentially draws on soft characteristics. These activities then 

influence policy-making at the EU and at the national levels. Yet, this does neither implicate an 

upscaling of competences to the EU or macro-regional level nor a downscaling to the national 

or regional level. In fact, macro-regional cooperation influences the decision-making at these 

levels by providing a platform for agenda setting. Whereas neofunctional integration theories 

assume an upscaling of competences, and often presume a supranational organisation, the 

intergovernmental integration theory assumes an upscaling of competences based on 

intergovernmental organisation of decision-making. Looking at the different rescaled objects 

reveals a more comprehensive view towards the different forms of EU integration, as well as 

towards Europeanisation of processes.  
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The Europeanisation literature describes the changes of processes within policy-making and 

modes of operation at all levels as result of overall EU dynamics. The rescaling debate captures 

these dynamics by reflecting on the different objects of rescaling such as norms, identities and 

policy agendas. Macro-regional developments are an example revealing the circularity of 

influences from the EU via the macro-regional to the national level and vice versa (#3 Palgrave 

and #4 TPG).  

Inspired by the planning literature on soft spaces I analysed macro-regional scalar politics 

through a multidimensional framework (#4 TPG). The macro-regional level is distinct in the 

network dimension, the knowledge dimension and the environment dimension. The 

environmental perimeter, e.g. the Danube, is becoming a more important rationale in policy- 

making. There is no macro-regional mandate on the funding and regulatory dimensions of scale 

(hence, no changes in the territoriality). However, the knowledge dimension and the network 

dimension of the macro-regional level are used to indirectly influence policy and decision 

making on the national and the EU level.  

In the case of the Danube river the multidimensional analysis of scalar politics reveals for the 

case navigation and transport how the multi-level governance is constructed. On the one side 

the political, and legal mandates lie with the national level. This means that decision-making 

competences on transport axis development remain bounded in the domestic spheres. On the 

other side there is no legal, but a strong financial mandate on the EU level. Therefore the 

decision for the (co-)funding of many projects aiming to implement MRSs lies on the EU level. 

In turn, this leads to an increased Europeanisation of the national politics, e.g. in the discourses 

around national transport developments plans. The macro-regional stakeholders influence the 

decision making in these two dimensions at other levels by making use of the knowledge/value, 

network and environmental dimension. This analysis of how macro-regional cooperation may 

function, exposes as well that the main reasons for the varying ‘success’ within the different 

Priority Areas lies in the scalar construction of the policies addressed. More concretely, I argue 

that the macro-regional cooperation can more easily lead to added-value in those Priority Areas 

where the cooperation links different dimensions with different levels. Thereby MRSs assist to 

minimise the effects of inter-level competence gaps.  

 

As a result this research argues that macro-regional dynamics lead to indirect rescaling, in which 

stakeholders use different dimensions and transgress over different scales to achieve their 

goals.  The notion of indirect rescaling explains the interplay of different agents acting over the 

different dimensions of scale, hence influencing the developments on other scales. One 

example presented here was the development of the FAIRway project, which is a direct result 

of the macro-region and the politicisation of Danube River related activities. With the expansion 

of knowledge on the macro-regional level, the funding dimension on the EU level was 

influenced. Another example is the awareness raising for the challenges of the river 

maintenance and the necessary political support at the national level through the macro-

regional scale. The example illustrates that all processes and their outcomes are connected by 

the developments within the five dimensions.  
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In conclusion macro-regional cooperation has complex implications for scalar (re)structuration. 

Using the territoriality and reterritorialisation lens in addition, the new logics of scale uncover 

how hard and soft elements of governance in the soft space of a macro-region co-exist. The 

ways stakeholders explore these five dimension defines the combination of hard and soft 

elements, and subsequently the form of European integration represented by the macro-

regional phenomenon. 

6.2 Discussion 1 – macro-regional characteristics and some points for consideration  

This thesis focussed on three case studies: the Danube Region, the Alpine Region and the North 

Sea Region. The analysis reveals macro-regional characteristics and motivations for 

cooperation in the macro-regional framework or, as is the case in the North Sea Region, 

explains why stakeholders refrain from further engagement.  

Macro-regional characteristics 

In one article (#6 EPS), I characterise macro-regional cooperation as: 

▪ flexible 

▪ bottom-up 

▪ theme-centred/sectoralised 

▪ informal/non-binding 

▪ intergovernmental 

▪ political 

▪ knowledge-based 

▪ related to funding decisions 

These macro-regional characteristics derive, first, from the initial considerations of the three 

No’s (cf. Chapter 3). These lead macro-regions to draw on existing institutions, funding sources 

and directives/legislations. Secondly, the character of MRSs derives much from the sectorial 

organisation in Priority Areas (cf. Annex II, Annex III or Chilla & Sielker 2016). The governance 

structure originates from this general approach (cf. Annex II, Annex III). Despite a generally 

similar governance set-up of Priority Areas with an SG, the activities differ considerably. The 

reasons may be the different ways in which competences are organised in national contexts 

and on the EU level, as well as existing joint funding opportunities.  

Most importantly, stakeholders estimate macro-regions to offer a pragmatic form of 

cooperation in complex settings especially with regard to multinational differences and the EU’s 

multi-level governance. The analysis of the Danube Region analysis provides answers as to the 

questions what processes and tools of governance and government are applied in macro-

regions. The path, policy and institutional mapping (cf. Annex III) of the PA “Inland Waterway” 

illustrate how the PA operates. The SG obtains commitment from the political level through a 

range of different tools such as ministerial conclusions, endorsement of a masterplan or by 

making use of appeals. At the same time, the SG supports the development of projects to 

implement the masterplan (cf. Annex III, #4 TPG). This line of action demonstrates a position 

of the SG linking the operational and the political with the institutional-administrative side of 

transnational spatial governance in the field of inland waterway developments (cf. Figure 9). 
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Figure 9: Macro-regional links 

 
Source: own elaboration 

 

Macro-regional governance - new transnational arenas in a changing stakeholder landscape 

Overall, the six articles presented very different dynamics in each macro-region depending on 

the stakeholders involved. Stakeholders use macro-regional cooperation for agenda setting to 

evoke changes at other levels. In this way, macro-regions reflect the interregional, inter-level 

and intraregional power plays.  

In general, the investigations confirm my initial considerations of macro-regions as 

representing a form of evolutionary governance (cf. Chapter 4.2.3). Though the basic idea of 

the governance set-up has remained the same, the Danube Region has evolved, for example, 

with the introduction of the Danube Strategy Point (cf. Annex III). I expect macro-regional 

governance to continue adapting to different needs.  

The EUSDR leads to considerable changes in the regional governance landscape, and thereby 

to changes in stakeholders’ influences. I argue that macro-regions represent a new form of 

territorial cooperation that relies to great extent on stakeholders, a point I have made in several 

articles (#6 EPS, 2016 a/d). This fuzzy, transnational level of cooperation is not easily accessible 

to many stakeholders ‘on the ground’ for several reasons, such as insufficient funding to 

participate in meetings, little understanding of political processes, little awareness of 

opportunities for involvement. A few other stakeholders have, however, been able to make 

themselves heard very well (e.g. Pro Danube International in the case described above). With 

their participation in the meetings, they have been able to influence agenda setting within the 

PA. My argument here is not a critique of those who are able to make themselves heard. 

However, I want to make a point here that this selective stakeholder involvement is giving 

directions to the strategy’s activities. Policy-making should be aware off these implications. 

Hence, a more conscious relationship to the stakeholders involved could avoid keeping other 

stakeholders out.  
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Macro-regional strategies and the geopolitical challenges 

Though the merits of the strategies are undoubted, the diplomatic aspirations remain limited. 

Considering the huge diversity in the region, the challenges of high politics and the third country 

involvement in the Balkan Region, the geopolitical dimension is not to be underestimated.  

In a working paper, I discussed the potential roles of macro-regions, illustrating one scenario in 

which macro-regions’ could elevate a diplomatic role (Sielker 2016d). Initial indications in this 

respect are the joint ministerial statements at the Annual Fora. However, the macro-region did 

not play a considerable role in high political discussions such as the refugee crisis in 2015 or the 

Russian-Ukrainian war in 2014. Some high level politicians used the Annual Forum for a 

statement (Sielker 2016d). These developments are characteristic of Danube Region, but not 

necessarily to all macro-regions. Within the EUSAIR, the geopolitical challenges are more 

obvious as pointed out by Stocchiero et al. (2015). Through the thematic cooperation or 

sectorial organisation, those NGOs that are thematically oriented gain influence in the EUSDR 

through their involvement in the PAs. Here, I point out the flipside that other initiatives, such 

as the ARGE Donauländer or the Central Europe Initiative are not reflected explicitly in the 

EUSDR governance. The question arises as to whether regional initiatives such as the 

‘Arbeitsgemeinschaften’ loose influence, and whether this comes along with increased 

diplomatic responsibility for the EUSDR. Generally, I see a challenge here that many (human) 

resources go into the EUSDR that formerly were allocated to other cooperation. Whereas some 

organisations may lose their diplomatic influence, others on the contrary remain quite active. 

The Viségrad cooperation is an example of a diplomatic endeavour, which remains rather 

active, for example through joint statements as a reaction to the Brexit vote (e.g. Sielker 2016d). 

Added-value of macro-regions? 

Throughout my work, I have come to identify MRSs as a new, innovative and pragmatic form of 

cooperation. I argue that this format may close gaps that have not been possible to address 

through other types of cooperation. Much of the public debate questioned the added-value of 

macro-regional cooperation, as demonstrated by a recent workshop in the Danube Region on 

the measurement of the added-value of the EUSDR. Together with Tobias Chilla, I discussed the 

added-value of MRSs in a recent discussion paper prepared for a workshop coordinated by the 

EC and the DSP (Chilla & Sielker 2016). We postulated that the added-value lies in their 

strategic, place-based and integrative dynamics, and that these potentials are not fully 

exploited.  

The question of the added-value is raised due to the critiques raised by involved stakeholders. 

Throughout all interviews, stakeholders call for effective processes. In my interviews, the noted 

weaknesses relate to the reporting, additional workload, missing links to funding and too little 

consideration of development in the national contexts. Whereas some complaints are often 

linked directly to the stakeholders´ role in the process, some address general questions on the 

macro-regional concept. Admittedly, stakeholders’ often call on the responsibility of others. 

Given that macro-regions have no financial means and no political level, I still consider the 

dynamics triggered to be impressive. Considering the long-term developments of political 

processes in general, the five years of macro-regional cooperation in the Danube Region have 

resulted in considerable developments, and drawn attention to different types of obstacles in 

the region. This becomes exemplary when I reflect on my initial interviews in the diploma thesis 
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in 2011, when I asked about stakeholders’ individual perceptions of the success of macro-

regions (cf. Sielker 2012a, Sielker 2017). The initial expectations were often met, and shifted in 

view of these developments.  

My general positive estimation of MRSs is rooted implicitly in a comparison with the project-

driven INTERREG programmes and with the – by my estimation – aborted territorial strategies. 

The political commitment and the combination of governance tools is unique in MRSs. 

Nevertheless it has become clear that macro-regional cooperation is at risk of becoming too 

institutionalised. It may be perceived as weak in delivering concrete results and projects. The 

ways forward largely depend on the individual macro-regions initiatives and stakeholders’ 

commitment.  

6.3 Discussion 2 – changes in European spatial governance? 

Having analysed the macro-regional developments and the trends in European spatial 

development displayed by these dynamics, I now turn to point out potential implications for 

future European spatial governance and the further evolution of macro-regions. 

 

Trends in European spatial governance 

The research initially questioned how European spatial governance changes through this 

multilateral, multi-sectoral and multi-level endeavours, and what styles of policy-making are 

reflected by this new type of cooperation. In addition to the above, and to sum up, the analysis 

of the indirect processes of rescaling in macro-regions hints to the three most important 

characteristics that spatial governance takes up in the light of a macro-regionalisation: sector-

led, project-driven, stakeholder-based. 

 

1. Sector-led approach:  

The financially loaded sectoral policies have long grown influential in European spatial 

governance. In this thesis, I argue that the macro-regional governance set-up, based on Priority 

Areas tackling challenges in particular policy fields, fosters a further sectoralisation. 

 

MRSs represent the first more comprehensive view for strategic territorial development 

endorsed by the European council. Most importantly, they are the first form of strategic 

cooperation with a governance structure to implement the strategies. The existing governance 

does not represent a new institution or statehood level. It is embedded in the multi-level 

governance system. Former attempts to provide a comprehensive narrative to European spatial 

development, such as the ESDP or the Territorial Agendas, lacked considerable impact. The 

heydays of a European spatial planning agenda at the end of the 1990s influenced the inclusion 

of the territorial cohesion aim in the Lisbon Treaty. In addition, the resources for regional 

policies amount to a considerable part of the EU budget. Nevertheless, these resources were 

not used in view of territorial strategic objectives. At the same time, sectoral policies such as 

TEN-T policies or environmental directives have influenced national spatial planning and 

governance. Exemplary are the national planning agendas that align their transport axis with 

TEN-T corridors. Spatial planning remains in the national scope, and is influenced by the 

developments and projects funded in sector policies. However, due to this inter-level 

competence gap stakeholders developed an additional cooperation to coordinate activities.  
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The analysis of MRS governance and policy-making point towards a sector-led approach. 

Reportedly the PA’s that have been most effective are those in which motivation for 

stakeholders involvement is connected to better access to EU funding. Sector policies involve 

substantial EU funding, above all in the transport sector. Therefore, stakeholders’ have long 

geared activities towards this level. Due to its governance structure and their general set-up 

MRSs draw essentially on sectors, with cross-sectoral integration not featuring too prominently 

until now. Considering the cooperation within the EC MRSs exceeded a higher level of 

coordination within the EC than the INTERREG projects and regional policy programmes. DG 

Regio plays a coordinating role in the strategy, though, this is largely on an organisational level 

and does not, yet, extend to a leading role in cross-sectoral coordination. The coordination 

between Priority Areas, at least in the example of the Danube Region, barely transcends an 

informative role. With macro-regions having established a potentially well-functioning form of 

governance for project and policy development, I caution that an important next step could be 

to increase cross-sectoral coordination to exploit the macro-regions’ potentials.  

2. Project-driven approach:  

Based on this dissertations findings, I contend that European spatial governance is increasingly 

project-driven, and that macro-regional cooperation contributes to this trend. As outlined in 

chapter 2.1, INTERREG programmes aimed to initiate cross-border and transnational 

cooperation by providing funding schemes in the context of regional policies. Despite some 

political endeavours to develop spatial strategies through the ESDP and the Territorial Agendas, 

the funding programmes remain the most important contribution to territorial policies. With 

MRSs a new form of cooperation was introduced providing broad strategic aims. It sets at the 

same time priorities for cooperation between the countries involved.  

The EU as well as the macro-regional level have no further competences, but can facilitate the 

access to funding. Therefore, the macro-regional cooperation without any further 

competences or intergovernmental efforts from the Nation states can only take a leading role 

in coordinating and supporting project development. Looking at the case studies, and in line 

with the predominant arguments delivered in discussions at meetings and forums over the last 

years, I claim that the focus of implementation is focussed on projects. I agree that projects are 

an important form of implementation. However, I see a certain risk that stakeholders perceive 

macro-regional cooperation solely as a channel to access EU funding. In order to achieve the 

overall goal of the strategies, as well as the targets set by the Priority Areas, I maintain that it 

needs “more than projects” (cf. Chilla & Sielker 2016). Further implementation activities could 

strive towards alignment of policies in the region, enhancing ministerial cooperation, a tool 

particularly explored in the Danube region, or development of strategies to insert the joint goals 

in domestic policies and funding priorities.  

 

3. Stakeholder-based approach:  

Macro-regional cooperation is exemplary for the complexity of spatial governance with the 

various competence spheres at various levels. Access to networks and knowledge is the key to 

influence agenda-setting, which does not account for all stakeholders to the same degree. The 

argument developed in the paper #6 EPS paper is that MRSs as a new form of ETC facilitate a 

predominantly stakeholder-based style of policy-making behind the façade of a place-based 
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approach. Consequently, I call for a conceptualisation of styles of policy-making, which take 

account of the specific role of different stakeholder groups.  

The elaborations above illustrate the substantial changes macro-regional cooperation has 

brought to policy-making in the EU, and the influences of styles of policy-making. Can macro-

regions possibly play the major role for spatial policies in European integration that the ESDP 

fathers have foreseen? 

 

There are two reasons why I am prudent to announce a new era for a more comprehensive 
spatial governance. First, despite macro-regions providing the most comprehensive spatial 
strategies at the EU level in comparison to the pan-European strategies and the ERDF 

programmes (cf. chapter 3, well #6 EPS, chapter 6.2.), they do attempt for cross-sectoral 
coordination. Given the limited amount of people in the EC in the macro-regional unit as well 
as the hesitation of Member States, a more content-oriented role does not seem very likely 
either.  
Second, due to its project-driven character and the very broad, and seldom spatially targeted 

goals set by the strategies, I question the ‘strategic’ in macro-regional strategies. The different 

projects, strategies and regional initiatives in one macro-region lead into the MRSs and thereby 

create the strategy. However, in many cases the empirical observations suggest that not all 

projects labelled as macro-regional are developed in view of macro-regional objectives. The 

more ‘classical’ spatial policies, admittedly the sectoral policies of transport and environment, 

however, have proven to cooperate more effectively in the macro-regional framework than 

within any other type of European territorial cooperation.  

Despite the role for a comprehensive spatial governance through macro-regions may remain 

limited, I estimate macro-regional cooperation on the one hand to play an increasing role in 

ETC, and on the other hand to herald new forms of a regionalized integration. 

Implications for MRS in the framework of ETC  

ETC in Europe is changing, a process that seems irreversible, and fostered by macro-regions. In 

chapter 2.1, I announced to argue that macro-regions in their specific still evolving 

configuration, display a new style of policy-making and that EU territorial cooperation has 

entered a new era.  

Macro-regional cooperation with all its downsizes of sometimes missing commitment, cultural 

differences in cooperation challenges, being either too project-driven or too strategic or the 

risk of being ‘hijacked’ for particular stakeholders purposes (be it on the national or the EU 

level), however has proven to impact joint cooperation. Why is that the case?  

 

The argument brought to the fore in the articles is that macro-regions are an interesting tool 

for all stakeholders due to their soft characteristic, or more concretely the link it has offered 

between the political, the operational and the administrative, alongside the opportunities to 

adjust this format of cooperation within each macro-region. However, the three No’s were 

initially a pragmatic way to initiate cooperation, but are consistently questioned. Following the 

one common enquiry of transfer of competences in the three of the four conceptual lenses 

(European integration theories, rescaling and reterritorialisation), it suggests itself that the 

potential of macro-regional cooperation is closely related to the question of some form of 
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mandate. On the one side, interviews reveal that many stakeholders explicitly or implicitly put 

the European level in charge, and moreover ‘blame’ inefficient cooperation to a somewhat 

abstract ‘EU’-notion. On the other side the European Commission, as only one of the 

stakeholders of the EU level, calls for ownership on the national level. If an increasing role of 

macro-regions is called for looking through the lens of integration theories, the role of this level 

would need to be defined more coherently. This leads to the conclusion that the EU level, but 

more importantly the National level would need to either consider processes of down- or 

upscale for example of financial or regulatory mandates to the macro-regional level, 

independent of an intergovernmental or supranational organisation, or take charge and 

streamline finances or activities within the domestic means. If stakeholders agree with the 

contemporary role of macro-regional cooperation, expectations would need to be adjusted. 

The two main risk of MRSs are probably that it either becomes too administrative, which could 

lead to ‘lock-ins’, or that the cooperation does not lift up to the expectations. 

 

Through the analysis of the empirical cases, I ascertained that macro-regional cooperation 

offers a space in which stakeholders can make use of their different forms of power, be it 

through their resources, their decision-making competences, their networks and their values 

or knowledge. Many of the concerns mentioned towards macro-regional cooperation however 

call upon the missing commitments of other stakeholders, which creates a challenging 

atmosphere. At times, my recommendation to stakeholders particularly in these complex multi-

level settings would be to “put themselves in the other stakeholder’s shoes”. The individual 

limitations, mandates and the means to operate against the stakeholders’ institutional 

background define very much the limits of the cooperation. Analysing European territorial 

cooperation through a multidimensional view to scalar politics, through which stakeholders 

challenge influence spatial governance, can give new insights into the meaning of a ‘pragmatic, 

place-based’ cooperation, displayed by European macro-regions.  

7. Conclusions and further research 
The development of macro-regions as a new type of cooperation in the EU combines various 

characteristics of classic territorial cooperation initiatives, such as their strategic focus, project-

orientation, multi-level approach and political coordination of various thematic areas in an area 

with common functional challenges. It is this specific form of cooperation of spatial governance, 

and the political attention addressed to this tool, e.g. by the current as well as the last three 

(Interim) Commissioners for Regional Policy that initiated my interest to investigate this 

phenomenon.  

 

Essentially, I analyse which changes come alongside with this new type of cooperation for 

dynamics of European integration, spatial organisation and policy-making in the EU in a series 

of six articles (cf. chapter 5, cf. Annex I). Do we witness macro-regional integration in the EU? 

And which changes are represented by macro-regions for new scalar politics, spaces and 

European spatial governance?  
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Empirically, the research approaches the investigation through the analysis of the Danube, 

Alpine and North Sea case studies based on a qualitative multi-method research design. In 

order to answer how macro-regional developments lead to processes of rescaling or imply 

reterritorialisation, the dissertation examines the most advanced strategy for the Danube 

Region in-depth. The Danube Region case study zooms into the Priority Area 1a “Mobility – 

Inland waterways” and traces the processes of exemplary implementation activities for the 

waterway infrastructure (Newada and FAIRway project).  

 

In a series of six articles, the thesis analyses the macro-regional dynamics through four 

conceptual lenses, two rooted in human geography (scale/rescaling and 

territoriality/reterritorialisation) and two rooted in political science (European integration and 

Europeanisation). The arguments presented in the articles describe macro-regional 

cooperation not to develop as an own statehood level, and hence does not obtain 

supraterritoriality (cf. #1 EPA, #2 ARL, #3 Palgrave, #5 Europa Regional). The analysis of 

processes of rescaling through a multidimensional approach to scale introduced in the paper 

#4 TPG revealed that MRSs influence policy-making and European spatial governance in 

myriad ways. Activities in the network, knowledge and environmental dimension of scale 

influence decision making in the legislative/regulatory and resources/funding dimension of 

scale on other levels. I argue that these indirect processes of rescaling are an important driver 

of macro-regional dynamics, as this type of cooperation allows for agenda setting. The research 

points out that macro-regional cooperation has proven to be particularly effective in policy 

fields in which an inter-level gap of competences in these different dimension of scale can be 

detected. Exemplary, in the case of transport and waterway development the EU level has a 

financial mandate with the TEN-T policies and CEF funding, whereas the legal competences of 

transport planning lie within the domestic sphere. Through the network, knowledge and 

environmental dimension the macro-regional cooperation links these levels and facilitates joint 

implementation activities in this large-scale perimeter. 

 

Looking at these arguments as a whole, I conclude that there is a new dimension to European 

integration in the soft space of a macro-region. This macro-regional integration is characterised 

by parallel processes of ongoing integration in relational spaces, such as the inland waterway 

network on the one hand, and the hold of status quo of integration dynamics in territorial spaces, 

with hard competences remaining on the national and EU level on the other hand. Analysing 

changes of this new institutionalized level through the multidimensional approach to scale 

allows to detect the circular influences between the levels through stakeholders’ activities, and 

the processes of Europeanisation of national politics. Stakeholders in the regions make actively 

use of the different dimensions of scalar structuration to influence policy-making. 

 

Macro-regional cooperation are sector-led, project-driven and stakeholder-based, and thereby 

display contemporary trends within European spatial governance. I estimate macro-regions to 

play a major role in the future ETC frameworks. The main reason is that this type of cooperation 

links the political with the operational and administrative. Given the current governance-

settings and the competences it is unlikely that MRSs take over a coordinating role within 

spatial governance. However, macro-regions herald dynamic processes for territorial 
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cooperation and new forms a regionalised integration that may well differ in their organisation 

over Europe.  

 

With this research, I was able to shed some light on this dynamic multi-sectoral, multi-level and 

multi-stakeholder cooperation, by analysing the developments in three regions and providing 

an in-depth view into one case study. Further research is however needed, both empirically 

and conceptually, to better understand these developments.  

Empirically, analyses are needed that seek to better understand in which ways macro-regions 

operate, how they can link the different policy levels and sectors effectively and the 

implications of this continuously evolving governance form for existing governance 

arrangements. 

Conceptually, I suggest three research avenues. First, this research affirms asserts that macro-

regional cooperation is a scale sensitive process, and that the effect of indirect processes of 

rescaling can complement Europeanisation literature. Further testing of the multidimensional 

approach to scale is needed. Second, the research pointed out that stakeholders are actively 

making use of the five dimensions of scale. Depending on the institutional background 

stakeholders have different means to either change these dimensions or try to influence others 

to do so. These dimensions are at the same time the channels through which stakeholders 

exercise power. Further research is needed to analyse how exactly stakeholders make use of 

these ‘power channels’, and what factors increase stakeholders effectiveness in relation to 

their institutional background means. Third, styles of policy-making in ETC, as well as more 

comprehensive analyses of the new developments within European spatial governance could 

profit from a more theoretically informed debate. The soft spaces debate is one of the few 

concepts that entered into reflections on European spatial developments. With this thesis, I 

focussed in addition on scalar conceptualisations. The Territory/Place/Scale and Network-

scheme developed by Jessop et al. (2008) can offer an entry point to analyse the interrelations 

between these concepts (2008). This thesis made use of concepts originated from both human 

geographic as well as political science literature, and thereby allowed to detect the parallel 

developments of European integration in soft spaces. Further cross-fertilisation between both 

academic strands can offer new insights into debates such as multi-level governance and scale 

debate. 

In these turbulent times for the EU with increasing protectionism displayed by e.g. the Brexit 

vote, the re-introduction of border functions in the Schengen-area in the refugee crisis or the 

most recent Anti-CETA vote by Wallonia, cooperation in spatially relevant policy fields across 

borders remains one of the cornerstone of European integration, and the European project. 

European spatial governance and ETC are to my assessment at the cross-roads to important 

changes affecting European integration dynamics. The further evolution of macro-regions may 

mark important development paths. Time will tell if Corina Creƫus expectation is right and 

macro-regional integration will become the future engine of European integration.   
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ABSTRACT 

This paper explores the co-existence of relational and territorial spaces – soft spaces - through 

the experiences of EU integration and territorialisation. First, we seek a better understanding 

of EU integration through an engagement with the literature and research on soft spaces. We 

propose that EU integration is best understood as involving an interplay between territorial and 

relational understandings and approaches that vary through time, a variation that can be 

categorized as involving pooled territoriality, supra-territoriality and non-territoriality. Second, 

we seek to add to the current research and literature on soft spaces by focusing upon the 

changing character of soft spaces and their temporalities. We approach these two dimensions 

through an exploration of two ex-post case studies the development of which typically shows 

different stages of softening, hardening and of differing degrees of Europeanization. With the 

focus on Europeanization, the paper concludes with three findings: the new spaces of European 

territoriality are characterised by, first, temporal dynamics, second, the parallel existence with 

‘hard’ spaces, and, finally, they can be employed as a political tool. 

 

1 Introduction 

Recent debates on the nature of space and scale have explored their social, porous and 

networked nature (e.g., Thrift, 2004; Amin, 2004; Massey, 2005) and argued for a relational 

view, highlighting 

“first, that space is constituted through an infinite set of multilayered interactions; 

second, that space is understood to contain the potential for multiplicity as an 
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expression of social plurality; and third, that space is recognized as being constantly 

under construction” (Goodwin, 2012: 2). 

Such perspectives challenge ‘territorial’ and ‘bounded’ understandings of space and scale 

disputing the idea that space can be understood as a ‘container’ and scales as nested 

hierarchies of bounded and partitioned spaces (Gualini, 2006).  

This ‘relational turn’ has itself been challenged from a variety of perspectives that seek to 

highlight the binary and unhelpful nature in which relational and territorial spaces are 

portrayed. Such a reaction has sought to bring territory ‘back in’ by rejecting what Jones (2009) 

refers to as the ‘crude caricatures’ of relational thinkers that present non-relational thinking as 

‘static’. There are also an emerging number of studies that seek to explore the nature of spatial 

governance empirically, drawing upon evolving new forms of spatial governance across 

different policy sectors.  

In seeking to overcome the territory-relational dualism Allen and Cochrane (2010) have 

explored the nature of spatial and scalar restructuring coming to the conclusion that regional 

politics draw upon and employ a range of relational networks that stretch beyond regions but 

are also simultaneously lodged within them. As Cochrane has put it, ‘politics in practice still 

seems to retain a strong territorial focus, or at least territory seems still to provide a significant 

focus around which a range of political projects are organised’ (Cochrane, 2012: 95). It remains 

the case, as Goodwin argues, that a lot of practical politics continues to be conducted in, 

through and against a set of institutions whose jurisdiction is territorially defined (2012: 3). The 

upshot of such theoretical and empirical challenges to the relational turn is a rebalancing and 

tempering of the view of space as a collection of networks and flows and scale as a political 

construction with no pre-ordained hierarchy. According to Painter (2010) territory remains the 

quintessential state space. More recently there have been attempts to overcome the 

territorial-relational standoff through the notion of assemblage that broadly concerns how 

spaces and places are put together whilst retaining their heterogeneity (Anderson and 

McFarlane, 2011). Drawing upon Latour among others assemblage thinking argues that places 

are complex and unique configurations of global and local factors that blur the binary nature of 

structure and agency, near and far, social and material. The emphasis in assemblage thinking is 

upon emergence, multiplicity and determinacy leading to the need for ‘thick descriptions’ of 

how places, for example, manifest, assemble and reassemble neoliberalism (though for an 

alternative view see Brenner, et al., 2011: 225). 

Despite this revisionism and welcome engagement with the actual practices of territorial and 

spatial governance such territory-relational debates have largely been abstract and/or 

normative and have made few inroads into policy spaces and disciplines such as spatial 

development. Within the EU recent studies have highlighted how spatial governance has begun 

to address the tensions within state-bounded territorial and relational networked governance 

through the emergence of new spaces such as the Baltic Sea Region (Stead, 2011). These new 

spaces provide a ‘spatial fix’ that straddle the need to provide legally enabled and 

democratically accountable territorially linked plans and strategies in ways that also reflect the 
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complex relational world of multiple, networked spaces. Within the EU there is also another 

driver of new spaces. Spatial planning across Europe is itself reflective of the tensions between 

nation-state territoriality and EU territorial cohesion objectives. A range of different territorial 

strategies of the EU have emerged each influencing the nature of territorial/spatial governance. 

It is also clear that EU integration differs between sectors as well as through time leading to a 

complex and evolving set of tensions and new spaces (Dühr, 2009; Faludi, 2003, 2010b). Spatial 

planning as an activity facilitates such spatial reconfiguration simultaneously embracing 

relational understandings and approaches while acting within territorially defined and legally 

sanctioned spaces. This duality requires planning to think and act in different realms of space, 

engaging with the global, national, regional and bespoke, functional spaces yet working through 

other, often more stable and accountable spaces. 

Such theoretical reflections and tensions on the changing nature of EU space and the role of 

spatial planning have lacked empirical analyses of how, for example, tensions are resolved in 

contemporary practices of spatial governance. Recent experiences of emerging or new spaces 

around spatial or development planning might provide a way forward. A number of studies 

across Europe have highlighted and explored the emergence of so called soft spaces as 

attempts to create hybrids of territorial and relational spaces (see, for example, Allmendinger 

and Haughton, 2007; 2009; 2010; Counsell, et al., 2012; Haughton, et al., 2012; Heley, 2013; 

Luukkonnen, 2014; Metzger and Schmitt, 2012; Olesen, 2011; Stead, 2011; Waterhout, 2010). 

Soft spaces constitute new spaces for development planning that can be relatively enduring or 

ephemeral, formal or informal, centrally sanctioned or locally driven. Soft spaces, sometimes 

accompanied by fuzzy boundaries, provide an opportunity to address mismatches between 

administrative and functional areas by creating bespoke spaces for dealing with specific issues 

such as regeneration, integrating different sectors such as transport, infrastructure, education, 

etc. in such processes operating at variable scales. 

Studies of soft spaces have focused upon spatial planning where future strategies and plans for 

an area have been territorially sanctioned and tethered though relationally connected to issues 

and influences far beyond. Yet development planning is not the only field or sector where such 

tensions and possible hybrid solutions arise. This paper explores the co-existence of relational 

and territorial spaces – soft spaces – through the experiences of EU integration and 

territorialisation. First, we seek a better understanding of EU integration through an 

engagement with the literature and research on soft spaces. We propose that EU integration is 

best understood as involving an interplay between territorial and relational understandings and 

approaches that vary through time, a variation that can be categorized as involving pooled 

territoriality, supra-territoriality and non-territoriality. Second, we seek to add to the current 

research and literature on soft spaces by focusing upon the changing character of soft spaces 

and their temporalities. Some soft spaces might be very limited in time, others ‘harden’ towards 

strongly institutionalized forms, and others remain ‘soft’ over a long time. We approach these 

two objectives through an exploration of several EU policy case studies the development of 

which typically shows different stages of softening, ‘hardening’ and of differing degrees of 
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Europeanization. This reflection leads, finally, to a proposed research agenda that more 

thoroughly links territoriality, institutional change and power plays.  

2 Spatial planning, territory and soft spaces 

Recent debates on the nature of space and scale and the need to understand geography in 

relational terms have made some limited though important inroads into planning imaginations 

and practices (see, for example, Healey, 2006; Graham and Healey, 1999; Davoudi and Strange, 

2009). However, such interpretations and arguments for more relational forms of spatial 

planning2 or the ‘strategic turn’ have tended to overlook or gloss over disjunctures between 

the broad-brushed and largely abstract discussions of relational thinking and the nature and 

practices of territorially embedded spatial planning (see as well Luukonen, 2014). Planning 

practice has always accepted the need to think beyond territorial units. Yet the entreaty to plan 

more relationally has tended to ‘wish away’ or overlook the enduring and significant 

hierarchical ontology of scalar politics and government. Financial powers, infrastructure 

coordination and investment, ecological and environmental concerns to name a few issues all 

remain situated within hierarchical structures of government and governance. Yet, we can also 

see that tiered, hierarchical structures of politics and power are also influenced by relational 

networks and are themselves porous and malleable.  

Part of the solution lies, we feel, in rejecting the ‘either/or’ dichotomy of the 

relational/territorial approach. Relational and territorial perspectives are not only far less 

opposed than is often presented but from the standpoint of spatial planning also relate to 

different functions of spatial governance. Spatial planning exists at the intersection of relational 

understandings and the need for territorial governance. In other words plan and strategy 

making needs to think and act relationally and territorially. This distinction is not always a clear 

one from relational analyses of planning. Another way to think about this need to act and think 

relationally and territorially is to consider the need for planning to both ‘open up’ strategy and 

plan making to acknowledge and take account of multiple influences, networks and flows and 

then necessarily ‘close down’ such diversity in the form of a territorially based strategy or plan 

based upon the allocation of legal rights and responsibilities. Thinking and acting relationally 

comes up against the need for accountability and transparency, the political dimension, as well 

as a suite of legal sanctions to ensure that decisions and strategies and implemented and 

enforced. Thus relational perspectives are necessarily anchored to territorial functions in 

spatial planning. 

Recent research on the practices of spatial planning across Europe has highlighted and explored 

how this dual function of thinking and acting relationally and territorially has been managed 

through the practice of soft spaces and fuzzy boundaries particularly when the relational spaces 

                                                      
2 We use the term spatial planning in a general sense to capture the variously labelled systems and practices of 

land use or development planning across Europe. 
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of planning are multiple and fragmented. At one level soft spaces have emerged as attempts 

to represent and reflect space beyond and within territorial boundaries: 

“So whilst planning still needs its clear legal ‘fix’ around set boundaries for formal plans, 

if it is to reflect the more complex relational world of associational relationships which 

stretch across a range of geographies, planning also needs to operate through other 

spaces, and it is these we think of as ‘soft spaces’“ (Allmendinger & Haughton, 2009, 

619). 

However, it would be misleading to ascribe a single justification to the growing use of soft 

spaces as evidence suggests that there are a variety of uses and backgrounds (Allmendinger 

and Haughton, 2010). At one level soft spaces emerge to provide opportunities for functional 

planning to address mismatches between territorial boundaries and coherent areas such as 

housing markets, travel to work or river catchment areas bringing in new actors and interests 

from beyond existing territorial concerns, in other words drawing in relational conceptions of 

networked space into territorial forms of governance. At another level soft spaces can emerge 

to address specific and complex issues around growth management or urban regeneration 

within territories in relational ways. In this form soft spaces reflect the desire to create forms 

of networked governance to reflect the complexity of societal issues and institutions. A third 

driver of soft spaces concerns the question of competences: governing in a multi-level setting 

always involves struggles about mandates: which actors of what level have a say in which 

policy fields? Here, soft spaces emerge to challenge or obscure where power actually resides. 

This point is of particular importance in the context of European integration, as we will detail 

later. Fourth, there is an important experimental and political dimension to soft spaces that 

allows them to be used politically, testing strategies and approaches to an issue without 

ceding ultimate authority. If successful then such spaces can ‘harden’ (Metzger and Schmitt, 

2012) or disappear if their function has been achieved. If not successful then they can be 

disavowed and dropped (Haughton et al, 2012). Similarly, soft spaces are often accompanied 

by ‘fuzzy boundaries’ that attempt to insert new agendas, challenge existing identities and 

territorial representations but with a degree of uncertainty over the issues and actions to be 

addressed (Haughton et al, 2010; Healey, 2013). According to Luukonen (2014, 14) European 

spatial planning thus “forms an informal networked space of Europeanization” and therefore 

“enables its articulation in terms of common ‘European space’ or the ‘EU territory’.”  

What we are concerned about more in this paper is how such soft spaces can emerge and be 

deployed to address, challenge and ‘open up’ difficult and politically sensitive issues around 

identity and territory and spatial imaginaries, particularly with regards to European 

integration and how spatial planning and governance is being used as a means through which 

reterritorialisation at the macro-regional scale is being managed. 

3 European Integration and territoriality 

Soft spaces emerged as a response to tensions around territorial and relational space in spatial 

planning. However, such tensions are not unique to planning contexts; they are found in other 
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sectors and areas of governance, and are most notably a component of European integration. 

Questions of territorial and relational space in the context of European integration are highly 

complex and sensitive for two main reasons. First, the polity of European integration is 

characterised by a tension between nation state territoriality and some supranational 

mandates on the EU level. Second, we see a high heterogeneity on the policy level. In some 

policy fields – like the environmental policy or the European Single Market – we can identify 

clearly supranational features; in others – in particular in the field of spatial planning – there 

are no transposed mandates. In both contexts, soft spaces have emerged to handle certain 

complex, cross-territorial and asymmetric situations or they are used as a tool in strategic 

ambitions about competence ‘gaining and keeping’.  

To start with the polity dimension: Despite the strength of some EU supranational 

competences, the EU’s territoriality cannot simply be understood as a parallel to the 

Westphalian State territoriality or as a superstate. Instead, we see a hybrid setting of a few hard 

elements (in particular with regard to external border control) and predominating soft 

elements. Many authors understand this as a predominating intergovernmental organisation 

of a ‘pooled territory’ (Mammadouh, 2001; Pullano, 2009; Bialasiewicz et al, 2005). The 

European citizenship is a good example as it exclusively relies on the national affiliation of 

individuals: one has to belong to a nation state before they can be considered as EU citizen. 

Others stress the ‘soft’ territorial character of EU integration as “aspirational in terms of a space 

of values and an area of solidarity” that should not be captured in a clear territorial way (Scott 

& van Houtum, 2009: 271, 273).  

Secondly, from the policy perspective, no explicit EU mandate has been established yet with 

regard to spatial planning. Some see the objective of ‘Territorial Cohesion’ anchored as shared 

competence in the Lisbon treaty as a new and formal basis for the development of such a 

mandate (e.g. Faludi, 2010b). In the meantime, the EU commission has published a Green Book 

that has posed questions to stakeholders and member states on how to concretise the 

objective of territorial cohesion. The public consultation process has brought much inspiration, 

but little clarity (cp. COM, 2009). In other policy fields we see explicit European mandates that 

are highly relevant from a territorial perspective, but which are not coordinated in a territorial, 

European way – the Common Agriculture Policy or the Transeuropean Networks are just two 

examples in this respect (see Dammers and Evers, 2008). This setting has to be understood 

from a multi-level perspective, e.g., EU financial support can prioritise certain objectives whilst 

on the polity level, the autonomy of national, regional and local authorities can be limited by 

European regulation. However, initiatives of national, regional and local bodies can also draw 

upon European funding and regulation to help deliver the ‘by-passing’ domestic opponents (see 

Clark and Jones, 2009; Radaelli, 2003; Böhme and Waterhout, 2008). 

Against this background, Deas and Lord (2006) identified a growing number of ‘unusual’ or non-

standard regions around cooperative arrangements established by INTERREG and other 

programmes highlighting the tensions between national and regional territory and the 

European motor of spatial integration and policy (Faludi, 2009). Luukkonen sees 
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territorialisation of the EU as an interplay of re-scaling between different levels occurring 

through ‘everyday practices of policymakers such as European spatial planners […] at the ‘lower 

levels’ as well as “through ‘high politics’” (2014, 15). Scrutinizing European spatial planning as 

a field of interaction, he further concludes that the “idea of ‘Europe’ as a spatial entity […] 

contributes significantly to the production of the territory of the EU” (2014, 14). Soft spaces 

and soft forms of territorial/spatial governance have been and continue to be one way in which 

this tension is managed and played out. Macro-regional strategies such as the Baltic Sea and 

Danube regions provide early examples of such strategic soft spaces (Knieling, 2011; Metzger 

and Schmitt, 2012; Knieling, 2011; Stead, 2011).  

One way to capture the emergence, use and fissiparous nature of soft spaces of EU integration 

is to propose an analytical framework against which to compare and contrast the reality of 

practices. In order to understand political processes and dynamics, including hidden agendas, 

actor coalitions etc., we have to consider a differentiated system of territorial categories. This 

is particularly the case given the logic of integration underpinning the European Union as a 

construction ‘sui generis’, without archetype and without predictable outcomes.  

In the following parts of the paper we discuss the Europeanization of territoriality and what 

role soft spaces play in our understanding of this process. Our analytical framework is based 

upon three territoriality categories that provide a heuristic against which to compare the 

concrete case studies of the Europeanization of territory that follow.  

The first category we label as ‘non-territoriality’. Non-territoriality is relevant if there is no 

formal mandate for a political task with regard to spatial development. In practice this means 

that a mandate for a certain policy field at the EU level does not exist, is not addressed or is 

neglected. Thus, as long as no formal EU mandate exists, EU territoriality cannot take effect. 

Fiscal policy is a typical example as the nation states apply their own rules within their territory. 

Of course, differences in fiscal regulations are highly relevant for spatial development (e.g. 

commuting in border regions), but this form of spatiality does not question the political 

principle of national territoriality.  

As soon as political mandates are transposed to the intergovernmental European level, we 

enter the second category of pooled territoriality. Sovereignty remains with the nation states 

as ‘building blocks’: this is true in the institutional as in the territorial sense. This 

intergovernmental logic reflects the meta-theory of intergovernmentalism based upon the 

notion that European integration should not or cannot overcome national sovereignty. This can 

be applied for spatial planning at the current state, but also for other policy fields. Good 

examples for this kind of policy are the Schengen regulations. These regulations are exclusively 

based on national competences and they are managed by nation states authorities. The role of 

the Commission is to focus on data management. (This is not to confuse with the supranational 

character of the above mentioned Frontex mandate that addresses the external borders).  

The third category we label as supraterritoriality capturing those cases where the political 

mandate and power is located on the EU level, overriding (inter-)national mandates. The supra-
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national organisation of mandates initiates a supra-national territoriality and can limit national 

sovereignty. The European Single market serves as an example: thousands of technical 

regulations have to be considered which are linked with juridical sanctions which can be 

enforced by the European Court of Justice (e.g. interdiction of certain customs, mandatory 

public procurement procedures). This refers to the second meta-theory of European 

integration, (neo-) functionalism that assumes that in the long run European integration 

necessarily leads to evermore integration and in the end to the supranational state.  

This threefold classification provides a framework for the different territorial dimensions of EU 

integration though there is a further dimension that needs to be included. Analyses within 

spatial development highlight the dynamic nature of soft spaces as they evolve to take on new 

dimensions and characteristics (Allmendinger and Haughton, 2009; Haughton and 

Allmendinger, 2010; Chilla et al, 2012). Such evolution reflects the flexible and ephemeral 

nature of such hybrid spaces as a result of changes in their policy scope (e.g., the inclusion or 

exclusion of transport and environmental issues) or territorial domain. In other words there is 

a temporal dimension over which territoriality evolves including future trajectories and 

possibilities. A policy’s reorganisation can mean the shift from one kind of territoriality to 

another. The ‘upward’ dynamic is fuelled by the transposition of political mandates. The 

downwards dynamic can be triggered by the retrieval of political mandates. This latter 

development must be regarded as exceptional but discussions around the future of the Euro 

illustrate this: the Euro states could agree to withdraw from the common currency – either to 

non-territoriality with the renationalisation of the currencies or to a pooled territoriality based 

on currency peg. Both directions, either upwards or downwards, are forms of 

reterritorialisation.  

4 From the analytical to the empirical 

The following two case studies are explorative empirical arguments that aim to illustrate and 

test the framework developed above. The engagement between the analytical and experiences 

are based on the involvement of the authors in a series of research projects related more or 

less directly to the questions addressed here. We draw upon two experiences of the 

Europeanization of territory – the Habitats Directive (HD) and Macro Regional Strategies (MRS). 

We have chosen these case studies in order to cover the wide range of current constellations 

in Europeanised territoriality: They involve territorial questions of formally institutionalised 

policies (HD) and more informal ones (MRS); they cover political processes of quite a long 

period (HD since the 1980s) and very recent ones (MRS for less then a decade); they involve 

the EU/EC without originally having explicit mandates (HD) and the EU as coordinator explicitly 

invited by national authorities (MRS). The two case studies at hand enable us to explore the 

temporalities of territoriality in two very different cases. Both cases are examples of new, 

provocative soft spaces that challenge and reterritorialise areas and perimeters. 
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4. 1 Habitats‘ Directive  

The Habitats Directive is the main basis of EU nature conservation policy and is the legal basis 

for the protection of fauna, flora, and habitats in all EU member states. The Habitats Directive 

was enacted in 1992, after considerable political bargaining. Today, more than 10 % of the 

European territory is protected by the Directive’s regime that unfolds relatively strong 

consequences in spatial planning and territorial development (Alphandéry and Fortier, 2001; 

Chilla, 2005; Gibbs et al., 2007).  

The starting point of this policy tool lies in the late 1980s when dissatisfaction with political 

power constellations was felt in two groups – within the European Commission and from 

protagonists of environmental policy. Firstly, within the European Commission there was a 

strong ambition for more supranational competences in the field of nature conservation, where 

EU competence was absent with the exception of the Birds Directive from 1979 that had shown 

hardly any effect until the 1990s. Environmental, policy specific motivations certainly played 

their role, but given the rotation logic of the personnel within the Commission, the policy 

specific ambitions were completed by general political power questions and polity concerns.  

Secondly, on the national and regional level throughout Europe many policy experts on the 

fields of the environment felt a certain frustration about environmental policy in general. 

Despite a considerable degree of institutionalization of environmental and nature conservation 

policy, the effectiveness in concrete planning conflicts was seen to be rather weak. In the 

course of the political bargaining on the Habitats’ Directive, these both groups got together 

within a structural coalition, by-passing the resisting powers mainly on the national level.  

This coalition turned out to be effective. The first phase of policy formulation was characterized 

by a deterritorialisation strategy. Within the official discourse, spatial differentiation was largely 

absent. Discursive references to the pan-European heritage remained diffuse from a territorial 

point of view. In background negotiations, it was not easy to convince sceptical member states 

to adapt the competence transfer – and here ‘territorial othering’ came into play: For example, 

Germany was persuaded to support the directive with the argument that there would be few 

consequences for the country well known for its high environmental ambitions. It was argued 

that the intention was to upgrade nature conservation policies of the – at that time – new 

southern European member states (the so called ‘club med’ considered to have limited 

ambitions in environmental policy; see Chilla, 2005). From a juridical point of view, this 

argument was meaningless, but it was politically effective.  

In parallel, the institutional setting was institutionalised through the directive, in parts 

somehow hidden in its annexes that comprise long lists of species to be protected throughout 

Europe, regardless the territorial belonging (HD Annex I – V). Moreover, biogeographical 

regions were installed (HD Art. 1 c iii). However, the procedural regulations remained unclear 

at that time and member states were unaware of the juridical meaning of the long appendices 

of the directive. In this sense, the policy formulation can be seen as a discursive 

deterritorialisation. This phase can be interpreted as ‘deterritorialised biology’: biological 
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arguments of nature conservation were put forward, detached from their (bio-) geographical 

meaning. 

After the adoption of the Directive in 1992, the implementation process only started slowly, as 

the national adaptation came along with delays in most countries. In the years after, more and 

more conflicts came up, in particular between environmental/biological arguments on the 

Commission side, supported by ENGOs from all levels, and the non-environmental arguments 

from sub-national levels like regional planning authorities or national economic lobbying. This 

is where the second phase started that we consider as reterritorialisation phase. The 

prescriptions of the Habitats Directive were taken very seriously, and the hitherto soft elements 

unfold surprisingly efficient consequences: this is particularly true for site selection processes 

where the protection of the annexes’ species turned out to be juridically coercive: the 

Commission and the European Court of Justice took this issue surprisingly seriously, considering 

the hitherto ‘relaxed’ monitoring of environmental implementation processes. Figure 1 

illustrates this hardening process.  

 

(Figure 1. Territorialities and Temporalities of the Habitats Directive) 

The negotiations of the site selection processes were not directly negotiated between member 

states and the Commission. Instead, following the perimeters of the respective biogeographical 

regions, representatives of the concerned states and the Commission negotiated in different 

parallel committees. This spatial and institutional reorganisation gives the Commission a 

powerful role in coordinating and directing the policy development. For the Commission this 

procedure is efficient as there are less biogeographic regions then Member States. The states 

face a considerable complexity: France, for example, is part of four of these regions (the 

Atlantic, Continental, Mediterranean and Alpine biogeographic regions). Despite the legislative 

anchorage of the biogeographic regions they are soft spaces as they constitute technically-

driven, functional planning spaces that cross territorial boundaries. Latterly, the political 
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importance of these regions has diminished. They remain the technical reference, but political 

negotiations ended with the completion of the site selection process. 

As a result, the key actors’ aims of the early phase were achieved: Both the supranational 

institutions and the environmental policy concerns saw an important shift in competences and 

power. Reterritorialisation processes, based on temporarily soft spaces, were a key concept of 

this strategy. 

4.2 The case of the Macro-regions 

Macro-regions have emerged as a new form of European territorial cooperation within the 

budget period 2006-2013 in regions with so called ‘common geographical characteristics’ 

(Dubois, et. al, 2009, Samecki, 2009). Macro-regional strategies were developed as 

intergovernmental initiatives aimed at reinforcing international cooperation. Within the Baltic 

Sea Region the idea for the development of a joint macro-regional strategy arose in 2005. In 

the course of a changing geopolitical configuration after the EU Eastern enlargement and an 

increasing eutrophication of the Baltic Sea an interregional working group of the European 

Parliament took up the idea for a strategic cooperation (Schymik, 2011, Antola, 2009). In 2007, 

an ‘experimental’ phase of macro-regions started, when the European Commission was 

mandated to develop the first macro-regional strategy in order to set new impulses to the 

already existing institutional setting (see Fig. 2).  

The institutionalisation process in the Baltic Area was surprisingly quick: due to the priorities of 

several EU presidencies the European Parliament adopted the strategy in 2009. Several 

stakeholder groups strongly supported the development of macro-regions for different 

reasons. Two inducements played an important role for the stakeholders: Many stakeholders 

were not satisfied with the setting of cross-border and transnational cooperation (e.g. water 

purification control). There was a search “for a spatial or territorial framework for these policies 

to fit into” (Faludi, 2010c, 6). Policy makers on the national and EU levels expressed their 

dissatisfaction with the existing instruments and complained about missing instruments for 

joint actions within their geographical focus. The European Commission, more explicitly the 

Directorate General for Regional Policy, had shown signs of frustration considering the output 

of regional policies and had difficulties to successfully compete for competences in internal 

power plays. National representatives were unsatisfied with the international cooperation 

perimeters available and at the subnational level particularly private stakeholders and project 

partners missed recognition and political support for long-term actions (Sielker, 2012).  

At this stage, the pooled territoriality principle is applied as national and regional 

representatives developed the strategies within their respective mandates. Supranational 

elements can be seen in the Commission’s role preparing the consultation process and the 

Parliamentarian adoption. Summarizing the first phase macro-regions can be termed as “soft 

spaces” that were developed between different layers of decision-making. The official 

literature stresses the bottom-up element in the establishment process (COM, 2013). It is true 

that the initiative started at the member state level, but the strong role in coordinating the 



 

71 
 

establishment process must not be underestimated. During the phase of implementation the 

national representatives, however, gained importance. 

Following the idea of the first MRS, tremendous political interest in this new tool arose on the 

national level - in most cases for the reason of policy influence (e.g. shipping, harbour 

infrastructure) and on the EU level in particular for the reason of integration challenges with 

regard to new member states. The Baltic Sea Region Strategy triggered a macro-regional ‘hype’ 

as many regions debate their own potential in this respective (Bialiasewicz et al, 2013; Dühr, 

2011). In the early phase the so called three ‘nos’ – postulating the absence of (1) financial, (2) 

institutional and (3) legislative changes – underline the political sensitivity of macro-regions 

(Schneidewind, 2011).  

Macroregions are implemented through multilateral committees that sit alongside formal 

institutions and operate within existing frameworks (Sielker, 2012). The key governance 

elements are so called Priority Areas addressing different policy fields. Voting members are 

national representatives that give an observing status to the Commission, private and semi-

public stakeholders. The implementation mode, thus, builds on an intergovernmental model 

and does not lead to supraterritoriality. The priority areas are soft in the sense that they are 

constantly open to diverse stakeholders and operate in flexible and sometimes overlapping 

spatial foci (Sielker 2012). Within the different actions in each priority area, a multitude of actor 

constellations and different geographical boundaries can be relevant (Stead, 2011, 165). The 

macro-regions also include ‘hard’ elements, as the goals agreed upon in SGs have to be decided 

and implemented by e.g. national ministries or other committees of funding schemes. During 

the preparation and implementation process a “growing readiness for ‘soft’ reforms is evident” 

(Schymik, 2011: 6). The macro-regional concept has shown first signs of ‘hardening’” (Metzger 

and Schmitt, 2012) as e.g. the newly developed committees developed different steps of 

institutionalization depending on working modes and engagement of nation state 

representatives in the Steering Groups. One reaction towards the macro-regional development 

is the development of a Danube Region INTERREG programme area. However, the principle of 

pooling domestic territory is not put into question by a new INTERREG programme 

organisation. 

The dissatisfaction discussed above has led to the different stakeholder groups being in a 

constant search for arenas to enforce their objectives. Both in the Baltic Sea Region and the 

Danube Region we see a ‘success’ of certain policy priorities on the general political agenda 

through the changing interplay of stakeholders at the macro-regional level. In the case of the 

Danube Region the focus on the river, for example, led to an increased agreement and 

prominence of objectives to increase the shipping on the Danube. In the case of the Baltic Sea 

Region the macro-regional development provoked an increasing attention of the wider public 

towards the problems of eutrophication leading to an increasing popularity of existing and 

initiation of new policy actions, making the missing instruments and perimeters more visible.  

In parallel, the Directorate General obtained the possibility to take credit for new cooperation 

initiatives in which they appear in a new managing role without tying up substantially more 
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resources. At the same time, the responsibility for the success and the implementation lies in 

the hands of the nation states. Interestingly, the diversity of objectives pursued by different 

stakeholder groups is not fully obvious. The European Commission aim at more European 

competences, the national representatives pursue intergovernmental cooperation agendas 

and the stakeholders of certain sectors (e.g. International Commission for the Protection of the 

Danube River within the Danube Region) aim at an increasing policy influence in informal 

networks. All three stakeholder groups, however, seem to be able to address their needs 

through a gradual reterritorialisation process. 

We expect the ‘macro-regional era’ to continue, though the development paths of macro-

regions in Europe are not exactly foreseeable – and might vary between the regions (e.g. speed 

of development, degree of institutionalisation, topics addressed, etc.). One development path 

could be a ‘supranationalisation’ where MRS are first steps of a rescaling process towards a 

supranational level where competences will be allocated to (Stead, 2011, Faludi, 2010c, 

Metzger and Schmitt, 2012, Welz and Engel, 1993). A second, very likely, scenario is the 

continuation of macro-regions to ‘intergovernmental super-regions’ coming along with a 

further allocation of resources. In the coming years, the scope for assigning further 

competences to the macro-regional framework would not imply leaving the intergovernmental 

logic. A third development path would imply the continuation of the ‘status quo’ where macro-

regions are established as a permanent cooperation and constitute an umbrella for other EU 

initiatives with the soft characteristics as the dominant ones.  

 

(Figure 2. Territorialities and Temporalities of the Macro-regional Strategies) 

 

5 Conclusions  
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If we compare both cases presented (HD and MRS), we see parallels and differences. The 

starting point in both cases was political dissatisfaction and different actors’ ambitions to 

increase the political influence on a certain level and for certain policy priorities. In both cases 

soft spaces played an important strategic role. In the case of the Habitats directive, the phase 

of de-territorialisation, of spatial ‘tabooing’ was of key importance particularly in the first 

phase. Biogeographical regions were very soft in the beginning and are only detailed in the 

implementation phase after the formal competences shifted. This can be contrasted with the 

development of macro-regional processes where territorial arguments played a prominent role 

throughout the process that institutionally establishes regions with so called common 

geographical challenges. The soft character was of importance when building a governance 

structure and deciding upon the priority areas and goals. In both cases, though having a 

different emphasis on territorialisation processes, reterritorialisation turns out to be very 

efficient throughout the policy process, based on ‘soft spaces’. The biogeographical regions and 

in particular the ‘functionally coercive’ annexes of the Habitats directive turn out to influence 

spatial development in Europe in a very efficient way. The macro-regional development within 

in Europe already has changed the perception of some regions and influences e.g. the allocation 

of the INTERREG budgets’ organisation post 2013.  

As soon as the strategy is efficient, new perimeters, new agendas and new actor constellations 

occur. In parallel, soft spaces can ‘harden’ (MRS as INTERREG perimeter) and/or they lose their 

political relevance (biogeographical spaces today as only technical reference). In the case of 

nature conservation policy, the strategy has turned out to be efficient; in the case of the macro-

regional strategy, the ‘success’ is not yet finally to be seen, but there are clear signs that macro-

regional strategies are unlikely to vanish from the political agenda again.  

The two explorative case studies here indicate that soft spaces can be very efficient instruments 

with regard to power plays and ambitions for competence transfer in the context of European 

integration. In that sense, our examples highlight the complex, evolving and contested nature 

of reterritorialisation of European space and how such new spaces can unsettle, challenge and 

disrupt existing, national territorial spaces.  

Summarizing the two presented case studies we can identify three perspectives that are crucial 

for the understanding of soft spaces in the context of European integration: the new spaces of 

European territoriality are characterised by, first, temporal dynamics, second, the parallel 

existence with ‘hard’ spaces, and, finally, they can be employed as a political tool: Firstly, soft 

spaces are very much characterized by temporalities due to the dynamic political development. 

As we saw at the example of the Macro regions, at a certain point of the political process the 

softness of the early years can harden, but this hardening can turn into softening again. It is 

important to note that there is no automatic logic of hardening and no one way dynamic: soft 

spaces are object to political negotiations with an open end – they are part of contemporary 

reterritorialisation processes.  

Secondly, we see a persisting parallelism of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ spaces also in the context of 

European integration. The example of the macro-regions demonstrates that an intense debate 
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on soft spaces does not necessarily modify or weaken the hard spaces of domestic planning. 

The territorial and relational features of such new spaces can coexist and develop dynamically. 

This is particularly true for phases of ‘opening up’ when the relational features get more 

prominent. As we see it in the case of the biogeographical regions – there is a process of ‘closing 

down’ when soft spaces undergo a process of hardening.  

Finally, soft spaces are not only an outcome of political processes but they can also be 

employed as a political tool, be it intentionally or not. They can be an efficient element in 

political bargaining of political competences and power.  

This paper has presented a heuristic on the basis of ex-post case study analyses. Obviously, 

further empirical testing has to be the next step, taking an in-vivo-perspective in contemporary 

processes of reterritorialisation. We feel that a focus upon the significance and import of 

existing and emerging new spaces of planning would be fruitful, highlighting how European 

reterritorialisation is impacting upon the outcomes, or not, of national and sub-national 

competences and spatial planning. Such processes may help explain some of the role of new 

spaces in national political displacement and disruption. 
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KURZFASSUNG 

Mit den neuen, an funktionalen Verflechtungen orientierten Makroregionen sind neue 

politische Räume entstanden, die sich in vielfacher Hinsicht auf das Territorium, die 

Territorialität und die Entwicklung der europäischen Integration auswirken. Makroregionen, die 

durch nationalstaatliche Vertreter parallel zu existierenden Grenzen gebildet werden, stellen 

eine neue Form der Kooperation dar. Das Neue ist, dass sie ein Trend innerhalb des 

europäischen Integrationsprozesses sind, der die Frage nach dem Entstehen einer neuen Ebene 

in der EU aufkommen lässt. In diesem Beitrag wird die Frage nach der Funktion 

innereuropäischer Grenzen in makroregionalen Kooperationen gestellt. In einem 

multiperspektivischen Erklärungsansatz werden die durch den makroregionalen Trend 

denkbaren Entwicklungen für „Grenzen“ in Europa aufgezeigt. Vier Entwicklungspfade werden 

diskutiert: Makroregionen könnten sich erstens als eigene supranationale Ebene mit 

Entscheidungsbefugnis etablieren und neue Grenzen bilden oder zweitens eine Übergangsform 

darstellen, die langfristig zu einer weiteren EU-Integration und Stärkung der EU-Ebene führen 

würde und damit zur Auflösung der Binnengrenzen. Eine dritte Möglichkeit wäre, dass sich 

Makroregionen als intergouvernemental organisierte Ebene verstetigen. In diesem Fall würden 

die aktuellen Binnengrenzen erhalten bleiben. Ein vierter Entwicklungspfad würde zu soft 

borders führen. Makroregionen wären dann parallel zu bestehenden Grenzen liegende 

Kooperationen mit flexiblen Grenzen. 
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Abstract: Soft borders as a new spatial concept in the EU? – The example of macro-regional 

cooperations 

With the development of macro-regions new political spaces arose that are influencing the 

territory, territoriality and the development of European integration. Macro-regions are built 

alongside existing borders and spaces. The novelty of the discussions is that macro-regions are 

considered to be the first cooperation that could develop into a new level. This article aims at 

questioning the function of borders within macro-regional cooperations. Four possible 

development paths are presented in this contribution: First, macro-regions could develop 

towards a new supra-national level with hard competences, which would lead to new borders 

within the EU. Second, macro-regions could be a first step into a more integrated Europe finally 

strengthening the EU level. In this case, the inner European borders would devolute. A third 

possible pathway is the development of an intergovernmental cooperation, which would not 

change the existing borders. Finally, macro-regions could come along with soft borders, which 

are flexible and develop in parallel to existing borders. 

 

1. Makroregionale Strategien und soft borders in der EU? 

Initiiert durch eine interfraktionelle Arbeitsgruppe des Europäischen Parlamentes entstand die 

Idee zur Entwicklung einer makroregionalen Strategie im nördlichen Raum der EU, der EU 

Ostseestrategie. Im Juni 2007 gab das Europäische Parlament den Auftrag an die Europäische 

Kommission, diese erste Strategie zu entwickeln. Zugleich wurde die Kommission zur Erstellung 

einer zweiten makroregionalen Strategie für den Donauraum aufgefordert. 

Das Neue, und aus Sicht der Raumentwicklung Spannende an Makroregionen ist, dass sie ein 

Trend sind, durch den die Frage nach dem Entstehen einer neuen Ebene in der EU 

aufgekommen ist. Makroregionen, die durch nationalstaatliche Vertreter parallel zu 

existierenden Grenzen gebildet werden, stellen eine neue Form der Kooperation innerhalb des 

europäischen Integrationsprozesses dar. Diese treffen aufgrund der entstandenen 

Eigendynamik auf großes Interesse bei Politikern aller Ebenen und Akteuren verschiedenster 

Sektoren (vgl. Sielker 2012a). Infolge der ersten beiden Strategien haben sich viele weitere 

Initiativen, z. B. in der Alpenregion, gebildet. Nach der erfolgreichen Evaluation der ersten 

beiden Strategien im Juni 2013 ist davon auszugehen, dass Makroregionen in der kommenden 

EU-Förderperiode zunehmend an Bedeutung gewinnen werden. Anlass genug, die Frage nach 

dem möglichen Einfluss von Makroregionen auf die zukünftige Raumentwicklung Europas zu 

stellen. Zum jetzigen Zeitpunkt kann noch keine Aussage darüber gemacht werden, in welcher 

Hinsicht sich Makroregionen entwickeln, institutionalisieren, verstetigen oder wieder auflösen 

werden. Sicher ist lediglich, dass „Makroregionalisierung“ (Kern/Gänzle 2013) ein Anzeiger für 

ein sich veränderndes Grenzverständnis innerhalb der EU ist und sich auf Grenzen auswirken 

wird. Im vorliegenden Beitrag werden diese möglichen Entwicklungen diskutiert. 

2. Makroregionen und Grenzen – Begriffsbestimmung und Aufbau des Beitrages 

Makroregionale Strategien „sind ein auf zentrale Herausforderungen eines 

staatenübergreifenden Raumes zugeschnittenes Konzept, das verschiedene Sektoren und 

Politiken in einer Strategie integriert“ (Sielker 2012a: 1). In einem Orientierungspapier greift die 
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Europäische Kommission die Definition von Makroregionen des Interimskommissars Samecki 

auf, die im Rahmen der Ostseeraumstrategie entwickelt wurde: Demnach sind Makroregionen 

„an area including territory from a number of different countries or regions associated with one 

or more common features or challenges” (Samecki 2009: 1). Der Definition entsprechend 

verbinden Makroregionen Nationalstaaten oder subnationale Gebietskörperschaften, die 

gemeinsame Entwicklungsherausforderungen infolge funktionaler, geophysischer 

Zusammenhänge haben. Die beiden bestehenden Makroregionen haben sich um die 

Wasserräume Ostsee und Donau gebildet. Makroregionale Strategien sollen der EU und den 

Nationalstaaten ermöglichen, gemeinsame Herausforderungen zu identifizieren und 

verfügbare Ressourcen zu allokieren. „Ziel ist eine koordinierte Reaktion auf Fragen, die besser 

gemeinsam als getrennt in Angriff genommen werden sollten“ (Europäische Kommission 

2013b: 1). 

Zahlreiche Autoren befassen sich vor dem Hintergrund von vier Zielsetzungen mit 

Makroregionen: 

• Verständnis des Instruments 

• Frage nach der zukünftigen Bedeutung von Makroregionen 

• Fallstudien zur Implementierung einzelner Strategien sowie zu Herausforderungen für 

einzelne Strategieräume, Länder oder Themenbereiche 

• Bedeutung für die EU-Außenpolitik 

(vgl. Bengtsson 2009; Dubois/Hedin/Schmitt et al. 2009; Ágh/Kaiser/Koller 2010; Görmar 2010; 

Dühr 2011; Schneidewind 2011; Schymik 2011; Stratenschulte/Setzen 2011; Görmar/Kurnol 

2012; Stead 2013). 

Unter konzeptionellen Gesichtspunkten wurden Makroregionen in der Wissenschaft vor allem 

als eine neue Handlungsebene innerhalb der EU in Zusammenhang mit einem new regionalism 

(Antola 2009) bzw. mit Regionalisierungen und Reskalierungen (Bialasiewicz/Giaccaria/Jones et 

al. 2013; Stead 2013) oder als transnationale soft spaces diskutiert (Faludi 2010a; Stead 2011; 

Metzger/Schmitt 2012; Sielker 2012a). Soft spaces beschreiben informelle, flexible 

Raumzuschnitte, die durch Kooperationen über verschiedene Ebenen, Sektoren und 

Akteursgruppen entstehen (Allmendinger/Haughton 2009). All diesen Diskussionen ist gemein, 

dass sie entweder implizit oder explizit den existierenden Grenzen in der Region eine neue 

Bedeutung zuschreiben, ohne jedoch darauf einzugehen, welche dies sein könnte. Aufbauend 

auf der Diplomarbeit der Autorin (Sielker 2012a), in der Makroregionen in die Debatte um soft 

spaces eingeordnet werden, setzt sich der vorliegende Beitrag mit der Dimension der Grenze 

auseinander. So argumentiert die Autorin, dass Makroregionen eine Form der territorialen 

Redimensionierung in Ergänzung zu den harten existierenden Grenzen darstellen. Vor dem 

Hintergrund einer möglicherweise neu entstehenden Ebene stellt sich die Frage nach der 

europäischen Integration und der Rolle einer „makroregionalen Grenze“. Diskussionen zur 

Regionalisierung werfen die Frage nach neuen Grenzen, die durch Reskalierungsprozesse zu 

harten Grenzen werden können, auf. Soft spaces dagegen fragen nach sanften Grenzen, die 

flexibel sind und parallel zu den existierenden Grenzen sich ständig verändern oder auflösen. 
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In diesem Beitrag wird die Frage nach der Funktion innereuropäischer Grenzen in 

makroregionalen Kooperationen gestellt. In einem multiperspektivischen Erklärungsansatz 

werden denkbare Entwicklungen für „Grenzen“ in Europa aufgezeigt. 

Führen diese neuen Geographien zu „neuen“ Binnengrenzen in der EU? Inwiefern sind diese 

soft oder unterliegen einem Prozess des hardening, wie Metzger und Schmitt (2012) 

argumentieren? Sind diese Grenzen flexibel oder fuzzy in der Art, wie das Konzept der soft 

spaces es annimmt? Es stellt sich darüber hinaus die Frage, ob neue Grenztypen entstehen und 

was die makroregionalen Grenzen über ein verändertes Grenzverständnis in der EU aussagen. 

Welche Auswirkungen haben diese Grenzen? Schließlich, wie entwickelt sich die europäische 

Integration weiter? Mit welcher Denkfamilie der europäischen Integrationstheorien lassen sich 

diese Ereignisse erklären? Konkret stellt dieser Beitrag die aktuellen Geschehnisse dar und 

diskutiert unter besonderer Berücksichtigung der Frage nach der Rolle von Grenzen vier 

mögliche Entwicklungspfade von Makroregionen. Für die Auseinandersetzung mit der Frage 

nach der neuen Rolle von Grenzen werden daher zunächst die konzeptionellen Grundlagen 

eines territorialen und relativen Raumverständnisses dargelegt sowie soft spaces vorgestellt. 

Schließlich werden die zwei wesentlichen Formen der europäischen Integration und ihre Rolle 

für Grenzen zusammengefasst. Danach wird das Konzept der Makroregionen mit seinen 

Entscheidungs- und Governance-Strukturen vorgestellt. Im Anschluss werden mögliche 

Entwicklungspfade diskutiert und die mögliche Rolle von Grenzen auf Grundlage der 

konzeptionellen Reflexion eingeordnet. 

3. Grenzen und soft spaces in europäischen Integrationsprozessen 

3.1 Grenzen 

Im deutschen Sprachgebrauch steht der Begriff „Grenze“ für drei Bedeutungen, die im 

Englischen unterschieden werden in border, boundary und frontier. Während frontier Räume, 

die an der Grenze liegen, im Sinne von borderland beschreibt, versteht man unter dem Begriff 

boundary eine Trennlinie. Diese kann sowohl real oder imaginär als auch scharf oder unscharf 

abgegrenzt sein. Der Begriff „Grenze“, wie er in diesem Beitrag ver- standen wird, kommt am 

ehesten dem nahe, was im Englischen als borders bezeichnet wird. Nach Sack (1986) 

klassifizieren, kommunizieren und kontrollieren Grenzen ein Territorium in dem Sinne, dass sie 

Dinge einem bestimmten Raum zuordnen (Haselsberger 2010: 6). Haselsberger (2010: 6) 

definiert Grenzen wie folgt: “A ‘border’ confines or limits the outer edge of something; most 

typically it separates entities, such as nation states or provinces from another in the form of a 

clear and ‘fixed’ line on the map as well as the territory”. Eine Grenze umfasst demnach z. B. 

einen geographischen Raum, ein Staatster- ritorium. Dem Staat wird demgegenüber die 

Schlüsseleigenschaft der geographischen Gebundenheit zugeschrieben. Er regiert über die 

Akteure in diesem Gebiet. Im Rahmen des europäischen Integrationsprozesses verändern sich 

nun die Territorialität, die Souveränität, die Legitimität und das Governance-Monopol (Nugent 

2006: 548 f.) – und damit letztlich Grenzen und ihre Funktionen. 
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3.2 Soft spaces und soft borders: territoriale vs. relationale Räume 

Das Konzept der soft spaces wurde in der Vergangenheit verschiedentlich, z. B. durch Faludi 

(2010b), genutzt, um das Phänomen „Makroregionen“ zu beschreiben. Um Veränderungen von 

Grenzen zu diskutieren, bedarf es einer vertieften Auseinandersetzung mit soft spaces. 

Soft spaces lassen sich theoretisch zwischen einem relationalen und einem territorialen 

Verständnis von Räumen einordnen (vgl. Tab. 1; Haughton/Counsell/Allmendinger et al. 2007; 

Haughton/Allmendinger/Counsell et al. 2010; Allmendinger/Chilla/Sielker 2014). Dem 

territorialen Raumverständnis liegt das Territorium als Organisationsprinzip für Staatsgewalt 

und öffentliche Autorität zugrunde. Der Hauptakteur ist der Nationalstaat, dessen Territorium 

durch Grenzen festgelegt ist (vgl. Tab. 1). Auf sich durch Globalisierung und Europäisierung 

verändernde Anforderungen reagiert der Staat mit Reskalierungen und 

Kompetenzverlagerungen zwischen verschiedenen Ebenen. So kommt es zu 

Reterritorialisierungsprozessen. 

Seit Castells (2000) seine Idee der Netzwerkgesellschaft mit spaces of flows entwickelt hat, 

haben wissenschaftliche Diskussionen um relationale Räume, die das territoriale Verständnis 

von Raum infrage stellen, an Bedeutung gewonnen. Man spricht von einem relational turn in 

theory. Die Idee einer Netzwerkgesellschaft, in der es letztlich zu einer Auflösung des 

Nationalstaates und seiner Grenzen kommt, wurde unter anderem maßgeblich von Jessop 

(2000) weiterentwickelt. Er spricht von der Krise des national spatial-temporal fix als Folge des 

Globalisierungsprozesses. Den Ausgangspunkt für Akteursnetzwerke als Organisationsprinzip 

stellt für Jessop der spatial fix im Sinne Harveys (1985:51 ff.) dar. Im relationalen 

Raumverständnis wird von einer Deterritorialisierung ausgegangen. Das relationale 

Raumverständnis wurde in der jüngeren Literatur zunehmend infrage gestellt, da die Politik 

ihren territorialen Fokus nicht verändert hat (Cochrane 2012). So sind in der wissenschaftlichen 

Debatte zunehmend Ansätze zu finden, die versuchen, territoriale und relationale Ansätze 

miteinander zu verbinden. Ein prominenter Ansatz sind die für die stadtregionale Ebene 

entwickelten soft spaces (vgl. Tab. 1). 

Den soft spaces stehen hard spaces gegenüber. Die Urheber des Konzeptes der soft spaces 

(Haughton/Allmendinger 2007) verstehen unter hard spaces “formal, visible arenas and 

processes, often statutory and open to democratic processes and local political influence” 

(Haughton/Allmendinger 2007: 306). Demgegenüber definieren sie soft spaces als “fluid areas 

between such formal processes where implementation through bar- gaining, flexibility, 

discretion and interpretation dominate” (Haughton/Allmendinger 2007: 306). Soft spaces sind 

“multiple spaces of governance alongside other devices for policy integration” 

(Haughton/Allmendinger/Counsell et al. 2010: 23 f.). Sie entstehen aufgrund der 

Notwendigkeit, über bestehende Grenzen hinweg zu kooperieren, überlagernd mit anderen 

Räumen. Dieser Definition liegt, wie den relationalen Geographien, ein Verständnis von Raum 

außerhalb politischer und administrativer Grenzen zugrunde 

(Haughton/Counsell/Allmendinger et al. 2007: 3; Haughton/Allmendinger/Counsell et al. 2010: 

230). Als informelle Raumkonzepte, die funktionale Verflechtungen in den Mittelpunkt 

räumlicher Abgrenzungen stellen, entstehen soft spaces temporär parallel zu bestehenden 
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administrativen Räumen. Hard spaces sind dem territorialen Verständnis von Raum 

zuzuordnen. 

Tab. 1: Raum- und Grenzverständnisse 
 

Territoriales 
Raumverständnis 

Verbindende Ansätze 
 

Relationales Raumverständnis 

Akteure Nationalstaat als 
Souverän, government‘ 

Dialektische Beziehung zwischen 
öffentlichen Autoritäten und 
Interessensgruppen, 
governance‘ 

Netzwerke, Interessensgruppen und 
stakeholder 

Räumliche 
Konfiguration 

Festgelegtes Territorium 
im Sinne eines 
‚Containerraumes‘ 
(Taylor) 

Parallelität Wahrnehmungen 
von Territorium, zeitlich 
begrenzt gebildete Räume 

Deterritorialisierung, 
Netzwerkgesellschaft im Sinne von 
spaces of flows (Castells)  

Eigenschaft  statisch  dynamisch  dynamisch  

Grenzen Harte Grenzen, die durch 
das Territorium bestimmt 
werden (spatial fix) 

Flexible oder fuzzy Grenzen Auflösung von Grenzen 

Zitate zur Rolle 
von borders 

Agnew (2008: 176) fast in 
einem Literaturüberblick 
zusammen:  
“sovereignty that 
ends/begins at a border”  
 
“facts on the ground” 
 
Territorial statehood as 
geography of power” 
 
Sassen (2013: 22): 
“securing the sovereigns 
authority over its 
territory” 

(Sassen 2013: 22) “though still 
rare, we now have a developing 
scholarship that constructs more 
complex relation between 
territory and state”  
 
(Allmendinger et. al: in 
Erscheinung): 
 “A number of studies (…) 
explored the emergence of so 
called soft spaces as attempts to 
create hybrids of territorial and 
relational spaces” 
 
“More recently there have 
been attempts to overcome the 
territorial-relational standoff 
through the notion of 
assemblage”). 

Agnew (2008:175) fast in einem 
Literaturüberblick zusammen:  
“Thinking about borders should be 
opened up to consider territorial 
spaces as ‘dwelling’ rather than 
national states and to see political 
responsibility for pursuit of a ‘decent 
life’” 
 
“[borders] are complex human 
creations” 
 
Sassen (2013): “stretching of 
boundaries or deregulation of 
national borders” 
 
Jessop (2004): 
“Actor-Networks”  

Zusammen- 
fassung 

Territorium als 
Organisationsprinzip für 
Staatsgewalt und 
öffentliche Autorität  

Komplementäre Funktion von 
harten und sanften Formen von 
Territorium  

Territorium als soziales Konstrukt 
und Verhandlungsobjekt in ständing 
wechselnden Konstellationen  

Autoren 
(beispielhaft)  

, Krassni, Heileiner, Cerny, 
Weiss 

Mamadouh, Jones, Painter, 
Taylor, Paasi, Cochrane, 
Allmendinger, Haughton, Gill, 
Teubner  

Sack, Massay, Amin, Brenner, 
Harvey, Faludi, Murphy, Jessop, 
Castells, Agnew, Elden, Raustialia 

Quelle: eigene Darstellung, angelehnt an Idee Chilla/Reimer/Nienaber (2013: 14)  

 

Soft spaces sind Kooperationsräume, die flexibel oder fuzzy sind in Bezug auf Geographien, 

Ebenen, Sektoren, Akteursgruppen und auf den zeitlichen Rahmen. 

Das Konzept wird in einem Atemzug genannt mit der Idee der fuzzy boundaries, also 

verschwommenen Grenzen. Das Charakteristikum fuzziness hat eine doppelte Bedeutung: Es 

beschreibt erstens eine durchlässige, fragmentierte unscharfe Struktur und zweitens 

unscharfe, verschiebbare Grenzen (Sielker 2012a: 65 f.). Soft borders werden in diesem Beitrag 

verstanden als Pendant zu soft spaces, deren Eigenschaften auf Grenzen übertragen werden: 

Soft borders sind flexibel und entstehen parallel zu bestehenden Grenzen. 
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3.3 Europäische Integration und die Rolle von Grenzen 

Dieser Beitrag analysiert makroregionale Strategien an der Schnittstelle von europäischer 

Integration und der Veränderung des Verhältnisses von Grenzen zueinander. Man unter- 

scheidet zwischen zwei Denkschulen, die Formen des europäischen Integrationsprozesses 

beschreiben. Der Supranationalismus beschreibt „europäische Integration“ als einen Prozess 

zur Entwicklung einer supranationalen Institution und einer eigenständigen Ebene mit 

Entscheidungsbefugnis. Die zweite Denkschule wird als Intergouvernementalismus bezeichnet. 

Die Nationalstaaten bleiben Entscheidungsträger, die in einer intergouvernemental 

organisierten Form gemeinsam entscheiden. Diese zwei Denkschulen beschreiben 

Eigenschaften der europäischen Kooperationen. Daneben wird in der Wissenschaft 

unterschieden zwischen den sogenannten grand theories und den middle range theories. 

Letztere versuchen, die Ursachen und Wirkfolgen zu theoretisieren (vgl. Holzinger/Knill/Peters 

et al. 2005; Nugent 2006). Paasi (2012: 2309) argumentiert, dass trotz der Gewinne aus der 

territorialen und relationalen Betrachtung die Aufgabe bestehen bleibt, Grenzen und die 

komplexen Modalitäten, die politischen und sozialen Praktiken sowie ihre Effekte zu 

betrachten. Im europäischen Integrationsprozess stellt das Verständnis der komplexen 

Grenzen eine wesentliche Grundlage für das Handeln der Akteure dar. 

Der Integrationsprozess geht einher mit Reskalierungs- und Reterritorialisierungsprozessen 

sowie Deterritorialisierungsprozessen, die sich auf die Funktion der Grenzen in der EU 

auswirken. Da ist beispielsweise das Schengenabkommen, innerhalb welchem die 

nationalstaatlichen Grenzen für Teilbereiche aufgelöst, also deterritorialisiert wurden, und 

zugleich auf eine supranationale Ebene reskaliert und reterritorialisiert wurden. Innerhalb der 

territorialen Kooperationsprogramme, wie beispielsweise INTERREG, entscheiden 

Nationalstaaten intergouvernemental über gemeinsam finanzierte Projekte. So hat sich in der 

EU ein komplexes Governance-System, das Mehrebenensystem, entwickelt, welches zu vielen 

sich überlagernden Grenzen geführt hat. Mit den Makroregionen sind nun erstmals in der 

europäischen Geschichte politische Kooperationen entstanden, denen das Potenzial 

zugesprochen wird, sich langfristig als eigenständige Ebene entwickeln zu können. 

4 Makroregionale Strategien in der EU – Konzept und Governance 

4.1 Entstehung, Ideen und Konzept 

Makroregionale Strategien sind ein auf zentrale Herausforderungen eines staatenüber- 

greifenden Raumes zugeschnittenes Instrument, das verschiedene Sektoren und Politiken in 

einer Strategie integriert. Sie sind Bottom-up-Ansätze, bei denen der Wunsch nach einer 

staatenübergreifenden Koordinierung von den Staaten ausgeht (Görmar 2010: 583 ff.). 

Unterstützt vom Europäischen Rat und Parlament werden Makroregionen nach den vier 

Grundsätzen „Integration“, „Zusammenarbeit“, „Multi-Level-Governance“ und „Partnerschaft“ 

entwickelt (Europäische Kommission 2013b: 9). Das Konzept der makroregionalen Strategien 

wird in verschiedenen europäischen Politikdokumenten unter dem Aspekt ihres Beitrages zum 

Ziel der territorialen Kohäsion sowie der Koordinierung von Politiken aufgegriffen (vgl. 

ausführlich Dubois/Hedin/Schmitt et al. 2009). In den makroregionalen Strategien werden 

einerseits die übergeordneten europäischen Strategien (z. B. Europa-2000-Strategie, die 

Lissabon- und die Göteborg-Strategie) sowie andererseits die vorangegangenen regionalen 



 

85 
 

Initiativen der EU zusammengefasst (z. B. die transnationalen INTERREG-Kooperationen) (vgl. 

Tab. 2; vgl. ausführlich Sielker 2012a). 

Die zuvor angeführte Definition, nach der Makroregionen Gebiete sind, die durch Länder und 

Regionen mit einer oder mehreren gemeinsamen Eigenschaften und Herausforderungen 

gekennzeichnet sind, wurde durch den Evaluierungsbericht der Europäischen Kommission 

(2013b) bestätigt. Das Europäische Parlament bezeichnete in der Entschließung zur 

Donauraumstrategie Makroregionen als ein „Modell für die Koordinierung der EU-Maßnahmen 

und der Finanzierung in geopolitischen Gebietseinheiten“ (Europäisches Parlament 2010: C). In 

den Verordnungen für den Zeitraum 2014–2020 werden drei Punkte hervorgehoben: Die 

Strategien sollen „einen Gesamtrahmen für Mitgliedstaaten und Drittstaaten im selben 

geografischen Raum“ geben, der „Bewältigung gemeinsamer Herausforderungen dienen“  und 

„eine verstärkte Zusammenarbeit im Hinblick auf den wirtschaftlichen, sozialen und 

territorialen Zusammenhalt“ fördern (Europäische Kommission 2013b: 2). 

Auslöser für den Vorstoß der interfraktionellen Arbeitsgruppe für die Ostseeregion des 

Europäischen Parlaments war neben der stagnierenden Zusammenarbeit im Ostseeraum 

infolge der veränderten geopolitischen Konfiguration durch die EU-Erweiterungen die 

Eutrophierung (vgl. Tab. 2). Gemeinsam mit der schwedischen Regierung, dem Nordischen Rat 

und dem Rat der Ostseestaaten griff die Arbeitsgruppe die Idee zur Entwicklung einer 

strategischen Zusammenarbeit in der Entschließung zur Nördlichen Dimension auf (vgl. Tab. 2; 

Faludi 2010a: 167; Schymik 2011: 11). Nach Vorbild der Ostseestrategie forderte die 

Kommissarin Danuta Hübner auf Initiative der Regierungen Rumäniens, Österreichs, Serbiens 

und der Landesregierung Baden-Württembergs die EU- Donauraumstrategie (Schymik 2011: 

12). Der Europäische Rat validierte den Vorschlag der Kommission im April 2011. Die Staats- 

und Regierungschefs verabschiedeten diesen im Juni 2011. Basis der Abgrenzung der Regionen 

sind physiogeographische Grundlagen. Für die Umsetzung sind die Nationalstaaten und im Falle 

Deutschlands die Bundesländer verantwortlich (vgl. Tab. 2). 

Dem Evaluierungsbericht zufolge ist es das Ziel, „neue Projekte und Initiativen zu mobilisieren 

und ein Gefühl der gemeinsamen Verantwortung zu schaffen“ (Europäische Kommission 

2013b: 2). Es soll eine bessere Koordinierung von Politiken und Aktionen auf dreierlei Weise 

ermöglicht werden (Dühr 2011: 26): 

• geographisch über die nationalen Grenzen hinweg 

• horizontal über verschiedene Sektorpolitiken 

• vertikal über verschiedene Governance-Level 

Ohne neue finanzielle Ressourcen, legislative Grundlagen oder institutionelle Reformen (die 

sogenannten „drei Neins“) soll zu einer besseren Koordinierung der bestehenden Ressourcen 

sowie zu einer kohärenten Implementierung bestehender Regularien beigetragen werden. 

Dabei stellen die Strategien einen „stabilen, integrierten Rahmen für Länder und Regionen zur 

Thematisierung von Herausforderungen dar, die von einem Land allein nicht zufriedenstellend 

bewältigt werden können, sondern transnationale strategische Ansätze, Projekte und Netze 

erfordern“ (Europäische Kommission 2013a: 2). Zugleich ist die außenpolitische Bedeutung der 

bestehenden Strategien augenscheinlich. Mit Russland ist im Ostseeraum ein strategisch 



 

86 
 

wichtiger Partner eingebunden. DieDonauregion umfasst mit den Balkanstaaten einen 

wichtigen Erweiterungsraum. 

Tabelle 2: Kurzprofile makroregionale Strategien 

  Ostseestrategie Donauraumstrategie Alpenraumstrategie 

Jahr 2009 2011 Beginn der Diskussionen 2010 
Annahme voraussichtlich 2014 

Geltungs-
bereich 

“The extent depends on the 
topic: for example on 
economic issues it would 
involve all the countries in 
the region, on water quality 
issues it would involve the 
whole catchment area, [...]” 

The Danube Region is a 
functional area defined by its 
river basin. 

Diskussionen um 
Geltungsbereich: Peripherie ohne 
Metropole oder Einbezug der 
Metropolen 

Anlass Eutrophizierung der Ostsee 
und stagnierende 
Kooperation  

Beispiel des Ostseeraumes 
und gepolitische 
Veränderungendie EU-
Erweiterung, Schifffahrtsziele 

Beispiele im Ostseeraum und in 
der Donauregion und EUDRS 

Initiierende 
Akteure  

Nördliche Dimension, 
Schweden 

Baden-Württemberg, CIPRA; Alpenkonvention 

Poltikfelder Maritime Umwelt, 

Innovation und 

Handelsbarrieren, 

Transport und Energie 

Sicherheit 

Transport, Schifffahrt, 

Mobilität und Energie, 

Umwelt und Biodiversität, 

Kultur und Tourismus, 

Bildung und institutionelle 

Kapazität, Kompetitivität und 

Leute, Sicherheit 

Abhängig von aktuellen 

Diskussionen  

Verschiedene Nationalstaaten 

zeigen unterschiedliche 

Schwerpunkte  

Vorläufer 
und 
Initiativen 

Council of the Baltic Sea 
States, Nördliche Dimension 
Baltic Sea commission, 
Baltic Sea Chambers of 
Commerce,,Ostseeraum 
INTERREG), Mitteleuropa 
(INTERREG) 

Danube Cooperation Process, 
Arge Donauländer, 
Internationale Kommission 
zum Schutz der Donau (IKSD)  
Danube Chambers of 
commerce Association, 
Südosteuropa-East Europe, 
Alpenraum, Mitteleuropa 
INTERREG) 

CIPRA  

Alpenkonvention 

Alpenraum (INTERREG) 

Quelle: Eigene Darstellung 

 

Die makroregionale Diskussion in der EU unterliegt einer hohen Dynamik, in deren Folge bereits 

viele weitere Initiativen entstanden sind (vgl. Abb. 1). Im Juni 2013 jährte sich die Annahme der 

ersten makroregionalen Strategie zum vierten und die der Donauraumstrategie zum zweiten 

Mal – ein Anlass für die Europäische Kommission, das Konzept der makroregionalen Strategien 

auf den Prüfstand zu stellen. Bevor sich die Europäische Kommission in der Koordinierung 

weiterer Strategien engagierte, wartete sie den Erfolg ab. Es stand den Mitgliedstaaten frei, 

währenddessen strategisch zusammenzuarbeiten. Auf der Grundlage der positiven Evaluation 

besteht nun die Möglichkeit, weitere Strategien mit Unterstützung der Europäischen 

Kommission zu entwickeln. Die Kommission fordert in ihrem Evaluierungsbericht eine stärkere 

Führungsrolle der Mitgliedstaaten (Europäische Kommission 2013b: 9). 
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Abb. 1: Bestehende und potentielle makroregionale Strategieräume 

 

Quelle: Eigene Abbildung, Kartengrundlage 
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Template_europe_map_de.png, Autor San Jose) 

 
Griechenland und Irland haben sich zum Ziel gesetzt, die adriatisch-ionische Strategie 2014 

während ihrer Ratspräsidentschaft zu beschließen und die Implementierung auf den Weg zu 

bringen. Auch die Diskussionen um eine Alpenstrategie sind weit vorangeschritten. Seit Mai 

2013 wird ein Entwurf für eine makroregionale Strategie für den Alpenraum unter Leitung der 

französischen Organisation DATAR (Délégation interministérielle à l'aménagement du territoire 

et à l'attractivité régionale) vorbereitet. Im April 2012 wurde die Nordseestrategie als maritime 

Strategie bereits angenommen. Die Nordsee-Kommission und eine interregionale 

Arbeitsgruppe der Versammlung der europäischen Regionen koordinierte diese. Neben diesen 

sehr konkreten Initiativen gibt es eine Aufforderung Spaniens, Portugals, Irlands und 

Frankreichs an das Parlament, eine Strategie in Auftrag zu geben. Aufgrund der Entwicklungen 

des „Arabischen Frühlings“ spricht das Europäische Parlament den mediterranen Regionen eine 

besondere geopolitische Bedeutung zu (Europäisches Parlament 2012). Die Größe und externe 

Dimension in der Mittelmeerregion bringt jedoch Herausforderungen mit sich 

(Bialasiewicz/Giaccaria/Jones et al. 2013). Die Schwarzmeersynergie kann als ein erster Schritt 

in Richtung einer möglichen Makroregion interpretiert werden. 

Da neben dem Konzept von Makroregionen die Governance-Strukturen Hinweise für die 

Reflexion über die den Makroregionen zugrunde liegenden Integrationsprozesse und die 
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Funktionen von Grenzen geben, wird nachfolgend in diese Strukturen eingeführt. Für die 

Beantwortung der Fragestellung kann auf die detaillierte Vorstellung der Aufgaben einzelner 

Akteure verzichtet werden; es sei auf die umfassende Darstellung bei Sielker (2012a; 2012b) 

hingewiesen. 

4.2 Governance- und Entscheidungsstrukturen 

Entscheidungen in der Strategie unterliegen dem konsensualen Prinzip und werden mithilfe 

eines Aktionsplanes umgesetzt. Dieser unterteilt die Themenbereiche in Säulen, denen 

Prioritätsbereiche zugeordnet sind. In der Donauregion sind dies elf, in der Ostseeregion 17. 

Für die Aktionen sind illustrative Beispiel- oder Flaggschiffprojekte ausgewiesen (vgl. Sielker 

2012a). 

An den Entscheidungs- und Umsetzungsprozessen ist eine Vielzahl von Akteuren und Gremien 

beteiligt (vgl. Abb. 2). Man kann diese vereinfacht in drei Ebenen aufteilen. Die übergeordnete 

Koordinierung wird auf der Metagovernance-Ebene organisiert. Diese umfasst unter anderem 

die Nationalen Kontaktpunkte und die Europäische Kommission, welche die alltägliche 

Koordinierung übernehmen, sowie den Europäischen Rat, die Gruppe hochrangiger Vertreter 

sowie den Rat für allgemeine Angelegenheiten. Diese werden tätig, wenn grundlegende 

Veränderungen und Revisionen der Strategiepapiere anstehen. Die thematische Governance-

Ebene, die die Koordinierung der Säulen und Prioritäten umfasst, wird aus Lenkungsgruppen 

für jeden Prioritätsbereich, aus ihren Koordinatoren und denen für horizontale Aktionsbereiche 

(in der Ostseeregion) sowie aus den thematischen Arbeitsgruppen gebildet. Da die 

Lenkungsgruppen verantwortlich für die Entscheidungen innerhalb eines Prioritätsbereiches 

sind und damit große Bedeutung für die einzelnen Politikfelder haben, wird auf diese 

detaillierter eingegangen. Die dritte Ebene ist die Umsetzungsebene, die sich aus den einzelnen 

Projekten und den beteiligten Akteuren sowie den Finanzprogrammen zusammensetzt. 

Abb. 2: Governancestruktur makroregionaler Strategien 

 

Quelle: Eigene Darstellung 
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In den bestehenden Makroregionen werden bestimmten Politikfeldern, wie Umwelt, Verkehr, 

Energie, Bildung oder Sicherheit, übereinstimmend Prioritätsbereiche zugeordnet, sodass 

davon ausgegangen werden kann, dass für diese eine makroregionale Kooperation einen 

Mehrwert hat. Da sich in diesen Prioritätsbereichen mit ihren Lenkungsgruppen die zukünftigen 

Entwicklungen abzeichnen, werden Beispiele für die drei Strategieräume Donau-, Ostsee- und 

Alpenregion aus diesen Bereichen vorgestellt. 

Die Entscheidungsstrukturen sind intergouvernemental organisiert. Entscheidungsträger in 

den Lenkungsgruppen sind lediglich die nationalstaatlichen Vertreter, obwohl auch die 

Europäische Kommission sowie mitunter Nationale Kontaktpunkte an den Sitzungen 

teilnehmen. Zusätzlich werden Beobachter eingeladen, zumeist Vertreter öffentlicher oder 

halböffentlicher Institutionen, die Experten für bestimmte Themen sind (vgl. Tab. 2). Die 

Lenkungsgruppen ermöglichen sowohl der Kommission als auch den Beobachtern eine 

Einflussnahme. 

Für die Ostseeregion sei das Beispiel HELCOM (Übereinkommen zum Schutz der Ostsee) 

herausgegriffen. HELCOM ist eine zwischenstaatliche Kommission, die durch die Anrainer der 

Ostsee gegründet wurde und deren Grundlage die Helsinki-Konvention ist. Stead (2013) hat 

dargestellt, dass HELCOM für den Bereich „Umweltschutz“ großen Einfluss auf die 

Entscheidungen des Prioritätsbereiches nehmen konnte. In der Donauregion ist ein 

prominentes Beispiel der Beobachter Internationale Kommission zum Schutz der Donau (IKSD) 

aus Wien. Der vor der Entstehung der Donauraumstrategie in Zusammenarbeit mit den 

Donaustaaten entwickelte Aktionsplan zum Schutz der Donau wurde nun im Rahmen der 

Donauraumstrategie offiziell verabschiedet und in die Umsetzung gebracht. Der 

Prioritätsbereich ist maßgeblich daran beteiligt, die Ziele der IKSD umzusetzen. Für den 

Alpenraum lässt sich für die allererste Diskussionsphase konstatieren, dass die 

Alpenkonvention Einfluss auf Inhalte und den geographischen Bezugsraum hatte. Im Oktober 

2013 konnte der tatsächliche Einfluss noch nicht abgeschätzt werden. Weitere Beispiele für 

nichtstaatliche, einflussreiche Akteure lassen sich in allen Strategien finden (vgl. Tab. 2) Die 

Entscheidungen sowohl in den Prioritätsbereichen als auch im Europäischen Rat sowie in der 

Gruppe der hochrangigen Vertreter werden jedoch zwischen nationalstaatlichen Vertretern 

getroffen. 

Mit Makroregionen entwickeln sich neue politische Handlungsräume. Es verändern sich die 

beteiligten Akteure und ihre Ziele. Ihnen bietet sich ein neues Forum, was zu neuen 

Priorisierungen oder auch zu neuen Zielen führen kann. Welchen Einfluss die 

Entscheidungsprozesse in den Strategien auf die politischen Entscheidungen der EU-Ebene, 

aber auch auf die der nationalstaatlichen Ebene haben, lässt sich nicht für alle 

Prioritätsbereiche gleichermaßen konstatieren. Fest steht jedoch, dass die geschaffenen 

Arbeitsstrukturen zur Findung der politischen Zielsetzung der Länder beitragen. Die 

Entscheidungen der makroregionalen Gremien haben in vielen Bereichen schon jetzt großen 

Einfluss, da eine Nichtbeachtung die Kooperation ganz infrage stellen würde. Als nicht zu 

unterschätzen gilt auch die identitätsstiftende Wirkung – mit den Regionen wurde ein „Fleck 

auf der Karte“ benannt. Dies wird unterstützt durch die starke geophysische Komponente, 

durch die naturräumliche Bezugsräume geschaffen werden. Langfristig besteht die Chance, 

dass diese als Bezugsräume zur Mittelvergabe dienen, wie es das Beispiel des Donauraumes für 
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die Periode 2014+ zeigt. Auffällig ist im Vergleich aller drei Strategien, dass die Politiken, die auf 

rechtlichen Grundlagen der EU aufbauen, in Makroregionen Berücksichtigung finden. Der 

Trend einer zunehmenden Makroregionalisierung wird davon abhängen, ob und von wem 

diesem Forum ein Mehrwert zugesprochen wird und inwiefern gemeinsame Ziele in der 

Implementierung erreicht werden (vgl. Sielker 2012a). 

5  Grenzen und Makroregionen – Ein multiperspektivischer Erklärungsansatz 

Durch Makroregionen entstehen neue Räume, die sich in vielfacher Hinsicht auf das 

Territorium, die Territorialität und die Entwicklung der Europäischen Kooperation auswirken. 

Zugleich sind sie ein neues Phänomen der europäischen Integration. Einige sehen hierin den 

Trend zu einer neuen Form der intergouvernementalen Zusammenarbeit. Andere sehen einen 

weiteren Schritt zu einer zunehmend supranational organisierten EU, deren Kompetenzen 

zunächst soft sein mögen, sich schließlich aber in der Übertragung von Kompetenzen auf die 

EU-Ebene äußern. Neben der Reskalierung auf die supranationale Ebene der EU, bei der 

Makroregionen nur als Zwischenschritt gesehen werden, besteht die Möglichkeit, dass sich 

Makroregionen auf einer supranationalen Ebene zwischen dem Nationalstaat und der EU-

Ebene als eigene Entscheidungsebene etablieren. Ein weiterer Aspekt ist, dass Makroregionen 

auf transnationaler Ebene das Phänomen von soft spaces repräsentieren. In diesem 

Zusammenhang wären Makroregionen flexible Governance-Strukturen, die ständigen 

Veränderungen unterliegen. Jede dieser Entwicklungen würde verschiedene Veränderungen 

der Funktionen für die innereuropäischen Grenzen mit sich bringen. Welche Entwicklungen 

sind nun als Folge der aktuellen Prozesse denkbar und inwiefern würden sich dadurch Grenzen 

in Europa verändern? 

Der erste Erklärungsansatz trägt sowohl der relationalen Sichtweise auf Grenzen Rechnung, für 

die innereuropäische Organisation, als auch der territorialen Sichtweise für die Abgrenzung 

nach außen. Die makroregionale Kooperation ist demnach ein weiterer Schritt in Richtung einer 

EU-Integration. Bei fortschreitender Makroregionalisierung würden dann die Binnengrenzen 

der EU weiter aufgelöst. Makroregionen, die sich in ganz Europa entwickeln, wären nur ein 

Zwischenschritt zu einer vollständigen EU-Kooperation, in der der Netzwerkcharakter und 

zugleich die supranationale Ebene zunehmend an Bedeutung gewinnen. Dies hätte 

Reterritorialisierungsprozesse zur Folge. 

Im zweiten Erklärungsansatz wird die Entwicklung einer neuen Ebene in der EU angenommen. 

Würden die Akteure diese Ebene zunehmend für die Umsetzung bestimmter Themenbereiche 

als geeignet wahrnehmen, könnten die aktuellen Makroregionen Vorläufer darstellen, die sich 

verstetigen und einem Prozess des hardening folgen (Metzger/Schmitt 2012). Dies würde 

ebenfalls einer weiteren Integration der EU entsprechen, die zu Kompetenzverschiebungen 

führen und somit einer supranational organisierten EU entsprechen würde. Die Makroregionen 

würden dann zur Entwicklung neuer Grenzen innerhalb der EU führen und somit zu einer 

Reterritorialisierung. 

Der dritte Erklärungsansatz geht davon aus, dass Makroregionen, wie sie sich aktuell 

entwickeln, als eine intergouvernementale Kooperation erhalten bleiben, deren Territorialität 

unverändert bleibt. Die Entscheidungen obliegen den Nationalstaaten, weil durch die 

Kooperation ein Legitimationsdruck entsteht. Wenn Makroregionen erhalten bleiben, würden 
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die Binnengrenzen de jure erhalten bleiben. De facto hätte die makroregionale Kooperation 

Einfluss auf die Rolle von Grenzen, jedoch lediglich im Rahmen der intergouvernemental 

gewünschten Kooperation. 

In einem vierten Erklärungsansatz wird davon ausgegangen, dass sich die entsprechend den in 

der Literatur als relationalen und verbindenden Ansätzen diskutierten Raumkonzepte 

durchsetzen und so flexible Grenzen entstehen, die zunehmend auf Netzwerken aufbauen. In 

diesem Fall würden sich in der EU sich überlagernde Räume mit flexiblen Grenzen entwickeln, 

die sich an funktionalen Gegebenheiten orientieren würden. Da diese flexiblen Grenzen sich 

parallel zu den existierenden Nationalstaaten und der EU weiterentwickeln würden, würden 

sich diese als soft borders äußern. Die Kooperationsräume wären flexibel und könnten sich 

verschieben, aber sich auch ganz auflösen, sodass die Politikkoordinierung wieder auf die 

Nationalstaaten zurückfallen könnte. 

Die entscheidenden Akteure sind Nationalstaaten, weshalb es wahrscheinlich erscheint, dass 

bestehende Grenzen erhalten bleiben, sie jedoch eine flexiblere Gestaltung annehmen können. 

Dies würde zu einer zunehmenden Integration führen – wie schon so häufig in der Geschichte 

der EU. Die Kommission fordert explizit eine stärkere Führungsrolle der betroffenen Regionen, 

was den intergouvernementalen Erklärungsansätzen entsprechen würde. Da, wie die drei 

Beispiele gezeigt haben, auch nichtstaatliche Akteure an Bedeutung gewinnen, nimmt der 

Netzwerkcharakter von funktionalen Verflechtungen augenscheinlich zu, was zu sich 

überlagernden Grenzen führen könnte. Für die noch jungen Strategien erscheinen zum jetzigen 

Zeitpunkt alle Entwicklungspfade möglich. Kurzfristig entsprechen Makroregionen zunächst 

dem vierten Erklärungsansatz und bringen neue soft borders mit sich. 
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Introduction 

The launch of the first EU macro-regional strategy in the Baltic Sea Region in 2009 marked the 

start of a number of similar initiatives across Europe. According to various commentators in the 

planning and geography disciplines, the new macro-regional strategies signal the redefinition 

of regional policy rationales, new scales of policy intervention, new actor constellations and 

variable geometries of governance (see e.g. Allmendinger et al., 2014; Antola, 2009; 

Bialiasiewicz et al., 2013; Faludi, 2012; Stead, 2011). In short, they argue that the appearance 

of these new strategies has created new policy arenas, which exist either between or alongside 

formal institutions and which arise from cooperation across various spatial scales, and involve 

different policy sectors and actor constellations. 

 

Macro-regions were developed in the wake of the growing importance of the spatial impacts 

of European policies (Chilla, 2010), and strategies for these regions combine strategic elements 

of spatial policies with sectoral policy aims. As such, they represent an attempt to promote 

strategic cooperation by coordinating policies with spatial implications. They also provide a 

response to pan-European strategy documents such as the Lisbon, Gothenburg and Europe 

2020 strategies (launched in 2000, 2001 and 2010 respectively). These strategies represent the 

outcomes of long political bargaining processes to address spatial development at a European 

Ievel. The beginning of discussions on macro-regional strategies can be traced back to European 

policy documents on regional development and spatial planning such as 'Europe 2000' 

(European Commission, 1991) and 'Europe 2000+' (European Commission, 1994) which, 

according to Kunzmann (2006), served to highlight a new institutional commitment at the 

European scale to territorial cooperation between member states. 

http://www.palgrave.com/us/book/9781137509710
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During a large part of the 1990s, the formation of a pan-European strategy for territorial 

development through the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) led to 

deliberation about transnational cooperation areas, which ultimately resulted in a new strand 

of territorial cooperation within the interregional cooperation programme (INTERREG) from 

1997 onwards (see Dühr et al., 2010; Faludi and Waterhout, 2002). The new transnational 

cooperation areas of the INTERREG programme underlay the aim of promoting a form of 

regional development that is 'not limited by national boundaries' and stimulates 'a bottom-up 

approach to the development of links between regions' (European Commission, 1994, p. 69). 

Other relevant antecedents to the development of EU macro-regional strategies include, for 

example, the Territorial State and Perspectives of the EU (2005), the Territorial Agenda of the 

EU (2007), the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion (2008), the Lisbon Treaty (which officially 

introduced territorial cohesion as an aim of the EU in 2009) and the Territorial Agenda of the 

European Union 2020 (2011). While the new EU macro-regional strategies all draw on 

important pre-existing transnational networks, many of these networks were specific to a 

particular policy issue or problem (such as water quality or transport links). The EU macro-

regional strategies, on the other hand, can be conceived as formal initiatives to bridge the gap 

between various stakeholder groups, and various policy issues or problems in a specific 

territory. 

 

The importance of macro-regions and their strategies is set to increase in future European 

policy on territorial cooperation (as highlighted by McMaster and van der Zwet, chapter 3 in 

this volume). Cohesion policy legislation for the 2014-20 period already explicitly considers 

transnational programmes as a means of supporting the implementation of existing and future 

macro-regions as well as the sea basin strategies (European Commission, 2011). The 

development of European macro-regional strategies has also stimulated discussions about new 

forms of territorial cooperation in the EU, as well as the emergence of 'superregional coalitions' 

(Knippschild, 2011), and shifting scales of networking, learning and decision-making (Stead, 

2014). 

 

In terms of governance, there are important experimental and political dimensions to macro-

regional strategies that allow them to be used as a test towards different strategies and 

approaches without ceding ultimate authority (Allmendinger et al., 2014). If successful, these 

types of 'soft' policy spaces can 'harden' institutionally (Metzger and Schmitt, 2012), or else 

disappear if they become functionally superfluous through the successful completion of their 

objectives, or through perceived failure (Haughton et al., 2013). 

 

It is against this background that this chapter examines the extent to which macro-regional 

strategies are leading to policy rescaling (including the rescaling of policymaking arenas, 

processes and powers, as well as policy ideas, narratives, norms and justifications). Comparing 

the experiences of the first two macro-regional strategies (for the Baltic Sea and Danube 

regions), this chapter highlights that macro-regions are already resulting in a certain degree of 

policy rescaling, albeit limited to date. We show not only that the strategies are influencing 

policy development at the national and subnational levels, but that the reverse is also taking 
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place: policy development at the national and subnational Ievels is influencing the course of 

macro-regional strategies. Building on the analyses of rescaling processes, this chapter outlines 

tendencies of evident Europeanization through these macro-regional developments. 

 

This chapter is structured in five main parts. We reflect firstly on the Europeanization Iiterature 

related to territorial development and territoriality, and secondly, on its relation to debates on 

policy rescaling. Thirdly, we consider the issue of territorial cooperation in the context of 

Europeanization and policy rescaling. Fourthly, we examine how macro-regional strategies, as 

a specific form of territorial cooperation, are being influenced or are contributing to 

Europeanization and policy rescaling. Finally, our conclusions provide some brief reflections on 

the implications of macro-regional strategies for territorial development and territoriality in the 

future. 

 

Europeanization 

Europeanization has been considered in a variety of ways depending on different disciplinary 

perspectives (see e.g. Clark and Jones, 2008). For some authors, the significance of the concept 

lies in its diffusing statebased power and competencies, whereby state sovereignty is 

challenged by an emerging EU polity (e.g. Green Cowles et al., 2001; Kohler-Koch, 1999; 

Schneider and Häge, 2008). For others, Europeanization can be seen as quite the opposite: 

strengthening state-based orders and buttressing national government (e.g. Milward, 1992; 

Moravcsik, 1998). Between these two positions is a set of Iiterature contending that 

Europeanization is not just a result of changes in European institutions and governance but also 

a response to global social transformation (e.g. Bache, 2006; Beyers, 2007; Delanty and 

Rumford, 2005; Hughes et al., 2005; Princen, 2007; Sifft et al., 2007; Vetik et al., 2006).  

 

A second distinction that can be made in the Europeanization Iiterature is the direction of 

transformation. For example, a distinction between vertical, horizontal and circular 

transformations is useful. While vertical shifts refer to changes taking place within an 

increasingly complex multilevel governance system, horizontal shifts refer to changes taking 

place at the same spatial scale that are influenced (intentionally or unintentionally) by EU 

programmes, policies or projects. Vertical aspects of EU decision-making include both top-

down (from the EU to the national Ievel) and bottom-up (uploading of national ideas to the EU 

Ievel) influences. The circular dimension of Europeanization reflects a dynamic relationship 

between top-down and bottom-up changes. Horizontal shifts are primarily concerned with 

interactions and exchanges between states or regions, which are often (but not always) within 

EU borders. 

Among the different directions of change, the vertical, top-down interpretation of 

Europeanization is perhaps the one most widely found in the literature. This includes the 

processes of construction, diffusion and institutionalization of formal and informal rules, 

procedures, policy paradigms, styles, 'ways of doing things' and shared beliefs and norms, 

which are first defined and consolidated in the EU policy process, and then incorporated in the 

logic of domestic (national and subnational) discourse, political structures and public policies 

(Radaelli, 2004). 
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Three adaptation mechanisms to EU influences can be distinguished in such a top-down 

conceptualization of Europeanization. In its most explicit form, European policy may trigger 

domestic change by prescribing specific institutional requirements with which member states 

must comply and with community policies often explicitly directed at replacing existing 

domestic regulatory arrangements (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002). Somewhat less directly, 

European policy or legislation may affect domestic arrangements by altering domestic 

opportunity structures and the distribution of power and resources between domestic actors. 

In their weakest form, European policies neither prescribe institutional requirements nor 

modify the institutional context for strategic interaction, but seek to trigger domestic 

adjustments to EU objectives indirectly by altering the beliefs and expectations of domestic 

actors. Hence, the domestic impact of European policies is primarily based on a cognitive logic. 

It is the latter adaptation process to top-down EU influences which may be most appropriate 

to describe the complex processes of transnational spatial policymaking in Europe. 

Stakeholders may use the EU Ievel as a tool to influence discussions at a national Ievel. Given 

the Iack of a clear institutional, policy and legal framework for spatial planning at EU Ievel, 

processes of Europeanization often lead to different responses in different contexts, depending 

on the 'goodness of fit' of EU influences and domestic policies, and the political opportunity 

structure (Börzel and Risse, 2000). 

 

Despite the increasing academic interest in Europeanization, much work still treats 

Europeanization as a 'loose background concept' (Bulmer and Lequesne, 2005, p. 11), rather 

than attempting to conceptualize Europeanization as 'something to be explained' as a 

consequence of processes that are orchestrated in Europe for particular political purposes 

(Clark and Jones, 2008). As Olsen (2002) recognizes, there is no single understanding or unifying 

grand theory of Europeanization. Equally, there is no particular type of transformation 

associated with the concept. Instead, a variety of shifts can be identified that can be linked to 

Europeanization. These can include shifts in external boundaries, institutional changes at the 

European Ievel, new divisions of responsibilities and powers between different decision-making 

Ievels, exports of political organisation and governance beyond the EU's borders and shifts in 

relations between Europe and the rest of the world (Olsen, 2002). 

 

A range of different theoretical approaches, empirical contexts and substantive analytical 

themes contained in recent social science studies of Europeanization can also be distinguished. 

In categorizing the main theoretical approaches, Clark and Jones (2008) employ three key 

explanatory variables, each of which has clear political-geographic importance: (i) 

territory/territoriality, (ii) patterns of government and governance and (iii) constellations of 

power. They then use this set of three factors to organize their analysis of contemporary 

approaches to Europeanization (Table 5.1). Clearly, the three dimensions of 

territory/territoriality, government/governance and power constellations are closely 

intertwined, and certain conceptualizations of Europeanization do not fit neatly under one 

specific dimension. We return to the different conceptualizations of Europeanization presented 

in Table 5.1 in the discussion on European Territorial Cooperation and the European macro-

regional strategies further into this chapter (sections 4 and 5 respectively). Before doing so, we 

turn to the issue of policy rescaling, and its relation to Europeanization.  
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Table 1. Conceptualizations of Europeanization in social science studies  

Key explanatory 

variable 

Conceptualizations of Europeanization 

Territory / 

territoriality 

1. Territorial propinquity – transmission of tacit knowledge between 

states (for example ‘successful’ policies, processes and procedures) 

 2. Rescaling of territorial identities and interests – bottom-up projection 

of national interests to the supranational scale 

Government / 

governance 

3. Strengthening of supranational governance – EU institutions 

augmenting or challenging the pre-eminent political authority of 

nation states 

 4. Reconfiguration of bases of authority – resulting from top-down 

transfer/diffusion of policies or modes of operation from EU 

institutions 

 5. Multidirectional changes in governance – bottom-up projection of 

national interests and identities, top-down assimilation of EU policy in 

nations states, and sideways diffusion of know-how between states 

 6. Reorganisation of spatial frames of decision-making – recasting the 

spatial boundaries of policies to suit new global economic imperatives 

Power 7. Multidirectional processes of social transformation – resulting from 

closer European integration (for example currency, labour, markets, 

education) 

 8. Global projections of EU identities – ‘export’ of EU narratives, norms, 

procedures or modes of operation beyond EU borders 

 9. ‘Smoke screen’ for hegemonic national interests – legitimizing, 

justifying or bolstering national (sometimes unpopular) decisions 

Authors’ own interpretation of Clark & Jones 2008 

 

Policy rescaling 

The work by McCann (2003) provides a useful starting point for considering the various issues 

or dimensions of policy rescaling. He refers to 'the process in which policies and politics that 

formerly took place at one scale are shifted to others in ways that reshape the practices 

themselves, redefine the scales to and from which they are shifted, and reorganize interactions 

between scales' (McCann, 2003, p. 162). McCann's work clearly illustrates that the notion has 

several dimensions and outcomes, which are discussed below. One of the more frequent 

outcomes of spatial rescaling is the creation of new spaces or territories in which policy-making 

or programming occurs. Here, the functional, political and institutional boundaries are not 

always coincident. As a result, these new spaces may be contested, especially since the Ievel at 

which issues are managed can affect policy outcomes by, for example, including certain actors 

and excluding others (Keating, 2009, 2013). The contested nature of these new spaces is 

reflected in recent geographical studies on the politics of scale, processes of rescaling and 

impacts on the distribution of power (see e.g. Herod and Wright, 2002; Keil and Mahon, 2008; 

Sheppard and McMaster, 2004). These studies illustrate how actors gain or lose influence as a 

result of authority being reconfigured around new spaces and territories. According to Keating 
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(2009), some of these new policy and programming spaces may pose significant challenges for 

democratic legitimacy and social equity. 

 

In Europe, processes of political, economic, social and cultural integration can all be regarded 

as important drivers for rescaling of policies and programmes. Processes of European 

integration (and expansion) have created new physical boundaries for policymaking, new 

organisations to deal with certain policy issues (e .g. the European Environmental Agency in the 

case of environmental policy) and new types of policy instruments to tackle specific problems 

(such as air quality and water framework directives, again in the case of environmental policy). 

European integration and expansion has resulted in much more than the replacement of one 

scalar configuration by another: it has also altered established power geometries, where the 

principal beneficiaries appear to be those who are capable of acting across new policy spaces 

(Moss and Newig, 2010). According to Gualini, processes of rescaling are as much 'a reallocation 

of formal state power' as a 'restructuring of modes of governance and regulation that involve 

shifts in the relationship between state and society and their influence on spatial relations' 

(2006, p. 6). Although nation states may be losing their old monopolies on some policymaking 

arenas, European integration and expansion does not simply mean that powers are shifting to 

the European Ievel: Europe is not so much suppressing state borders as changing their meaning 

and impact for different social, economic and political systems (Bartolini, 2005; Keating, 2009). 

European integration brings with it changes in powers across existing layers of decision-making, 

but also new scales in a discursive sense and new layers in a formally institutionalized sense, as 

well as new types of intervention and new actor constellations. 

 

Whichever interpretation and analytical approach is employed in the study of Europeanization, 

there are almost always implications for policy rescaling in some shape or form. This can include 

the rescaling of policymaking agendas, processes, networks or powers, or alternatively, it can 

include the rescaling of ideas, argumentation or identities related to policy. Processes of 

rescaling and Europeanization thus address similar dynamics. Both consider shifts between 

scales and actors as essential. Both also describe rescaling and Europeanization as processes as 

well as outcomes of European dynamics. They address vertical and horizontal shifts within 

policy, polity and politics over Ievels and between stakeholders. 

 

Rescaling (and scale jumping) can be applied to different administrative Ievels and has 

frequently been employed in the context of globalization (e.g. Brenner, 1999) and 

administrative shifts within states. The concept often refers to institutional or discursive 

dimensions, although the conceptual focus can be broader (Marston et al., 2005). Whereas 

rescaling is understood in terms of new Ievels in an institutional or discursive sense, it has 

strong overlaps with the notion of vertical Europeanization. 

 

Like Europeanization, rescaling can occur upwards, downwards and sideways (such as the 

reorganisation of decision-making responsibilities to higher or lower Ievels of government or 

to other actors at the same Ievel or the diffusion of policy ideas to other Ievels). In a study of 

the shifts in environmental governance in the Baltic Sea Region, Kern and Löffelsend (2004) 

suggest that governance arrangements have experienced rescaling upwards (to the Ievel of 
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international and supranational institutions), sideways (to civil actors) and downwards (to 

subnational actors) during the same period. Whereas narrower definitions see rescaling as a 

process that always implies the transfer of competences from one Ievel to another (e.g. Gualini, 

2004, 2006), others take a broader view in which rescaling processes can imply functional, 

political or institutional shifts (e.g. Keating, 2013). 

 

The rescaling debate addresses different categories of rescaling objects. One can differentiate 

between the rescaling of mandates and budgets, dominant Ievels of power, spatial frames, 

policy networks, policy concepts, rationales, instruments, actor networks, policy agendas and 

national policy argumentations, policy networks, as well as a rescaling of norms, narratives, 

procedures and modes of operation. These are used below as an analytical tool to examine the 

impacts of European territorial cooperation processes and macro-regional strategies. 

 

European territorial cooperation  

In recent years, various planning and geography scholars have investigated the Europeanization 

of planning and regional development (e.g. Adamset al., 2011; Colomb, 2007; Dühr and Nadin, 

2007; Farthing and Carriere, 2007; Giannakourou, 2005; Gløersen et al., 2007; Peterlin and 

Kreitmayer McKenzie, 2007; Waterhout, 2007; Waterhout and Stead, 2007; Zaucha, 2007). 

Many of these scholars have primarily employed government/governance as the key 

explanatory variable (following the categorization by Clark and Jones presented in Table 5.1). 

 

Horizontal, state-to-state transfer processes can take place independently of EU influences, but 

the research focus is on cases where EU institutions facilitate or even trigger such learning 

processes. This happens notably through the EU's extensive 'comitology' structure, which 

brings national policymakers and opinion Ieaders into contact with each other, thus facilitating 

the exchange of ideas which may diffuse into national practices (Lenschow, 2006). For example, 

the process of drafting the ESDP, which was prepared by the intergovernmental' Committee on 

Spatial Development' (CSD), has been described by Faludi (2001) as instrumental in 'shaping 

the minds of actors involved in spatial development' (p. 664). This intergovernmental process 

was at the same time coordinated by the European Commission and thus also had a vertical 

dimension. As a result, we see a clear discursive modification – domestic discourses that have 

been widened to the European dimension. However, on the institutional side, we see only an 

explicitly 'informal' intergovernmental committee adopting this document without having any 

'rescaled' hard political mandate. 

 

Another important stimulus for horizontal processes of the Europeanization of spatial planning 

is the INTERREG initiative (see e.g. Colomb, 2007; Dühr and Nadin, 2007). Although a large 

number of actors have been involved in cooperation projects to date, Dühr and Nadin (2007) 

argue that there is little evidence of learning effects in terms of a 'rescaling' of planning agendas 

from the national and regional to the transnational Ievel. The INTERREG programmes have 

contributed to both horizontal and vertical forms of mutual learning, though the primary focus 

was on horizontal exchange. We see this, for example, in the strong role of the Commission. 
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The field of EU spatial policymaking is characterized by interactions between the horizontal and 

vertical levels. In this understanding, actors at national and subnational government Ievels seek 

to 'upload' certain policy models and ideas to the EU, while at the same time, they 'import' EU 

influences in the pursuit of changes that suit their domestic political interests. The ESDP is an 

example of a circular process of Europeanization in which member states shaped the content 

of the document through northwest European policy concepts through the CSD during the 

preparation phase (see Faludi, 2004), and subsequently applied the ideas to domestic planning 

systems, shaped policies and contributed to institutional change (see e.g. Davoudi and 

Wishardt, 2005; Shaw and Sykes, 2003). Meanwhile, Waterhout and Stead (2007) have 

considered the nature of these circular and horizontal processes of Europeanization in their 

analysis of the application of ESDP concepts in INTERREG programmes and projects. The 

INTERREG initiatives have led to the development of new intergovernmental committees with 

strong involvement by the European Commission. In terms of mandates and budgets, they are 

also a form of upwards rescaling. With these cooperation initiatives, new spatial frames and 

policy rationales were developed that influence national policy agendas. 

 

Despite some signs of a Europeanization of planning and regional development, these are often 

the result of rather long-term horizontal and circular processes which affect the cognitive logic 

of actors involved in spatial development and transnational cooperation. The effects are 

generally complex, subtle and are often not directly attributable to a particular initiative. 

Nevertheless, European territorial cooperation under the different INTERREG (and European 

Spatial Planning Observation Network [ESPON]) programmes is contributing to the 

Europeanization of spatial planning. According to some experts, the extent of change that can 

be expected may be more profound in the new member states than in western Europe (Batt 

and Wolczuk, 1999; Grabbe, 2001; O'Dwyer, 2006). 

 

Since the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009, 'territorial cohesion' has been an explicit 

objective of the EU. Although this does not imply a formal competence for European the area 

of spatial planning, the EU exerts influence over spatial development through various 

strategies, programmes and projects, including European territorial cooperation. In terms of 

rescaling, there have been no shifts in competences. However, there are signs of the broader 

rescaling of policy agendas, discourses, actor networks and learning arenas. 

 

The case of macro-regional strategies: Europeanization and rescaling 

As illustrated above, processes of Europeanization frequently go hand in hand with processes 

of rescaling. Macro-regions have not yet developed as an independently institutionalized 

political scale between the national and European scales with formal mandates. However, 

macro-regions have certainly become an important instrument for various regional, national 

and multinational actors to promote their policy agendas, and to influence mandates, budgets, 

spatial frames and narratives. Some forms of rescaling are similar across different regions, while 

others vary depending on stakeholders' involvement and the policy fields addressed. Specific 

examples of rescaling processes arising from the development of the first two macro-regional 

strategies (for the Baltic and Danube regions) are presented according to the different 

categories of rescaling discussed earlier in the chapter. 
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Rescaling of policy agendas 

Certain policy fields have received substantial political attention and support in both the Baltic 

and Danube macro-regions, in which an internationalization of policies already took place 

through existing intergovernmental initiatives. Regional actors in certain policy fields (such as 

transport, energy, environment, transport and maritime policies) have enjoyed significant 

influence over how macro-regional policy agendas were defined. One possible reason for this 

is the existence of established cooperation platforms representing these issues, for example, 

the Central European Initiative (CEI), the Union of Baltic Cities (UBC) and Via Donau. As 

Dangerfield observes (chapter 2 in this volume), the first draft of the Danube Basin Macro-

region was more than reminiscent - and in fact looked more like a duplication - of the Trieste-

based CEI, both in terms of its member countries and in terms of its portfolios of activity. These 

institutions have used the macro-regional Priority Area (PA) committees as a platform to 

promote their agenda and influence policy decisions (particularly in the areas of transport and 

environment). As such, the cooperation platforms can be considered as the precursors of the 

EU macro-regional strategies. While the various actors involved have their own distinct 

characteristics in terms of their origins, purpose, degree of institutionalization, scale and scope, 

they were all engaged to varying degrees in cross-border cooperation activities before the 

development of the EU macro-regional strategies. 

 

While the issues and actions contained in the macro-regional strategies are primarily the result 

of a consensus and bargaining process, it is also apparent that certain issues enjoyed more 

support than others across the states covered by the macro-regional strategies. An analysis of 

the national position papers submitted during the development of the Danube Strategy reveals 

that issues such as transport, environmental protection and tourism were on many national 

agendas from the outset, while other issues, such as security, featured less but developed into 

PAs for the strategy. 

 

Rescaling of dominant Ievels of power 

The European Commission played an important role in the initial stages of developing macro-

regional strategies, in terms of shaping the development of the documents, designing the 

governance structure of the regional organisations and providing advice throughout the 

consultation phase. Furthermore, in contrast to some other strategic European documents on 

territorial cooperation (such as the Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020, published 

in 2011), the macro-regional strategies were drafted by the Commission itself rather than by 

national experts. However, the future (official) role of the Commission still only foresees its 

input through coordination and evaluation, rather than through any leading, decision-making 

role. The Commission generally highlights that the strategy and its further development is to 

be primarily carried out at the nation state Ievel. The Commission is expected to take the 

strategies into account in the pursuit of other policy initiatives, and to facilitate the 

implementation and updating of the action plans and strategies. This means that while the 

Commission does not have an official and decisive role, it occupies a central position in the 

decision-making process. Within the thematic macro-regional steering groups, decisions are 

made at an intergovernmental level, with the Commission again taking an informing and 
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supporting role. Therefore, the influence of the Commission on policy outcomes depends on 

the different PAs and the extent to which the projects depend on the Commission's support.  

 

The national ministries are reluctant to offer the European Commission more competences and 

influence within macro-regional development and thus emphasize the existing coordinating 

role of the Commission. In the different PAs, the European Commission has substantial 

influence on discussions as a consequence of close cooperation with all the responsible 

committees in the governance structure. The different national and intergovernmental 

Stakeholders involved in the process (both projects and institutions) are motivated by the 

prospect of obtaining funding for their policy arenas. The rationales for involvement vary 

between policy fields and stakeholder types. These rationales are themselves determined by 

the Stakeholders involved, existing networks and past experiences. 

 

In terms of stakeholder involvement, it seems that relatively strong Stakeholders have gained 

influence in steering groups by offering their expertise. These Stakeholders use macro-regional 

strategies as a means to gain a platform and influence across different policy fields. For many 

supranational organisations, EU macro-regional strategies have presented an opportunity to 

cement their place as permanent players in cross-border cooperation activities. Cooperation 

platforms such as the UBC have been relatively successful in influencing agenda-setting in the 

EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR). The UBC considers its participation in the 

implementation of the EUSBSR a key priority for its activities (as is stated explicitly in the UBC 

Strategy for 2010-15), which is reflected in its members' leadership roles in various priorities, 

horizontal actions and flagship projects. Dangerfield's contribution also highlights the fact that, 

although pre-existing supranational organisations had a core role in defining the agenda and 

structure of the macro-regional strategies, their overall influence was greater in the case of the 

EUSBSR than in the EU Strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR). 

 

In the case of smaller or less institutionally endowed NGOs, their participation and 

representation have been much more limited. This is in part due to their more limited financial 

capabilities, but is exacerbated by a number of other contributing factors. These include the 

short consultation/preparation periods for the strategies, and the limited amount of 

information and participation built into the drafting process (Kodric, 2011). Active participation 

was limited to a small number of groups, of which very few were NGOs: the majority of 

participants were EU member states or state institutions, and international organisations. 

Moreover, stakeholder participation in the annual forums on macro-regional strategies is 

limited to a small number of organisations with greater influence than small NGOs (Kodric, 

2011). 

 

The PA coordinators within the macro-regional governance structure have taken up a central 

role. Together with the European Commission and National Contact Points, PAs occupy a vital 

position, which is responsible for the diffusion of information, decision-making and operating 

modes. This is becoming increasingly obvious as the governance of macro-regional strategies is 

orientated towards existing domestic and EU political levels. For example, in the case of the 

Danube Region, the Coordinator of the PA for transport policy is cooperating actively with the 
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respective national ministers. The PA prepared (for example) a Fairway Rehabilitation and 

Maintenance Master Plan, which was endorsed by the Danube transport ministers in December 

2014 (danube-navigation, undated). Another example for macro-regional governance being 

oriented towards domestic Ievels is an appeal of the steering group of PA 1 in 2014. This 

addressed national ministers concerning the implementation of the Luxembourg Declaration 

on effective waterway infrastructure maintenance. The steering group 'recalls to the partner 

Governments to take on a national Ievel the necessary measures for the implementation' 

(danube-navigation, 2013). These examples show how the PAs address the domestic Ievels, 

thereby strengthening the intergovernmental arrangements by, for example, providing a 

'Master Plan'. The macro-regional governance thus supports a certain degree of rescaling from 

the domestic Ievel as the dominant Ievel of power towards intergovernmental arrangements 

(e.g. at Ministerial meetings). 

 

Rescaling of mandates and budgets 

Despite the EU mantra of the 'three No's' (no new institutions, no new legislation, no new 

financing) associated with the macro-regional strategies, a certain amount of rescaling of 

mandates and budgets due to macro-regions can be observed. Around the same time as the 

launch of the EUSBSR, Pawel Samecki, then European Commissioner for Regional Policy, 

suggested that a share of cohesion policy funding could be allocated to macro-regions 

(European Commission, 2009). By early 2013, the European Commission's Seed Money Facility 

was established, providing a technical assistance budget for the EUSBSR, managed by the 

Investitionsbank Schleswig-Holstein. This initiative comes in addition to other sources of seed 

money which can be obtained to finance the development of projects implementing the 

EUSBSR, including the Swedish Institute, the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) and the 

Nordic Council of Ministers. As part of preparing the new EU programming period, costs for 

governing the macro-region (PA coordinators, technical assistance, etc.) shall be organized as 

an INTERREG programme in the long term. According to a European Commission 

representative, the new Danube Region Strategy Point in Baden-Württemberg could be 

supported financially through the existing European funds. Through this, a rescaling of 

mandates and budgets is evident towards the transnational Ievel. To simplify, we can see a 

Europeanization tendency of upwards rescaling. Also, the transnational cooperation 

programme for the Danube Region implies an adjustment of budgets towards the macro-

regional perimeter. This suggests that macro-regional cooperation might become an important 

parameter for EU-wide mandates and budgets. 

 

Rescaling of policy concepts, rationales, instruments, actor networks 

As Gänzle and Kern highlight in chapter 6 in this volume, there is a close interplay between 

regional actors and EU institutions in the case of the EUSBSR, and a possible rescaling of roles. 

For example, they report that, while Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) is in a position to influence 

decision-making in Brussels, the EU can similarly 'utilize' HELCOM as a regional environmental 

protection agency of sorts. Their conclusion from this is that the EU has in effect co-opted a 

macro-regional body to implement EU legislation. As such, the creation of the macro-regions 

has led to hybrid arrangements of governmental and non-governmental actors. This 

development opens up new opportunities (such as for the direct involvement of stakeholders 
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and the public at the macro-regional Ievel) and also Ieads to new challenges (e.g. related to 

legitimacy and accountability). 

 

Rescaling of spatial frames (or boundaries) of policymaking processes 

Within the macro-regional strategies, the spatial coverage of individual actions and projects 

varies considerably, as it 'depends on the topic' (European Commission, 2009). In addition, the 

responsibility for coordinating the actions and projects under the PAs of each pillar is spread 

between different member states, and each of the actions and projects involves different 

constellations of actors. This situation creates a complex, spatially overlapping patchwork of 

programming/project spaces, actors and actions. Evidence to date suggests that the Ievels of 

ambition between national actors, both political and administrative, have been uneven. There 

are also considerable differences in the working arrangements of the PAs depending on existing 

networks and the maturity of cooperation arrangements on which implementation can draw 

(European Commission, 2014). 

 

Articulations of the boundaries and interests of the programmes and projects being developed 

in the Baltic region have remained distinctly multiple and fuzzy (Metzger and Schmitt, 2012). 

Official statements on regional policy in Europe suggest that the move towards these soft 

spaces with fuzzy overlapping boundaries appears to be intentional. Among the conclusions of 

a European Commission document on macro-regional strategies, for example, is the statement 

that 'regions should be defined so as to maximise the efficacy of the strategy … [which] may 

well mean flexible, even vague, definitions of the boundaries' (European Commission, 2009, 

p. 8). 

 

Rescaling of narratives, norms, procedures or modes of operation beyond EU borders 

One common feature that the macro-regional strategies for the Baltic and Danube regions (and 

also the strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian region) share is that the territory that they cover 

extends beyond existing EU boundaries. This corresponds with the view that macro-regions 

represent a political space or forum for joint political action and symbolize a trend whereby 

borders are increasingly being replaced by spaces encompassing areas both inside and outside 

the EU (Cappellin, 1998).  

 

The importance of 'exporting' the ideas and initiatives contained in the macro-regional 

strategies beyond EU borders is highlighted in a recent commentary by Johan Friis, the Danish 

contact person for the EUSBSR. He states that 'it is crucial to ensure the participation and 

involvement of third countries, in particular Russia, with regard to the work linked to the 

EUSBSR' as 'many of the challenges in the Baltic Sea Region are directly related to Russia' (Friis, 

2012, p. 13). Even if the case of Russia is very specific, the relevance of third countries is obvious 

here. The Danube Strategies', involving candidate states, places an emphasis on relations with 

these partners in nearly all official documents. 

 

Conclusion 

Despite trends over recent decades towards a diffusion of power, authority and legitimacy to 

other government Ievels and actors in the areas where macro-regional strategies have been 
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developed, the role of the nation state remains crucial. Nonetheless, in relation to governance, 

the importance of international organisations and regimes on the one hand, and transnational 

and subnational actors on the other, has increased in different regions. This is closely related 

to the evolution of European transnational cooperation programmes. New modes of 

governance have emerged both above and below the nation state. 

 

Analysing macro-regions under the lenses of rescaling and Europeanization provides a way of 

understanding how macro-regions are contributing to new modes of cooperation and forms of 

governance (such as stakeholder involvement). At the same time, these lenses provide a means 

of examining processes of institutionalization at the transnational scale arising from European 

policymaking. 

 

In general, European territorial cooperation initiatives have led to the creation of new policy 

and programming spaces (sometimes with fuzzy and/or overlapping boundaries). They have 

also had impacts on policy discourses and governance processes. The macro-regional strategies 

have not significantly affected the importance of other Ievels of decision-making - much power 

remains at the national and subnational Ievels of government (Luukkonen and Moilanen, 2012). 

However, in certain cases and to a certain extent, these strategies may be both supplementing 

and even supplanting formal administrative territories (see also Metzger and Schmitt, 2012). 

Furthermore, the initiatives also imply a rescaling of resources (albeit small in relative terms) 

for certain policies and programmes. Meanwhile, the inclusion of non-EU member states in the 

development and implementation of macro-regional strategies can be seen as a deliberate 

attempt to involve parties outside EU borders to promote (or export) EU policy objectives. 

Clearly, developments immediately outside the EU's borders are highly important for the Baltic 

Sea Region from economic, social and environmental perspectives: The Kaliningrad region, for 

example, is easily the largest metropolitan conurbation in the Baltic Sea macro-region (it has a 

larger population than the countries of Estonia, Latvia or Lithuania) and therefore has 

enormous potential implications for the economy, society and environment of the macro-

region. The extent of these implications is closely tied to the political relations between Russian, 

Europe and EU member states in the Baltic Sea Region. 

 

The European transnational cooperation initiatives examined in this chapter are archetypal 

multilevel governance constructions involving the European Commission, national states, local 

and regional authorities and a variety of non-governmental agencies. As such, they provide 

arenas for European, national and subnational actors to shape policies, programmes and 

actions. These initiatives have contributed to the creation of new and/or more extensive actor 

networks (both public and private) concerned with sectoral policies and transnational 

programmes, and greater interaction between networks. This has resulted in a range of 

bilateral and multilateral strategic alliances, networks and partnerships, often overlapping in 

nature and scale (Scott, 2002). As a result, initiatives such as the INTERREG transnational 

cooperation programmes and the EU macro-regional strategies have also helped to spread (or 

Europeanize) various policy concepts and norms, both within the boundaries of the EU and 

beyond. The principles, goals and priorities defined at the macro-regional scale (and agreed at 

the national Ievel) under these transnational cooperation initiatives can (and do) have an 
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impact at the local and regional Ievels in policy discourses and practices (see also Scott, 2002; 

Waterhout and Stead, 2007). While the impacts of European transnational cooperation 

initiatives on Europeanization and rescaling may currently seem small or intangible, they do 

exist and are likely to increase. 

 

While European cooperation initiatives such as INTERREG or the pan-European strategies have 

not led to a formal rescaling of competences, they have led to the rescaling of actor networks, 

stakeholder relations, arenas of policy cooperation, technical assistance budgets, policy 

agendas and narratives. The new type of arrangements for European territorial cooperation 

and the macro-regional strategies provide new arenas for rescaling. Our view is that different 

forms of rescaling may become evident in different macro-regions. It may also be the case that 

different forms of rescaling are likely for different policy sectors, such as environment or 

transport. 

 

We conclude that processes of rescaling are different in each macro-region and in each 

thematic field. Most prominent alongside all thematic fields and macro-regions are however 

rescaling processes in terms of actor-setting involvement in policymaking processes (e.g. 

through the involvement of international organisations such as the International Commission 

for the Protection of the Danube River, the HELCOM or Via Donau). Another form of rescaling 

taking shape relates to agenda-setting activities. New governance and policy arrangements are 

complementing existing structures and elements rather than replacing institutions, and 

mandates. Macro-regional strategies imply Europeanization by means of strategic coalitions in 

various thematic fields. 

 

Employing the concepts of Europeanization and rescaling as theoretical lenses to explain the 

dynamics of change has proven to be helpful in providing a systematic analysis of the impacts 

of European territorial cooperation initiatives, including the macro-regional strategies. We have 

shown how these two related concepts can be used to distinguish different dimensions and 

directions of policy and governance changes resulting from the introduction of European 

macro-regional strategies, and have provided a possible foundation for analysing the future 

impacts of existing macro-regional strategies and/or the impacts of new macro-regional 

strategies. 
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ABSTRACT 

Seeking to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of the processes of rescaling in 

European macro-regions, this paper aims to develop and test a conceptual framework to 

explain the underlying processes of rescaling. In an attempt to draw on the conceptual 

gateways in the main debates of scale and rescaling, we recognised a mismatch with empirical 

observations on how stakeholders construct scale. As a result of a structured literature review, 

and based on empirical observations in the Danube region in the example of the FAIRway 

project, we suggest that the key to understanding rescaling processes is an alternative 

conceptualization of scale as a construct, constantly contested through multiple dimensions 

alongside different fluidities. Thereby the paper also aims to contribute to the broader debate 

of ‘scale’ conceptualisations in support of theorizing and empirically analysing rescaling. 

Drawing upon recent developments within planning literature arguing for a co-existence 

between relational and territorial spaces and our empirical information, the paper suggests a 

multidimensional conceptualization of scale of five dimensions: (i) regulatory/jurisdictional; (ii) 

funding/resources; (iii) knowledge/values; (iv) network; and (v) environmental. We argue that 

scales consist of five co-existing dimensions, which have impacts on social and economic 

relations as well as policy-making.  
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1. Introduction 

European macro-regional strategies aim to address common “functional challenges” and 

coordinate policy responses across multiple countries (EC 2013). Starting with the development 

of macro-regional strategies for the Baltic Sea (2009) and the Danube Region (2011), they have 

subsequently evolved to form a key aspect of European cooperation. Situated between the EU 

and the nation states, writings from several scholars in human geography, planning and political 

studies have started to discuss the rescaling of spatial policies in the wake of ongoing European 

integration (FALUDI 2010, STEAD 2011). Macro-regions have not generally extended political 

decision-making competences, despite their influence and role in recent policy-making. As 

macro-regional activities affect existing governance arrangements in more complex ways than 

representing a new political scale, the paper examines which processes of rescaling in EU policy 

making can be identified in the case of European macro-regions. Second, the paper questions 

how scalar constructions influenced by macro-regional activities can be explained. In analysing 

the various processes of rescaling and the ways stakeholders shape scalar structuration, we 

faced the challenge to explain our empirical observations based on the existing theorization of 

scale. Hence, we third consider what we can learn for the theorization of ‘scale’ from these 

findings.  

Starting in the 1980s, academic literature witnessed a considerable growth in debate around 

conceptualizations of ‘scale’ and processes of ‘rescaling’. We summarize these academic 

debates in four phases. In the first phase social theorists and human geographers such as TAYLOR 

(1981, 1987) and SMITH (1981, 1984, 1990) engaged in theorization of scale and scalar 

organisation of society. In the second phase in the 1990s and the early 2000s, contributions 

disputed the changing role of nation states in the context of globalization and European 

Integration. In seeking to overcome the notion of scale as ‘taken-for-granted’ most 

contributions were affiliated with forms of neo-Marxist (e.g. SMITH 1995; BRENNER 1999 A/B) or 

regulation theory (e.g. SWYNGEDOUW 1997A/B, JESSOP 1997, COLLINGE 1999,). The third phase was 

marked by poststructuralist writing challenging these political-economic approaches by 

disputing the use of the concept of scale as such (MARSTON 2001, MARSTON ET AL. 2005). More 

recently, scalar literature has turned to highlighting the overlaps of both strands in following a 

constructivist perspective, albeit their opposing philosophical roots (MacKinnon 2012).  

These debates have helped to understand the nature of ‘scale’ and develop different 

perceptions. Nevertheless, the translations of these conceptualizations for analysis remains 

complex and challenging. More concretely, we argue that this theorization elucidates a 

processual understanding of scale but does not offer gateways to explain how scale is contested 

in a structured way. Seeking to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of the processes 

of rescaling, we argue that scalar theorization now needs to go a step further and explain how 

scale is constructed. 

Most studies of rescaling either focus on the reasons and major developments triggering 

rescaling (e.g. globalisation), the different objects of rescaling processes, and/or the direction 

of processes of rescaling and the involvement of different groups of stakeholders. Many 

definitions of rescaling exist. Some follow a narrow understanding of the reallocation of state 

power. Others encompass modes of governance, policy relationships, agendas, networks or 
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ideas (GUALINI 2006, STEAD ET AL. 2015). Interestingly however, many recent empirical studies of 

spatial rescaling in environmental and planning studies often consider ‘scale’ from the 

perspective of changes to jurisdictional arrangements and competence-shifts (KERN & 

LÖFFELSEND 2004, MC CARTHY & COHEN 2015; see also contributions in EPS Special Issue 2006 14:7).  

As a result of empirical observations in the Danube region, we suggest that the key to 

understanding rescaling processes is an alternative conceptualization of scale as a construct, 

constantly contested through multiple dimensions alongside different fluidities. Hence, the 

paper aims to develop and test an alternative conceptual framework that reflects on the 

rationales of scalar activities in policymaking. This then enables us to explain the reasons and 

processes behind rescaling and the implications for scalar structuration. We approach the 

development of a framework by means of a structured literature review of existing 

conceptualizations of scale and rescaling and by drawing on our empirical observations 

research. The paper aims to contribute to the broader debate of ‘scale’ conceptualisations in 

support of theorizing and empirically analysing rescaling.  

The paper presents a multidimensional conceptualization of scale and suggests five 

dimensions: (i) regulatory/jurisdictional; (ii) funding/resources; (iii) knowledge/values; (iv) 

network; and (v) environmental. These dimensions are explicitly and implicitly recognized in 

literature, most prominently the administrative and network spaces and scales. One point of 

departure on the theorization of ‘scale’ is a paper by MACKINNON from 2012 who presents the 

conceptual overlaps between political-economic approaches and post-structural writing. A 

second starting point are current developments around the co-existence of relational and 

administrative spaces within the territoriality debate. We explicitly take up the dimensions of 

access to funding and resources, existing values and knowledge basis, as well the 

environmental (or functional) spaces, which are acknowledged in scale literature as rationales 

or parameters for stakeholder’s activities. Based on our empirical evidence in the Danube 

region in the specific policy issue of navigation, we suggest that looking at these explicitly as 

own dimensions offers explanatory force as two how scalar construction come into being. 

Examining the recent activities in the thematic cooperation of developing the Danube 

Waterway under the EU macro-regional strategy for the Danube Region, we illustrate that all 

of these dimensions are essential within processes of scalar restructuration.  

The paper is divided into four main parts. We begin by revisiting conceptualisations of scale in 

order to identify, understand, explain and interpret processes of rescaling in their complexity 

in EU policymaking based on a structured literature review. Second, we present an analytical 

framework, which we then test in the third part of the paper examining the case of the 

European macro-regional strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR). Fourth, we discuss the 

implications for the further theorization of scale.  

2. Debates on scale and rescaling – a review  

2.1 Conceptualisation of Scale 

The concept of scale has been subject to a very rich academic debate within human geography 

and, more broadly, social theory. We distinguish between four main phases. The start of the 

debate around scale is associated with the seminal writings of TAYLOR (1981, 1987) and SMITH 
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(1981, 1984, 1990). In this first phase scholars focused on the theorization of scale as a concept 

based on different philosophical traditions. In contrast to the materialist views on scale 

proposed by Taylor and Smith, Hart (1982) drew on the Kantist philosophical tradition and 

argues that scales are fictive (see Herod (2011) for further exploration).  

In the second phase of the debate, mainly in the late 1990s and early 2000s, an important 

narrative was the changing role of the nation state in times of globalization and European 

integration alongside debates on new regionalism (KEATING 1997). In general, literature 

theorizing the ‘politics of scale’” (NEUMANN 2009, cf SMITH, 1992; COX, 1998; SWYNGEDOUW, 

1997a/b; 2004; MARSTON, 2000; SHEPPARD/MACMASTER 2004) questioned scalar configuration 

and processes of scaling, rescaling and descaling. The state of the art around 2000 is 

summarized by a quote from BRENNER (2001, 592): 

“[M]any geographers have elaborated processual notions of scale in their efforts to understand 

the ways in which entrenched scalar configurations are being reorganized […]. Rather than 

viewing scale as a self-evident or pregiven platform for geographical processes, these scholars 

have introduced more dynamic conceptualizations in order to investigate the contested, and 

continually evolving, role of scale as a container, arena, scaffolding and hierarchy of sociospatial 

practices within contemporary capitalism.”  

It is in this context that relational thinking became influential in theorizing scale, significantly 

drawing upon Lefebrvrian ideas that territorial organisation, social relations and institutional 

arrangements occur upon different levels, and that hence a spatial fix necessarily involves a 

scalar fix (1991). Key scholars shaping this discursive shift from more static to dynamic 

conceptualisations include BRENNER (2001, 2004), SWYNGEDOUW (1992, 1997a/b, 2004), AMIN 

(2002) and MASSEY (1999, 2005). Both MASSEY and AMIN have been instrumental in perceptions 

of new power geometries as a result of globalization. They have advocated the importance of 

networks, and argued for shifts away from the nation state as the primary domain of 

organisation of world economy, maybe towards “spaces of flows” (CASTELLS 2000). SWYNGEDOUW 

for example conceives “scalar configurations as the outcome of socio-spatial processes that 

regulate and organize social power relations, such as the contested making and remaking of 

the European Union or the process of state devolution or decentralization” (2004, p. 26). This 

may include the “emergence of new territorial scales of governance and the redefinition of 

existing scales” and hence may result in changing regulations or social, political and economic 

organisation of the Nation State (SWYNGEDOUW 2004, p. 26).  

In the first two phases, most authors in the literature were in some way affiliated with certain 

brands of neo-Marxist theory (e.g. SMITH 1995; BRENNER 1998, 1999 a/b) or regulation theory 

(SWYNGEDOUW 1997a/b, JESSOP 1997, COLLINGE 1999, UITERMARK 2002). The main arguments 

brought forward are the social constructiveness or production of scale through various social 

actors and the historical contingent process of political contestation (DELANEY and LEITNER, 

1997). This constructivist perspectives, according to LEITNER, “involves conflict-laden power 

struggles” of “individuals, groups and institutions” independent whether played out through 

material or rhetorical practices (2004, p. 238). 

In the third phase, post-structuralist writing challenged the political-economic approaches 

(MARSTON 2000, MARSTON ET AL. 2005, JONES 1998, MOORE 2008, COLLINGE 2005). These 
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researchers argued that the materialist nature of political-economic approaches grants 

ontological meaning to scale. In contrast, MARSTON ET AL. (2005) suggest “a flat ontology”, 

arguing to abandon the notion of scale. In highlighting, the epistemological meaning of scale 

MOORE (2008) agrees with MARSTON ET AL. denial of an ontological reality of scale, suggesting 

that “it is not necessary to retain a commitment to the existence of scales in order to analyse 

the politics of scale“ (2008, p. 213, italics in original). This approach was not uncontroversial 

(LEITNER/MILLER 2007, COLLINGE 2006).  

In the last decade, scalar literature has turned to identifying overlaps between these two major 

strands, and has offered some interdisciplinary perspectives to scale. The common concern of 

both political economic and post-structuralist writing was to overcome the notion of scale as 

pre-given following the “traditional Euclidian, Cartesian and Westphalian notions” (BRENNER 

2001, 592) highlighting the evolutionary components of sociopolitical contestation. MACKINNON 

emphasized that there is a “shared concern with the construction of scale and how this is 

shaped by wider social relations and networks providing basis for theoretical providing a basis 

for theoretical rapprochement and synthesis.” (2011, p. 22). Herod (2011) summarizes the 

academic debate around scale as presenting opposing views of the nature of scale as static 

versus evolutionary, epistemological versus ontological, Marxist materialism versus Kantist 

idealism and the move from topographical to topological conceptions of space and scale.  

Most recently, the interdisciplinary perspective has been strengthened by MC COHEN & CARTHY 

(2015). In the environmental studies there is also a strand of theory-building on the 

environmental or natural dimensions of scalar configurations (NEUMANN, 2009, MC COHEN & 

CARTHY 2015, SWYNGEDOUW 2004, 2007, CASH ET AL. 2006). Environmental studies refer to the 

perimeters of natural resources as scale (e.g. water catchment areas, animal migration 

corridors) (CASH ET AL. 2006). Serving as a bridging figure between environmental studies and 

social sciences (SWYNGEDOUW, 2004) notes that “scalar configurations, whether ecological or in 

terms of regulatory order(s), as well as their discursive and theoretical representation, are […] 

an outcome of the perpetual movement of the flux of sociospatial and environmental 

dynamics”. (2004, 132). Meanwhile, COHEN & MC CARTHY (2015) differentiate between a 

rescaling to jurisdictional or natural space and make a case that the environmental dimension 

and ecosystem spaces deserves “to be drawn out more explicit in scalar scholarship” (2015, 3).  

Based on the review, we perceive a lacuna in scale literature to move beyond questioning the 

use of the concept itself towards a deeper understanding as to how scales are contested. 

Poststructural literature has claimed to expurgate the existence of scales. We however retain 

the notion of scale for two reasons. First, based on our empirical observation it is a concept 

that underpins general views of the world and subsequently produces some kind of ‘scalar 

fixed’ rationales. Secondly, adopting the evolutionary and processual understanding of scale, 

we perceive scale as a dynamic construct constituted of different horizontal dimensions 

alongside which stakeholders action radiuses are detectable. This is influenced by recent 

developments in planning literature.  

2.2. Learning from the territoriality debate 

Theorisation of scale coincided with close engagement with social theories within human 

geography, which lead to “a re-thinking of many of the core concepts of the discipline, including 
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space, place, landscape, region and scale” (PAINTER, 2010, p. 1091) under the rise of relational 

thinking. The vast amount of literature approached scale “in similar fashion to the region” 

(MACKINNON, 2012) and approaches to ‘territory and territoriality’. Both concepts have 

undergone substantial transformation through the movement away from the perception of 

fixed entities according towards a constructivist view.  

In the last decade in the human geographic literature, and more explicitly in planning literature, 

various academics have sought to overcome the dialectic between relational and territorial 

approaches towards territoriality (HAUGHTON ET AL. 2010, PAINTER 2010, AGNEW 2015, PAASI 2004). 

For example, PAASI AND ZIMMERBAUER (2015, 2) highlight that “[e]specially researchers studying 

the links between regional and urban planning, governance and policymaking have stressed the 

need to balance the relational and territorial views.” Processes of planning often remain 

situated in their jurisdictional boundaries and competence fields in need of coping with these 

overlapping developments, networks and so on (COCHRANE and WARD 2012). With regard to 

spatial configurations, the introduction of the concept of “soft spaces” by ALLMENDINGER ET AL. 

(2009) was perceived as a cornerstone. The concept reflects the mutually constitutive ‘hard’ 

and ‘soft’ spaces of governance. It is not surprising, that planning scholars welcomed this 

framework to think with, and it rapidly found basis for explaining many regional configurations 

in Europe and worldwide (e.g. FALUDI 2011, PETTERSON/FRISK 2016, SIELKER 2016).  

The concepts of scale and territoriality are closely intertwined with a scale describing its relation 

to other spaces. The overlapping notion of different types of spaces is closely connected to 

somehow scaled networks and frameworks that are increasingly porous and malleable. 

Recently JESSOP (2016) presented a modified territory, scale, place and network (TSPN) scheme 

to explain the relations between these core concepts. Here he conceives the notion of ‘soft 

spaces’ as “networks of differently scaled places” (p. 24). The seemingly insurmountable 

opposing understanding of constructivist views as opposed to the Westphalian notion of scale 

is increasingly dismissed. The persistence of state structures and some elements of territoriality 

for state structuration have lately been perceived as contingent, but subject to change as well. 

Hence, some constructivist thinking, and even poststructuralist thinking, has made its peace 

with the idea that territorial spaces are as well never fixed, though they are more resistant to 

change (HEROD, 2011).  

In line with these arguments, we perceive both the existence of networks as well as 

administrative or state spaces as elements of scalar structuration. Before embarking on the 

presentation of our multidimensional framework, we now turn to the literature focusing on the 

processes of rescaling.  

2.3 Conceptualisation of Rescaling 

Following McCann rescaling can refer to “the process in which policies and politics that formerly 

took place at one scale are shifted to others in ways that reshape the practices themselves, 

redefine the scales to and from which they are shifted, and reorganize interactions between 

scales” (2003, p. 162). Narrow and broader definitions of rescaling can be found (GUALINI 2006). 

A narrow understanding of rescaling describes the reallocation of power and competences, 

particularly over resources and regulations (FÜRST 2006). A broader understanding of rescaling 

encompasses the restructuring of all kinds of governance, cooperation and social power 
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relations. Most academic writing with a conceptual interest in rescaling is to be found in critical 

geographic literature thereby disapproving perceptions, which are conceived to have an 

underlying rationale of a purely state-centring rescaling of power (Brenner, 1999). The 

introduction of relational thinking and the post-structuralist argumentation were important 

contributors to a broader notion of rescaling, in which the social construction of all forms of 

interaction served as an explanatory background. In the context of European integration 

KEATING (2013), writing on the issue of new regionalism, captures rescaling as “the process by 

which systems of social regulative, collective action, representation and legitimation are 

migrating to new territorial levels” (KEATING 2013, ix).  

The various understandings of the processes of rescaling reflect a divide between relational 

and some kind of ‘territorial’ thinking. UITERMARK (2002, p. 748) notes that “usually, the re-

scaling literature leaves the ‘softer’ issues aside and focusses on the ‘hard’ issue of power”. His 

view is that “both of these issues are equally important with regard to regulation”. However, 

there is often a gap between empirical studies and these theoretical debates. The theoretical 

debate has advanced and begun to acknowledge the importance of these ‘soft’ issues. 

Somewhat detached from the conceptualisations in most empirical studies particularly within 

environmental or planning studies the question of re-scaling remains largely associated with 

questions of changes in authority, power, legitimacy or more broadly speaking increasing 

influence in processes, on decision-making (KERN & LÖFFELSEND 2008, see as well EPS Special 

Issue 2006 14:7). 

The rescaling literature has generally focused on one or more of the four realms (or questions): 

(i) the directions of scaling processes (from where to where?); (ii) the reasons for changes and 

contestations leading to ‘scalar jumping’ (why?); (iii) the objects of rescaling (what?); and (iv) 

the involvement of different interest groups, agents, networks or actors involved and the 

implications for governance and influences of different groups (who?).  

Much of the scaling literature in empirical studies focus on the first realm, although not always 

explicitly. The question of directions of rescaling is part of the discussion on hierarchically 

nested scales. An important element of scale theorization was to show the entangledness of 

the different scales, most importantly the relation between the local and the global scale (SMITH 

1993, BRENNER 1999, COX 1998b, SWYNGEDOUW 1997). In times of globalization, the ‘hollowing 

out’ of the nation state was an important narrative, giving more importance to regionalism and 

global cooperation (BRENNER 1999). In an empirical case study in the context of transnational 

cooperation for sustainable development in the Baltic Sea region KERN & LÖFFELSEND (2004) 

describe the outcome of new governance arrangements as a transfer of national authority in 

three directions: (i) upwards to the level of international and supranational institutions; (ii) 

sideways to civil society actors; and (iii) downwards to subnational actors. This distinction is 

helpful in explaining the directions of rescaling for example in the context of environmental 

governance (STEAD, 2014).  

The reasons for rescaling are sometimes presented in relation to large societal phenomena and 

economic forces such as capitalist influences on economic systems and structures (e.g. COX, 

2013, BRENNER 2004) or the agendas of particularly influential stakeholders (e.g. .SMITH A. 2013, 

Special Issue in Political Geography 17 (1) 1998, MARSTON 2000).  
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In accordance with the narrow definition of rescaling, the issues of authority, power or 

legitimacy can be affected. For example, FÜRST (2006, p.9) argues that “a shift in political 

agendas, problem-solving and policy-legitimization” can be seen as rescaling. Meanwhile, in the 

context of European cooperation STEAD ET AL. (2015) argue that rescaling can include “policy 

making agendas, processes, networks or power, or alternatively […] ideas, argumentation or 

identities related to policy” (p. 105-106).  

Another realm identified in rescaling literature concerns the question ‘who’ is involved in scale 

making. For example, MEADOWCROFT (2002) links scalar construction to the involvement of 

different interest groups, arguing that rescaling leads to broader and more inclusive processes, 

but at the same time contributes to more fragmented and differentiated approaches as 

different groups participate in different contexts, according to their interests (MEADOWCROFT, 

2002). In his early writings, Neil Smith develops the idea of ‘scale jumping’, describing the 

“ability of certain social groups and organisations to move to higher levels of activity” 

(MACKINNON, 2011). The notion of ‘scale bending’ (SMITH 2004) describes that ties between 

certain scales can be undermined by social groups and individuals mostly in the context of 

“fragmentation of pre-existing scales” (SMITH 2004, 205).  

Many empirical studies adopt rather narrow definitions of rescaling (see above). Given the rich 

debate on scale and scalar configurations, it is surprising how little empirical work has been 

presented from these perspectives.  

3. Towards a new framework for analysing rescaling processes 

3.1 Bringing the scale and rescaling debates and empirical observations to the development of 

an analytical framework  

The conceptual framework set out below has been developed with the aim of explaining 

processes of rescaling in policy-making processes in EU macro-regions, which contain large 

networks involving a great variety of actors. The framework specifically addresses how 

processes, ideas and competences move across different scales and are transferred between 

them, and by whom. The case of the macro-regional strategies serves to highlight rescaling in 

the context of a multiplicity of ‘layers’ of policy and scales.  

The initial development of macro-regions questioned the development of a new scale of policy 

intervention (Stead 2011). Applying PERKMAN’S (2007) framework for the construction of new 

scales in three steps (political mobilization, governance building, strategic unification), macro-

regions can be considered as a new scale. However, we do not limit ourselves to describing 

institutionalization processes, we also identify the interlinkages and the entangledness with 

other scales. In line with McCann’s observations on the “reorganisation of interactions between 

scales” (2003), we suggest that new forms of cooperation lead to changes at other scales. 

We identify a variety of processes of rescaling, the objects of which are not a priori known. 

While the results of the various attempts for scalar reorganisation can be clearly identified, the 

underlying processes remain largely ‘behind the scenes’. Explaining the processes of rescaling 

is complex but the rescaling literature has a tendency for the oversimplification of analytical 

schemes for the analysis of competence shifts (e.g. sideways, upwards or downwards).  
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Our framework is influenced by arguments around contested rather than static theorization of 

scale. The two most helpful starting points for the framework are related to the construction 

of scale and the co-existence of networks and statehood scaling in scalar configurations. We 

agree with the concern of political-economic and poststructuralist scholars on a social and 

political constructivist view towards scalar configuration. In line with the above, we perceive 

scale as constantly contested arenas and networks, which are not an a priori given. Generally, 

our framework connects with ideas from HEROD (2011, xvi) who argues that “there is always a 

tension between tendencies towards stabilization and those towards destabilization, even if at 

any one moment one of these appears to have won out”.  

Much of the scale literature focusses on the question whether scale is perceived as 

ontologically or epistemological. In our attempt to analyse the ongoing processes it is 

secondary to us whether to characterize scale as ontological or epistemological, but are 

convinced that the effects of ‘scalar politics’ (MACKINNON, 2011) have material effects. However, 

we follow the post-structuralist claim that it is not ‘scale per se’ as a conceptual given leading 

to its imposition on aspects of social and political practices. Hence, the conceptual framework 

focusses on ‘scalar’ practices as a way of identifying processes of stabilization or destabilization 

of scales, or ‘in-between spaces’ given the non-fixity.  

We are influenced by recent developments in planning literature with its concept of soft spaces 

and fuzzy boundaries and the idea to overcome the simplistic dichotomy between scale as 

purely hierarchical elements of statehood levels and the idea of overlapping arenas. We believe 

that scalar configurations, be it in the frame of statehood scales or network scales, are always 

contested. More specifically, we perceive the construction of scale as mutually constitutive of 

the ‘hard’ as well as the ‘soft’ elements overlapping networks with state actors as one 

important impulse. In order to understand scalar structuration and the underlying social 

relations we see both the ‘softer’ and the ‘harder’ issues of rescaling as those which manifest 

the contestation processes. Furthermore, we argue that there are multiple dimensions of scale 

(or arenas) in which policy-making is taking place. This leads to a position, where apart from 

the jurisdictionally scales, commonly organized in the layers global, European, national, 

regional and local, numerous ‘in-between-spaces’ (PAINTER 2010) develop that come to form 

their own scales, often transgressing these layers.  

As a result, and based on empirical observations in practice, we suggest that the key to 

understanding rescaling processes is an alternative conceptualization of scale as a construct, 

constantly contested through multiple dimensions alongside different fluidities. Hence, we 

theorise scale in differentiating how and through which means and elements, or as we call it 

dimensions, scalar production comes into effect. 

3.2 The nature of the analytical framework  

We suggest that scale can be conceptualized through five dimensions with different fluidities: 

(i) regulatory/jurisdictional; (ii) funding/resources; (iii) knowledge/value; (iv) network; and (v) 

environmental (Figure 1). These dimensions are derived from explicit and implicit recognition 

in literature, as well as from our experiences in practice. Most obvious from the literature are 

the dimensions concerning regulatory/jurisdictional and network. We concur with COX’S 

approach (1998 a/b) that scales reflect the overlapping nature of different dimensions of scalar 
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configurations, including legitimacy questions and network elements. This academic debates 

mirrors our experiences in the EU macro-regions. Stakeholders are well aware of their networks 

as well as the administrative spaces that serve as a parameter to their activities. Stakeholders 

recognize both relational and administrative spaces, and both influence their scalar activities. 

Another dimension many stakeholders in spatial policies reflect upon is the environmental 

dimension. In addition, arguments around knowledge and values as well as resources and 

access to funding provide explanatory factors when looking at how and why stakeholders 

influence scalar politics. These two elements have implicitly been regarded both in post-

structural and political economic literature as regards to stakeholders motivations and reasons 

for scalar politics (see for example MARSTON 2000 on the resources of middle class women or 

SMITH 2004 on scale bending). In our approach, we attribute these elements a more explicit 

role. Before applying the framework, we first offer a brief characterization of each dimension. 

 

Fig. 1. The multidimensional scale scheme, own illustration 

(note: the environmental dimension is subject to change as well. Its fluidities depends on the 

development in the other dimensions) 

 

The first dimension refers to the regulatory or jurisdictional dimension of scalar construction. 

In policy-making processes, as in the case we will illustrate later, the jurisdictional and 

legitimate dimension remains an important notion of political action. All types of regulatory 

frameworks ranging from jurisdictional or legislative frameworks to all kinds of regulations, 

provisions or formalized procedures are one part of scalar construction. Depending on the 

phenomena analysed, this can on the one hand involve regulations in form of jurisdictional 

means as for example represented by the state scales. On the other hand, this dimension 

describes as well different types regulatory framework at all scales (such as agreed rules on the 

household level).  
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The second dimension ascribes funding and resources as one element to scale construction. 

The examples we choose to illustrate our approach towards scalar construction and 

phenomena are from policy related processes rather than social phenomena. However, we see 

resources such as human resources, and financial means as one element allowing, restricting 

or facilitating all kind of activities. As regards to the question of what is either rescaled or 

influenced by developments at other scales, many scholars are concerned with changes in 

budgets or the (re)allocation of (human) resources from one scale to another (e.g. PERKMANN 

2007, MARSTON 2000).  

The third dimension we term as ‘knowledge/value dimension’. With this dimension, we draw 

attention to the somewhat intangible parts of scalar construction reflected in ‘common 

knowledge’ and even more widely shared or sometimes contradicting societal values. All 

human activities are influenced by underlying values and knowledge. Coinciding with the 

definitions presented above, the narrow definition reflects on processes that come into effect 

through the jurisdictional and the resource dimension (e.g. budgets or human resources). The 

broader definition as well includes processes that come into effect through the knowledge and 

the network dimension (e.g. policy agendas or ideas). This dimension hence allows to reflect 

on who has what knowledge and what is discussed at what level, as well as on the values and 

identities involved. In the diversity of scalar related phenomena transfer of knowledge to 

different levels or the changing nature of discourses and hegemonic relations is important. 

Whereas some phenomena relate to knowledge in terms of information (such as problems of 

implementation in transport project) others relate to values and knowledge which are also 

moving across scales. Some scholars build their arguments explicitly or implicitly on examples 

where knowledge, values or identities persists (see for example MOORE (2008) on the Bosnian-

Serbian identity and overlaps with traditional state boundaries). Knowledge and values can 

spread and transgress scales through public interactions and sometimes enter into the 

narrative of ‘common sense’ or the predominant ‘canon of values’. The resulting scales here 

are to be considered as more fluid and porous and not necessarily geographically locatable.  

Fourth, we see the network dimension as an important, fluid part of scalar construction. This 

dimension closely reflects relational and post-structural thinking as it refers to all kinds of 

networks, formally or informally construed. Networks transgress around different dimensions 

and layers at the same time. Networks reflect the notion of ‘spaces of flows’ (CASTELLS, 2000) 

and the increasing role of informal, formal, temporary and institutionalised networks through 

which scales are built.  

Fifth, we include the natural dimension as part of scalar construction. This dimension regards 

the ecosystem spaces and the natural dimensions (COHEN & MC CARTHY 2015, SWYNGEDOUW 2004, 

CASH ET AL. 2006). SWYNGEDOUW reflects on “nature and environmental transformation […as…] 

integral parts of the social and material production of scale”. He further makes a case for 

sociophysical ecological scales to shape how humankind accesses and changes nature (2004, 

132). Based on our case study, the environmental argumentation has proven to be an 

important rationale. The environmental dimension as understood by COHEN & MC CARTHY and 

CASH ET AL. can describe natural elements that might change through human interaction. We 

also understand environmental governance under this dimension. 
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We reason that this multidimensional approach to scale offers a way to understand how scales 

are contested, formed or reoriented. Through these five dimensions scalar configurations come 

into effect. At the same time actors and stakeholders construct scale moving alongside these 

dimensions. Because of these interactions the different dimensions are constantly contested, 

triggered by social, economic and political changes. However, these dimensions differ in their 

fluidities to change, with jurisdictional levels to be on a general level rather resistant compared 

to networks that might be loosely organized (see Fig. 1).  

Below, we apply this framework to analyse the case study of EU Strategy for the Danube Region 

strategy (EUSDR) and examine the extent to which this framework can provide useful starting 

points to conceptualize scale as a combination of co-existing arenas of these five dimensions.  

4. Testing the analytical framework with an EU macro-regional strategy 

The first European macro-regional strategy was launched in 2009 for the Baltic Sea Region. This 

was soon followed by the development of the Danube Region Strategy (2011), and later the 

Adriatic-Ionian Strategy (2014) and the Alpine Region (2015). One key idea of macro-regional 

cooperation is to tackle common challenges through the development of a joint strategy by 

countries in the same geographic area. The geophysical characteristics are the building blocks 

for various areas of cooperation (e.g. navigation or environment). The EUSDR is organized in 

priority areas, representing the thematic foci for cooperation. The EUSDR addresses a total of 

eleven policy fields ranging from transport, environment towards education or security 

matters. Starting from this general prioritization in support of joint activities, the EUSDR sets 

the goal to make the Danube a better navigable river (EC 2011). For each priority area a 

governance structure is defined in order to coordinate implementation activities. 

In this section, we seek to illustrate the dynamics of rescaling in the case of transport policies 

contained in the EUSDR. This issue has been chosen for two reasons. First, the use of the 

Danube river as an important transport corridor has been impetus for Danube cooperation. 

Second, this policy theme has received relatively high-level political attention and has become 

one of the most active fields of cooperation.  

Methodologically, the case study is based on a textual analysis of meeting minutes, progress 

reports of the navigation/waterway priority area and official EUSDR documents. In addition, it 

is based on interviews with representatives from the Steering Committees, the European 

Commission as well as from the Shipping Associations in the Danube Region.  

4.1 Setting the scene – Transport Policies and Projects in the Danube Macro-region 

The EUSDR involves the cooperation of 14 Danubian countries on the issue of transport along 

the Danube River corridor. The issue of navigation was very central to the development of a 

macro-regional strategy, not least since Commissioner Hahn called on national transport 

ministers to increase transport volumes on the Danube River by 20% between 2011 and 2020. 

The development of joint projects to achieve this goal is summarized below.  

Soon after adoption of the macro-regional strategy, work began on implementing Priority Area 

1a (“Mobility – Inland Waterways”) under the lead of Austrian and Romanian Coordinators with 

support of the Technical Secretariat at the viaDonau GmbH, the Austrian waterway operator. 
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A governance structure was set up for the implementation of the Priority Areas with a Steering 

Group as the central governance element. The group was formed of representatives from the 

14 countries including representatives from public authorities, such as Ministries or Waterways 

and Shipping Offices. Several governmental and non-governmental organisation such as the 

Danube Commission, the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River 

organisations or ProDanube International are observers to this committee. The committee is 

responsible for decision-making on joint goals and strategies. The decisions have, however, 

neither a formal character nor do they represent binding agreements.  

In a second step, this Steering Group prepared the “Luxemburg Declaration” (Danube 

Ministers, 2012), signed by most of the Danube Transport Ministers, which provides political 

commitment to the development of a more effective waterway. In a third step, the Steering 

Group developed the “Fairway Rehabilitation and Maintenance Master Plan” based on a 

NEWADA project (FRMMP, 2014). This project included waterway companies. It covers the 

navigable tributaries in each country and the critical sectors. In addition, public authorities 

defined so-called common minimum Levels of Service as goals as well as different waterway 

maintenance activities. In a fourth step, the Master Plan was presented to the Danube 

Ministers, who subsequently gave it their endorsement (DANUBE MINISTERS 2014). Fifth, the 

Master Plan built the basis for National Roadmaps (2015) and the development of specific 

implementation activities. One example is the FAIRway Project whose scope is to procure the 

necessary equipment to carry out pilot activities for hydrological serves and to allow the 

identification of innovative approaches for fairway rehabilitation and upgrade. The eight 

beneficiaries from six countries (Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Romania and 

Slovakia) obtained funding through the Connecting Europe Facilities. In February 2016 the 

FAIRway Project was launched with a total budget of ca. €22 million with ca. €19 million from 

EU contributions.  

The development of joint waterway development policies for the Danube from 2011 to 2016 

was triggered by discussions in the new macro-regional committees, which in return sought the 

necessary political support. The primary stakeholder triangle in its development are public 

authorities and observers in the steering group, transport ministers and waterway companies. 

The European Commission served an advisory role in the Steering committee meetings where 

the Master Plan development and the Project development were high on the agenda.  

In sum, the macro-regional level represents a new cooperation arena, which over the last 5 

years has led to project development and funding allocations at different levels. Below, we seek 

to illustrate how the EUSDR influenced scalar politics, and to what extent these developments 

represent processes of rescaling.  

4.2 Applying the multidimensional framework 

Drawing on the five dimensions presented above, we elaborate on the ways in which the 

primary stakeholder groups explored and influenced these dimensions in the EUSDR generally 

as well as the FAIRway Project more specifically.  

Environmental dimension 
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The environmental dimension provided an important narrative in the initial phase of the 

development of the EUSDR. The reasoning behind the delimitation of the territorial coverage 

was initially based on the scope of the water catchment area of the Danube river: a total of 14 

countries, with 11 riparian states (Figure 2). Within the FAIRway project, which aimed to 

contribute to a better navigable river, the river is seen as a natural resource, ecosystem and 

transport corridor. Through cooperation and joint projects the role of the river changed. For 

example, the environmental dimension became more important in argumentation during the 

project development phase.  

 

Fig. 2. Territorial coverage of the Danube Region, own illustration 

Network Dimension 

The interest to initiate and join new networks across the Danube countries was high during the 

early phases of developing the EUSDR (Blanked Name 2012, Blanked Name 2016). The Danube 

Cooperation is largely led by existing networks with different degrees of institutionalization. 

The networks created by this cooperation are manifold and reflect the overlapping hard and 

new soft spaces (Blanked Name 2014). These occur through the new informal, consultative 

governance structure of the EUSDR itself as well as in projects and wide range of activities and 

new institutionalized networks (such as the Danube-INCOnet, see website danube-region.eu). 

The networks cover different territories and show different constructions as regards to those 

five dimensions. Some build on informal arrangements, whereas others have been created in 

response to changes in the funding or legislative dimensions of scale. 

The example of the FAIRway project illustrates how the new networks are closely shaped by 

the Piority Areas set out in the EUSDR. The implementation of activities in view of navigation 

improvements are supported and induced by the steering group, a new network itself. This 

committee offered the opportunity for the representatives of the public authorities to provide 

guidelines for joint activities through the decision on joint goals. The different interest groups 

and observers were able to raise concerns and bring needs to the attention of representatives. 



 

126 
 

The Priority Area Coordinators based in Austria and Romania involved a technical secretariat 

with the viaDonau GmbH, a company founded to tackle difficulties of Danube shipping. The 

official framing of an EU strategy helped this network to make its voice heard at the group of 

the Transport Ministers. Through this ‘upscaled’ network of interest groups and public 

authorities in cooperation with the waterway associations and shipping companies, 

stakeholders were able to seek political support of the national transport ministers as a first 

step. This high-level political support than serves as basis to argue for changes in the legal and 

the funding framing. For the stakeholders involved and this new network the next step was to 

create an elementary and coherent knowledge.  

Knowledge/Value Dimension 

In the primary stages of macro-regional cooperation, the Priority Area Coordinators provided 

an overview of existing activities. The naming of the cooperation after the Danube river initiated 

broader debates as to whether there is a Danube identity. According to statements by different 

interviewees, cooperation and coordination between the different ministries and associations 

on the issue of navigability led to a revived feeling of being focused towards a common goal.  

The viaDonau initiated and coordinated the development of the Fairway Rehabilitation and 

Maintenance Master Plan following the Newada and Newada DUO project. The goal was to 

identify in more detail joint activities around quantitative data. The Masterplan named the 

challenges of the navigable tribunes and summarized data from the 11 riparian states. This 

includes country reports laying out how many days in a year the Danube was navigable (e.g. 

the daily draught or dredging activities). Based on this, the Steering Group identified the 

sections in which the joint goals of 2.5 m of draught and 5.25 m minimum height under bridges 

365 days per year are not fulfilled. These discussions subsequently shaped the discourse along 

the upper and lower Danube. Through the EUSDR process, information was made accessible to 

all stakeholders in the region. On the one hand, the knowledge itself was enhanced, then 

‘upscaled’ and finally, led to new ‘knowledge arenas’. On the other hand, these developments 

and the coordinated project was used to inform policy-makers and impact funding decisions on 

other levels, namely national and EU-wide funding.  

Resources/Capacities Dimension 

The dimensions of resources and capacities is a crucial dimension in scalar politics, often being 

the object of activities. In the Danube Region, the immense numbers of stakeholders involved 

(e.g. more than a 1000 participants at the Annual Forum in Ulm in 2015) reflects the allocation 

of human resources to activities related to the relatively new cooperation. However, one of the 

main important rationales of macro-regional cooperation are the three NO’s: no new 

legislation, no new institutions and no new budgets. At first instance, macro-regional 

cooperation seems not to imply rescaling of allocation of funds. 

The FAIRway project, however, reveals that stakeholders used the knowledge and network 

dimension of scale to influence funding decisions in the Connecting Europe Facility. Based on 

discussions in the Steering Group, the FAIRway project was developed in close cooperation by 

the Steering Group members with consultation for example from representatives of the 

European Commission (DG-Move). In addition, the results of the process were regularly 
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directed towards political stakeholders by the Steering Committee members. An example of 

this is the political leverage triggered by the Transport Ministers endorsement of the FRMMP. 

As the EU funds aim to implement MRS, the respective funding decision by the CEF is directly 

linked to the EUSDR. Though not implying new funds the EUSDR has had an impact on the 

allocation of existing funds at the EU level. At the same time, the perimeter of the different 

projects is connected to the territorial coverage of the Danube Region. Therefore, this level has 

gained importance in terms of the use of resources and capacities, which in return necessarily 

implies changes at other scales.  

Regulatory/Jurisdictional Dimension 

The macro-regional cooperation builds on informal documents which are not binding (e.g. the 

Strategy Document and the Action Plan). Whilst the MRS in itself does not imply new legislation, 

it does offer a new framework which changes regulatory arrangements at other levels. One 

consequence is that the modus operandi for the development of projects has changed and the 

decision on funding is coupled to the support of the macro-regional Steering Groups.  

The case presented here provides an example on how the macro-regional discourse shapes the 

political framing. The Transport Ministers did not provide new legislation with the Luxemburg 

Declaration. Nevertheless, this document has shaped ensuing decisions in the national and EU-

wide context. National ministries are now more likely to take action that coincides with the 

priorities contained in the macro-regional strategy. In addition, the development of the FRMMP 

has provided a basis for joint goals, which are being introduced into national discussions and 

regulatory frameworks. These frameworks provide the building blocks for national funding 

decisions. 

5. Summary and Discussion 

One of the goals of the paper was to analyse processes of rescaling in EU policy making in the 

example of macro-regional strategies. Based on a structured literature review around scale and 

rescaling as well as the empirical insights from the case study we developed a framework for 

analysis. In this paper, we argue for a multidimensional understanding of scale, where scalar 

(re)structuration can be explained through stakeholders interactions alongside five dimensions: 

regulatory/jurisdictional, funding/resources, knowledge/values, network and environmental. 

This five-dimensional framework was tested in the Danube macro-region and the FAIRway 

project. We contend that processes of both stabilization and destabilization can be observed in 

rescaling processes. 

5.1 Discussion: How do processes of rescaling occur in the EUSDR?  

The example of the EU Danube Region reveals the complexity of scalar structuration, 

configuration and production. The example shows how the macro-region and its strategy are 

composed and constructed by different overlapping ‘in between scales’. The macro-regional 

developments indirectly influence those at other scales. These depend on the topics addressed, 

as in the case of navigation.  

The example presented in this paper shows how stakeholders crossed over different scales and 

made use of the different dimensions of scale as a way to influence political priorities and 
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decision-making at the EU and national level. The Steering Group is a new network through 

which public authorities can enhance their position in respect to the national context. In the 

case presented above, the knowledge and the network dimension were essential for 

stakeholders to gain political support. This, in turn, led to allocations of resources. Just looking 

at the example of the Steering Group, essentially driven by some active public authorities and 

the Technical Secretariat of the Via Donau GmbH, shows how this new network influenced the 

political decision-making and funding at the national and EU level. In order to achieve this goal 

they used the knowledge dimension in providing a new information base and directed this 

development towards the network dimension at the macro-regional level. The transport 

ministers draw on the regulatory framework, whereas the shipping companies draw on the 

network and knowledge dimension to influence the other dimensions. Clearly, different 

stakeholders use different dimensions to influence developments and change political 

priorities. 

The multidimensional framework appears to be a useful tool to detect how scalar 

restructuration occurs. One example presented here was the development of the FAIRway 

project, which is a direct result of the macro-region and the politicization of Danube River 

related activities. The example illustrates that all processes and their outcomes are connected 

by the developments within the five dimensions, and that all of these dimensions are essential 

within processes of restructuration, albeit depending on the phenomena and actors involved 

with diverging weight. For example, the use of the knowledge dimension on the macro-regional 

level influences the funding dimension on the EU level.  

5.2 Discussion: Impetus for further Theorization of Scale? 

We argue that following the developments of scale literature over the last few decades, theory 

now needs to enter into a new phase focusing on how scale is contested and the process behind 

rescaling. This next step can help to overcome the mismatch between theory and empirical 

complexity. In providing a conceptual framework, we aim to offer one approach as to how 

scalar construction can be theorized.  

In our framework development we were guided by the idea to overcome the dialectic of scale 

as a purely hierarchical element of statehood levels and the idea of overlapping network-

arenas. Inspired by the recent developments in the planning literature, arguing for a co-

existence of relational and territorial approaches to space, we assume the co-existence of more 

resistant dimensions of scale as well as more fluid dimensions of scale. When analysing 

territorial policies, such as transport, we are hesitant to expurgate the role of the statehood 

levels too fast and reduce it to a purely network notion. On the contrary, we argue that scales 

consist of five co-existing dimensions through which scales become apparent and through 

which effect is taken on the social relations and policy-making. Agents make use of these 

different dimensions according to their means, and hence construct “scale”. At the same time, 

stakeholders move across different dimensions and different levels, where scale may be 

somewhat difficult to detect.  

6 Conclusions and Further Research 

The paper started from the claim that, despite the richness of literature in theorizing scale, 

many conceptualisations of scale and rescaling do not offer very adequate gateways to explain 
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the multiplicity of ‘layers’ of policy and scales that we observed empirically. Based on a 

structured literature review and the empirical evidence we have developed an analytical 

framework to scrutinize processes of rescaling in the Danube region, focusing on the specific 

policy issue of transport and navigation. We have then tested this multidimensional framework.  

We conclude that the framework offers a helpful starting point to better illustrate how macro-

regional cooperation can both destabilize and restabilize existing scalar structuration and leads 

to the construction of new ‘scales’. Further, we conclude that looking at scalar politics explicitly 

through these dimensions offers explanatory force as to how scalar construction come into 

being.  

More generally, the framework provides a more nuanced way of illustrating which agents and 

actors are operating within what type of scales and, through which means they become active 

in influencing processes. Looking at scale through these dimension helps to identify the 

interplays between the dimensions and across scales, and hence the ways scales are 

constructed socially, politically as well as economically. Using this approach, we have identified 

how scalar politics are entangled through the rationales alongside these dimensions. In the 

macro-regional case we have illustrated the use of the knowledge and network dimension, as 

a means to indirectly implicate changes at funding decision at other scales (e.g. national or EU). 

This not only helps to identify the processes of hardening of soft spaces (METZGER & SCHMITT, 

2012) through the scalar dimensions, but also to discover the “relative softening of hard 

spaces”, a phenomenon which PAASI & ZIMMERBAUER (2015, 14) highlight as underrepresented in 

literature. 

Further testing of this framework is needed in order to verify whether it is applicable to a range 

of different contexts. In our research, we sought to link the conceptual debate with the 

empirical evidence through the development of a framework for analysis. More research is 

needed to better understand the processes of scalar construction, and how changes in scalar 

politics are coming into force. A key here is to understand how these different dimensions 

affect each other. Theoretically, the paper has outlined the interlinkages between the scale 

debate and recent debates around territoriality. Moving away from a simple juxtaposition of 

philosophically differently informed writings (e.g. neo-Marxist as opposed to poststructuralist 

writing) as a way to explain the empirical demands more in-depth investigations. Indirect 

rescaling and cross-dimensional influences are essential to understanding the sociopolitical 

processes in scalar construction.  
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Einführung – die EU Makroregion Donau und die Veränderungen für die EU Integration 

Lediglich fünf Jahre nach der EU Osterweiterungsrunde 2004 und zwei Jahre nach der 

Osterweiterungsrunde 2007 ersuchte der Europäische Rat auf Initiative Österreichs und 

Rumäniens 2009 die EU Kommission eine EU Donauraumstrategie (EUDRS) zu entwickeln (EK 

2010). Aufbauend auf dem Vorbild der Ostseestrategie entstand der Wunsch auf 

mitgliedsstaatlicher Ebene neben bestehenden Kooperationen, wie beispielsweise in 

INTERREG, Centrope oder der Central Europe Initiative für den Donauraum eine vergleichbare 

Initiative voranzutreiben. Ziel der makroregionalen Strategie ist es in einzelnen Themenfeldern 

die grenzüberschreitende Abstimmung zu vertiefen und langfristig die Kooperation, und damit 

die Integration, in dem Raum zu stärken.  

Bereits 1994 entwickelte der Journalist DARREL DELAMAIDE in seinem Buch ‚The New Superregions 

of Europe‘ die Idee eines neuen Paradigmas von Europa, in welchem er auf gemeinsamer 

Historie und kulturellen Verbindungen aufbauenden regionale Kooperationen in so genannten 

Superregionen beschreibt: 

„[…] super-regions bounded by common historic and cultural ties which after 

the break down of the Iron Curtain and the new role of borders through the 

EU gain importance for region building again”. (DELAMAIDE 1994) 

Die Grundlage für die regionale Abgrenzung folgender Regionen sieht er unter anderem in der 

Geographie: „the geography as defining element for the following regions: the Baltic Sea, 

western Mediterranean, Atlantic Coast, Danube Basin, the Balkan Peninsula, the Alps and the 
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central plain of Europe”.3 Neben den Superregionen sieht er die Entstehung der Distrikte 

“Capital Districts und Financial Districts” als wahrscheinlich an. Zentraler Auslöser für DELAMAIDE 

für die Entstehung dieser Regionen ist neben dem Fall des Eisernen Vorhangs die Entstehung 

des europäischen Binnenmarktes. Interessanterweise kommt es 15 Jahre später zur politischen 

Institutionalisierung von “Superregionen” in Form von Makroregionen zunächst in den durch 

die Osterweiterung geprägten Regionen Ostsee und Donau. Es ist auffällig, dass der Wunsch 

einer staatenübergreifenden Kooperation unter dem Dach der EU in einem Raum entsteht, der 

erst kurzfristig Erfahrung mit dem europäischen Integrationsprozess hat und durch die 

Osterweiterungsrunden geprägt ist. Zugleich stellt sich die Frage, ob sich mit Makroregionen, 

die von Delamaide benannten Superregionen nun politisch, vielleicht sogar dauerhaft, 

manifestieren und zu neuen Abgrenzungen führen. Oder aber, können Makroregionen als ein 

temporäres Element verstanden werden, welche lediglich ein Zwischenschritt in einer immer 

weiter voranschreitenden EU Integration sind? 

Die vor allem raumwissenschaftlichen und politikwissenschaftlichen Debatten um 

makroregionale Strategien werfen früh Fragen nach der Grundlage und Art der Kooperation, 

nach einer möglicherweise neu entstehenden Ebene zwischen der nationalstaatlichen und der 

EU Ebene sowie der Veränderungen von räumlicher Governance auf (exemplarisch seien hier 

genannt GÖRMAR 2010; STEAD 2011; SCHYMIK 2011; GÄNZLE u. KERN 2015). Aus Sicht der Theorien 

zur Europäischen Integration, welche vor allem in den 50er und 70er Jahren Konjunktur hatten, 

ist die Betrachtung von Kooperationen mit supranationalen Elementen eine zentrale 

Komponente. Die zwei zentralen Denkschulen der Integrationstheorien, der (Neo-) 

funktionalismus und der (liberale) Intergouvernementalismus, unterscheiden sich 

grundsätzlich in der Annahme der Rolle der Nationalstaaten sowie der Annahme von 

Eigendynamiken von Prozessen. Während der Neofunktionalismus davon ausgeht, dass es 

langfristig zur Institutionalisierung und steigenden Souveränität der europäischen Ebene 

kommt, hält der Intergouvernementalismus an der Nationalstaatsebene als zentraler 

Handlungsebene fest. Die Integrationsforschung betrachtet vorrangig die Entwicklung der EU 

und die damit einhergehenden Veränderungen für die unterliegenden Ebenen (exemplarisch 

vgl. HOLZINGER ET AL. 2006; KNODT u. CORCACI 2009; NUGENT 2006; WELZ u. ENGEL 1993; WIENER u. 

DIEZ 2009).  

Vor dem Hintergrund der sich erweiternden EU und den neu entstehenden 

Kooperationsansätzen stellt dieser Beitrag die Frage, welche Formen der europäischen 

Integration sich mit den makroregionalen Strategien zeigt. Diese Frage ist von übergeordnetem 

Interesse, da die Ebenenbindung zwischen den Nationalstaaten und der EU sich zunächst 

sowohl mit (neo)funktionalistischen als auch intergouvernmentalistischen Theorieansätzen 

erklären lässt. So kann einerseits argumentiert werden, dass die Entstehung von 

Makroregionen nur als ein weiterer Schritt hin zu einer fortschreitenden EU Integration zu 

                                                      
3 Die Kritik einer geodeterministischen Herangehensweise, also auf der Annahme aufbauend, dass alle menschlichen Kulturen und 

Gesellschaften als Ausdrucksformen der organischen Verbindung von Raum und Mensch sind und ursächlich auf die natürlichen Bedingungen 
zurückzuführen sind, liegt bei dieser vom Autor gewählten Formulierung nahe. Delamaides Argumente bezieht Geographie jedoch a ls ein 

Element neben anderen ein. Gemeinsame kulturelle Elemente, Sprache sowie gemeinsame Historie sind ebenfalls Gegenstand seiner 
Regionsherleitung sowie auch die wirtschaftsökonomischen Verbindungen. Die Regionen benennt er nach den geographischen 
Gegebenheiten. Auch, wenn im Detail einzelne Argumente geodeterministisch anmuten, kann Delamaides Buch schwerlich ein 
Geodeterminismus vorgeworfen werden. Vielmehr bezieht er einen Geopossibilismus ein, welcher das Nutzen von bestimmten natürl ichen 
Ressourcen als Möglichkeit sieht. 
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verstehen ist. Andererseits kann argumentiert werden, dass Nationalstaaten sich in 

Makroregionen engagieren, da diese Ebene pragmatischer für die behandelten Politikbereiche 

ist oder um weitere Souveränitätszuweisungen auf die europäische Ebene zu verhindern. 

Dieser Beitrag diskutiert die Entstehung von Makroregionen vor dem Hintergrund der großen 

Integrationstheorien.  

Der Beitrag kommt zu dem Schluss, dass die Rolle der Nationalstaaten in dem Prozess zentral 

ist, auch wenn die EU Ebene durch die Kommission vielfältig Einfluss nimmt. Die Annahme, dass 

mit Makroregionen der erste Schritt zu einer weiteren Europäischen Integration auf Basis von 

supranationaler Zusammenarbeit unter dem Dach der EU entsteht, wird vielfach vor allem 

durch Interviewpartner, die auf europäischer Ebene agieren, geäußert. Dem ist 

entgegenzusetzen, dass makroregionale Strategien in ihrer Entstehung, Governance und 

Umsetzung stark nationalstaatlich getragen sind. Schließlich geht der Beitrag darauf ein, welche 

neuen Chancen sich durch die Donauraumstrategie für den so jungen Kooperationsraum 

ergeben. Somit stellt der Beitrag eine der Kernfragen der räumlichen Kooperation: Wie lassen 

sich die durch makroregionale Strategien entstehenden Dynamiken interpretieren? Welche 

Rolle haben makroregionale Strategien im Kontext der EU Integration? Diese umfassenden 

Fragen können in ihrer Gänze nicht beantwortet werden. Am Beispiel der EUDRS wird hier eine 

Annäherung vorgenommen.  

Methodisch baut der Beitrag auf einer literaturbasierten Auseinandersatzung mit 

integrationstheoretischen Ansätzen auf, vor welchem Hintergrund die Ereignisse in der EUDRS 

in Bezug auf die Fragestellungen interpretiert werden. Die Analyse der EUDRS ist Ergebnis einer 

Vielzahl an Interviews im Donauraum, sowie einer Dokumentenanalyse von makroregionalen 

Dokumenten und Protokollen. Der Beitrag ist wie folgt aufgebaut: Zunächst werden 

Makroregionen und das zu Grunde liegende Konzept vorgestellt. Vor dem Hintergrund der 

Gegenüberstellung der wichtigsten „großen“ EU Integrationstheorien, wird die EUDRS in seiner 

Entstehung und Implementierung analysiert. Im abschließenden Kapitel werden diese 

Entwicklungen im Kontext der Osterweiterung reflektiert und der Beitrag sowie die Chancen 

der makroregionalen Strategien zur Integration in dem Raum zusammengefasst.  

Europäische territoriale Kooperation und die Entstehung makroregionaler Strategien 

Die Idee zur Kooperation in Form von makroregionalen Strategien entstand zunächst im 

Ostseeraum im Jahr 2005. Seither werden für verschiedene Regionen in Europa 

makroregionale Strategien entwickelt. Etabliert haben sich die Makroregionen Ostsee (2009), 

Donau (2011), die Adriatisch-Ionische Region (2014) sowie zuletzt die Makroregion Alpen 

(2015) (Abb. 1). 
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Abb. 1: Karte Europäische Makroregionen  

 

Quelle: eigene Darstellung 

Makroregionale Strategien werden als neue Instrumente der territorialen Kooperation in der 

EU verstanden. Um das zu Grunde liegende Konzept einzuordnen, wird das Instrument 

zunächst in den Kontext bisheriger Initiativen zur territorialen Kooperation in der EU 

eingeordnet. Den durch im Rahmen der Regionalpolitik entstehenden verschiedenen 

Kooperationsräumen, und zuletzt Makroregionen, wird eine zentrale Funktion im Rahmen des 

europäischen Integrationsprozesses zugesprochen. Die verschiedenen Kooperationen stellen 

zugleich einen Anzeiger für Kompetenzverlagerungen und gemeinsame Finanzierungstrategien 

im Kontext von Raumpolitiken dar. Es ist anzumerken ist, dass die meisten 
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integrationstheoretischen Auseinandersetzungen stärker auf wirtschaftspolitische Initiativen, 

wie beispielsweise das Schengen Abkommen, oder Funktionen der EU Institutionen, wie 

beispielsweise das EUGH, Bezug genommen haben. 

Seit den 60er Jahren sind Prozesse territorialer Kooperation Bestandteil des Europäischen 

Integrationsprozesses (Abb. 2). In den frühen Tagen entstanden zunächst lokale Grassroots-

Entwicklungen, deren Ziel die Lösung technisch-administrativer Herausforderungen durch 

grenzüberschreitende Kooperation war. Das bis dahin neue Feld der territorialen Kooperation 

erfuhr mit der Ernennung des ersten Kommissars für Regionalpolitik, Hans von der Groeben, 

einen nennenswerten Aufschwung und führte zur Entwicklung zahlreicher Europaregionen. In 

den späten 80er Jahren entstanden dann regionale Programme, deren Hauptaugenmerkt die 

finanzielle Unterstützung grenzüberschreitender Initiativen darstellte. Noch heute stellen die 

regionalen Programme, die unter dem Namen INTERREG bekannt wurde und in ihrem 

räumlichen Umgriff sich ausdifferenziert haben einen zentralen Bestandteil der EU 

Regionalpolitik dar (für weitere Ausführungen vgl. DÜHR ET AL. 2010). Die späten 90er Jahre sind 

ein Wendepunkt in der EU Regionalpolitik. In dieser Zeit hat mit der Entwicklung pan-

Europäischen Strategien die politische Dimension zugenommen. Mit der Lissabon-, Europa 

2020- und der Göteborg-Strategie sind gesamteuropäische Strategien entstanden, zu deren 

Erreichen makroregionale Strategien heute einen Beitrag leisten. Während in den 70er Jahren 

noch die Lösung von Umweltproblemen im Vordergrund stand, wie z. B. in der 

Arbeitsgemeinschaft Alpenraum, kamen in den 80er und 90er Jahren die ersten Leitbilder und 

Strategien für die räumliche Entwicklung auf („Europa 2000“, 1991 und „Europa 2000+“, 1994). 

Letzteres präsentierte den Zusammenschluss von europäischen Teilräumen zu Fördergebieten 

sowie Entwicklungsszenarien für transnationale Programme. Als Durchbruch im Kontext der 

Raumentwicklungspolitik auf europäischer Ebene wurden das von der Conférence Européenne 

des Ministres de l’Aménagement du Territoire (CEMAT) 1999 verabschiedete Europäischen 

Raumentwicklungskonzeptes (EUREK) und die „CEMAT-Leitlinien“ 2000 gesehen (vgl. FALUDI u. 

WATERHOUT 2002). Dem EUREK wird eine gewisse Wirkungslosigkeit nachgesagt - eine 

Fortschreibung war nie ernsthaft angedacht (vgl. FALUDI 2010). Aus integrationstheoretischer 

Perspektive, wurden die gesamteuropäischen Strategien und Kooperationsräume jedoch als 

wichtige Trittsteine einer räumlichen Integration interpretiert (vgl. FALUDI 2010). In jüngeren 

Jahren haben die Territorialen Agenden der EU (TAEU 2007) und die TAEU 2020 aus dem Jahr 

2011 das EUREK abgelöst.  

Zusammenfassend lässt sich die Entwicklung von zunächst lokalen grenzüberschreitenden 

Kooperationen hinzu gesamteuropäischen Strategien in der Raumentwicklung konstatieren 

(vgl. Abb. 2). Der Beginn der Diskussionen um Makroregionale Strategien wird im 

Zusammenhang mit der Europa 2000+ Strategie und der Entstehung der Visionen für die 

transnationalen Kooperationsräume in INTERREG (seit 1997) in Folge des EUREK Prozesses 

diskutiert. Welche Rolle spielen nun makroregionale Strategien? 
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Abb. 2: Territoriale Kooperation in der EU und Makroregionale Strategien  

 
Quelle: eigene Darstellung nach CHILLA u. SIELKER 2015 

 

Makroregionale Strategien 

Makroregionale Strategien sind ein auf zentrale Herausforderungen eines 

staatenübergreifenden Raumes zugeschnittenes Instrument, das verschiedene Sektoren und 

Politiken in einer Strategie integriert. Makroregionen werden definiert als „an area including 

territory from a number of different countries or regions associated with one or more common 

features or challenges” (SAMECKI 2009, S. 1). Makroregionen bauen folglich auf sogenannten 

funktionalen Verflechtungen eines Raumes auf. Im Jahr 2013 hat die Europäische Kommission 

das Konzept der makroregionalen Strategien wie folgt definiert: 

“1) an integrated Framework relating to Member States and third countries 

in the same geographical area, 2) addresses common challenges, 3) benefits 

from strengthened cooperation for economic, social and territorial 

cohesion.“ (EK 2013, S. 3) 

Diese zwei der europäischen Kommission entstammenden Begriffsannäherungen zeigen den 

strategischen Charakter der makroregionalen Strategien und das Ziel mit diesen Strategien die 

gesamteuropäischen Strategien umzusetzen. Die Verordnung für die ETZ Programme 2014+ 

sieht Unterstützung zur Umsetzung der makroregionalen Strategien als maßgeblich an. 

Makroregionen haben eine transnationale Komponente, die sich nicht ausschließlich an 

nationalen oder administrativen Grenzen orientieren soll. Je nach Politikbereich und 

funktionalem Zusammenhang kann der Kooperationsraum innerhalb einer Strategie variabel 

sein. Der Gesamtraum der Strategie wird jedoch durch die sich zusammenschließenden 

Mitgliedsstaaten definiert und wird parallel zu den existierenden Kooperationsräumen, wie 

beispielsweise INTERREG, etabliert.  
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Der wachsende Literaturkorpus zu Makroregionen und makoregionalen Strategien in den 

Sozialwissenschaften, Politikwissenschaften und Raumwissenschaften reflektiert diese in 

vielfältiger Weise. So werden makroregionale Strategien als Instrument im Kontext territorialer 

Zusammenarbeit (z.B. vgl. DUBOIS ET AL. 2009; SCHYMIK 2011; MIRWALDT ET AL.; 2010) und als Teil 

der Multi-level-Governance reflektiert (z.B. GÄNZLE u. KERN 2013; PIATTONI 2015). Im Kontext von 

Europäisierung und Reskalierungsfragen wird die Frage nach der Entstehung einer 

eigenständigen politischen Ebene zumeist verhalten bewertet. Die Ansicht, dass sich 

Makroregionen jedoch institutionalisieren und Diskussionen und Förderentscheidungen 

maßgeblich von dieser Ebene beeinflusst werden teilen aktuelle Arbeiten. Hier seien 

beispielsweise ALLMENDINGER ET AL. 2014; KEATING 2013; METZGER U. SCHMITT 2012; STEAD 2011 oder 

STEAD ET AL. 2015 genannt. Ein weiterer zentraler Diskussionsstrang stellt die geopolitischen 

Implikationen in Folge der Kooperation mit EU Drittstaaten in Frage (ARBTER 2014; STOCCHIERO 

2010). Es ist all diesen Strängen gemein, dass Fragen der europäischen Integration zumeist 

randlich gestreift werden, ohne diese jedoch explizit zu thematisieren. 

Makroregionale Strategien sind mit ihrem strategischen Charakter und der starken 

Umsetzungsorientierung durch verschiedene territoriale Programme der EU sowie nationaler 

Programme zwischen den projektgebundenen INTERREG Programmen und Initiativen sowie 

den gesamteuropäischen Strategien zu verorten (Abb. 1). Wird mit der Entwicklung nun eine 

„Lücke“ zwischen den EU Strategien und den Programmen geschlossen? Wie lassen sich die 

durch makroregionale Strategien entstehenden Dynamiken interpretieren? Welche Rolle 

haben makroregionale Strategien folglich im Kontext der EU Integration? Am Beispiel der 

EUDRS wird eine Annäherung an mögliche Antworten dieser komplexen Fragen versucht. Zuvor 

werden die wichtigsten EU Integrationstheorien eingeführt, um sodann den Prozess, in den 

Makroregionen einzuordnen sind oder der mit Makroregionen initiiert wurde, zu reflektieren. 

Theorien der EU Integration 

Der europäische Integrationsprozess hat in der akademischen Debatte vielfach Beachtung 

gefunden und zu verschiedenen Konzeptionalisierungen und Theorien geführt. Die 

verschiedenen Stränge in der Literatur lassen sich zunächst in die grand theories, also den 

großen Theorien, sowie den middle-range theories, den Theorien mittlerer Reichweite, 

unterscheiden (NUGENT 2006). Erstere betrachten den Integrationsprozess in seiner Gänze und 

Fragen nach den Gründen der Integration und der Erklärung der Ergebnisse. Die zwei schon 

fast obligatorischen Denkschulen der grand theories sind der Funktionalismus und der 

Neofunktionalismus sowie der (liberale) Intergouvernementalismus (WIENER u. DIEZ 2009). Die 

Theorien mittlerer Reichweite sind eine Vielzahl und beschreiben Ansätze zur Erklärung von 

Ausprägungen der EU Integration. Diese stellen Fragen danach, was für ein System die EU ist 

und wie sich die Prozesse beschreiben lassen. Bekannte Beispiele sind der Multi-level-

Governance Ansatz, die Institutionenanalyse vor allem durch den new institutionalism vertreten 

und die policy-network Forschung (NUGENT 2006). Ansätze zur Entwicklung der grand theories 

sind bereits in den 50er Jahren entstanden. Die middle-range theories haben vor allem seit den 

80er Jahren an Bedeutung gewonnen. In den 90er Jahren haben sozial konstruktivistische 

Betrachtungen des Integrationsprozesses vermehrt Fragen nach den sozialen und politischen 

Konsequenzen gestellt (KNODT U. CORCACI 2009; WIENER U. DIEZ 2009).  
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Da es Ziel des Beitrages ist, makroregionale Strategien in die großen Dynamiken der EU 

Integration einzuordnen und die Frage danach zu stellen, welchen Beitrag Makroregionen in 

der EU Integration haben, wird der Fokus im Folgenden auf den zwei großen Denkschulen der 

Integrationstheorien, (Neo-)funktionalismus und (liberaler) Intergouvernementalismus liegen. 

Vereinfacht gesagt beschreibt der (Neo-)funktionalismus die Europäische Integration als einen 

Prozess, der die Entwicklung einer supranationalen Institution und Ebene mit sich bringt, die 

als eigenständige Ebene Entscheidungsbefugnis hat. Ebenso in Kürze dargestellt, geht der 

Intergouvernementalismus davon aus, dass Kooperation auf supranationaler Ebene immer 

dann entsteht, wenn dies den Nationalstaaten Vorteile bringt. Der Nationalstaat wird langfristig 

als der zentrale Akteur wahrgenommen. Es sei an dieser Stelle vorweggenommen, dass sich die 

Literatur weitgehend darüber einig ist, dass beide Denkschulen den Europäischen 

Integrationsprozess letztlich nicht beschreiben mögen. So fasst SAURUGGER wie folgt zusammen: 

„This means, […], that the EU cannot be analysed merely as an 

intergovernmental entity in which member states make central decisions, 

nor that it is a political system similar to that of a (nation)-state […].” 

(Saurugger 2013, S. 1) 

Der europäische Integrationsprozess ist vielschichtig und lässt sich nicht auf die Frage nach der 

Entstehung einer supranationalen EU und der Abschaffung des Nationalstaats in der EU 

reduzieren. Die den beiden Denkschulen zugrunde liegenden Argumentationsmuster finden 

sich jedoch in den grundsätzlichen Fragen zu makroregionalen Strategien wieder; beispielweise 

in Fragen nach dem Entstehen einer neuen Ebene wieder. 

Zur Entwicklung eines besseren Verständnis von EU makroregionalen Strategien und ihrer Rolle 

in der EU Integration bietet sich eine Analyse vor dem Hintergrund dieser beiden Theorien 

dennoch um die Prozesse besser zu verstehen und den zu Grunde liegenden Dynamiken 

analytisch auf die Spur zu kommen. Dies ermöglicht sodann Rückschlüsse auf die Rolle der 

EUDRS im Donauraum. Weiterführende Informationen zur folgenden Kurzdarstellung der 

beiden großen Denkschulen finden sich in KNODT U. CORCACI 2009; NUGENT 2006; HOLZINGER ET AL. 

2006; SAURUGGER 2013 sowie WIENER U. DIEZ 2009.  

(Neo-)Funktionalismus  

Der Ausgangspunkt der funktionalistischen Interpretation der Europäischen Integration liegt in 

den Arbeiten von DAVID MITRANY (1933, 1943). Die negative Bilanz des Völkerbundes als 

konfliktregelnde internationale Instanz, der Folgen des ersten Weltkrieges sowie das 

Fehlschlagen der Währungs- und Wirtschaftskonferenz 1933 veranlassten den Diplomaten die 

Frage danach zustellen, wie Frieden durch indirekte Zusammenarbeit von Staaten erreicht 

werden kann. MITRANY postuliert, dass sich Zusammenarbeit aus Sachbereichen sachlogisch in 

funktionellen Sektoren ergibt in denen gemeinsame Interessen bestehen. Die relevanten 

Akteure, die vorwiegend als Eliten im Sinne eines administrativ-technisches Netzwerkes zu 

verstehen sind, definieren diesen Kooperationsbereich für sich als gemeinsame Aufgabe. Es 

wird davon ausgegangen, dass sich zwischen technischen und somit unkontroversen 

Problemen und politischen Problemen trennen lässt. Durch die technische Betrachtung und der 

Idee „form follows function“ wird eine Übertragung von Souveränitätsrechten auf eine 

technische Behörde erleichtert. Zentrale Aussage des Funktionalismus ist die Idee, dass sobald 
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die Kooperation in Gang gesetzt ist, es zu so genannten „Spill-over“ Effekten auf andere 

Sachbereiche kommt (Knodt u. Corcaci 2009; Schmitter 2009). Der Prozess schreitet 

eigendynamisch voran. Die Folgen der „Politik des leeren Stuhls“ unter Charles de Gaulle in den 

Jahren 1965-66 führte zu intensiver Kritik am Funktionalismus. Der Annahme folgend, dass sich 

technische und politische Problemlagen nicht trennen lassen, haben sich ERNST HAAs (1958, 

1964) und LEOND LINDBERG (1963) die Theorie zum Neofunktionalismus weiterentwickelt. HAAS 

geht wie MITRANY von dem Konzept eines sich graduell fortschreitenden Integrationsprozesses 

aus, nimmt jedoch keine Trennung von politischen und technischen Problemen vor. Ein 

zentrales Element seiner Theorie sind somit nicht mehr die bestehenden Netzwerke aus 

Administration und Technikern, sondern die Institutionalisierung der Kooperation in 

Verbindung mit Interessensgruppen und politischen Vertretern, die zu einer regionalen und 

politischen Integration führt. WELZ UND ENGEL (1993) begründen die Verlagerung der 

Entscheidungskapazitäten als Folgen eines Loyalitätstransfer, der durch entstehende 

Erwartungen und Forderungen gegenüber den verschiedenen Akteuren geltend gemacht wird. 

SANDHOLTZ UND STONE SWEET (1998) folgen der neofunktionalistischen Argumentation, sehen 

einen Grund für die Entwicklung von supranationalen Governancestrukturen jedoch unter 

anderem in der Globalisierung. Der unterschiedliche Integrationsgrad in verschiedenen 

Sektoren lässt sich ihnen zu Folge mit der unterschiedlichen Interaktionszahl über Grenzen 

hinweg in den verschiedenen Sektoren erklären.  

Der Neofunktionalismus, dessen wichtigstes Element die political spill-over-Effekte sind hat 

seine Grundannahme in der Dominanz der supranationalen Institutionen als Endpunkt (vgl. 

SCHMITTER 2009). Haas selbst hat 2001 den Neofunktionalismus die Gültigkeit abgesprochen und 

betonte, dass Nationalismus und political leadership in der theoretischen Betrachtung Eingang 

finden müssen (vgl. KNODT U. CORCACI 2009). SCHMITTER auf der anderen Seite vertritt die Ansicht, 

dass die Argumente und die grundsätzliche Annahme, dass der Prozess voranschreitet heute 

nach wie vor Beachtung findet. So argumentiert SCHMITTER beispielsweise: „Real-live 

neofunctionist may be an endangered species, but neofunctionist thinking [is] very much alive, 

even if it [is] usally being re-branded as a different animal” (SCHMITTER 2004, S. 45). Er benennt 

einen neuen Trend als „Neo-neofunktionalismus“ (vgl. SCHMITTER, 2009). 

(Liberaler) Intergouvernementalismus 

Als Gegenentwurf zum (Neo-)Funktionalismus ist in Folge der „Politik des leeren Stuhls“ Mitte 

der 60er Jahre durch STANLEY HOFFMANN (1966) die intergouvernementalistische Erklärung 

entwickelt worden. Die zugrundliegende Annahme ist hier, dass internationale Kooperation 

zwischen Staaten ohne eine konfliktregelnde institutionalisierte Autorität von statten geht. Die 

Frage aus welchen Gründen souveräne Staaten kooperieren und möglicherweise 

Souveränitätsrechte an internationale Institutionen abgeben, beantwortet der 

Intergouvernementalismus mit der Möglichkeit zur Verbesserung der nationalen Lage. Die 

politischen Beziehungen zwischen Staaten werden durch die Regierungen bestimmt. Sprachlich 

kann man hier unterscheiden zwischen gemeinsamen Regelungen im Gegensatz zu 

gemeinschaftlichen Regelungen in der funktionalistischen Argumentation. Hoffmann geht 

davon aus, dass es gegen die Sicherheits- und Machtinteressen der Regierungen nicht zur 

Integration kommt nicht. Dem Intergouvernementalismus wird vorgeworfen, dass er das 

Einbüßen von Handlungsfähigkeit von Nationalstaaten in Bezug auf wesentliche Funktionen, 
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wie beispielsweise den durch das EuGH entstandenen Einschränkungen nationaler 

Souveränität, nicht erklären kann (vgl. KNODT U. CORCACI, 2009; WIENER U. DIEZ 2009; SCHMITTER 

2009).  

ANDREW MORAVCSIK (1993, 1998) baute diesen Theorieansatz aus und wird als der zentrale 

Vertreter für den liberalen Intergouvernementalismus gesehen (vgl. SCHIMMELFENNIG, 2009). In 

diesem erweiterten Ansatz stellen die Regierungen weiterhin die dominierenden Akteure dar, 

er bezieht jedoch internationale Interdependenzen und innergesellschaftlichen Willensbildung 

mit ein. Die Präferenz nationaler Verhandlungen wird demnach erstens durch die 

internationalen Handlungsoptionen, zweitens die Wirkmächtigkeit gegenüber nationalen 

Interessensgruppen durch das außenpolitische Monopol der Regierungen, sowie drittens durch 

die Möglichkeit Koppelgeschäfte anzubieten und side payments in Kauf zu nehmen, beeinflusst. 

Die zugrunde Logik ist, dass Staaten sich so verhalten, wie ihrem Erwarten nach die besten 

Gesamtlösungen erreichen werden können.  

Europäische Integrationstheorien in der Gegenüberstellung 

Die zwei zentralen Denkschulen der Europäischen Integrationstheorien offenbaren eine 

grundsätzliche unterschiedliche Annahme in der Rolle der Nationalstaaten und der Annahme 

von Eigendynamik von Prozessen. Während der Neofunktionalismus davon ausgeht, dass es 

langfristig zur Institutionalisierung und steigender Souveränität der europäischen Ebene 

kommt, hält der Intergouvernementalismus an der Nationalstaatsebene als zentraler 

Handlungsebene fest.  
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Tab. 1: Europäische Integrationstheorien in der Gegenüberstellung 

 

Quelle: eigene Darstellung, verändert nach KNODT U. CORCACI 2012, S. 27 u. S. 43. 

Die Formen der Kooperation und Prozesse, die folglich entstehen, können sich maßgeblich 

unterscheiden, wie in der Tabelle 1 zusammenfassend dargestellt ist. So wird einerseits durch 

Treffen staatlicher Vertreter verhandelt oder andererseits durch neue Eliten und 

Gruppierungen. Das Beispiel der EUDRS wird zeigen, dass sich in der Realität selten nur eine 

der Ausprägungen findet, sondern meist ein Nebeneinander der verschiedenen Elemente 

Europäischer Integration territoriale Kooperationen prägt. Zudem zeigten KNODT und CORCACI 

(2009) auf, dass sich die Geschehnisse in verschiedenen Politikbereiche mit jeweils anderen 

Theorien erklären lassen.  

Die wissenschaftliche Debatte zu den Integrationstheorien hat den Höhepunkt ihrer 

theoretischen Weiterentwicklung zwar überschritten; in die Bedeutungslosigkeit ist sie jedoch 

nicht getreten. Neuere Ansätze reflektieren beispielsweise die Idee einer differenzierte/ 

Elemente Funktionalismus Neofunktionalismus Intergouverne-
mentalismus 

Liberaler Intergouvern-
mentalismus 

Motive Friedenssicherndes 
System, 
Überwindung von 
Machtverhältnissen 

Sicherheit und 
Wohlfahrtsinteresse 

Ursprünge bzw. 
Voraussetzung für Krieg 
und Frieden 
Machterhalt/ 
Souveränität 

Machterhalt/ 
Souveränität 
„balance of power“ 

Fragestellung Wie ist Frieden 
herzustellen? 

Was ist die Natur des 
Integrationsprozesses? 

Wann ist Kooperation 
möglich? 

Wann ist Kooperation 
nutzenbringend? 

Gegenstand Internationale 
Gemeinschaft, 
administrativ-
technisches 
Netzwerk 

Regionale 
Gemeinschaft, 
supranationales 
Entscheidungssystem 

Kooperation von 
Staaten 

Kooperation von Staaten 

Leitbilder Politische Union Politische Union Staatenbund („Europa 
der Vaterländer“) 

Staatenbund („Europa 
der Vaterländer“) 

Akteure Eliten = 
Administratoren 
und Techniker 
Supranationale 
Institutionen 

Eliten = 
Interessengruppen und 
politische Parteien 
Supranationale 
Institutionen 

Staaten und 
Regierungen 

Staaten und 
Regierungen  

Prozesse „spill-over“ „spill-over“ 
Paketlösungen 

Bspw. Gipfeltreffen, 
Regierungskonferenzen 

Bspw. Gipfeltreffen, 
Regierungskonferenzen, 
informelle ‚bilaterale‘ 
Gespräche 

Orientierung Prozessorientiert Prozessorientiert Nationalstaats-
orientiert  

Nationalstaatsorientiert 

Handlungskonzept Rational, 
utilitaristische 
Akteure 

Rational, utilitaristische 
Akteure 

Rational, utilitaristische 
Akteure 

Rational, utilitaristische 
Akteure 

Prämisse Interessen-
kongruenz 

Interessenkonvergenz Interessenkonvergenz Interessenkonvergenz 

Prinzip Form follows 
function 

Form follows function Macht und Interesse von 
Staaten bestimmen die 
Integrationsdynamik 
(function follows form) 

Macht und Interesse 
von Staaten 
innerstaatlich und 
zwischenstaatlich 
bestimmen die 
Integrationsdynamik 
(function follows form) 
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flexiblen/ abgestuften Integration, angelehnt an der Idee eines Europas der zwei oder 

unterschiedlichen Geschwindigkeiten. Die Deutschen Wolfgang Schäuble und Karl Lamers 

haben mit Ihrer Forderung nach einem Kerneuropa 1994 diese Debatte mitgeprägt. 

Makroregionen werden diesem Modell folgend als eine neue Form der Mitgliedschaft 

angesehen (vgl. Koller 2012). UWE PUETTER hat mit seinem Konzept eines „deliberative 

intergouvernementalism“ 2011 die zunehmende Bedeutung beratender, zumeist bilateraler, 

informeller Elemente im Vorfeld der intergouvernementalen Sitzungen am Beispiel des 

Economic and Financial Affairs Council herausgearbeitet. Die Bedeutung der beratenden 

Gespräche vorab von Entscheidungssitzungen zeigt sich auch in der EUDRS.  

Der Kooperationsraum Donau und die EUDRS 

Zum Kooperationsraum Donau 

Die Makroregion Donau wird bestimmt durch das Flusseinzugsgebiet und umfasst insgesamt 

14 Länder (vgl. Tab. 2). Der Donauraum ist von einer fast einzigartigen Vielfalt geprägt. Nicht 

nur die naturräumliche Vielfalt auch die soziokulturelle und wirtschaftliche Vielfalt stellen eine 

Herausforderung für die Kooperation dar. Mit den Alpen, dem Balkan-Gebirge, den Karpaten, 

dem Dinarischen Gebirge, dem Zusammenfluss von Donau- und Inn, der Wachau, der Kazan-

Schlucht, dem Eisernen Tor und dem Donaudelta ist der Kooperationsraum durch eine Vielzahl 

an Naturräumen gekennzeichnet. Als Beispiele für die soziokulturelle Vielfalt in dem Raum 

seien hier die in zehn Staaten wohnenden 81 Millionen Menschen, die ca. 20 verschiedene 

Sprachen nennen genannt (vgl. ICPDR 2008, S. 213). In wirtschaftlicher Hinsicht weist kaum ein 

Kooperationsraum in Europa solche Disparitäten auf. Wohin gehend Bayern, Baden-

Württemberg und Österreich zu den reichsten Regionen in der EU zählen, sind mit Rumänien 

und Bulgarien die ärmsten Länder der EU Teil der Makroregion Donau. Die bewegte Historie 

wurde geprägt durch, unter anderem, das Imperium Romanum und die Griechen, die 

naturräumliche Grenze des Eisernen Tores, dem Habsburger Reich sowie der nach dem zweiten 

Weltkrieg entstehenden Teilung in West und Ost durch den Eisernen Vorhang. Nach der 

politischen Wende im Jahr 1989 begannen die Transformation und Annäherung an Europa, die 

schließlich zur EU Osterweiterung vor knapp einer Dekade in 2004 und 2007 führte.  

Das (politische) Geschehen im Donauraum war sowohl während der Trennung durch den 

Eisernen Vorhang (bspw. durch die ARGE Donauländer), vor allem aber in Folge des Falles des 

Eisernen Vorhanges durch verschiedene Kooperationen beeinflusst. Neben 

themengebundenen Kooperationen wie beispielsweise der Internationalen Kommission zum 

Schutz der Donau oder der Danube Chambers auf Commerce, waren politische 

Kooperationsprozesse zentraler Bestandteil einer politischen Integration. Hier seien vor allem 

die Visegrád-Gruppe, der Donaukooperationsprozess und die Zentraleuropainitiative als 

Beispiele genannt. Mit dem EU-Beitritt baten zunehmend auch europäische territoriale 

Kooperationen Gestaltungsspielräume.  
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Tab. 2: Steckbrief EU Donauraumstrategie 

Jahr 2011 

Geltungsbereich “a functional area defined by its river basin” 

Anlass Beispiel des Ostseeraumes und geopolitische Veränderungen durch die EU-Erweiterung, 
Schifffahrtsziele 

Initiierende 
Akteure 

Baden-Württemberg, Rumänien und Österreich 

EU Mitglieder 8  (Deutschland, Österreich, Ungarn, Tschechische Republik, Slowakei, Slowenien, 
Bulgarien, Rumänien, Kroatien) 

Nicht – EU- 
Mitglieder 

5  (Montenegro, Serbien, Bosnien-Herzegovina, Ukraine, Moldavien) 

Säulen/ Themen  - Transport, Schifffahrt, Mobilität und Energie 
- Umwelt und Biodiversität 
- Kultur und Tourismus 
- Bildung und institutionelle Kapazität, Kompetitivität und Leute 
- Sicherheit 

Beispielhafte 
Kooperationen 
im Donauraum 

Intergouvernementale Kooperationen (exemplarisch): 
Danube Cooperation Process, Arge Donauländer, Internationale Kommission zum Schutz der 
Donau (IKSD), Central Europe Iniative (CEI), Danube Chambers of Commerce Association, 
Danube Parks, Visegrád-Gruppe 
EU Programme:  
INTERREG: ETZ Programme Donauraum (vormals Südosteuropa), Adriatisch-Ionischer Raum, 
Alpenraum, Mitteleuropa, TEN-T Achen  

Quelle: eigene Darstellung 

Die Erstellung einer europäischen Strategie für den Donauraum wurde 2009 durch den 

Europäischen Rat bei der EU Kommission in Auftrag gegeben. In einem 1,5 jährigen 

Konsultationsprozess erarbeitete die EU Kommission, vertreten durch die Generaldirektion 

Regionalpolitik, in enger Abstimmung mit den Mitgliedsstaaten die thematische Fokussierung 

der Strategie.4 Unter vier Säulen einigte man sich auf die Entwicklung strategischer Ziele für 

insgesamt elf Prioritätsbereiche, deren Bandbreite sich über die Themen Transport, Schifffahrt, 

Energie, Umwelt und Biodiversität, Kultur und Tourismus über Bildung und Sicherheit erstreckt.  

Zur Beantwortung der Frage nach den Integrationstendenzen, die sich mit dieser Initiative 

zeigen, wird im Folgenden auf die Rolle der Akteure, auf die Entwicklungen und auf die 

Governance der Strategie eingegangen.  

Die EUDRS – Entwicklung und Governance 

Vor dem Hintergrund der Dynamik im Ostseeraum trieben Österreich und Rumänien eine 

ähnliche Initiative an. Die Regierungschefs schrieben einen Brief an den Präsidenten der 

Kommission José Barroso um einen Impuls für den Donauraum zu setzen. Ungefähr im gleichen 

                                                      
4 Für eine ausführliche Darstellung der Entwicklung der EU Donauraumstrategie bis zur Verabschiedung sowie in den ersten 

Implementierungsmonaten, sowie einer ausführlichen Beschreibung der Governancestrukturen s.  SIELKER, F. (2012): 

Makroregionale Strategien der EU und Soft Spaces. Perspektiven an der Donau. TU Dortmund, Fakultät Raumplanung. unter 

http://hdl.handle.net/2003/29755.  
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Zeitraum, gegen Ende 2008, richtete der Ausschuss der Regionen eine interregionale Gruppe 

„Donau“ ein. Diese schlug der Kommissarin für Regionalpolitik Danuta Hübner in einer 

Initiativstellungnahme einen konkretisierten Vorschlag einer EU-Strategie für den Donauraum 

mit Handlungsleitlinien vor (Sielker 2012). Letztlich auf Wirken der Regierungen Rumäniens, 

Österreichs, Serbiens und der Landesregierung Baden-Württemberg entstand die Idee eine 

makroregionalen Strategie nach dem Vorbild der Ostseestrategie zu entwickeln. Der 

Europäische Rat validierte im April 2011 den Vorschlag, den die Kommission im Dezember 2010 

nach einem Konsultationsprozess präsentierte. Die Staats- und Regierungschefs 

verabschiedeten die EUDRS im Juni 2011. Das eigentliche Strategiedokument wird durch einen 

Aktionsplan ergänzt, welcher beispielhaft Projekte der EUDRS benennt. Die hier genannten 

Projekte, sowie die Zuweisung der Rollen von nationalstaatlichen Vertretern in der Governance 

der EUDRS sind schließlich Ergebnis von bilateralen Verhandlungen der nationalen Regierungen 

mit der EU. 

Die Governance der EUDRS ist komplex5. Vereinfacht gesagt, gibt es eine politische 

Entscheidungsebene, die über die Gesamtstrategie, ihre Verabschiedung als EU-Strategie, ihre 

Inhalte und ihre Umsetzungsstruktur verhandelt. Hier sind neben dem Europäischen Rat, eine 

Gruppe hochrangiger Vertreter auch die EU Kommission zu nennen. Für die Strategien sind 

Nationale Kontaktpunkte in jedem Mitgliedsland benannt worden. Diese sind zusammen mit 

den Prioritätsbereichskoordinatoren (je 1 Person aus je 2 Ländern pro einem der 11 

Themenbereiche) ebenfalls Bestandteil dieser Entscheidungsebene. Daneben ist für jeden 

Prioritätsbereich eine Umsetzungsstruktur in vergleichbarer Struktur entwickelt worden. Diese 

beinhaltet die Koordinatoren, Lenkungsgruppen, Beobachter, thematische Arbeitsgruppen 

sowie Berater. Die Prioritätsbereiche stehen im Austausch mit den verschiedenen 

Finanzierungsquellen, sowie weiteren Programmen und Projekten, die letztlich die Umsetzung 

ausmachen. In einem Prioritätsbereich stellen die Koordinatoren zusammen mit der 

Lenkungsgruppe das zentrale Entscheidungsgremium dar und sind daher als weiteres 

strategisches Element in der Gesamtgovernance zu verstehen. 

Im Jahr 2015 wurde der Danube Region Strategy Point an der Landesvertretung Baden-

Württemberg eingesetzt. Der Danube Strategy Point fungiert als Schnittstelle zwischen den 

Prioritätsbereichskoordinatoren, den Nationalen Kontaktpunkten und der Europäischen 

Kommission. Im Wesentlichen umfasst das Aufgabenspektrum koordinierende Funktionen, wie 

die Organisation des jährlichen Forums sowie die Zusammenführung von Evaluierungen und 

Jahresberichten.  

Diskussion: Die EUDRS – Zeichen einer neofunktionalen oder intergouvernementalen EU 

Integration? 

Für die Beantwortung der hier gestellten Frage, welche Rolle makroregionale Strategien im 

europäischen Integrationsprozess darstellen und welche Art der Integration sich mit ihnen 

                                                      
5 Für eine ausführliche Darstellung der Entwicklung der EU Donauraumstrategie bis zur Verabschiedung sowie in den ersten 

Implementierungsmonaten, sowie einer ausführlichen Beschreibung der Governancestrukturen s. Sielker (2012).  
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zeigt, sind nach den zwei hier berücksichtigten großen Integrationstheorien folgende Punkte 

zentral: Erstens, inwiefern überwiegen intergouvernementale oder supranationale 

Governanceformen? Zweitens, inwiefern lässt sich eine graduelle Entwicklung der 

Institutionalisierung einer makroregionalen Ebene konstatieren oder Makroregionen als 

Übergangsform hinzu einer Souveränitätsverlagerung auf die EU Ebene zu interpretieren. Es sei 

vorweggenommen, dass es keine einfache Antwort gibt. So lassen sich sowohl Argumente für 

die eine als auch für die andere Theorie heranführen. Streng genommen zeigen sich in der 

Realität Charakteristika von beiden Denkschulen (vgl. Kap. 3). Die Tabelle 3 stellt die Elemente 

der Integrationstheoretischen Denkschulen dar, die sich in der EUDRS wiederfinden.  

Tab. 3: Charakteristika Europäischer Integrationstheorien in der EU Donauraumstrategie  
Elemente Funktionalismus Neofunktionalismus Intergouverne-

mentalismus 
Liberaler Intergouvern-
mentalismus 

Motive Friedenssicherndes 
System im Donau- 
und Balkanraum  

Sicherheit und 
Wohlfahrtsinteresse (u.a. 
in Prioritätsbereichen 
Sicherheit und Wachstum) 

 Machterhalt/ Souveranität (u.a. 
in der Governancestruktur mit 
starken Nationalen 
Entscheidungsgremien) 

Fragestellung    Wann ist Kooperation 
nutzenbringend? 
(Mitgliedsstaaten engagieren 
sich selektiv in den Ihnen 
nutzenbringenden Prioritäten).  

Gegenstand Internationale 
Gemeinschaft, 
administrativ-
technisches 
Netzwerk 
(administrativ-
technisches 
Netzwerk der 
Lenkungsgruppen) 

Regionale Gemeinschaft, 
supranationales 
Entscheidungssystem (auf 
der Ebene der Nationalen 
Kontaktpunkte und der 
Unterstützung durch den 
Europäischen Rat) 

Kooperation von Staaten 
(als zu Grunde liegender 
Ansatz und der Forderung 
nach ‚Ownership‘) 

Kooperation von Staaten 
(als zu Grunde liegender Ansatz 
und der Forderung nach 
‚Ownership‘) 

Leitbilder   Staatenbund („Europa der 
Vaterländer“) 
(u.a. durch Betonung der 
Länder in der EUDRS) 

Staatenbund („Europa der 
Vaterländer“) 
(u.a. durch Betonung der Länder 
in der EUDRS) 

Akteure Eliten = 
Administratoren 
und Techniker 
Supranationale 
Institutionen 
(in 
Lenkungsgruppen 
und Arbeitsgruppen) 

Eliten = 
Interessengruppen und 
politische Parteien 
Supranationale 
Institutionen 
(in Lenkungsgruppen und 
Arbeitsgruppen) 

Staaten und Regierungen 
(in verschiedenen Gremien 
und auf der 
übergeordneten 
politischen Ebene) 

Staaten und Regierungen  
(in verschiedenen Gremien und 
auf der übergeordneten 
politischen Ebene, u.a. als 
Vertreter bei den jährelichen 
Foren) 

Prozesse    Bspw. Gipfeltreffen, 
Regierungskonferenzen, 
informelle ‚bilaterale‘ 
Gespräche (z.B. in den 
jeweiligen Themenbereichen, 
u.a. Treffen der Donau 
Transportminister oder Donau 
Umweltminister) 

Orientierung   Nationalstaatsorientiert  Nationalstaatsorientiert 

Prinzip   Macht und Interesse von 
Staaten bestimmen die 
Integrationsdynamik  

Macht und Interesse von 
Staaten innerstaatlich und 
zwischenstaatlich bestimmen 
die Integrationsdynamik  

Quelle: eigene Darstellung 



 

149 
 

 

Die Motive zur Kooperation sind vielfältig. Neben der grundsätzlichen Idee den Raum zu 

stabilisieren und neben den EU Mitgliedsstaaten die Kooperation auf potentielle 

Erweiterungsländer (beispielsweise Serbien) sowie die der EU vorgelagerten Staaten (bspw. 

Ukraine) auszuweiten, zeigt sich hier die Idee der Friedenssicherung. Der Prioritätsbereich 

Sicherheit zeigt das Sicherheitsbedürfnis. Grundsätzlich lässt sich jedoch konstatieren, dass die 

ökonomischen Interessen ein vorrangiges Interesse an der Kooperation hervorrufen. So hat 

beispielsweise Baden-Württemberg ein starkes Interesse am Prioritätsbereich Wachstum und 

hat hier eine koordinierende Funktion übernommen (Interview 

Prioritätsbereichskoordination). Nicht zuletzt sind in den Interviews von verschiedenen 

Experten Argumente ins Feld geführt worden, die die Entstehung makroregionaler Strategien 

mit einer EU-Skepsis begründen und durch die Kooperation auf dieser Ebene eine Verhinderung 

der Verlagerung von Diskussionen auf die EU Ebene als wichtige Motive sehen. Zugleich können 

nationalstaatliche Vertreter gezielt agenda setting auf der EU Ebene beeinflussen. Die 

zugrundeliegende Fragestellung der Kooperation ist vor allem: Wann ist die Kooperation 

gewinnbringend? Dies zeigte sich im Entstehungsprozess der EUDRS in der Diskussion um die 

Aufnahme verschiedener Politiken als Prioritätsbereich. Es sind diejenigen ausgewählt worden, 

für die von einer großen Anzahl der Nationalstaaten der Nutzen durch die Kooperation als hoch 

genug angesehen wurde. In der Umsetzung zeigt sich, dass die Nationalstaaten sich vor allem 

in den Themenbereichen engagieren aus denen Sie den größten Nutzen ziehen. So sind die 

Lenkungsgruppensitzungen unterschiedlich gut besucht. Während das Thema Schifffahrt 

durchweg große Aufmerksamkeit und Anwesenheit erfährt, haben andere Prioritätsbereiche 

wie beispielsweise Governance, ‚People and Skills‘ selektivere Besuche in den 

Lenkungsgruppen zu vermerken.  

Die Elemente Gegenstand und Akteure sind im Falle der Strategien eng verknüpft. Es ist 

zunächst eine Kooperation von Staaten, die vor allem durch nationalstaatliche Vertreter 

geprägt wird, sowohl auf der strategischen Entscheidungsebene durch bspw. den Europäischen 

Rat als auch auf nationaler Ebene durch die Abgesandten in den Lenkungsgruppen. Gerade hier 

ist das administrativ-technische Netzwerk in der Kooperation stark vertreten, unter anderem 

da viele nationale Vertreter Administrationen entstammen. Sie sind keine gewählten 

politischen Vertreter. Ihre Rolle wird zumeist vor dem Hintergrund nationaler Interessen 

interpretiert. Aus Sicht der EU und vor allem der westlicheren Vertreter sollten diese auch im 

nationalen Kontext Entscheidungsbefugnis haben. Die Entscheidungen in den 

Lenkungsgruppen werden durch die nationalstaatlichen Vertreter getroffen. Der Einfluss 

technischer Netzwerke nimmt mit den internationalen Organisationen wie beispielsweise der 

Internationalen Kommission zum Schutz der Donau oder der viaDonau GmbH durch ihre Rolle 

als Beobachter, Berater oder im letzteren Fall als Unterstützung der 

Prioritätsbereichskoordinatoren zu. Durch die Rolle der EU Kommission, bspw. in der 

Entwurfserstellung des Strategiedokumentes oder durch die Übernahme der bilateralen 

Gespräche kann man diese durchaus als supranationales Entscheidungselement interpretieren. 

Die Makroregion Donau folgt in ihrem Selbstverständnis eher dem Leitbild eines 

Staatenbundes. Die Prozesse können als Gipfeltreffen oder Regierungskonferenzen 

interpretiert werden: Die Lenkungsgruppen oder die Gruppe der Nationalen Kontaktpunkte 
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sowie die Gruppe hochrangiger Vertreter funktionieren nach dem Prinzip des 

Intergouvernementalismus. Nationalstaatliche Vertreter treffen sich und zielen auf 

gemeinsame Lösungen ab. Eine wichtige Verhandlungstaktik, die in Interviews immer wieder 

angegeben wurde, war das Nutzen von informellen, bilateralen Gesprächen im Vorfeld der 

„Gipfeltreffen“.  

Ein Prinzip der Umsetzung von makroregionalen Strategien ist, dass sich der Handlungsraum je 

nach Prioritätsbereich unterscheiden kann. Welchen Bezugsraum die Handlungen in der 

Realität haben, wird durch die Akteure selbst und ihr Engagement bestimmt, so engagieren sich 

die Staaten unterschiedlich in den Prioritätsbereich. Der Gesamtbezugsraum bleibt jedoch der 

administrativ festgelegte Donauraum. Diese politische Abgrenzung wird jedoch durch die 

tatsächlichen Handlungsfelder überlaufen und folgt somit eher der dem Prinzip des Wunsches 

nach Machteinflussnahme in bestimmten Themenbereichen. 

Zusammenfassung 

Zusammenfassend lassen sich die diesem Kapitel vorangestellten Fragen wie folgt 

beantworten. Erstens, durch die Entstehung der verschiedenen Gremien entstehen zunächst 

supranationale Elemente, die jedoch in ihrer Handlungslogik überwiegend nach 

intergouvernemtalen Prinzipien handeln (bspw. Anwendung des Konsensprinzip). Insgesamt 

überwiegen der Analyse der verschiedenen Elemente folgend, Charakteristika, die der 

intergouvernementalen Integrationstheorie zuzuordnen sind. Auf die zweite vorangestellte 

Frage nach der graduellen Entwicklung lässt sich für den Zeitraum von gerademal fünf Jahren 

Implementierung kaum etwas sagen. Es ist durchaus zu konstatieren, dass die makroregionalen 

Governanceelemente festen Eingang gefunden haben in die Kooperationen des Donauraums. 

Dies gilt für manche Politikbereiche (bspw. Schifffahrt) stärker als für andere. Die 

Entscheidungssouveränität hat jedoch im Detail nicht zugenommen, es kam zu keiner 

konkreten Kompetenzverlagerung. Die Entstehung des Danube Strategy Points kann vielleicht 

als solch eine graduelle Entwicklung interpretiert werden. Die Aufgaben mit eher 

koordinierendem Charakter wurden vormals zumeist durch die EU Kommission übernommen 

und finden somit eher ein downscaling. Die Übernahme des Strategy Points durch ein 

Mitgliedsland (Baden-Württemberg) zeigt zudem die Dominanz der staatlichen Logik. Im Falle 

Deutschlands ist die starke Einbindung der föderalen Länder hervorzuheben. Auch lässt sich 

noch kein richtiges Abflachen der Bedeutung der EUDRS feststellen. Im Gegenteil nimmt die 

Strategie als leitende Narrative in Projektentwicklungen an Bedeutung zu6. Die Entwicklung 

einer Strategie als geht einher mit einer supranationalen Kooperationsplattform, die jedoch in 

seiner Ausprägung vorwiegend in der intergouvernementalen Logik verhaftet ist. Der 

Interpretation von Makroregionen als eine Übergangsform hin zu einer weiteren 

Souveränitätsverlagerung auf die EU Ebene stehen die Argumente entgegen, dass 

makroregionale Kooperationen notwendig werden, da die EU nicht als geeignete 

Kooperationsebene angesehen wird. So wird von den administrativen Vertretern verschiedener 

                                                      
6 Auf der Homepage der www.danube-region.eu lassen sich im zu Beginn der Förderperiode 2014-2020 bereits 

ein starker Anstieg an EU Projekten mit Donauraumbezug feststellen. Diese sind oft in Kooperation mit den 

Lenkungsgruppen entstanden. Zum Zeitpunkt September 2016 sind über 240 Projekte bei www.keep.eu mit 

EUSDR Bezug aufgezeigt.  

http://www.keep.eu/
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Länder in den Prioritätsbereichen in Interviews die Motivation hervorgehoben mehr Einfluss 

auf die Entscheidungen für Projektförderungen haben zu wollen und strategische Leitlinien der 

Kooperation mit beeinflussen zu wollen. 

Ausblick: Europäische Integration – Neue Möglichkeiten durch die EUDRS? 

Zusammenfassend hat die Analyse der EUDRS gezeigt, dass sich mit Makroregionalen 

Strategien eine weitere Ausprägung einer neofunktionalen EU Integration zeigt. Vielmehr 

weisen makroregionale Strategien eine Vielzahl an Elementen auf, die in der 

intergouvernementalen Logik verhaftet sind. Welche Rolle haben makroregionalen Strategien 

folglich, im Kontext der EU Integration, für den durch die Osterweiterung geprägten Raum? 

Makroregionale Strategien sind ein neues Element im Mehrebenensystem der EU und werden 

durch verschiedene Politiknetzwerke umgesetzt. Diese Entwicklung ist vor allem für den EU 

Erweiterungsraum zentral, da hier das Mehrebenensystem noch nicht so ausgeprägt ist wie in 

den alten Mitgliedsstaaten. Die Politiknetzwerke im Donauraum greifen noch nicht auf die 

gleichen Erfahrungshorizonte zurück wie im Ostseeraum oder Alpenraum. Die Begegnung von 

Beitrittsstaaten mit neuen und alten EU Staaten auf gleichberechtigter Ebene ist eine 

wesentliche Chance für den Donauraum. Der Beitrag der EUDRS besteht in einer Annäherung 

zwischen den verschiedenen Staaten. Dies impliziert jedoch nicht zugleich die Aufgabe 

intergouvernementaler Elemente. Vielmehr ermöglicht diese Form der strategischen 

Kooperation den staatlichen Akteuren in dem Raum aus drei Gründen eine nachholende 

Entwicklung: Erstens ermöglicht die Strategie die Annäherung und das Kennenlernen der 

verschiedenen Vertreter, im Besonderen der staatlichen und administrativen Vertreter. Die 

Strategie stellt die Grundlage für die Entwicklung neuer Netzwerke dar, die natürlich auch in 

Konkurrenz zu bestehenden Netzwerken stehen (vor allem in Folge des limitierten Zeitbudgets 

von Akteuren). Zweitens werden, initiiert durch interessensgeleitete Staaten, Impulse vor allem 

für eine wirtschaftliche Kooperation gesetzt, und somit möglicherweise der Abbau von 

Disparitäten gefördert. Dies kann indirekt dem Friedensziel dienen. Drittens kann durch die 

Wahrnehmung gemeinsamer Aktivitäten, die Kooperation belebt werden und Lerneffekte 

zwischen den Staaten einsetzen. So wird zum Beispiel berichtet, dass die Aktivitäten im Rahmen 

der EUDRS dazu beitragen die Absorptionsschwierigkeiten einzelner Staaten von EU Geldern zu 

verringern. Rumänien hat hierzu im Jahr 2016 einen eigenen Minister eingesetzt.  

Aus Sicht der Autorin sind makroregionale Strategien als transnationale Kooperationen in 

Zeiten der Post-EU Erweiterung und einer durch Krisen geprägten Zeit vor allem daher en vogue 

in Europa, da sie durch die intergouvernementale Organisation mit gezielten supranationalen 

Elementen eine Kooperationsform mit „soften Charakteristiken“ darstellt.  

Durch die strategische Orientierung in Politikbereichen wird zudem eine Lücke zwischen den 

abstrakten EU Strategien und den projektorientierten Programmen der territorialen 

Kooperation geschlossen. Während die allgemeinen Zielformulierungen in EU Dokumenten 

schwierig in regionale Zielen zu verankern sind, ermöglichen die Strategien die Entwicklung 

gemeinsamer Visionen in abgegrenzten Räumen mit gemeinsamen räumlichen 

Herausforderungen. Delamaides eingangs erwähntes Zitat hat das gemeinsame historische und 

kulturelle Erbe als eine Grundlage für die Entstehung neuer Superregionen angesprochen. 

Während das gemeinsame Erbe, u.a. aus der gemeinsamen Habsburger Zeit in den Interviews 
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oftmals als politische Argumente ins Feld geführt worden, so zeigt sich in der praktischen 

Zusammenarbeit, dass die Disparitäten im Donauraum und die gegenseitige Skepsis so groß 

sind, dass mit einer Kompentenzverlagerung auf diese Ebene aus Sicht der Autorin, zumindest 

in naher Zukunft, nicht zu rechnen ist. 
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ABSTRACT 

In the last decade, European regional policy has faced considerable changes typified by the 

introduction of the place-based approach with the Barca Report. One of the most prominent 

changes in European territorial cooperation (ETC), supposedly reflecting this shift, is the 

development of macro-regions, the dynamic of which are only just beginning to influence 

policymaking. This paper aims to analyse contemporary styles of ETC under the place-based 

narrative by identifying characteristics of macro-regional cooperation. Drawing on empirical 

studies in the Danube, Alpine and North Sea regions, the paper shows that stakeholders’ 

primary rationale for getting involved is the opportunity for agenda-setting, and the intention 

to evoke changes in debates and in other stakeholders’ influence. The main argument the paper 

follows is that macro-regional experiences reveal a crucial dependence on relatively strong 

stakeholders. With the term ‘stakeholder-based’, the paper draws attention to the importance 

of stakeholder settings in these new forms of ETC. The paper concludes that conceptualizations 

of approaches to European regional policies would need to acknowledge the regional 

differences of stakeholder settings more explicitly, and highlights the need to better 

acknowledge the implications for political transparency and relative power in agenda-setting. 

 

1. Introduction 

In the last decade, European regional policy has faced considerable changes as a result of an 

enlarged EU and the necessity to develop new styles and approaches to regional policy 

http://www.tandfonline.com/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2016.1221383
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following the inclusion of the territorial cohesion aim in the Treaty of Lisbon in 2007. Following 

the Barca Report (2009), the narrative of an integrated and ‘place-based approach’ was 

introduced into cohesion policy. One consequence of this shift has been an evolution of 

European regional policy through the introduction of new instruments, such as European 

Groupings of Territorial Cooperation or macro-regional strategies (MRSs). In 2009, under the 

Swedish presidency, the latter gave rise to the Baltic Sea Region, which aimed at cooperation 

between several countries based on the joint challenge of reducing eutrophication (CEC, 2013; 

Samecki, 2009; Schymik, 2011). Since then, macro-regions have been established as an integral 

part of territorial cooperation in the Danube Region, the Adriatic–Ionian Region and the Alpine 

Region. I reason that the dynamics of MRSs are only just beginning to influence regional policy-

making. Arguably, they display changes in approaches towards European territorial cooperation 

(ETC) and will change the European governance landscape considerably. The significance of this 

change becomes clear when we consider Mercedes Bresso’s (MEP) announcement that a 

parliamentarian initiative started to develop ideas on how to better integrate MRSs at the 

Alpine Launch Conference in Brdo in January 2016 – reason enough to question the implications 

for styles of European policy-making. 

MRSs provide ‘integrated frameworks’ and shall ‘address common challenges’ in ‘the same 

geographical area’ (CEC, 2013, p. 3). National and regional stakeholders initiate macro-regional 

cooperation with the goal of tackling joint challenges, such as transport development, through 

the development of such a joint strategy and governance structures. These strategies 

supposedly reflect the new paradigms of territorial cohesion, particularly the shift towards a 

place-based approach and the incorporation of bottom-up elements (e.g. Arbter, 2014; Faludi, 

2009; Mendez, 2011; Salet, 2009). The political intention to nurture ‘place-basedness’ through 

macro-regions becomes clear in presentations by European Commission representatives, such 

as the one given recently by Andrea Mairate, Head of Unit Competence Centre Macro-regions 

and European Territorial Co-operation, at the ESPON 2020 Cooperation Programme Seminar in 

Luxembourg in 2015, and was underlined by a recent study on the new role of macro-regions 

in territorial cooperation prepared for the European Parliament (2015). It reveals that MRSs are 

seen at the EU level as a vehicle towards a more place-based cooperation: 

“MRS are best conceived as laboratories of a new place based approach to Cohesion 

Policy, deepening and widening indicators and approaches to territorial cohesion. The 

EP, while committed to a place based approach towards Cohesion Policy, has based its 

interpretation of MLG on a contractual understanding of trans-national cooperation, 

with a strong dimension related to performance targets, conditionality and monitoring 

[ … ]." (p. 23, emphasis in original) 

Whereas the INTERREG programmes, as the most prominent form of ETC, build ‘one-size-fits-

all’ funding schemes covering the whole of Europe, macro-regions differ considerably in their 

development, the topics addressed and their governance. Clearly, macro-regions are still a 

young instrument; their influences with regard to new styles and approaches towards ETC as 

well as the macro-regional features are still yet to be theorized (Piattoni, 2016). 

Against this background, the paper questions what characterizes the approach to ETC 

introduced with macro-regions. While only later having been termed place-based, the EU’s 
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understanding of macro-regions offers a useful starting point to position macro-regions in the 

broader concept of ETC. What do we learn about the characteristics of contemporary ETC and 

its approach through the lens of macro-regions? Considering the immense dynamic triggered 

in existing macro-regions, it comes to attention that the concept is not used Europe-wide. Why 

are some macro-regions established successfully, while others are not? What are the 

consequences of these new developments? 

This paper’s overall goal is to analyse contemporary styles of ETC under the place-based 

narrative by identifying characteristics of the macro-region phenomenon. Based on 

experiences within macro-regions as the newest instrument, the paper addresses what seems 

to be a paradigm shift within European regional policy. More widely, the paper also raises 

questions as to the consequences, including the need to better acknowledge the implications 

for further political accountability and transparency. Finally, the paper aims to provide points 

of departure for future research to investigate more carefully the consequences of these new 

shifts. 

Empirical studies in the Danube, Alpine and North region, which aimed at analysing the macro-

regional phenomenon and subsequent processes of rescaling, initiated a greater reflection as 

to the extent and how macro-regional cooperation is stakeholder-driven. Macro-regions imply 

constant intraregional, interregional and international contestation. It became clear that 

interviewees, despite recognizing prominent regional challenges (e.g. eutrophication or 

shortcomings for shipping), related their statements to stakeholders, arguments from different 

institutions, composition of governance committees, personal behaviour in meetings or 

intentionality. Although this is not surprising, the prominence of these factors cannot be 

neglected and leads to overall questions on the characteristics of regional policies and ETC. 

Throughout the interviews I developed the argument that, behind a façade of issue-bound 

interests, regional cooperation is about stakeholders to a much greater extent than has been 

recognized so far, and that particularly in the case of macro-regions it is important to be aware 

of the different tensions and intentions. 

The paper is composed of five parts. The following section gives an overview of the 

development of ETC and the rise of MRSs against the background of debates surrounding place-

based vs. spatially-blind policies. The third section first presents hypotheses on stakeholders’ 

rationales to cooperate in MRSs, and then it provides a deeper analysis of macro-regions by 

looking at three dimensions – triggers, contents and governance arrangements. In light of these 

deliberations on the examples of the North Sea, Alpine and Danube regions, in the fourth 

section I outline the characteristics of ETC introduced with MRSs, before discussing the initial 

hypotheses in the fifth section. On this basis, I then reflect on the consequences of these shifts, 

and provide a research agenda for better incorporating conceptualizations of regional policy-

making in the EU with its reliance on stakeholders. 

2. ETC, the place-based approach and EU macro-regions 

ETC initiatives are a tool for implementing the European Union’s cohesion goal of developing a 

strong, sustainable and cohesive Europe through regional policies. A whole set of tools 

developed over the last decades is used to implement regional policies, most prominently the 

six-year INTERREG funding programmes and Euregios (Dühr, Colomb, & Nadin, 2010). Most 
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recently, the EU has enlarged its ETC toolbox with the introduction of macro-regions and 

European Groupings of Territorial Development. 

Based upon the Treaty of Lisbon and the idea of ‘turn[ing] territorial diversity into strength’ 

(CEC, 2008) in 2009, Commissioner Danuta Hübner tasked Fabrizio Barca, Director-General at 

the Italian Ministry of Economy and Finance, to write a report on a reform of the EU cohesion 

policy. In this report, he calls for a ‘place-based approach to [meet] the European Union 

challenges and expectations’ (Barca, 2009, p. I). European regional policy has subsequently 

been centred around this new narrative of a ‘place-based approach’, which has become one of 

the most-cited catchwords in contemporary regional policy. Numerous politicians, reports and 

academic debates refer to this change in regional policy, all highlighting the importance of 

regional differences and the role of the territorial dimension in achieving cohesion through ETC 

initiatives such as INTERREG or macro-regions (see e.g. Arbter, 2014; Böhme, Doucet, 

Komomicki, Zaucha, & Świątek, 2011; Vanthillo & Verhetsel, 2012). According to Barca (2009), 

regional policies are economic growth strategies building on endogenous potentials, a 

discussion rooted in economic geography: 

“place based policy […][is] a long-term strategy aimed at tackling persistent 

underutilization of potential and reducing persistent social exclusion in specific places 

through external interventions and multilevel governance. It promotes the supply of 

integrated goods and services tailored to contexts, and it triggers institutional changes. 

(Barca, 2009, p. IV)” 

This understanding of a place-based approach is linked to what the Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development (OECD) calls the ‘new paradigm of regional policy’ (OECD, 

2009a), which stands in contrast to the idea of strategies that are blind with regard to space. 

This prominent debate around regional and development policies disputed the two approaches 

of a place-based approach, on the one hand, and a place-neutral (or spatially-blind) approach, 

on the other. These discussions were put on the agenda through a series of politically influential 

reports by the OECD, calling for a ‘rethinking’ in regional policies (2009a, 2009b), the European 

Commission (Barca, 2009) and the World Bank (2009). Whereas the OECD and the Barca Report 

advocate a place-based approach, the World Bank report highlights ‘policies that are designed 

without explicit consideration to space’ (World Bank, 2009, p. 24). These reports triggered an 

influential academic debate on regional economic development strategies both going beyond 

a ‘one-size-fits-all approach’. Gill (2010) and Glaeser (2008), on the one hand, favour space-

neutral interventions that are people-centred. On the other hand, Barca, McCann and 

Rodriguez-Pose are advocates of the place-based approach (Barca & McCann,2010; Barca, 

McCann, & Rodríguez-Pose, 2012; McCann & Rodríguez-Pose, 2011; Rodríguez-Pose, 2010), 

which calls for decentralized decision-making, and builds on endogenous potential through the 

inclusion of local skills and institutions in interventions. In the literature, the focus so far has 

been on the paradigmatic question of whether to apply a place-based approach or not, 

culminating in the discussion between Barca, McCann and Rodriguez-Pose, and Gill and Glaeser 

(Barca & McCann, 2010). 

The paradigm shift in regional policies represented by this debate influenced political 

developments and discussions worldwide, such as in Australia (Tomaney, 2010), the 
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Netherlands (OECD, 2010), Canada (Bellafontaine & Wisener, 2011), Flanders (Vanthillo & 

Verhetsel, 2012) and Poland (Zaucha & Świątek, 2013), or for developing countries (McCann & 

Rodríguez-Pose, 2011). 

In the wake of the inclusion of the territorial cohesion aim in the Treaty of Lisbon, and the Barca 

Report, spatial scholars (Faludi, 2010; Mendez, 2011, 2013) expected more attention to be 

given to more territorialized politics. The Territorial Agenda 2020 links the place-based 

approach and the territorial cohesion aim as follows: 

We consider that the place-based approach to policy making contributes to territorial cohesion. 

Based on the principles of horizontal coordination, evidence-informed policy making and 

integrated functional area development, it implements the subsidiarity principle through a 

multilevel governance approach. It aims to unleash territorial potential through development 

strategies based on local and regional knowledge of needs, and building on the specific assets 

and factors, which contribute to the competitiveness of places (Territorial Agenda 2020, 2011). 

Faludi (2009) summarized that ‘territorial cohesion is said to contribute to reconciling 

economic, social and environmental policies and to the more efficient use of territorial capital. 

It stands for a place-based approach taking account of differences between regions as well as 

their development potential’. Schmitt (2011), in line with the territorial agenda, argues that the 

place-based approach to ‘policymaking and delivery is considered to be particularly aligned 

with principles of Territorial Cohesion, resting as it does on horizontal coordination, evidence-

based policymaking, and integrated functional area development’. Certainly, the place-based 

approach has triggered discussions on European cohesion policy (e.g. CEC, 2014; DG Regional 

Policy, 2011; Faludi, 2009, 2010; Mendez, 2011, 2013; Thissen & Van Oort, 2010), often 

understood as taking territorial particularities into account (e.g. through the recognition of 

handicapped regions). Recently, the Van den Brande report (2014), prepared at the request of 

the then Commissioner for Regional and Urban Policy, Johannes Hahn, promoted a place-based 

multilevel governance approach, linking the recognition of multi-level governance as a 

normative goal to EU policy-making with the notion of place-based politics, and macro-regions. 

Albeit remaining vague, there seems to be a common understanding of the notion of a place-

based approach, or at least few have asked for concrete implications. Despite the general 

acknowledgement of the place-based approach as a normative principle in Cohesion policies, 

there is a lack of consideration in academic literature of the translation of the place-based 

approach into ETC; this paper seeks to address this missing link. 

By the beginning of 2016, four MRSs have been endorsed for the Baltic, Danube, Adriatic–

Ionian and Alpine regions. Initially, the European Commission emphasized the so called ‘three 

No’s’ (no new funding, institutions or legal frameworks; Schymik, 2011). The allocation of 

technical assistance as well as a Danube Strategy Point connotes alterations to this rationale. 

Still representing a relatively novel instrument, the first series of publications has now begun 

to explore the implications of macro-regions for European integration and processes of 

Europeanization (e.g. Dubois, Hedin, Schmitt, & Sterling, 2009; Dühr et al., 2010; Gänzle & Kern, 

2013; Görmar & Kurnol, 2012; Schymik, 2011; Stead, 2014). Several authors present macro-

regional case studies (e.g. EP, 2015; Sielker & Vonhoff, 2015; Stocchiero, 2010; Stratenschulte 

& Setzen, 2011). According to Stead (2014), macro-regions are an example of a new type of 
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territorial governance. Macro-regions have also triggered publications that describe macro-

regions as a possible new institutional level (Keating, 2013) and as a governance arrangement 

offering flexible, soft spaces (Allmendinger, Chilla, & Sielker, 2014; Faludi, 2010; Stead, 2011). 

The geopolitical implications of macro-regions are reported as relevant due to the first two 

macro-regions including non-EU countries (see exemplary Arbter, 2014; Stocchiero, 2010). 

Despite this growing body of literature, there remains a paucity of analyses of the changes in 

ETC implied by this new cooperation form. 

The main argument this paper follows is that, under the guiding principle of an integrative and 

place-based approach, macro-regional experiences reveal a crucial dependence of ETC on 

relatively strong stakeholders with experience on this large scale. Analysing MRSs offers a 

fruitful way of capturing practices of territorial cooperation, particularly with the new 

stakeholder settings linking the political (decision on joint goals in an MRS) with the 

administrative (meetings of representatives of relevant ministries) and the operational (project 

implementation) dimensions. 

3. Macro-regions as a stakeholder-based type of cooperation? 

This paper takes a closer look at three regions: the Danube Region, initiated in 2009 and 

formally established in 2011; the Alpine Region, where discussions started in 2010 and which 

was endorsed in 2015; and the North Sea Region, which is under discussion. The three regions 

reveal general macro-regional dynamics because they differ in their diversity, the challenges 

the regions aim to address through transnational cooperation, and the current situation of the 

development and implementation of the strategy. 

Methodologically, the paper draws on more than 40 interviews conducted with representatives 

from the Danube, Alpine and North Sea regions between 2011 and 2015, as well as 

observations made at more than 20 stakeholder conferences, annual forums, committee 

meetings and scientific conferences. Interviews were conducted as part of the author’s 

doctoral project on rescaling and reterritorialization processes within macro-regions with a 

wide range of representatives (national and regional representatives from eleven countries and 

regions, Members of the European Parliament, representatives from the European Commission 

(DG Regio, DG Mare, DG Move, DG Env), ETC programmes, project partners, advisory 

committees – e.g. North Sea RAC – governmental organisations – e.g. North Sea Commission 

(NSC), Danube Commission, Arge Donauländer, ÖROK, Arge Alp – as well as non-governmental 

and private organisations – e.g. CIPRA Austria/France, OSPAR and Pro Danube International). 

The stakeholders occupied different positions in the macro-regional contexts: Priority Area 

Coordinators, Steering Group members, National Coordinators, observers, project partners and 

consultants.1 As part of the project’s scope of analysing tendencies of rescaling, I asked 

stakeholders, among other things, about their reasons for being involved, their intentions and 

organisational agendas, as well as their estimation of the macro-regional concept, its added 

value and opportunities to pursue the organisational interests. 

The paper starts from the postulate that MRSs are stakeholder-led governance arrangements. 

The postulate is derived from three observations made during interviews, all highlighting the 

role of stakeholders in regional policy. First, the emergence of a macro-region depends upon 

the commitment of relevant stakeholders, as the example of the North Sea Region shows. Due 
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to a lack of support at the national level in the UK and the Netherlands, no strategy is being 

prepared despite the fact that various states, regions and organisations (e.g. Bremen, Sweden, 

Denmark or the NSC) have been actively promoting the strategy for some time. Second, it 

emerged in the Danube Region that stakeholders considered that some Priority Areas were 

working well, a fact often attributed to the commitment of particular key persons in launching 

the EU Danube Region Strategy (e.g. very active Priority Area Coordinators in the Priority Area 

for the Danube waterway). Finally, the dominance of certain organisations undermines the shift 

to place-based territorial cooperation through macro-regions. Every cooperation is, of course, 

developed, decided upon and implemented by stakeholders. The question addressed here is 

rather: what is the rationale for decision-making in ETC; is it about places, or stakeholders? 

Corresponding with these observations, I argue that ETC is about stakeholders to a greater 

extent than has been recognized so far and that MRSs represent a shift towards an increasingly 

stakeholder-led ETC. More concretely, I came to hypothesize: 

• First, that the primary rationale for stakeholders for getting involved is the opportunity 

for agenda-setting, with macro-regions being seen as a political vehicle to pursue 

individual goals. Stakeholders pursue pending interests through this new window of 

opportunity that they could not address satisfactorily through existing structures. Using 

functional and place-based arguments leads to a claim of ‘objective goals’ and regional 

priorities, such as increasing transport on the Danube, and thereby offers a façade 

behind which changes in debates and shifts in stakeholders’ influence can be evoked. 

• Second, that a very important part of this rationale is the intention to nurture increasing 

or decreasing influence on the public and political debate of other stakeholders, and 

hence macro-regions reflect the relative strength of stakeholders involved in policy-

making on this new macro-regional level. For example, organisations operating within 

these large-scale perimeters or relatively influential civil servants have the means and 

networks to gain political support and influence debates through macro-regions. 

MRSs thus serve as an example to discuss the hypothesis and answer the question why macro-

regions can be termed stakeholder-based. A large variety of stakeholders considered three 

important aspects that seemed to have influenced perceptions of macro-regions as 

representative of a place-based approach. What is the trigger or the joint interest? What are 

the contents and sectors addressed? To whom is each role in the strategy allocated? The paper 

presents the macro-regional developments following three dimensions: the decisions upon a 

strategy (which triggers?), the policies included (which content orientation?) and the 

governance (which governance?). 

3.1. Which triggers? 

The call for macro-regional cooperation arises following the emergence of common challenges, 

and diverging claims for the utilization of the geophysical elements connecting the regions, 

such as the river Danube as an ecosystem and transport channel; the Alps as a sensitive 

landscape and main transport axis; and the North Sea as an area for shipping, energy 

production and fishing. Regional representatives have always referred to shared history and 

shared cultural roots, heritage and values as a basis for cooperation, such as through the 
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Habsburg Empire, mountain agriculture, or coastal experience. However, the policies and 

instruments used depend to large extent on regional stakeholders. The INTERREG programme’s 

adjustment to the Danube perimeter drew Europe-wide attention to possible implications for 

funding opportunities. Apart from these arguments, however, the rationales differ 

substantially. 

In the Danube Region, Commissioner Danuta Hübner asked for a Danube Region Strategy as a 

result of an initiative by the governments of Romania, Austria, Serbia and Baden-Württemberg. 

The perception of numerous interviewees is that the development of the strategy is crucially 

dependent on the initiative of key persons and institutions, such as Erhard Busek, former 

Austrian vice-chancellor, Wolfgang Reinhart, engaged in the Committee of the Regions Working 

Group, or Commissioner Johannes Hahn, who supported the strategy following his predecessor 

and aiming to increase shipping. The non-existence of any relevant cooperation along the river 

Danube provided an obstacle to that ambition; hence, the idea of a macro-regional cooperation 

was put forward. 

In the Alpine Region, several parallel processes (e.g. the Conference of the Alpine Regions in 

2009 in Chambery, the ARGE Alp or Alpine convention) converged into the European Strategy 

for the Alpine Region (EUSALP). Interviewees often mentioned the Mittenwald declaration 

signed by German, Italian, Austrian and Swiss representatives at a meeting in Bavaria in 2010 

as the cornerstone for further political considerations to develop a strategy. Since then, the 

Alpine Region has been promoted particularly by some regions, for example, Bavaria and the 

Northern Italian regions, and institutions such as Arbeitsgemeinschaft Alp or Délégation 

interministérielle à l’aménagement du territoire et à l’attractivité régionale (DATAR). 

Stakeholders observed the Baltic and Danubian developments with both hope and anxiety, 

aware that future funding could be coupled to macro-regions. Representatives in the Alpine 

Region, the only region where an international treaty, the Alpine Convention, addresses spatial 

development of the central Alps, acknowledged that the Alpine Convention was seen as an 

obstacle by the regions, and that through macro-regional discussions the discourse could be 

shaped differently. 

The initial discussions in the North Sea Region started in 2010 when the rapporteur H. Kuhn 

called for an MRS in the North Sea Channel on behalf of the Committee of the Regions (CoR, 

2010). However, at that time, the reluctance to develop an MRS was strong within some 

Member States, such as the UK, the Netherlands and Germany. Having observed development 

in the neighbouring Baltic Sea, the NSC launched an initiative to develop the North Sea Region 

Strategy 2020 (NSC, 2013), a joint effort between the member regions of the NSC. The regions 

became increasingly interested in lifting the North Sea 2020 Strategy towards an MRS. The NSC, 

together with some regions, actively launched recent discussions on an EU North Sea Region. 

At the NSC Annual Conference in March 2014, the discussions on a possible North Sea macro-

region were high on the agenda. While most of the member regions from the countries that 

are involved in the Baltic Sea Region strongly support the idea, others remain reluctant, 

questioning its added value. In the German case, the Länder (federal states) of Bremen and 

Schleswig Holstein support the macro-region, but the national level does not show signs of 

involvement. For example, in January 2015, Katharina Erdmenger from the German Federal 

Ministry of Transport and Digital Infrastructure questioned the potential role of a macro-region 
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(North Sea Website). This demonstrates the national and regional struggles within the different 

countries. However, representatives of the European Parliament, as well as the EC, underline 

the necessity for support from the national level, and at least one Member State has to formally 

submit a request to the European Council. Most recently, and in view of the Dutch Presidency 

in 2016, European Parliamentarians have come to question a macro-region again. Considering 

the strong oppositions from the UK for now, the development of an MRS for the North Sea does 

not seem very likely. 

Overall, it becomes evident that only when stakeholders push for cooperation without 

(influential) opponents can the floor be set for the emergence of a macro-region. The initiatives 

can be interpreted as place based as they are not applied as a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach and 

implemented all over Europe. The national and regional stakeholders their inter-level and inter-

sectoral (power) relations are decisive in macro-region making. The example of the North Sea 

Region shows that the common heritage and joint challenges are not necessarily impetus 

enough. The Alpine case shows that the perception of ‘lock-ins’ in existing discussions and 

networks supports new alternative developments. Stakeholders pushing for the initiative refer 

to these two arguments as a way of mobilizing support, which highlights the role of 

stakeholders as a basis in the place-based approach indicated through the joint challenges. The 

emphasis put on particular initiating parties, however, points to a predominant importance of 

stakeholder-based elements when considering why, and through what triggers, macro-regions 

develop or not. 

3.2. Which content orientation? 

Generally, the decisions about the thematic focus of the strategy result from a consultation 

process monitored by the European Commission. The common challenges deriving from 

geophysical elements, such as the sea, rivers or mountain ranges, demand the inclusion of 

certain policy fields, for example transport or environment. Common to the four existing EU 

strategies is that despite this rationale, a variety of topics are addressed. 

The Danube Region strategy with 11 sectoral organized Priority Areas results from a one-and-

a-half-year enduring consultation process. Although a confidential analysis of the region was 

prepared by a consultancy and was considered as a basis for discussion, the political process 

can be considered the crucial element for the decision on Priority Areas. Various countries’ 

interests differed considerably, with countries such as Austria that aimed at improvements in 

shipping and countries such as Serbia that supported topics such as ‘people and skills’. In the 

implementation phase, national preferences became evident through the commitment of 

ministry delegates in the steering groups of different priorities, with countries being more 

engaged in some sectoral fields than in others. 

Several initial papers from Arbeitsgemeinschaft Alp and the Resolution of Grenoble drafted by 

DATAR led to the development of the Alpine Region Strategy. Apart from the perimeter, the 

EUSALP addressed different interest groups, and national and regional representatives actively 

promoted different fields. Interviewees referred to this phase as being highly political in terms 

of power struggles between the Alpine Convention and stakeholders perceiving the Alpine 

Convention as a constraining instrument. This led to intense debates around the involvement 

of a wider area – for example, the metropolitan areas such as Munich or Milan, which cannot 
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accentuate Alpine agendas through the Alpine Convention. Bätzing (2012) criticizes the macro-

regional approach to the Alpine Region as being insufficiently reflective of the needs of the 

‘core-region’ of the Alps. A Bavarian ministerial representative referred to the EUSALP as an 

opportunity to set up a new transnational forum to discuss political priorities. Interviewees 

drew attention to agendas aiming at an increasing political significance of transport issues in 

relation to environmental policies. The Resolution of Grenoble, a joint initiative by Alpine 

regions and countries, requested three pillars (transport, environment and economy) before 

the European Council officially invited the European Commission to elaborate the strategy in 

December 2013. 

The North Sea Region is governed through several committees, organisations or transnational 

working groups that are mainly organized on a sectoral basis; linking these epistemic 

communities remains a challenge. Current dynamics in European Maritime Spatial Planning 

influence the discussion in the North Sea Region when it comes to a possible MRS. 

While they are at different stages of development, the comparison of the three cases shows 

that the decision on elaborating and aligning contents largely depends on regional stakeholder 

settings, rather than on the so-called ‘functional challenges.’ In particular, the Alpine and the 

North Sea cases show that the content orientation is stakeholder-based and very political. The 

Alpine case reveals the playing out of power struggles and the redefinition of influence 

channels. Neglecting a strategy can serve to hinder the emergence of new influences (e.g. UK 

reluctance in the North Sea). A rescaling of decision-making competences towards the macro-

regional level cannot be identified, but political changes such as the inclusion of topics in the 

strategy and the renegotiation of priorities are an important rationale (e.g. energy or 

environment in the North Sea, or transport and environment in the Alpine Region). Interpreting 

this dimension, the influence of sectoral communities, and the processes of agenda-setting 

accompany a reworking of power constellations, thereby revealing stakeholder-based 

elements as crucial. 

3.3. Which governance? 

While in the previous two sections I discussed the initiation and thematic prioritization, I now 

turn to an analysis of the governance structures responsible for implementation, the most 

obvious dimension related to stakeholder involvement. The European Commission prepared a 

report on macro-regional governance (CEC, 2014a), stating that macro-regions should build on 

committees such as steering groups and contact points, functions well known from other EU 

initiatives such as ESPON. The Priority Area Coordinators are new governance elements. These 

are responsible for coordinating activities within one thematic field of cooperation, acting as a 

link between different levels and stakeholders. Although based upon a similar logic, the 

governance arrangements resulted in different outcomes (Interact (2015) produced a glossary). 

The discussions within all three regions show a rather complex situation. In contrast to the 

Alpine and North Sea discussions, the Danube Region was pushed from the national level with 

Germany’s and Austria’s federal states as active partners from the first stages. A Danube 

Strategy Point, a new coordinating body actively promoted by several countries such as Austria, 

Germany and Hungary, has been set up in Brussels and is led by Baden-Württemberg. The 

Alpine and North Sea discussions were pushed from the regional level in the early stages. The 
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regional stakeholders are substantially involved in the Alpine Region conferences. At the Alpine 

Launch Conference in Brdo in 2016, the contestation around governance arrangement became 

obvious, with the governor of Tyrol offering to set up a Service Point. While this was supported 

by the Italian Provinces of South Tyrol and Lombardy (stating that compensation would be 

discussed), other regional representatives noted substantial criticisms. The Alpine Strategy 

Executive Board will work on this question. 

In the Danube Region, the involvement of institutions such as viaDonau GmbH, serving as a 

Priority Area Coordinator, or the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube 

River, serving as an observer in different Priority Areas, is an important element of the 

governance structure (Stead, Sielker, & Chilla, 2015). Discussions on the North Sea Region 

development are different, with the European Commission representatives asking the NSC to 

step up towards a political body. As an example in the Alpine Region, the question of the role 

of the Alpine Convention led to extensive political discussions. 

Another example, which supports the argument as to the influence of a stakeholder-based 

governance structure, is the differing range of perceptions whether Priority Areas are 

successful or not within the Danube Region. Overall, interviewees perceive those Priority Areas 

as successful that build on the work of national institutions. The steering groups build on 

national representatives with voting rights. Thus, all interviewees underlined the importance 

of representatives with competences in their national context. According to a representative 

of the European Commission, examples of well-working Priority Areas in the Danube Region 

are those of security or shipping. I propose that the governance set-up favours those Priority 

Areas that can build on an administrative background and a pre-existing network in their 

domestic contexts. Other Priority Areas are often perceived as not having fully exploited the 

macro-region’s potential, such as in the area of education, people and skills (interview with 

representative of EC). The development of the governance arrangement reveals sector-based 

elements (through Priority Areas) and reflects the relative power of stakeholders to be included 

or excluded, again representing predominantly stakeholder-based elements in contrast to the 

inclusion of stakeholders who are purely relevant to the subject at stake. In a nutshell, all MRSs 

build new governance arrangements that imply power shifts and constant contestation during 

their planning phase and later in their implementation. 

Before discussing macro-regions around the initial hypotheses, I now come to summarize the 

main characteristics of ETC introduced with MRSs. Striving towards the second aim, I then 

elaborate on the consequences of these dynamics before expanding on gateways for future 

research. 

4. Characteristics of contemporary ETC through the lens of macro-regions 

Concluding from the literature on macro-regions and the above deliberations on the examples 

of the North Sea, Alpine and Danube regions, I outline the following characteristics as specific 

to macro-regional cooperation: though shaped by the idea of the three No’s, MRSs have proven 

to influence funding schemes, imply institutional changes and lead to the development of new 

governance structures. As a result of these initial considerations, this type of cooperation is 

characterized as a flexible form of cooperation. This is reflected in the very different 

applications of governance structures, the different concepts and the different administrative 
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levels, with the Adriatic–Ionian and Alpine regions more explicitly relying on regional 

demarcation, and not state orientation. Based on their development triggered by regional and 

national stakeholders, they can be considered to be bottom-up, with the national and regional 

voices outlining the topics addressed in the initial consultation. This is challenged by the view 

of NGOs such as CIPRA – Living in the Alps that consider the reliance on administrative levels to 

be top-down. Another element is the organisation into Priority Areas or Action Groups. 

Basically, this theme-centred organisation leads to a sectoralized approach. Macro-regions build 

on informal, intergovernmental settings and their non-binding documents. Macro-regional 

cooperation has a political dimension, as the preparation of a declaration on the maintenance 

of the Danube or appeals of the Steering Group on Navigation to the Transport Ministers, for 

example, demonstrate. The perimeter discussion in the Alps is another example of politicization 

processes, as is the high political representation at all Annual Forums. The Danube and Baltic 

experiences suggest that the political support of the projects through macro-regions can boost 

funding opportunities. One example is the development of the Fairway Project in support of a 

navigable Danube River in the Connecting Europe Facility, which is also an example of the 

increasing incorporation of expert knowledge. These characteristics indicate an overall turn 

towards more political, flexible forms of ETC. 

The characteristics of contemporary ETCs represented by macro-regional cooperation 

identified show a strong emphasis of what can be termed a stakeholder-based approach. The 

paper started from this premise, and that the role of stakeholders has not been sufficiently 

recognized in conceptualizations of approaches to European regional policies. I now turn to 

discuss the two initial hypotheses, and how macro-regions reflect a place-based approach. 

5. Discussion 

5.1. Macro-regions as a stakeholder-based type of cooperation? 

Regarding the initial hypothesis of agenda-setting as a primary rationale, the above supports 

agenda-setting as crucial for MRSs to come into being. Princen (2011) highlights that ‘agenda-

setting processes are about to have (sic) an issue considered by policy-makers’, which than can 

lead to inclusion in decision-making. Agenda-setting is an important part of EU policy-making, 

with a plethora of research presenting from different policies (e.g. Princen, 2009); however, 

the influence on territorial cooperation set-ups and governance has not been strategically 

analysed. The Alpine and Danube discussions, for example, reveal the idea of influencing 

funding decisions through the Steering or Action Groups. Macro-regional cooperation offers 

stakeholders a new framework and a window of opportunity to strategically influence political 

discussions at the EU, the national and regional levels at the same time (see also Allmendinger 

et al., 2014). The issues considered in macro-regional cooperation are not predefined; rather, 

the development of strategic goals for the macro-regional development as part of the macro-

regional process offers the opportunity to get involved. One reason macro-regions developed 

successfully in some regions, whereas in other regions the same type of cooperation has not 

emerged, is that MRSs were not seen as useful for agenda-setting by (enough) influential 

stakeholders. In support of the first hypothesis, the content orientation mainly reflects the 

interests of the nation states and those institutions that were able to be heard. The marketing 

of MRSs to address common functional challenges is somewhat true, with the Danube region 
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aiming to increase shipping, for example. However, this constitutes a façade of objective goals 

and common regional priorities. The North Sea and Alpine regions are two examples showing 

that macro-regional cooperation is seen as a vehicle to promote interests, gather support or 

avert the influence of other interests. Moreover, MRSs are even utilized to forestall others’ 

agendas. 

This underpins the second hypothesis that macro-regional cooperation is about increasing or 

decreasing the influence of other stakeholders on debates as much as increasing a 

stakeholder’s own influence. Analysing the triggers, the contents addressed and the 

governance set-ups result from stakeholders’ contestation over priorities or positions, with the 

discussion about the role of the Alpine Convention or civil society in the Alpine Region being a 

good example. Stakeholders that have been active at this perimeter for a long time and are 

able to build on their pre-existing networks are particularly involved. Hence, the governance 

structure, such as the choice of Priority Area Coordinators or observers, reflects the relative 

strength of stakeholders, however only of those that estimate MRSs as useful for their 

purposes. Transport and logistics associations, for example, are not particularly active. All in all, 

policy-making through macro-regions can be considered to be primarily stakeholder- and 

sector-led, certainly with the use of territorial arguments and the intention to address 

functional challenges. 

5.2. Consequences of macro-regionalization for a place-based ETC 

ETC in an EU with 28 Member States increasingly needs to consider different cooperation 

cultures and build on regional differences in order to ‘turn diversity into strength’ (CEC, 2008). 

Politically, macro-regions are considered to be an example of a place-based approach. The 

triggers in the regions relate to the regions, the contents addressed are chosen within the 

regions, and the implementation of the strategy differs through the governance set-up, for 

example. What then do we learn about the place-based approach in ETC through the analysis 

of macro-regional cooperation? First and foremost, stakeholders are a key aspect for further 

consideration in conceptualizations of ETC and the normative place-based approach. 

An underlying rationale for the place-based approach implies the existence of objective goals 

for regional development, which in the case of the examples such as the threshold rule seems 

reasonable from a European perspective. From the perspective of territorial cooperation, 

however, the research carried out here challenges the existence of objective goals. Rather, the 

results and regional aims represent the priorities of those involved, and not the result of 

diligently balancing interests, such as regarding the question of 

‘Should navigation be increased?’ The possible range of outcomes of such processes is a priori 

limited to the interests of involved stakeholders and their opportunities. 

The three case studies have shown that macro-regionalization involves power struggles. The 

new governance elements lead to internationalization of policies and new roles for the 

stakeholders involved. Stead (2014) and Boström, Rabe, and Rodela (2015) have shown, for 

example, that environmental organisations are gaining strategic influence through the Baltic 

Sea and Adriatic–Ionian regions. Both studies demonstrate the increasing role of NGOs through 

MRSs and the general trend towards internationalization of policies as part of European 
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integration. Boström et al. (2015, p. 23) imply that this could lead to depoliticized 

environmental governance by means of more neutral arrangements due to the EU favouring 

NGOs that are transactional, professional, strategic and functionalist, as opposed to activist-

driven NGOs. Moreover, macro-regional committees can develop to prepare ‘de-facto’ 

decisions (e.g. the Luxembourg navigation declaration) in committees that are not legitimated 

but bound by path dependency, or mature to ‘hard spaces’ (Metzger & Schmitt, 2012). 

However, taking into account the stakeholder settings can offer a good starting point for a more 

place-informed ETC and result in ownership. One could argue that in order to exploit their full 

potential, macro-regions could even be better tailored to the regional institutional settings. 

In order to not remain a rhetorical exercise, a place-based approach to regional policies will 

have to deal with the contestation of places through stakeholders. Politically, but also 

academically, this link could be developed further.  

5.3. Gateways for future research 

There is abundant room for further research on the characteristics and implications of ETC, 

despite the rich body of literature on European integration, Europeanization and governance 

(e.g. Wallace, Wallace, & Pollack, 2007). Yet, more attention needs to be given to the role of 

the different positions involved as well as to the individuals occupying positions in certain 

institutions, and the landscape of existing institutions. Macro-regions should carefully consider 

these questions in order not to fall into the trap of eroding themselves by only addressing 

certain stakeholders. Places are contested through governance settings, thus making the 

literature on governance and policy networks a helpful point of entry as the network concept 

‘helps to understand not only formal institutional arrangements, but also highly complex 

informal relationships’ (Kenis & Schneider, 1991). Clearly, there is a need to more accurately 

understand the networks constructed and the implications on policy-making at different levels. 

A good starting point when seeking to understand the consequences and changes of 

contemporary ETC is to bring together the literature on policy networks and territorial 

governance, as Ayres (2014) calls for in the context of place-based leadership. A further 

promising strand of the literature for analysing ETCs as dynamic processes is to theorize them 

as collaborative or evolutionary governance (Beunen, Van Assche, & Duineveld, 2015). The 

influence on political decision-making processes through stakeholder-led cooperations could 

be investigated through policy diffusion literature (Balsiger & Nahrath, 2015) and agenda-

setting literature (Princen, 2009). 

6. Conclusion 

To sum up, the paper identifies the major narratives of contemporary ETC through the example 

of EU macro-regions as being stakeholder- and sector-led. Based on the analysis of the three 

case studies in the Danube, Alpine and North Sea Regions, I identify macro-regional 

characteristics to be flexible, based on expert knowledge, bottom-up, theme-entred, informal 

and non-binding. They are sectoral and intergovernmental organized, with the EC having a 

considerable role in coordination. Conceptualizations of ETC insufficiently reflect the extent to 

which and how exactly stakeholders influence ETC initiatives. Macro-regionalization leads to 

the politicization of issues that often formerly were not in the core of public debates, and 

subsequently may often result in a funding boost. In general, the papers main finding is that 
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macro-regional cooperation became an important type of cooperation as it facilitates 

stakeholders to set agendas and influence policy-making and funding. 

More concretely, macro-regional cooperation offers an opportunity to tackle challenges 

alongside the stakeholders that are committed to this type of cooperation. The primary 

rationale for stakeholders to get involved is agenda-setting and having issues considered by 

policy-makers, certainly with the intention to address functional challenges. It has been 

revealed that relatively strong stakeholders pursue their interests, particularly through sectoral 

communities. The North Sea Region case is exemplary for the reliance on relatively strong 

stakeholders: Although some regional stakeholders were highly committed to develop a 

strategy, a few reluctant stakeholders hindered the development. Moreover, the analysis 

discovered stakeholders’ intentions to increase or decrease the influence of others. 

The paper estimates MRSs to constitute a façade of objective goals and common regional 

priorities. However, the issues considered are selective and depend upon the stakeholders 

involved and the pre-existing networks (e.g. increase in navigation of the Danube or secure the 

biodiversity). MRSs have become important in the discussion of sectoral development 

perspectives, and prompt processes of de- and repoliticization. With their tailor-made 

governance structures, macro-regions allow effective support for policy-making and spatial 

development in large-scale EU regions. In some cases, one could even make more use of the 

specific regional settings. This development offers the opportunity to develop place-based 

strategies for transnational cooperation areas, something I estimate to be of great potential for 

ETC. However, at the same time, this entails certain risks. 

To conclude, the emergence of MRSs as a part of ETC following a stakeholder-based nature 

leads to a number of consequences, including the need to better acknowledge the implications 

for political accountability and transparency. I reason that the outcome of MRSs is less about 

the regional priorities and the specific needs and answers to so-called functional challenges, 

but instead reflects the priorities and the relative strength of stakeholders. The political 

dimension of macro-region making due to their strong dependency on actor-networks, as well 

as macro-regions influence on the EU, the national and the regional level are not to be 

underestimated. 

The consequences for ETC and the place-based approach in ETC are foremost that the 

stakeholder dimension is a crucial element for further consideration in conceptualizations of a 

normative place-based approach. The successful roll-out of regional policies relies to a great 

extent on the relationship with stakeholders. This is unsurprising, yet, the extent revealed by 

the macro-regional case shows the complexity of implementing a place-based approach in 

European policy-making. A place-based approach would need to acknowledge the regional 

differences of stakeholder settings more explicitly when being transferred to regional policies 

and ETC. Thus, by my estimation ETC should take account of whom the result is favourable to, 

as there is no such thing as ‘objective regional priorities’. 

Again, of course, every decision independently whether taken under the narrative of a place-

based approach, an integrated approach or other approaches is taken by stakeholders. 

However, with the term stakeholder-based, I want to draw attention to the particular 

importance of the stakeholder settings as part of a place-based approach in these new forms 
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of ETC. Further research should be undertaken to investigate the implications of this 

stakeholder-led cooperation within the multilevel governance system of the EU. 

 

Note 

1. The interviews were partially recorded and transcribed, or documented with minutes. 

Anonymity was guaranteed. 
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II. Summary of macro-regional strategies  

Comparative overview of EU macro-regional strategies 
Table 4:Comparative overview of EU macro-regional strategies 

 EUSBSR EUSDR EUSAIR EUSALP NORTH SEA 2020 
Logo with 
Full Name 

   
 

 

Idea and Year of 
Adoption 

Start of process in 2007 
Adoption in November 2009 

Start of process in 2009 
Adoption in November 2011 

Start of process in 2010 
Adoption in November 2014 

Start of process in 2010 
Adoption in November 2015 

2009 North Sea Commission 
Strategy 
2009 Idea to develop an MRS 

Countries and 
regions (EU 
Member States, 
Non-EU States 
and Third States) 

8 EU Member States: Denmark, 
Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland, Sweden 
 
3 Non EU countries: Norway, 
Russia, Belarus 

8 EU Member States: Austria, 
Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, 
Germany, Hungary, Romania, 
Slovakia, Slovenia 
 
5 Non- EU countries: Bosnia-
Hercegovina, Moldova, Montenegro, 
Serbia and Ukraine  

4 EU Member States: Italy, Slovenia, 
Croatia, Greece 
 
4 Non-EU countries: Bosnia-
Hercegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, 
Albania  

5 EU Countries: Austria, Slovenia, 
Italy, France, Germany  
 
2 Non-EU countries: Switzerland, 
Liechtenstein 

5 EU Member States: UK, 
(Scotland, England), Sweden, 
Denmark, Germany, Netherlands 
 
1 Non-EU country: Norway  

Milestones 2007: European Council 
Conclusions inviting the European 
Commission to enter the process 
of developing a Baltic Sea Strategy 
2009: Council Conclusions 
endorsing the Strategy for the 
Baltic Sea Region  
2011: Council Conclusions on the 
review of the EU Strategy for the 
Baltic Sea Region of 15 November 
2011  
2012: Council conclusions on the 
completion of the review of the 
European Union Strategy for the 
Baltic Sea Region of 26 June 2012  
2013: Update of Action Plan 
2016: 7th Annual Forum in 
Stockholm 

2008: Letter of Romania and Austria 
to the European Commission 
President and letter of Danuta 
Hübner 
2009: European Council Conclusions 
inviting the European Commission to 
enter the process of developing a 
Danube Region Strategy 
2011: Council Conclusions endorsing 
the strategy for the Danube Region 
2012: 1st Annual Forum in 
Regensburg 
2016: Revision of EUSDR Targets 
2016: 5th Annual Forum in Bratislava 

2010: “Ancona declaration” by 
Ministries of Foreign Affairs: 
"Declaration on the Support of the 
EU Strategy for the Adriatic Ionian 
Basin" (5th May 2010, Ancona). 
2011. Committee of the Regions 
appoints the President of Marche 
Region rapporteur  
2012: Adoption for a Maritime 
Strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian 
Seas 
2012: European Council Conclusions 
inviting the European Commission to 
enter the process of developing an 
EUSAIR  
2014: Stakeholder Conference in 
Athens with presentation of 
consultations.  
2014: Endorsed by the European 
Council on 24th October 2014 
2014: Conference in Brussels 

2010: Declaration of Mittenwald 
2012: Conference of Heads of 
Government of the Alpine States 
and Regions in Innsbruck  
2013: Grenoble Resolution towards 
a European Union Strategy for the 
Alpine Region 
2013: European Council Conclusions 
inviting the European Commission 
to enter the process of developing a 
Alpine Strategy 
2014: Stakeholder Conference in 
Milano 
2015: Council Conclusions on the 
Strategy for the Alpine Region  
2016: EUSALP Launch conference in 
Brdo, First Meeting of General 
Assembly 

2009: feasibility to develop an NSC 
NSR strategy to implement the EU 
2020 
2010: Initiative of CoR to develop a 
NSC EU Channel Strategy 
2011: October adoption of NSC 
NSR Strategy 
2013: Preparatory Action by 
European Parliament approved to 
examine potential of a shared 
regional strategy as of the 
examples of the MRS on 
developing  
2015: ExCom decision to review 
the strategy paper 
2016: half-way marker in 2016 
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Leading 
countries / 
regions 

Sweden together with Finland and 
Denmark 

Austria, Romania, Baden-
Württemberg,  

Italy and Greece Bayern  

Key Issues / 
Common 
challenges 

Environmental challenge, such as 
the eutrophication of the sea and 
economic growth 

Navigability of the Danube River Environment preservation and 
balanced marine and coastal 
ecosystems as well as use of the sea, 
innovative maritime and marine 
growth 

Challenges and opportunities 
related to the Alpine area are the 
starting point, transport and 
environment. 

Transport and Maritime Spatial 
Planning 

Objectives Objective 1: Safe the sea 
Clear water in the sea 
Rich and healthy wildlife 
Clean and sage shipping 
Better cooperation 
 
Objective 2: Connect the region 
Good transport conditions 
Reliable energy markets 
Connecting people in the region 
Better cooperation in fighting 
cross-border crime  
 
Objective 3: Increase Prosperity 
EUSBRS as a frontrunner for 
deepening and fulfilling the single 
market 
EUSBRS contributing to the 
implementation of Europe 2020 
Strategy 
Improved global competitiveness 
Climate change adaption, risk 
prevention and management 

(see below) Pillar 1: Blue growth 
Blue technologies 
Fisheries and aquaculture 
Maritime and marine governance and 
services 
 
Pillar 2: Connecting the Region 
Maritime transport 
Intermodal connections to the 
hinterland 
Energy networks 
 
Pillar 3: Environmental Quality 
Marine environment 
Transnational terrestrial habitats and 
biodiversity 
 
Pillar 4: Sustainable Tourism 
Diversified tourism offer 
Sustainable and responsible tourism 
management 

Objective 1: fair access to job 
opportunities, building on the high 
competitiveness of the Region 
 
Objective 2: sustainable internal 
and external accessibility 
 
Objective 3: a more inclusive 
environmental framework and 
renewable and reliable energy 
solutions for the future. 
 
Objective 4 (cross-cutting): a sound 
macro-regional governance model 
for the region to improve 
cooperation and the coordination of 
action. 

5 Strategic Priorities: 
Managing maritime space 
Increasing accessibility and clean 
transport 
Tackling climate change 
Attractive and sustainable 
communities 
Promoting innovation, excellence 
and sustainabilit 

Set-up 
Priority Areas 
(PA) 
Horizontal 
Actions (hA) 
Action Groups 
(AG) 
 

PA Agri 
PA Bio 
PA Crime 
PA Culture 
PA Education 
PA Energy 
PA Hazards 
PA Health 
PA Innovation 
PA Internal Market 
PA Nutri 
PA Safe 
PA Secure 
PA Ship 

PA 1A "To improve mobility and 
intermodality of inland waterways" 
PA 1B "To improve mobility and 
intermodality - rail, road and air" 
PA 2 "To encourage more sustainable 
energy" 
PA 3 "To promote culture and 
tourism, people to people contacts" 
PA 4 "To restore and maintain the 
quality of waters" 
PA 5 "To manage environmental 
risks" 
PA 6 "To preserve biodiversity, 
landscapes and the quality of air and 
soils" 

(see - above) Objective 1:  
To develop an effective research 
and innovation ecosystem 
To increase the economic potential 
of strategic sectors 
To Improve the adequacy of labour 
market, education and training in 
strategic sectors 
Objective 2:  
To promote intermodality and 
interoperability in passenger and 
freight transport 
To connect people electronically 
and promote accessibility to public 
services 
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PA SME 
PA Tourism 

PA Transport 
 
HA Involve 
HA Neighbours 
HA Promo 
HA Spatial Planning 
HA Sustainable development and 
bio economy 

PA 7 "To develop the Knowledge 
Society (research, education and 

ICT)" 
PA 8 "To support the 
competitiveness of enterprises" 
PA 9 "To invest in people and skills" 
PA 10 "To step up institutional 
capacity and cooperation" 
PA 11 "To work together to tackle 
security and organised crime" 

Objective 3:  
To preserve and valorise natural 

resources, including water and 
cultural resources 
To develop ecological connectivity 
in the whole EUSALP territory 
 

Overlapping 
coverage with 
ETC 
programmes 

Transnational Programme: Baltic 
Sea Region; Central Europe 

Transnational Programme. Danube 
Programme, Central Europe, Alpine 
Space 

Transnational Programme. Adriatic-
Ionian Programme, 

Transnational Programme. Central 
Europe, Alpine Space  

Transnational Programme. North 
Sea, North-West-Europe 

Key Partner 
Organisations, 
Examples for 
NGOs/GOs other 
transnational 
cooperations or 
institutions 

Northern Dimension, Helcom, 
Council of the Baltic Sea States 
Baltic Sea commission,  
Baltic Sea Chambers of Commerce 

Danube Cooperation Process, Arge 
Donauländer, International 
Commission for the Protection of the 
Danube River (ICPDR), 
Danube Chambers of Commerce 
Association, International Sava River 
Basin Commission, Danube 
Commission, Central European 
Initiative, Regional Cooperation 
Council 

Adriatic and Ionian Chambers of 
Commerce, Uni Adrion, Adriatic-Ionian 
Initiative, Forum of Adriatic and Ionian 
Cities 

Alpine Convention, Alpine Space, 
Arge Alp, CIPRA 

North Sea Commission, 
Conference of Peripheral Maritime 
Regions of Europe, OSPAR, 
Common Wadden Sea Secretariat, 
North Seas Network. 

Key documents COM (2009)Communication - 
concerning the European Union 
Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region - 
10.6.2009 - COM(2009) 248 final 
 
COM (2012) Communication - 
concerning the European Union 
Strategy for the Baltic Sea 
Region - 23.03.2012 - 
COM(2012) 128 final  
 
COM (2015)  
Action Plan - Working document 
accompanying the 
Communication concerning the 
European Union Strategy for the 
Baltic Sea Region - SEC(2009) 
712 - September 2015 update 

COM (2010) 
Communication from the 
Commission to the European 
Parliament, the Council, the 
European Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of 
the Regions - European Union 
Strategy for the Danube Region - 
COM(2010) 
 
COM (2010) Action Plan SEC(2010) 
1489 

COM (2014a) Communication 
concerning the European Union 
Strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian 
Region - 17.06.2014 - COM(2014) 
357 final 
 
COM (2014b) Action plan 
Accompanying the communication 
concerning the European Union 
Strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian 
Region - 17.06.2014 - SWD(2014) 
190 final 
 
European Council (2014) 
Endorsement of the European 
Union Strategy for the Adriatic and 
Ionian Region (EUSAIR), European 
Council, Brussels, 23-24 October 
2014 

COM (2015a) Communication from 
the Commission and the European 
Parliament, the Council, the 
European Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of 
the Regions concerning a European 
Union Strategy for the Alpine 
Region.  
 
COM (2015b): Action plan 
concerning the European Union 
Strategy for the Alpine Region. 

North Sea Commission (2009): 
NSR2020 Strategy 
 
North Sea Commission (2009) 
NRS 2020 Action Plan 
 

Source: own elaboration 

  

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/com_baltic_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/com_baltic_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/com_baltic_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/com_baltic_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/com_baltic_2012_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/com_baltic_2012_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/com_baltic_2012_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/com_baltic_2012_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/com_baltic_2012_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/action_10092015_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/action_10092015_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/action_10092015_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/action_10092015_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/action_10092015_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/baltic/action_10092015_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/com2010_715_danube_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/com2010_715_danube_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/com2010_715_danube_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/com2010_715_danube_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/com2010_715_danube_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/com2010_715_danube_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/com2010_715_danube_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/com2010_715_danube_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/action_plan_danube.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/danube/action_plan_danube.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/com_357_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/com_357_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/com_357_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/com_357_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/com_357_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/actionplan_190_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/actionplan_190_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/actionplan_190_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/actionplan_190_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/actionplan_190_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/actionplan_190_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/council_24102014_en.pdf#page=16
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/council_24102014_en.pdf#page=16
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/council_24102014_en.pdf#page=16
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/council_24102014_en.pdf#page=16
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/adriat_ionian/pdf/council_24102014_en.pdf#page=16
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_communicationtion_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_communicationtion_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_communicationtion_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_communicationtion_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_communicationtion_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_communicationtion_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_communicationtion_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_communicationtion_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_action_plan.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_action_plan.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/cooperate/alpine/eusalp_action_plan.pdf
http://www.northseacommission.info/index.php/documents/doc_download/961-nsr-2020-strategy-document-2013-revised-screen-version
http://www.northseacommission.info/index.php/documents/doc_download/1098-nsr2020-action-plan-june-2015-june-2016
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Macro-regional glossary 
Table 5: Macro-regional glossary 

Source: Interact 2015 

 

Varying terminology and governance in the different macro-regions 

Governance and Stakeholders High-level Group of macro-regional strategies 

EUSBRS EUSDR EUSAIR EUSALP 

Highest strategic body  National Coordinators Group National Coordinators meeting Governing Board General Assembly (high level 
political representatives of States 
and Regions involved in the Strategy, 
the EC and the Alpine Convention as 
observer) 
Executive Board (by States and 
regional representatives) 

Implementation support  Danube Strategy Point Facility Point  

Annual Forums Annual Forum of the EUSBSR EUSDR Annual Forum EUSAIR Forum Annual Forum of the EUSALP 

National representation  National Coordinator National Coordinator  National Coordinator National Coordinator 

Objects and pillar implementation    Objective Coordinators 

Thematic field implementation Policy Area Coordinator and Policy 
Area Focal Points  

Priority Area Coordinator Pillar Coordinator Action Group Leader 

National thematic field 
representation 

Policy Area Steering Group Priority Area Steering Groups Thematic Steering Groups Action Groups 

Horizontal Actions Horizontal Action Coordinator, 
Horizontal Focal Points, Horizontal 
Steering Group 

   

Annual Forums     

 

Overarching thematic structure 3 Objectives and Sub-objectives 4 Pillars 3 Pillars 3 Objectives 

Action fields Policy area Priority Areas Topics (per pillar) Actions 

Horizontal activities Horizontal Actions No Horizontal Actions as such (but 
PA 10 using TAF funds as seed 
grants) 

Cross-cutting issues + Horizontal 
Principles 

No Horizontal Actions, but objective 
4 to develop a sound governance. 

 Flagships Indicative Actions with examples of 
projects, Flagship projects under 
identification in 2016 as request of 
the Danube Strategy Point 

Indicated actions with examples of 
projects 

Indicated actions with examples of 
projects 
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III. Danube macro-regional profile 

 

 

 

Content 
PART I  Purpose of this profile and research approach 

PART II  The Danube region and the EUSDR  

PART III: EUSDR zoom-in – PA 1a “Mobility – Inland Waterways” 

▪ PA 1a: Governance - an institutional mapping 

▪ PA 1a: Path mapping of implementation activities and the example of the FAIRway project 

▪ PA 1a: Institutional and policy mapping  

PART IV: Summary 
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PART I – Purpose of this profile and research approach  

Purpose of this profile  

The overall goal of this dissertation is to analyse the changes which macro-regional cooperation 

carries along. Due to its fuzzy, bottom-up and evolutionary characteristics the path of macro-

regional strategies was undefined, and its changes to European cooperation as well as the 

effects on the European integration processes were to some extent unpredictable (see as well 

Sielker 2016b, 2016c).  

The goal of this annex is to describe the Danube macro-region as the case study, which has 

been studied most in-depth in more detail with the zoom-into one Priority Area (PA) as an 

example for cooperation. Within the case study, I have zoomed into PA1a and towards the 

operational project level in order to identify how macro-regional cooperation works, and 

changes decision- and policy-making. In general, macro-regional strategies (MRS) rely to a large 

extent on project-driven implementation activities. Through a structured illustration of the 

developments, I hope to shed light onto the often raised questions “What is a macro-region?”, 

“How does it work?”, “What are they doing?”, and “For whom is this important?”. 

This dissertation is based on journal articles. As a result, only a few snapshots of the empirical 

details can be presented to underline an argument made in the particular article. However, the 

rich empirical work conducted in the course of the dissertation allows for a comprehensive 

description of the empirical case. It is for two reasons that I decided to dedicate a specific annex 

to summarize the empirical analysis. 

First, in this annex I aim to illustrate how MRS work in practice. Understanding macro-region 

practice often remains abstract and a loose concept even to European territorial cooperation 

experts. This view “inside” is to my belief of utmost interest to the wider professional public - 

independent of their level of involvement in macro-regions.  

My second reason is that interview and dialogue partners showed considerable interest to 

receive the presentation of the empirical details in a structured way. The development of this 

PhD would not have been possible without the collaboration of macro-regional experts and 

stakeholders and without having been invited to meetings. Many stakeholders took much time 

to answer my questions, often even several times over the last four years, of course with the 

expectation to read the results. I had the opportunity to discuss stakeholders´ perceptions 

towards the articles that had a broader empirical part, and have found myself enriched by these 

discussions. As the academic papers are often based around conceptual questions, 

stakeholders have shown most interest in the empirical work. Particularly reflections on the 

papers on the perspectives of stakeholders towards the European Union Strategy for the 

Danube Region (EUSDR) (Sielker 2016a), the possible scenarios of the EUSDR and macro-

regions (2014, 2016c), or a paper positioning macro-regions as a stakeholder-based rooted 

cooperation (2016b) have led to intensive discussions with stakeholders, something I estimate 

of great value for my academic reflection. This also shows that there is a need for presenting 

empirical details in a structured way. Most recently, the Discussion Paper on the EUSDRs added-

value and measurements, requested by the European Commission (EC) and the Danube 

Strategy Point (DSP), shows the need for academic input to the public debate as well as to the 

epistemic community (Chilla & Sielker 2016). 
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As a result, I perceive writing this annex not only an important duty within my academic, 

publicly funded research to increase the general understanding of the challenges, opportunities 

and particularities of macro-regional cooperation. With this annex, I also want to allow the 

analysis and results to be used in practice. The insights gained are derived from one macro-

region, focusing on one action area within one PA. The transfer of these insights to other PAs 

has to be considered under the individual circumstances. Further, the focus reflects a sectoral 

policy, in which cooperation over borders has a longstanding history with a clear transnational 

dimension; in contrast to other PAs building on looser frameworks. Still, these reflections give 

an idea of how macro-regional cooperation can work in practice. 

Research approach and research design  

The case study presents developments in the EUSDR endorsed in 2011 by the European Council 

(see part II). In general, macro-regional strategies are organised in sectoral in thematic 

cooperation areas. In the Danube Region are 12 of such PAs reflecting different topics (cf. part 

II). Within the case study, I have zoomed into one PA (PA 1a Mobility – Inland Waterways) 

towards the operational project level in order to identify how macro-regional cooperation 

works, and changes the decision- and policy-making. Macro-regional strategies rely largely on 

project-driven implementation activities. Through concrete actions and projects, PAs aim to 

achieve their goals. The PA 1a was chosen as it is widely perceived as one of the most active 

and well working. This was confirmed in all interviews and informal conversations during the 

last years. This was attributed first to the EUSDRs overall objective to develop towards a better 

navigable river and transport corridor, second to the commitment of the Priority Area 

Coordinators (PAC), third to strong national interests, and fourth to the river as the name-giving 

element of this cooperation. Within the PA 1a the FAIRway project is a prominent example on 

how projects may be developed in the context of macro-regional strategies. 

Figure 10: Case study design 

Source: own illustration 
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The research design of the case study (cf. Figure 7) follows four levels to zoom into to the 

EUSDR. It explains the general dynamics as well as the activities ‘on the ground’. The first level 

of analysis is the EUSDR, the second level is the zoom into PA 1a ‘Mobility – Inland Waterways’. 

The third level is the zoom into on action area waterway infrastructure, also called waterway 

maintenance. Within this action area, I illustrate the development of implementation activities, 

such as the NEWADA (duo) (Network of Waterway Administrations, and particularly the 

FAIRway project, funded under the Connecting Europe Facility.  

The research follows in general a qualitative approach (cf. chapter 4.1). In order to illustrate 

the dynamics, the case study draws on process tracing and content analysis methods. The data 

research methods used to conduct the data are expert interviews (cf. Annex V), participant 

observation (cf. Annex IV), an extensive document analysis of the EUSDR documents and all PA 

1a documents (cf. Annex VI), as well as a questionnaire conducted at the Annual Forum 2015 

in Ulm (cf. chapter 4 for more detailed description).  

The data was analysed through a content analysis, and then examined by making use of 

different ‘mapping activities’. First, the governance of the PA is presented in an institutional 

mapping. Second, the path mapping shows the developments from the start of the EUSDR until 

the recent development of the FAIRway. Via this path mapping exercise, I trace the processes 

in a chronological order. Further, the path mapping illustrates the relevance of the different 

governance and implementation levels. Third, I map the wider institutional and policy 

frameworks geographically, and reflect upon their influence on the EUSDR. 

This annex is structured as follows: In part II, I introduce the Danube Region and a brief 

summary of the overall EUSDR milestones and governance. Part III represents the Zoom-In into 

one PA. Here, I introduce the targets and the governance of the PA 1a, illustrate the 

developments in the Action area Waterway Infrastructure via a path mapping, and based on 

these elaborations thirdly position these activities in the wider institutional and political 

framework of the EU as regards to navigation. Part IV concludes with a summary.  

PART II – The Danube region and the EUSDR  

The Danube Region 

The 2850 km long Danube River is Europe’s longest river and connects 10 riparian countries. It 

rises in the Black Forest and empties in the Black Sea. The EU Danube Region encompasses the 

14 countries, which are part of the river catchment area (cf. Figure 11). 
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Figure 11: The EU Danube region – territorial coverage 

 
Source: own illustration 

The Danube Region comprises EU and Non-EU countries (Figure 11): Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, 

Czech Republic, Germany (Bavaria and Baden-Württemberg), Hungary, Romania, Slovakia, 

Slovenia are EU member states. Two states are EU candidates: Montenegro (since 2010) and 

Serbia (since 2012). The three countries involved, without immediate prospects to enter the 

EU are Bosnia-Hercegovina, Moldova and Ukraine (four provinces). Altogether, the countries 

cover an area of around 800.000 km² with roundabout 115 million inhabitants.  

The Danube region’s cooperation history 

The EUSDR dynamics can only be understood against the background of historical 

developments in the region, and the activities of existing cooperation initiatives. The region 

shares a vivid history. Important periods are for example the Roman period in which the 

Danube served as the northernmost border of the limes line, the Ottoman Empire or the 

Habsburg Monarchy. After the Second World War, the region was separated into East and West 

by the Iron Curtain. Since its fall political diplomatic cooperation shaped debates about a 

rapprochement with Western Europe. Two influential initiatives were the Viségrad cooperation 

and the Stability Pact. Hungary, Czech Republic, Slovakia and Poland founded the Viségrad 

Group in 1991. The goal was to overcome conflicts and to advance European integration. Still 

today, the Viségrad Group is active during political endeavours. Exemplary is a joint statement 

communicated by the so-called V4 following the Brexit vote in June 2016. Poland is not part of 

the EUSDR. Many other regional initiatives developed encompassing different parts of the 

Danube Region’s territory. The Danube Cooperation Process started in 2002 to ensure the 

Stability Pact, but has lost its meaning in the wake of the EUSDR development (cf. Government 

Serbia 2016). Third, the Regional Cooperation Council (RCC) developed a South East Europe 

2020 Strategy (RCC 2013). The RCC was officially launched at the meeting of the Ministers of 

Foreign Affairs of the South-East European Cooperation Process in 2008 as the successor of the 

Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe. Another diplomatic cooperation to be named is the 
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Central European Initiative based in Trieste. These regional initiatives remain important for 

diplomatic relations, particularly those that connect the Danube region with other regional 

perimeters, such as the Viségrad Group or the RCC. However, their relation with the EUSDR is 

not clearly defined. With the two EU enlargement rounds in 2004 and 2007 the European 

integration process has shaped the Danube Region considerably.  

In former articles, I argued, that one of the reasons why the EUSDR developed is that it fills a 

gap between the existing cooperation initiatives (e.g. Sielker 2016a, Sielker 2016b) thus tackling 

policy-specific issues after the EU’s enlargement in 2004 and 2007. In 2009, the Interim 

Commissioner Samecki stated that macro-regions tackle functional challenges in a region with 

the same geographic characteristics (Samecki 2009). Here Samecki reflects on the idea to 

address concrete policies via this new type of cooperation. However, I argue that in order to 

tackle these issues this new type of cooperation fills a gap between diplomatic cooperation, 

policy specific non-governmental organisations (NGO) and the diverse frameworks within the 

EU to support cooperation such as the structural funds or the European Regional Development 

Funds. Based on the macro-regional principles of the three No’s (no new EU legislation, no new 

EU institutions, no new EU funds), one of the core elements of macro-regional cooperation is 

to draw upon and involve existing institutions and networks. The keywords here are 

coordination, integration and cooperation. These institutional settings provide the broader 

political context against which the EUSDR shall be implemented7.  

The Danube region’s diversity 

The region is characterised by an enormous diversity in political, sociocultural, economic as well 

as environmental terms. Exemplary are the huge economic differences with the EUSDR 

incorporating some of the richest (e.g. Bavaria, Austria) and poorest regions (Bulgaria and 

Romania) of the EU. Socially and culturally, the diversity becomes e.g. evident in view of the 

more than 17 official state languages (ICPDR 2008). The region consists of a range of different 

natural systems, including the Carpathians, the Alps, the Dinaric Mountains or the Danube 

Delta, just to name some. This diversity entails challenges in cooperation and in identifying joint 

priorities.8 Politically, there are still numerous tensions and border conflicts. 9 

Navigation on the Danube 

The argument for the Danube Region’s territorial coverage goes back to the river itself as joint 

geophysical element leading to common challenges, and related to the idea of improving the 

Danube as a transport corridor.  

Already by the first millennium BCE, the Danube was an important European trade route 

following the Greek Sailors or Thracians use of the Danube as a waterway. Ancient Greeks 

traded along the lower Danube as far as the Iron Gate. In the medieval period, Charlemagne 

was an important influence in the region with many castles and fortresses dating back to this 

period. In general, the access to the waterway Danube played an important part in the 

                                                      
7 For more detailed information on the history of the Danube Region: see Sielker 2012a, Weigl 2010 as well as publications of 

the Institut für den Donauraum und Mitteleuropa. For an overview of regional initiatives the Serbian governmental website 

offers a good overview: http://www.mfa.gov.rs/en/foreign-policy/eu/regional-initiatives  
8 For further reading on the Danube Regions diversity see Sielker 2012a, Zuser 2010, ICPDR 2008.  
9 For further reading on border conflicts see Deimel 2010. 
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settlement within central and southeastern Europe. National capitals such as Vienna, Budapest 

or Belgrade depended in their economic growth as well on this transport axis. Historical trading 

routes such as the Bernstein route later known as the Via Imperia or the Golden Route cross 

the Danube Region. At the Black Sea, the Danube connects with the Silk Route.  

The EU’s Transport policies implemented via the Trans-European Networks of Transport (TEN-

T networks) targets the Danube Region through four corridors. The main axis is the Rhine-

Danube Corridor, which includes the Danube inland waterway E 80. The Orient East-Med 

Corridor and the Mediterranean Corridor as well as the Baltic Adriatic-Corridor cross the 

Danube Region (cf. European Commission 2013a/b). The Danube is part of the core-network of 

TEN-T inland waterways (cf. Figure 12).  

The Danube River has 2411 navigable river-kilometers (FRMMP 2014). Since 1994, the Danube 

River is part of the Trans-European waterway from Rotterdam (North Sea) to Sulina (Black Sea) 

with a total of 3.500 km connecting three rivers by canals (cf. Figure 12, Figure 13). The German 

Rhine-Main-Danube-Canal was completed in 1992 and connects between Bamberg and 

Kelheim the Main and Danube.  

Figure 12: TEN-T Corridors and Rhine-Danube inland waterway 

 
Source: own elaboration based on European Commission (2013a/b) 
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The Danube is navigable for ocean ships between Kelheim (Bavaria) and Brăila (Romania) (cf. 

Figure 13). Ships can call in at roundabout 80 harbors. Due to varying nautical, hydrological, 

and hydro-morphological characteristics, the navigability however differs considerably. One 

can distinguish between three parts of the Danube River: the Upper Danube, the Central 

Danube (also called Middle Danube) and the Lower Danube (cf. Figure 13). The German, 

Austrian and Slovakian Danube parts are considered as the Upper Danube. The Hungarian, 

Croatian and the Serbian part until Belgrade are part of the Central Danube. The Lower Danube 

is considered from Belgrade to the Danube mouths in the Danube Delta. Historically, the Iron 

Gate, a gorge forming a boundary between Serbia and Romania, is considered an important 

natural border. Today it serves as an important hydro-electrical power station (cf. Figure 13). 

Navigability on the Danube, and its importance as a trade route, has experienced considerable 

drawbacks due the conflict-laden history. This includes for example the aftermath of the 

Kosovo wars, diplomatic frictions between Romania and Bulgaria or the separation between 

East and Western Europe after the Second World War. The EUSDR is a new initiative to increase 

cooperation in order to ensure a better navigability of the river (see as well Part III). 

Figure 13: Maximum possible dimensions of convoys on the Danube waterway according to UNECE waterway classes 

 
Source: viaDonau GmbH retrieved from FRMMP 2014, p. 9  

Challenges for shipping include unstable and unpredictable water levels, little harmonization in 

waterway infrastructure (such as signalling) or administrative documentation, little 

maintenance activities (such as dredging), and old and inefficient ports. The national budget 

restrictions pose a challenge to maintenance activities.  
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Towards an EU Danube Macro-region - Milestones 

Inspired by the example of the Baltic Sea Region Strategy Austrian and Romanian heads of state 

wrote in 2008 a letter to José Barroso (at-the-time president of the EC), suggesting the 

development of a MRS for the Danube Region. Since than 14 countries that are in water 

catchment area of the Danube River developed a joint strategy to tackle common challenges in 

this functional area (cf. EUSDR Strategy document 2011, cf. excursus, p. 18). Now, I summarize 

the EUSDRs milestones from the first idea in 2008, followed by the endorsement in 2011 to its 

5th anniversary in 2016 (cf. Figure 14)10, the objectives and its governance. 

The initial idea became publicly notable through a letter of the Austrian and Romanian head of 

states to the at-the-time European Commissions President José Barroso in 2008. Together with 

Baden-Württemberg, Austria and Romania, remained active countries in promoting this idea 

with the support of Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy’s (DG Regio) 

Commissioner Danuta Hübner and the Committee of the Regions Interregional Group. In 2011, 

the European Council invited the EC to develop a strategy in cooperation with the partner 

states. After a year of consultation, the EC drafted a strategy and an Action Plan, which was 

adopted by the end of 2010. In the following month, the implementation phase was prepared 

for example through bilateral meetings to decide which country will take over the coordination 

of the implementation activities within the different PAs of cooperation. The European Council 

endorsed the EUSDR in June 2011. Since then the EUSDR has shown vivid developments hardly 

to be summarised in short, as they differ considerably within the PAs. The part III provides an 

exemplary view into one area of cooperation. 

Since the second Danube Annual Forum Ministers meeting accompany the fora and provide 

conclusion: Ministers for Regional Policies (Bucharest 2013), Foreign Ministers (Vienna 2014), 

Ministers in charge of EU-Funds (Ulm 2015), Ministers in charge of research and Innovation 

(Bratislava 2016). Apart from these ministerial meetings, infrastructure and environment pillars 

seek the support of thematic ministers through declarations, such as by the transport ministers 

or by the environment ministers. The later was prepared by the International Commission for 

the Protection of the Danube River.  

The set-up of the Danube Region Strategy Point represents one major change within the EUSDR 

governance in May 2015 at the representation of Baden-Württemberg to the EU (cf. Figure 15: 

Governance of the EUSDR). Most recently, the EUSDR has revised the targets and identified 

strategic projects. The fifth anniversary of the Danube Region Strategy in 2016 provides at the 

same time impetus to evaluate the achievements and identify ways to measure the added-

value. As part of a broader reflection on the added-value and possible future role of MRS within 

the EUs cooperation framework 2020+, the EC as well takes stock of the EUSDRs achievements 

through a series of workshops and studies (cf. Chilla & Sielker 2016).  

                                                      
10 For more in-depth reading on the see EUSDRs development see Schymik 2011, Sielker 2012a, Sielker 2016b, Warncke 2012, 

Wulf 2016. 
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Figure 14: Milestones of EUSDR 

Source: own elaboration 

  

2008

•Letter to ECs President José Barroso by Austrian and Romanian heads of state

•Commitee of the Regions builds "Interregional Group Danube" seeking support by Commissioner Danuta Hübner

June 2009
•European Council Conclusion to invite the EC to develop a MRS for the Danube Region 

Jul 10 - Jul 11

•Consultation of EC with EUSDR States, development of national "non-papers" in October 2010

•As a result EC presents draft of the EUSDR Strategy and Action Plan

Dec 2010
•EC adopts the Communication of the EUSDR and the accompanying Action Plan

Feb -June 
2011

•First meetings of PA Coordinator and National Contact Points

June 2011
•European Council Conclusions endorsing the EUSDR

Nov  2011

•Meeting of Foreign Ministers with PA Coordinators and National Contact Points

June 2012
•Decision on Luxemburg Declaration by the Danube Transport Ministers

Nov  2012

•1st Annual Forum Regensburg

•1st Danube Parliamentarians Conference

April 2013
•EC publishes Communication on the implementation of the EUSDR

2014
•Council Conclusions on the governance of MRS

2015
•DSP takes work up at the Landesvertretung Baden-Württemberg

Feb 2016
•Danube Declaration on Water Management adopted at ICPDR Ministerial Meetings by 14 Environment Ministers

Feb-May 
2016 

•Revision of EUSDR targets and identification of strategic projects coordinated by DSP

Since April 
2016

•Revision of MRS and debate around the role of MRS in the EU's framework 2020+

•Workshop on the EUSDR in October 2016 on its added-value and ways to measure it

Nov 2016
•5th Annual Forum in Bratislava with joint statement of Ministers responsible for research and innovation
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Objectives and governance of the EUSDR 

The Danube Strategy sets an overall vision for the EU Danube Region: “By 2020, all citizens of 

the Region should enjoy better prospects of higher education, employment and prosperity in 

their own home area. The Strategy should make this a truly 21st century region, secure and 

confident, and one of the most attractive in Europe.” (EC 2011, p. 3). 

The consultation process resulted into four pillars, which represent overall objectives: 

“Connecting the Region”, “Protecting the Environment”, “Strengthening the Region” and 

“Building Prosperity” (cf. Table 6). These four broader themes are subdivided into 12 PAs. Each 

PA has developed concrete goals after the launch of the strategy, and were revised in 2016 (cf. 

Table 6). These objectives vary considerable regarding their concreteness, their relation to 

overall EU strategies and their timeframes.  

The governance of the EUSDR is vitally based on this operational level with the PAs and has in 

addition an overall coordination level. This theme-centred organisation represents the sectorial 

approach. In the dissertation, I take a closer look into the EUSDR and zoom into the analysis of 

Pillar 1 (“Connecting the Region”), and more concretely, the PA 1a, in which I analyse how the 

targets shall be met via concrete implementation activities. Before embarking on the analysis 

of this policy issue and its implementation activities, I will present the governance structure of 

the strategy in more detail. 
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Table 6: Summary of targets of the EUSDR 

Objective 1 

Connecting the Region 

Objective 2 

Protecting the 

Environment 

Objective 3 

Strengthening the Region 

Objective 4 

Building Prosperity 

PA 1a – Mobility - Inland Waterways PA 4 – Water quality PA 7 – Knowledge Society PA 10 – Institutional Capacity 

Increase cargo by 20 % by 2020 
compared to 2010  

Achieve Objectives of Danube 
River Basin management Plan 

Increase effectiveness of investment in R&I 
through a minimum of 2 coordinated 
activities dedicated to EUSDR 

Improve World Bank governance 
indicators in comparison to 2011 

Solve obstacles to navigability of the 
Danube and its tributaries and 
establish effective waterway 
infrastructure management by 2020 

Reduce nutrient levels  Increase no. of EPO and PCT patent 
applications by 20 % by 2020 filed from 
Danube Region 

80 % of EUSDR countries involve 
national, regional and local authorities, 
as well as CSOs through national 
EUSDR consultations 

Develop efficient multimodal 
terminals by 2020 

Elaborate Danube Delta Analysis 
Report and complete Data 
management Plan 

Enhance regional research and education 
co-operation to reach 20 % academic 
mobility in region by 2020 

UPDR of UPDR stakeholders 
organisations involved, and at least 
one Urban Danube Project 

Implement River Information 
System and exchange of data by 
2020 

Secure viable populations of 
Danube sturgeon species 

Increase annual co-publications by 15 % by 
2020 

Increase average absorption rate of EU 
funds in comparison to 2007-2013 

Solve shortage of qualified 
personnel and harmonize education 
standards 

Elaborate and implement sub-
basin management plans for 
Sava, Tisza and Prut 

Develop RIS 3 by 2020 in all Danube 
countries 

 

PA 1b – Mobility-Rail, Road and Air PA 5 – Environmental Risk PA 8 – Competitiveness PA 11 – Security 

Support efficient freight railway 
services and improved travel times 

Address challenges of water 
scarcity and droughts and climate 
adaptation 

Improve innovation and technology 
transfer by new measures by consulting 
services by chambers etc. 

Enhance police cooperation to 
improve security and tackling serious 
and organized crime as well as 
strengthening efforts against terrorism 
threats 

Support fully functional multi-modal 
TEN-T Core Network Corridors by 
2030 

Support implementation of 
Danube Flood Risk Management 
Plan to achieve significant 
reduces of flood risks by 2021 

Establish Cluster network focusing on bio-
based industries and analysis of smart 
specialization strategies 

Develop strategic long-term 
cooperation between law 
enforcement actors by 2020 

Support improvement of efficient 
multimodal terminals at sea, river 
and dry ports and ensure 
connectivity and integration by 

2030 

Update database of accident risk 
spots 

Improve technological knowledge and 
implementation of environmental 
technologies through best-practices in the 
area of e.g. sewage treatment, solid waste 

management  

Improve border control systems, 
document inspection management  

Improved regional air connectivity 
and implementation of Single 
European Sky initiative 

 Improve capacity building to enhance 
competitiveness in rural areas and 
agricultural sector 

Promote rule of law and fight 
corruption 

Facilitate improvement of 
secondary and tertiary roads 

Best practices models and pilot projects for 
vocational training 

 

Support safe and sustainable 
transport and mobility 

Improve entrepreneurship education, in 
SMEs through lifelong entrepreneurial 
learning system in line with SBA for Europe 

 Improve business support of SMEs for 
international cooperation 

PA 2 – Sustainable Energy PA 6 – Biodiversity, landscapes, 
quality of fair and soils 

PA 9 – People and Skills 

Help achieve national targets for 
2030 climate and energy targets 

Halt the deterioration of status of 
all species and habitats by 2020 

Contribute to higher employment rate 
tackling youth and long-term 
unemployment 

Remove bottlenecks in energy to 
fulfil Energy Union goals 

Establish green infrastructure and 
restoration of 15 % of degraded 
ecosystems to maintain 
ecosystems and their services by 
2020 

Improve educational outcomes and skills 

Better interconnect by joint 
activities 

Identify and eradicate invasive 
alien species and prevent new 
establishments by 2020 

Increase higher quality and efficiency of 
education, training and labour market 

 Secure viable populations of 
Danube sturgeons and other 
indigenous fish species by 2020 

Closer cooperation between educational, 
training and labour market and research 
institutions 

PA 3 – Culture, tourism, people to 
people 

  

Develop a Danube Brand 

Implement harmonized monitoring 
system of tourism data  

Develop cultural routes 

Develop green tourist products 

Create a “blue Book” on Danube 
cultural identity 

Ensure preservation of cultural 
heritage and natural values by 
networks and clusters 

Promote exchange and networking 
in contemporary arts 

Source: own elaboration based on DSP 2016, first published in Chilla & Sielker 2016 
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In general, macro-regional governance is characterised by an overall coordination level 

involving the EC and the national representatives as well as an implementation level for each 

of the thematic cooperation areas (PAs or objectives, cf. Annex II). The governance structure of 

all four EU MRS varies as well as the role of each actor differs within the regions because of the 

bottom-up approach. Annex II provides an overview of the diverging macro-regional 

governances. One commonality is however, that the governance essentially draws on the PAs 

as those governance elements to implement the strategies. 

Within the Danube Region, the general coordination level is composed of the ministers of the 

EUSDRs countries for the different areas of cooperation, the EC and the National Coordinators. 

Politically, some PAs connect to Ministers meetings from the EUSDR countries, often linked to 

the European Council. The European Council itself endorsed the strategy, but apart from this 

role in the initial phase has no direct link to activities. The Danube Strategy Point (DSP) supports 

the PAs, the EC and the National Coordinators as a service point, monitoring implementation 

activities.  

Figure 15: Governance of the EUSDR 

 

Source: Danube Strategy Point 2015  

The PAs represent the operational level of the EUSDR. They have their own governance set-up, 

which I present now. Table 7 provides an overview of the concrete tasks and roles of each of 

the governance elements in the Danube Region. The coordination of the PA lies with the PA 

Coordinators (PAC). Representatives from two countries jointly organize one PA. The strategic-

political guidance and decision making is rooted in intergovernmental principles. Steering 

Groups (SG) are composed of delegates from the respective national ministries. While in the 

first years national representatives sometimes were from NGOs etc., the general call arose to 
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send delegates with decision-making competences in their home countries, preferably from 

the respective ministries. The SGs may decide to set up working groups, which allow the 

involvement of relevant stakeholders to target particular issues of cooperation. The SG invites 

observers, which are often transnational organisations that cooperate in the policy field. Within 

the Danube Region these are mostly NGOs or governmental organisations (GO) that have been 

active within the Danube Region such as the Danube Rectors Conference (1983), or the 

Arbeitsgemeinschaft Donauländer (1984).11  

Table 7: Role and responsibility of actors within the EUSDR 

Main Actor Role and Responsibility in EUSDR 

European 
Commission 

(EC) 

- prepared the strategy in 2010 following consultations with all partner countries 
- coordination of the strategy at EU level, assisted by a High Level Group 
- DG Regio coordinates Interservice Consultation with other DGs 
- DG Regio is facilitator and supports implementation activities 
- assists the PAs to identify funding schemes 
- cooperates with the DSP, National Coordinators and PAs in all relevant questions  

High Level 
Group (HLG) 

- made up by official representatives from all EU member States 
- assists and advises the Commission in the policy coordination of the Strategy 

Danube 
Strategy 

Point (DSP) 

- established in 2015 to improve the implementation process of the Strategy 
- supports the Commission in its coordination  
- promotes EUSDR at EU Level 
- links PACs, National Coordinators and EC  
- collects progress reports and supports the organisation of the Annual Forums 
- assists the revision of the strategy 
- administers funds originating from the EU institutions in the framework of Technical Assistance for 

the PAs in the EUSDR for the years 2015-2016 

National 
Coordinator 

(NC) 

- provide an overview of implementation activities in respective countries 
- promote EUSDR and inform relevant stakeholders on the national level of key developments 
- are the interface between European national level and steer the policy development 
- coordinate the national positions and integration in national political processes 
- support the implementation of the states 
- (in some countries) develop countries reports 

PA 
Coordinator 

(PAC) 

- two responsible countries designate a PAC 
- responsible for management of PAs and coordination of SG meetings  
- coordinate the implementation of the Action Plan in the field of cooperation 
- monitor the link of project developments and funding in respective countries 
- coordinate with SGs on planning, with targets, indicators and timetables  
- ensure effective cooperation between project promoters, programs and funding sources 
- provide technical assistance and advice 
- coordinate progress reports and coordinate with DSP, EC, financing sources and further  

Steering 
Group (SG) 

- are composed of delegates from each member state 
- identify joint priorities and targets for the PA  
- make strategic choices  
- responsible for identification and selection of projects and implementation activities 
- promote strategy with national actors and policies 
- decide on letters of recommendation 
- set-up of Working Groups  

Observer - advise the SG 
- suggest priorities 

Annual 
Forum 

- networking forum of all actors and presentation of state of the art 
 

Source: own elaboration based on Sielker 2012b, website danube-region.eu (2016) 

                                                      
11 For an overview on institutions see Sielker 2012a p. V 
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One macro-regional characteristic is the evolution of the governance structure, which is 

undergoing constant changes since its first set-up in 2012. In general, the PACs have been 

established further and identified their role. Considering the overall coordination, the EC and 

the National Coordinators remain important. The High Level Group is active and oversees the 

general development of MRS in the EU with however limited influence on concrete 

implementation activities. Instead, (in some policy fields) the EUSDR countries ministers have 

been involved as those that can politically support the strategies. The Interact Labgroup, which 

initially aimed to support the alignment of funding, has not maintained its coordinative role. 

Questions for funding and possible alignment were targeted within the specific PAs. The DSP is 

a new element implemented in order to facilitate the coordination. The DSP takes over some 

of the task from PACs and National Coordinators or EC such as reporting and promotion. 

PART III – EUSDR Zoom-In - PA 1a “Mobility – Inland waterways” 

The Zoom-In into one PA illustrates the role of the different actors in the strategy more 

explicitly. The empirical focus of the doctoral thesis within the EUSDR is the PA 1a. More 

concretely, I focus on the Action “River Maintenance” decided upon by the SG under the goal 

to solve obstacles to navigation.  

The PA operates of course in a wider context of policies and actors. The EUSDR aims to draw 

on these networks and contribute to a better coordination of existing activities. In this section, 

I outline the governance of the PA and provide an overview of the main stakeholders and 

policies that shape navigation and transport activities in the macro-regional context. Via three 

different mapping exercises (Institutional Mapping of the governance, Path Mapping, 

Institutional and Policy Mapping), I demonstrate the relation of the EUSDR with the wider 

political-institutional framework and illustrate the evolution of activities, and the interrelation 

of these different political-institutional frameworks. Before going into detail on this analytical 

step, I present in the following chapter the targets of PA 1a. 

Figure 16: Danube region PA1a Logo 

 
Source: Danube Strategy Point (2015)  

PA 1a: Targets 

The PA 1a “Mobility – Inland Waterways” coordinates activities at the Danube River under the 

objective to “connect the region”. The Austrian Federal Ministry for Transport, Innovation and 

Technology and the Romanian Ministry of Transport and Infrastructure take over the role of 

the PACs. The Austrian viaDonau GmbH supports the PACs operationally.  

The SG decided upon five targets in 2012. The revision in early 2016 confirmed these priorities 

for cooperation. The SG highlighted that progress has been made, but that still work has to be 

done. The five main objectives to be tackled relate to cargo transport, navigability of the river, 

the logistical infrastructure, the information systems and education of staff: 
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i. Increase the cargo transport on the river by 20 % by 2020 compared to 2010. 

ii. Solve obstacles to navigability, taking into account the specific characteristics of each section of 

the Danube and its navigable tributaries and establish effective waterway infrastructure 

management by 2020. 

iii. Develop efficient multimodal terminals at river ports along the Danube and its navigable 

tributaries to connect inland waterways with rail and road transport by 2020. 

iv. Implement harmonised River Information Services (RIS) on the Danube and its navigable 

tributaries and ensure the international exchange of RIS data preferably by 2020. 

v. Solve the shortage of qualified personnel and harmonize education standards in inland 

navigation in the Danube region by 2020, taking duly into account the social dimension of the 

respective measures. 

(cf. PAC1a: Minutes of 10th SG meeting in Brussels, cf. Annex VI). 

The first goal represents the overarching goal, which shall be achieved through actions relating 

to the other goals. Since its kick-off in 2011, several actions have been taken in order to 

implement the goals. Many activities are related to the EUSDR and its activities, but carried out 

in the contexts of projects or on the policy level. The PA 1a has developed seven Action Fields 

(cf. PACs First Progress Report 2012) in which activities are taken to achieve the goals set (see 

above): 

1. Waterway Infrastructure (e.g. NEWADA duo Project) 

2. Comprehensive waterway management (e.g. support of Memorandum of Understanding of 

Bulgaria or Romania) 

3. Ports & sustainable freight transport  

4. Fleet modernization (e.g. Danube Innovative Vessel Study) 

5. River Information System (e.g. Appeal to implement RIS Guidelines in all countries) 

6. Education & Jobs  

7. Inland waterway transport policies 

Activities in relation to ensure waterway infrastructure activities along the Danube have turned 

out to be a very important field of action. This can be explained by the big challenge posed by 

low water periods and the consequent complete fall down of shipping (see Part II). The meeting 

of minimum requirements to provide secure periods for the logistic industry has long been an 

important challenge to Danube navigation targeted by the Danube Commission (see above). 

One of the main goals is to ensure the minimum levels of service and maintenance activities to 

safeguard a minimum of 2.50 m fairway depth. In the “Recommendations on Minimum 

Requirements for Standard Fairway Parameters, hydro-technical and other improvements on 

the Danube" published by the Danube Commission recommended the fairway parameters of 

loaded draught of 2.50m. The experts within the EU project NEWADA duo (cf. Table 9: Glossary 

of relevant projects and frameworks for EUSDR PA 1a) recommend a minimum of service of a 

fairway depth as 2.50 m at low navigable water level. 

In the further analysis of the EUSDR, I focus on the action of waterway infrastructure. All 

interviewees noted this action as the most urgent matter, and it features high in activities. It is 

worth to mention, that other actions have as well led to considerably activities, such as the 

implementation of the River Information System. 
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PA 1a: Governance: an institutional mapping 

The governance of the EUSDR PA 1a involves a variety of stakeholders from the EU political 

level, the level of the EC, the level of transnational organisations and level of the SG. The PA 1a 

governance is illustrated in the institutional mapping PA on the pages 195 & 196.  

The political level includes the European Council, the High Level Group and the Committee of 

the Regions that are part of the EU organisations. In addition, the political level includes the 

Danube Parliamentarian Conference and the Danube Transport Ministers. Both are new 

political dynamics that a result from the EUSDR developments. The EC represents the 

coordinative level for all macro-regional strategies. Transnational organisations active in the 

field of (Danube) river developments are cooperating within the PA 1a governance. The DSP 

supports the development. The Danube countries delegates are mostly from the respective 

ministries and are supported and accompanied by the national waterway agencies. Figure 18 

illustrates that each country has a different national setting. Hungary as for example a variety 

of Directorates and Authorities that are involved, whereas Austria tackles issues of navigation 

and transport on the Danube via one organisation. 
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Figure 17: Institutional mapping PA1a – Mobility – inland waterway (1/2) 

 

Source: own elaboration based on meeting minutes retrieved from www.danube-navigation.eu 

  

http://www.danube-navigation.eu/
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Figure 18: Institutional mapping PA 1a – Mobility – Inland waterway (2/2) 

 

Source: own elaboration based on meeting minutes retrieved from www.danube-navigation.eu 

http://www.danube-navigation.eu/
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The Austrian Federal Ministry for Transport, Innovation and Technology and the Romanian 

Ministry of Transport and Infrastructure take over the role of the PACs. The Austrian viaDonau 

GmbH supports the PACs operationally as the technical secretariat to the PA. National 

ministries send delegates. These have voting rights within the Steering Groups decision-making 

(cf. PAC1a/b Rules of Procedure). The maintenance of the Danube river is organised in most of 

the countries by waterway agencies or administrations, sometimes with different focus. 

Hungary for example has eight different organisations responsible for different tasks. Apart 

from these national representations, some NGOs and GOs have been involved. The most active, 

which also have a formal observer status are the Danube Commission (1964) (DC), Pro Danube 

International (PDI), International Sava River Basin Commission (ISRBC), International 

Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR), European Barge Union (EBU) and 

the Danube Tourist Commission (DTC). The World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) is actively 

taking part as well, and act as observer to environmental priority areas. Two organisations 

crucial for navigation issues and relevant for the FAIRway project, are the Danube Commission 

and Pro Danube International, both explained below in more detail. 

The Danube’s ten riparian states and the Russian Federation signed the Belgrade Convention 

regarding the regime of navigation on the Danube in 1948. Danube Commission is the 

intergovernmental organisation established to implement the Convention. The overall goal is 

to actively improve the conditions for navigation for commercial vessels as well as to strengthen 

the social and economic relation. The Danube Commission is considered to be a political, 

diplomatic organisation. It does not have financial means for implementation activities. After 

the fall of the Iron Curtain, it became difficult for national politicians to prioritise the 

development of the waterway (cf. Interview H. Schindler DC 2016). Dating back to 1856 to the 

Paris treaty and its role during the times of the Iron Curtain the Danube Commission falls in the 

realm of foreign policy. It is handled by the respective ministries. This complicates the 

cooperation with the EUSDR due the ministries and the waterway agencies and administrations 

not being involved in the revision of the Belgrade convention (2011). Therefore, ministries 

stated in the first SG meeting that they have no influence on these developments (cf. PAC1a SG 

Meeting Minutes 2011). Due to its legal status the Danube Commission cannot influence the 

implementation (cf. presentation on 28th October in SG meeting, Interview H. Schindler DC 

2016). The Danube Commission decided upon new recommendations for minimum 

requirements on standard fairway parameter, hydro-technical and other improvements (DOK. 

DK/TAG/77/11) which entered into force in 2013. 

Pro Danube International is the network of business organisations, and represents more than 

130 private companies with a strategic economic interest in a better functioning Rhine-Danube 

Corridor. Pro Danube International has a threefold aim to first, contribute to a favourable policy 

framework, second to promote waterway infrastructure and third to promote investments. Pro 

Danube International has become observer to the PA 1a at the 9th SG Meeting in 2015, and 

since then is very actively involved in the meetings, but also in the development of projects (cf. 

PAC1a  Minute 9th SG Meeting) 

Table 8 illustrates the diversity of stakeholders that have been involved in the SG activities 

between 2011 and 2016 (cf. meeting minutes retrieved from www.danube-navigation.eu).  

http://www.danube-navigation.eu/
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Table 8: Participants in PA 1A’s SG 2011-2016 

Function Who 

PA Coordinators Austria & Romania, with support of the Technical Secretariat of the viaDonau 
GmbH 

National Ministries Bosnian Ministry of Communication and Transport 
Bulgarian Ministry of Transport, Information Technology and Communications 
Croatian Ministry of Maritime Affairs, Transport and Infrastructure 
Czech Ministry of Transport 
Bavarian State Ministry of Economic Affairs, Infrastructure, Transport and 
Technology 
Baden-Württemberg State Ministry for Transport and Infrastructure 
German Federal Ministry of Transport, Building and Urban Development 
Hungarian Ministry of Maritime Affairs, Transport and Infrastructure 
Moldavian: Ministry of Transport and Road Infrastructure  
Romanian Ministry of Transport 
Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Slovakian Ministry of Transport, Construction and Regional Development 
Slovenian Ministry of Transport 
Ukrainian Ministry of Infrastructure 

Waterway Administrations and 
Agencies 

Bulgarian Ports Infrastructure Company (Bulgaria) 
Bulgarian Executive Agency for Exploration and Maintenance of the Danube River 
Croatian Vukovar-Srijem County Regional Development Agency 
Croatian Agency for Inland Waterways 
Port Authority of Vukovar 
Entwicklungszentrum für Schiffstechnik und Transportsysteme e.V. (DST) 
Hungarian Coordination Centre for Transport Development, Hungary 
Hungarian General Directorate of Water Management 
Hungarian National Association of Radio Distress Signalling and 
Infocommunications RSOE 
Hungarian Middle-Danube Valley Water Directorate 
Hungarian Agency for Inland Waterways 
Hungarian National Transport Authority  
Romanian Maritime Danube Ports Administration 
Romanian Lower Danube Administration 
Romanian Administration of the Navigable Canals 
Serbian Directorate for Directorate for Inland Waterways – Plovput 
Romanian Directorate for Inland Waterways – Plovput 
Serbian Public Water Management Company "Vode Vojvodine" 
Slovak Waterborne Transport Development Agency 
Slovak Water Management Enterprise 
Delta-Pilot State Enterprise 
Waterborne Transport Development Agency Slovakia 

GO’s and NGOs Danube Commission (1964) (DC) 
International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR) 
International Sava River Basin Commission (ISRBC) 
European Barge Union (EBU) 
Pro Danube International (PDI) 
Danube Tourist Commission (DTC) 
EuroVienna (PA 10) 
TINA Vienna 
Pan-European Transport Corridor II – Working Community of the Danube Regions 
Council of Danube Cities and Regions  

European Commission DG Regio 
DG Move 
DG Env  

Danube Strategy Point at the Landesvertretung Baden-Württemberg in Brussels (since 2015) 

Others European Investment Bank  
PACs 10, PACs 8, PACs 5, PACs 11 
Danube Transnational Programme 
Ukraine Embassy 
Izmail Ferry line (Ukraine) 

Source: own elaboration based on meeting minutes retrieved from www.danube-navigation.eu 
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Whereas the table above illustrates the institutions, the analysis of the lists of participants 

indicates the diversity of persons that have participated at the SG meetings. The average 

turnout at the meetings is 33 including extended SG meetings (29.25 persons without extended 

meetings) differing considerably by countries. The participation reveals that for example 

Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovakia, Croatia and Ukraine have send a range of different experts in 

relation to their general turn out. Romania had in 11 meetings 20 different participants, which 

is similar to Austria with 22 different participants. That can be explained through their 

involvement as PACs. Nevertheless, Romanian representatives have changed a lot. In total 168 

different persons participated at the meetings.12 On the one hand, this illustrates the broad 

interest towards the EUSDR. On the other hand, this also reveals that there is a fluctuation in 

the representatives send by some countries more than others, but also including the EU levels. 

The total number of representatives from the EC including the participation of Commissioner 

Hahn and several General Directorates is 15 different persons.  

As a reaction to the MRS developments, DG Regio has restructured internally, and set up a unit 

for macro-regions. Germany is not participating regularly. Given the fact that in Bavaria the 

Danube the Main-Danube Canal connects the Danube with the Main, and from there to the 

Rhine, it is surprising how little political impetus comes from Germany via the MRS. The reasons 

are manifold. On the one hand, Danube navigation has been a political sensitive topic a long 

time due to e.g. the free flowing river parts of Straubing/Vilshofen. Further, the federal system 

leads to diverging competences, with the federal level not having shown particular interest in 

macro-regional settings. Nevertheless, Germany was the only country that tried to use the veto 

right within one SG meeting. German partners are involved in some of the relevant projects 

and are involved in Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) funded projects as well as in the political 

ministerial meetings. It does not use the EUSDR context to impose particular political influence. 

On the project level and in the TEN-T corridor negotiations Germany is however quite active. It 

is common that ministerial delegates send the waterway administrations as the only country 

representatives to the meetings, and transfer their voting rights. However, the strength within 

the PAs depend on the reliability of implementation within the national contexts. Therefore, 

the PACs call on the national ministries to send delegates that are able to take decisions within 

the meetings and are able to implement and coordinate them their institutional background.  

PA 1a: Path mapping of implementation activities and the example of the FAIRway project 

This section is dedicated to illustrate via a path mapping how the strategies goals are being 

implemented under the action of waterway infrastructure, which led to the development of 

the politically backed FAIRway project. Within the EUSDR the FAIRway project is a very 

prominent example on how projects may be developed in the context of MRS. Drawing on the 

presentation of the main milestones above (cf. Figure 14) the path mapping demonstrates how 

the PA 1a linked the different governance levels and stakeholders and sought for the necessary 

political backing of the proposed implementation activities. I differentiate between the political 

level, the EUSDR activities and the project level (cf. Figure 19 & Figure 20). Thereby I show how 

                                                      
12 Excluding my participation.  
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the EUSDR framework opened up new opportunities to address sectoral policy goals within 

parts of the EU.  

Figure 19: Path mapping of PA 1a – Mobility (1/2) 

 
Source: own elaboration 
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Figure 20: Path mapping of PA 1a – Mobility (2/2) 

 
Source: own elaboration 

In sum, following the EUSDR kick-off and the subsequent Luxemburg Declaration of 2012 a 

Fairway Rehabilitation and Maintenance Master Plan had been elaborated by PA 1a in 
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cooperation with the NEWADA duo project. This Master Plan was subsequently supported by 

the Danube Transport Ministers in December 2014. The FAIRway Danube project was set up in 

the course of 2015. The project runs until 2020 and essentially aims to implement the 

Masterplan. Figure 19 and Figure 20 show the path mapping of the implementation activities 

and the example of the FAIRway project. To structure the description, the path will be explained 

in three phases, marking three major achievements: the Declaration, the development of the 

Masterplan and the FAIRway Project. 

First Phase 2011 – 2012: Kick-Off EUSDR – ‘Luxemburg Declaration’ by Danube Transport 

Ministers 

Following the political developments leading to the development of the EUSDR (cf. chapter 

above part II, and cf. Figure 14), the SGs took up work in June 2011. PA 1a identified action 

areas during the first two meetings in 2011. These seven action areas (see above) set the scene 

to develop working groups together with a wide range of stakeholders to tackle these 

challenges. In fall 2011, the blockage of Danube navigation due to low water levels revealed 

the main shortcomings in waterway maintenance along the Danube. These very difficult 

conditions for navigation and the complete stop of navigation at the Danube harmed regional 

economy substantially (cf. Interview Seitz), and raised attention of the political level.  

In February 2012, Commissioner Hahn (DG Regio) and Commissioner Siim Kallas (DG Move) 

addressed a joint letter to the ministers responsible for transport within the Danube riparian 

states. The Commissioners requested the ministers to send information on the status of inland 

waterway maintenance. Further, the Commissioners invited for a Danube transport ministers 

meeting at the margins of the European Council in June 2012.  

In May 2012, Commissioner Hahn visited the third SG meeting. Here the critical conditions for 

navigation were discussed and national reports presented. The partner countries of the 

NEWADA project (Network of Waterway Administrations) had developed these reports in the 

course of the project. At this meeting, the follow-up project NEWADA duo received a letter of 

recommendation by the SG. In this meeting, the idea to develop a joint declaration in 

preparation of the transport ministers was first mentioned resulting from the concerns raised 

about the fairway conditions. Commissioner Hahn tasked the SG to set up a Task Force of 

experts to draft a declaration to be sent to the ministers before June. On 7th June 2012 in 

Luxembourg at the Danube Ministers meeting at the margins of the EU Council, the transport 

ministers then, apart from Hungary, signed the “Declaration on effective waterway 

infrastructure maintenance on the Danube and its navigable tributaries”. The declaration is 

perceived as an important sign of political commitment towards the EUSDR goals, and an 

important precondition to gain the support for national implementation activities and funding 

by all interviewees.  

A second important political development triggered by the EUSDR dynamics is that Bulgaria and 

Romania, which share the largest part of the Danube River (cf. Figure 13 & Figure 22) as a 

border, set-up a bilateral committee. Within this new committee, Romania and Bulgaria signed 

a Memorandum of Understanding in October 2012.  
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Second Phase 2012-2014: development of the Fairway Rehabilitation and Maintenance Master 

Plan – Endorsement by Danube Transport Ministers 

In November 2014, four months after the declaration in June, the Danube countries presented 

reports on the developments and maintenance, and decided to focus on the action areas Water 

Management. The NEWADA duo project started work in early 2013 and provided information 

on costs and standards of maintenance of the Danube River, which were presented in the April 

2013 at the 5th SG meeting. During this meeting, the SG tasked the PACs to follow up on 

implementation activities of the Luxemburg Declaration. Therefore, the viaDonau GmbH 

prepared a questionnaire to be filled in twice a year to follow up on maintenance activities. The 

idea was to monitor the implementation through an analysis of short and medium-term 

measures of the riparian countries and thereby to achieve a common level of service in 

waterway infrastructure management. The NEWADA duo summarized this information to the 

PA.  

June 2013 was a difficult month to undertake maintenance activities for the condition for 

waterway development, described as a “force majeure”. At the sixth SG meeting in November 

2013 the SG members, and particularly the Waterway Administrations, showed a general 

dissatisfaction with the implementation and the maintenance activities in view of the results 

presented by the NEWADA duo project. An appeal concerning the implementation of the 

Luxemburg Declaration was prepared in order to pursue further measures. The appeal was 

transmitted to the transport ministers and the EC in February 2014. The PA 1 offered in addition 

to support the ministers in convening follow-up meetings, and announced the publication of a 

Masterplan. In cooperation with the NEWADA duo project the PACs started to prepare a Master 

Plan to build a knowledge base and provide a consolidated overview of waterway maintenance 

needs along the entire Danube and its navigable tributaries. In May 2014, the drafting process 

was on the way, with the 7th EUSDR meeting being devoted to it. One of the issues discussed 

was to include the information from the countries that were not part of the NEWADA duo 

project, but with support of the project. 

Politically, the transport ministers supported the development of a masterplan to better 

support the implementation of the Luxemburg Declaration at the meeting in June 2014. In July 

2014, the finalized Fairway Maintenance Master Plan was send to the transport ministers by 

the Technical Secretariat as input for a written procedure. The following eighth meeting of the 

SG focused on national roadmaps to implement the Master Plan, as the core activity of the PA. 

During this process, the joint development of projects and implementation activities played an 

important role. The “Fairway Rehabilitation and Maintenance Master Plan” took place in 

Brussels on 3rd December 2014 was adopted by the Danube transport ministers and in presence 

of Commissioners for Transport and Regional Development. Though Hungary has not signed 

the declaration, the ministries and the different organisations are actively involved in 

implementation activities.  
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Third Phase: Development of national roadmaps – Kick-Off FAIRway project 
Figure 21: Logo of the FAIRway project used for marketing purpose 

 
Source: www.danube-region.eu 

The Master Plan built the basis for National Roadmaps (2015) and the development of specific 

implementation activities. One example is the FAIRway Project whose scope is to procure the 

necessary equipment to carry out pilot activities for hydrological serves and to allow the 

identification of innovative approaches for fairway rehabilitation and upgrade. The project was 

submitted to the Connecting Europe Facilities in March 2015. The member states involved are 

Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Romania and Slovakia. Twelve project partners are 

beneficiaries of the project. This include national ministries as all as river administrations and 

waterway agencies. The project consists of two actions. The scope is to elaborate coordinated 

national action plans for the development of the Masterplan. Within the framework of the 

project, no maintenance activities themselves are foreseen. In April 2015, the partners from 

the proposed project joined the SG meeting to present the project. The project was approved 

by the CEF with a total budget of ca. €22 million with ca. €19 million from EU contributions. In 

February 2016, the FAIRway Project was kicked off in Brussels. 

An SG meeting was scheduled at the same day of FAIRway launch. The revision of the PAs 

targets was important at this meeting’s agenda. In general the SG kept the targets (see above), 

but adjusted the time schedule to 2020. In May 2016 at the 11th SG meeting an appeal was 

prepared and transmitted to the Danube Transport Ministers to call upon the implementation 

of the Masterplan. Also at the beginning of May 2015, the FAIRway project started officially. A 

meeting by the Danube Transport at the margin of the TEN-T days Rotterdam in June 2016, the 

ministers included the Masterplan in their conclusions stressing the importance to provide 

good conditions for navigability through maintenance activities. The ministers’ conclusions 

reaffirmed the will to cooperate with the relevant coordinating bodies to implement the 

Masterplan, in particular the CEF co-financed the FAIRway project. Around the same time, the 

first user forum of the Project FAIRway Danube was held in Vukovar. 

In sum, the development of joint waterway development policies for the Danube from 2011 to 

2016 was triggered by discussions in the new macro-regional committees, which in return 

sought the necessary political support through the transport ministers meeting, a new political 

level along the Danube. The path mapping illustrates how a ‘Ping Pong’ between the PA, the 

project and the political level characterizes the implementation activities within the EUSDR PA 

1a. The SG with its PACs are a central element in this process to link the operational project 

level with the relevant political level. The SG has presented a new implementation or 

declaration every second year to the ministers, and in between kept the river related activities 

on the political agenda through appeals. The primary stakeholder triangle are public authorities 

and observers in the SG, transport ministers and waterway companies. The EC served an 

advisory role in the Steering Group meetings where the Master Plan development and the 
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project development were high on the agenda, and of course is an important link to the funding 

bodies, in this case CEF. The regular participation of representatives of DG Regio, and in this 

case particularly DG Move ensured the communication with funding instruments. Through the 

active involvement of the Commissioners of both DG’s the transport ministers were developed 

and now represent the main level for political support.  

PA 1a: Institutional and policy mapping 

This chapter provides a third mapping exercise summarizing the institutional and the policy 

context of EUSDR activities. Whereas the first two mappings reveal the internal governance and 

illustrate the evolution of activities for waterway infrastructure within PA 1a, this third mapping 

situates the EUSDR related activities in the wider EU framework. The mapping combines 

geographic information of the EUSDR countries and the riparian countries with institutional 

information on relevant EU policies, waterway infrastructure and the territorial perimeters 

addressed by transnational stakeholders relevant for EUSDR river activities and policies (cf. 

Figure 22). It thereby illustrates that the existing regulatory framework, pre-dating projects and 

cooperation’s often cover different parts of the perimeter. In addition, to the above described 

organisation involved in the SG, Table 9 provides further information on the policies and 

programs in form of a glossary.  

On the EU level the most important policies are the TEN Guidelines (cf. part II). The Danube 

River is part of the Rhine-Danube Corridor. The promotion of inland waterway transport in 

Europe is encapsulated in the so-called NAIADES Action Programme. In 2013, the Commission 

updated the NAIADES programme (NAIADES II). It sets out specific objectives up to 2020 under 

the aim to create the conditions for inland navigation to become a quality form of transport. 

The implementation of NAIADES is supported by the platforms PLATINA and PLATINA II funded 

under the 7th Framework Programme (cf. Table 9) The EC promotes inland waterway transport 

through the Connecting Europe Facility, Horizon 2020, and European Fund for Strategic 

investment as well as Cohesion Policy.  

Apart from the EU framework, the International Commissions play an important role. For the 

PA 1a activities most important are the Danube Commission implementing the Belgrade 

Convention and the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River as well as 

the International Commission for the Protection for the Sava River. All of these three are as well 

observers to the PA (cf. Table 7). 

On the Danube Region level, the Danube Transport ministers´ conclusions are the important 

policy documents. These are the only policy documents of this kind mentioned on the ECs 

homepage regarding the promotion of inland waterways (cf. European Commission 2016). 

They represent a unique approach within the Danube region to support the implementation of 

the EUSDR on the policy level. While the PLATINA projects provide a European-wide platform 

to implement the NAIADES action, the most important projects in relation to waterway 

infrastructure on the Danube river are the NEWADA and the NEWADA duo project (see above).  

All of these policies, projects and institutions (or conventions) cover varying parts of the Danube 

region perimeter (cf. Figure 22). On the project level, this is partly caused by the varying funding 

schemes (e.g. Serbia is not part of the FAIRway project). On the political level, the coverage 
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depends on country particularities. The Danube Commission does not cover the whole Danube 

within Germany, but only navigable parts. This reveals the complexity of promoting transport 

policies. In general, the institutional and policy mapping graphic shows that through the EUSDR 

strategy a new governance level has been set up, that implements projects and develops 

political support, though not binding, which cover the Danube river. In addition, the strategic 

character of the EUSDR cooperation and the governance of the PA, presented in part II, reveal 

that this cooperation differs from the character of the Commissions, which have so far been 

the most important transnational cooperation, and will remain important jurisdictional 

background (cf. part II). 
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Figure 22: Institutional and policy mapping 

 

Source: own elaboration 
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Table 9: Glossary of relevant projects and frameworks for EUSDR PA 1a 

Source: own summary, the descriptions provided in this table are largely copied from the respective homepages. 

PART IV – Summary 

In sum, the macro-regional level represents a new cooperation area, which over the last five 

years has led to project development and funding allocations at different levels. The macro-

regional cooperation offers a framework for cooperation cutting across the multi-level 

governance of the EU with horizontal and vertical coordination. The institutional mapping of 

Name EU transport and inland navigation policies and projects 
NAIADES 
and  
NAIADES II 

Action programme in support of inland waterway transport, running until 2013; opted a Communication on the 
promotion of inland waterway transport. The NAIADES Action Programme of the period of 2006-2013 and focused on five 
strategic areas for a comprehensive Inland Waterway Transport policy: market, fleet, jobs and skills, image and 
infrastructure.  
The European Commission has adopted on 10 September 2013 the NAIADES II package "Towards quality inland waterway 
transport". The NAIADES II Communication aims at creating the conditions for inland navigation transport to become a 
quality mode of transport. It sets out the programme for policy action in the field of inland waterway transport for the 
period 2014-2020. Actions are taken in the following key areas of intervention: 
Quality infrastructure 
Quality through innovation 
Smooth functioning of the market 
Environmental quality through low emissions 
Skilled workforce and quality jobs 
Integration of inland navigation into the multimodal logistics chain 
(http://ec.europa.eu/transport/modes/inland/promotion/naiades2_en.htm) 

PLATINA 
and  
PLATINA II 

The Platform for the implementation of NAIADES (PLATINA) is a major trans-European project for the promotion of inland 
waterway transport. Launched by the European Commission on 1 October 2008, PLATINA was designed as a platform to 
provide support for the implementation of the NAIADES European inland navigation programme. It brings together 22 
partners from 9 European countries and has received Commission funding of € 8.5 million. The PLATINA project, adopted 
under the 7th Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development, covers a broad set of actions in five 
strategic fields of NAIADES.  
The Platina II Programme is the follow up project and aims to implement the NAIADES II. 
(http://ec.europa.eu/transport/modes/inland/promotion/platina_en.htm) 

RIS River Information Services (RIS) are information technology (IT) related services designed to optimize traffic and transport 
processes in inland navigation, i.e. to enhance a swift electronic data transfer between water and shore through in-
advance and real-time exchange of information. RIS aims to streamline the exchange of information between waterway 
operators and users. Since 2005, an EU framework directive (EU framework directive (EC/2005/44)) provides minimum 
requirements to enable crossborder compatibility of national systems.  
(http://www.ris.eu/background/what_is_ris_) 

NEWADA  
and  
NEWADA 
duo 

Network of Danube Waterway Administrations (NEWADA) aimed at increasing the efficiency of the Danube as the 
European Transport Corridor VII by intensifying cooperation between waterway administrations to promote inland 
navigation as a cost-effective and environmentally friendly mode of transport. NEWADA started in April 2009 and ended 
in March 2012 with a duration of 36 months. The Project team was comprised of 12 project partners from 8 Danube 
countries. (http://www.ris.eu/projects/40/newada) 
The follow up project NEWADA duo supported the waterway management authorities of the Danube riparian states in 
achieving a common level of service in waterway management along the Danube and its navigable tributaries. This 
improved cooperation focused on efficient and effective waterway infrastructure maintenance as well as customer-
oriented services. The NEWADA duo approach of concerted waterway and information management procedures 
translated into new benefits for the users. (http://www.newada-duo.eu/)  

TEN-T  
Guidelines 
 

As an EU policy, the Trans-European Networks (TENs) – in transport, energy and telecommunication – have existed since 
1993. They are based on Title XVI, Articles 170 – 172, of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU. In the transport sector, 
the first guidelines were adopted by the European Parliament and the Council in 1996; the first regulation for EU funding 
was adopted in 1995. TEN-T policy has a rising importance today, against a background of three major enlargements and 
evolving economic and political situations during its 20 years of existence. A substantial policy review was launched in 
2009 and led to a new legislative framework that came into force in 2014. 
In essence, creating and developing the TENs aims to interconnect national infrastructure networks and ensure their 
interoperability. The main EU-wide instruments of the TENs' policy are:  
Union Guidelines, which set out objectives, priorities and outlines of measures for establishing and developing networks, 
to create the framework for identifying projects of common interest.  
An EU infrastructure fund to support projects of common interest. These projects are prepared and implemented 
following the subsidiarity principle and in compliance with the relevant rules and procedures of the Member States on 
whose territories the projects are located. 
The "Connecting Europe Facility" governs EU funding in the transport, energy and telecommunications sectors during the 
period 2014 – 2020: 
(http://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/infrastructure/ten-t-guidelines/legal-basis_en.htm)  
For the Rhine-Danube Core Network Corridor Ms Karla Peijs is the European Coordinator. 
The TEN-T Implementation is supported by a Roadmap elaborated in a White paper to a Single European Transport Area – 
Towards a competitive and resource efficient transport system (COM (2011) 144 final)  

http://www.ris.eu/projects/40/newada
http://www.newada-duo.eu/
http://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/infrastructure/ten-t-guidelines/legal-basis_en.htm
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the PA 1a shows the involvement a wide range of stakeholders in the activities and governance 

of the Priority Area. The competences and roles of national waterway organisation, ministries 

and of the transnational organisation varies considerably. Only this complex graphic illustrates 

the complexity of transnational policy-making let alone implementation. The path mapping 

illustrates, how macro-regional cooperation makes use of the political level and the project 

level with the SG as the link between these two levels. The policy and institutional mapping of 

the policy frameworks and projects in the EU shows that the different perimeters covered by 

organisations and activities are a challenge. I perceive the macro-regional framework as an 

intermediary level, which has been introduced into the overall framework. Through the Danube 

Region, activities and implementation of EU directives are better coordinated. The Steering 

Group for example proceeds with the implementation of RIS and of the Masterplan, which 

essentially supports the implementation of the overall NAIADES and TEN-T activities.  

In the initial section, I indicated that I with this profile aim to shed some light on the often raised 

questions: ‘What is a macro-region?’; ‘How does it work?’; ‘What are they doing?’; and ‘For 

whom is this important?’ 

The elaboration above provide input to what would need to be an extensive answer. In short, 

however a macro-region as illustrated in this case provides a framework for cooperation in a 

range of policy fields of transnational importance. This framework offers the opportunities to 

coordinate through SG activities in this policy field. Thereby link implementation activities with 

the political level and the funding opportunities. The tools of governance used may vary. The 

tools used were declarations, appeals, masterplan and projects. The implementation activities 

take place at an operational level outside, often in national contexts or projects. The macro-

regional context can help those projects to come into being, obtain the necessary funds and 

political commitment. The question posed last “For who is this important?” is most probably 

answered very differently depending on whom you asked. Personally, a good cooperation 

across borders is to my perception a value in itself, and indirectly off added-value to everyone. 

Providing the conditions for good navigability is seen as a public task of spatial governance as 

is infrastructure in general to provide the conditions for growth, and thereby for prosperity and 

jobs. However, activities so far do not follow a cross-sectoral coordination with other sectors 

such as environment. This is to my estimation an unused potential. Altogether transnational 

policymaking and implementation remains a challenge. In a region with first such a diversity of 

policymaking cultures in the domestic contexts, second different challenges as regards to 

navigability on the river itself, and third a complex history, this cooperation provides a new, 

pragmatic attempt. At least for the case of ‘Mobility – Inland Waterway”, I summarise that the 

macro-regional context offered new ways for cooperation and steering of joint activities.  

 

  



 

210 
 

IV. List of meetings and conferences 

 

No. Date  Event & Conferences Location  Regional 
Context 

Activity 

2016   

34 3rd-4th 
Nov 
2016 

Stakeholder Conference 
5th Annual Forum EUSDR 

Bratislava Danube 
Region 

Participatory 
observation, 
interviews 

33 13th Oct. 
2016 

Stakeholder Conference 
Workshop “Measuring the added value 
of the EUSDR” 

Brussels, 
Representation 
of Baden-
Wurttemberg 
to the EU 

Danube 
Region 

Moderation, 
presentation 
 

32 1st Oct. 
2016 

Academic Conference 
Conference Panel at the DVWP 3-
Country Conference on “Macro-
regional strategies of the EU” organized 
by the Jean Monnet Centre of 
Excellence PRRIDE (“Positioning 
Regions and Regionalism in a 
Democratic Europe”)  

Heidelberg Macro-
regions 

Presentation,  

31 17th 
March 
2016 

Stakeholder Conference 
Alpine Dialogue II, Bavaria  

Irsee; Kloster 
Irsee 

Alpine 
Region 

Participatory 
observation 

30 9th March 
2016 

Stakeholder Meeting 
EUSDR 10th Steering Group meeting of 
PA1a 

Brussels Danube 
Region 

Participatory 
observation, 
interviews 

29 22nd/23rd 

February 
2016 

Academic Conference 
Dortmunder Conference "Raummuster 
- Struktur, Dynamik, Planung" 

Dortmund Macro-
regions 

Presentation, 
interview 

28 25th/26th 
January 
2016 

Stakeholder Conference 
EUSALP Launch Conference 

Brdo/Slovenia Alpine 
Region 

Interviews, 
participatory 
observation  

2015   

27 8th/9th 
December 
2015 

Stakeholder Conference 
ESPON Seminar, including panel on 
macro-regional strategies 

Luxembourg Macro-
regions 

Participatory 
observation  

26 31st 
October 
2015 

Academic Workshop 
DSRN Side event to the EUSDR Annual 
Forum “Danube Strategy Research 
Network Workshop 
For PhD and Master students” 

Ulm Danube 
Region 

Participatory 
observation 

25 29th/30th 
October 
2015 

Stakeholder Conference 
EUSDR Annual Forum  

Ulm Danube 
Region 

Questionnaire, 
interviews, 
participatory 
observation  

24 28th of 
October 
2015  

Stakeholder Conference 
JRC Annual Event on the "Scientific 
Support to the Danube Strategy", Side 
event to the EUSDR Annual Forum 

Ulm Danube 
Region  

Participatory 
observation 

23 2nd – 5th 
Oct 2015 

Academic Conference  
Geographentag 

Berlin Macro-
regions 

Presentation 

22 21st Sep.- 
01st Oct. 
2015 

Student Field Trip on the topic 
„EUSALP Macroregion“  
 

Munich, 
Bayerisch Zell, 
Innsbruck, 

Alpine 
Region 

Participatory 
observation, 
organisation 
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Bozen, Meran, 
Lüsener Tal, 
Aosta, La 
Cogne, 
Annecy, Genf, 
Büsingen 

and expert 
meetings 

21 13th July 
2015 

Academic Conference  
AESOP Conference “Round table on 
territoriality”  

Prague  Macro-
regions 

Moderation 
and reflection 

2014   

20 3rd-4th 
Dec 2014 

Field trip 
Brussels Field Trip 

Brussels Macro-
regions 

Interviews 

19 1st/2nd 
Dec 2014 

Stakeholder Conference 
Stakeholder Conference on the EU 
Strategy for the Alpine Region 

Milano 
 

Alpine 
Region 

Participatory 
observation, 
interview 

18 August 
2014 

Field trip 
Danube Field Trip 

Danube Region Danube 
Region 

Interviews 

17 9th - 12th 
July 2014  

Academic Conference 
Presentations at the AESOP Conference 
2014 

Utrecht North Sea 
Region 

Presentation 

16 26th/27th 
June 2014 

Academic Conference 
Presentation at the ARL Young Forum 
2014 

Karlsruhe Macro-
regions 

Presentation 

15 12th/13th 
June 2014 

Academic Workshop 
“What can the Alpine Region learn from 
the Danube Region?”- Workshop on 
Macro-regional strategies 

Erlangen Macro-
regions 

Presentation, 
moderation, 
reflection 

14 21st May 
2015 

Stakeholder Conference 
Alpine Dialogue I, Bavaria 

Hohenaschau Alpine 
Region 

Participatory 
observation 

13 10th/ 11th 
April 2014 

Stakeholder Conference and Academic 
Conference 
Presentation at the conference of the 
Andrássy University „10 Jahre EU-
Osterweiterung – Herausforderungen 
der Integration” 

Budapest Danube 
Region 

Interviews, 
presentation 

12 12th – 14th 
March 
2014 
 

Stakeholder Conference  
North Sea Commission Annual 
Conference 

Aalborgh North Sea 
Region 

Interviews, 
participatory 
observation 

11 March 
2014 

Stakeholder Conference  
North Sea Region Advisory Committee 
Spatial Planning Meeting 

London North Sea 
Region 

Interviews, 
participatory 
observation 

10 March 
2014 

Field Trip  
North Sea 

Netherlands, 
Germany, 
Denmark, UK 

North Sea 
Region 

Interviews 

2013   

9 4th/5th/6th 
Nov 2013 

Stakeholder Conference 
Danube Strategy Research Network 
Conference  
“The EU Strategy for the Danube 
Region: Challenges and Chances 2014 
– 2020” 

Brussels Danube 
Region 

Moderation, 
organisation, 
presentation, 
participatory 
observation 

8 14th/15th 
Oct 2013 

Academic Conference 
Presentation at the AUB Conference 
Die EU-Donauraumstrategie auf dem 
Prüfstand: Erfahrungen und 
Perspektiven 

Budapest  Danube 
Region 

Presentation 
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7 2th – 8th 
Oct 2013 

Academic Conference  
Geographentag 

Passau Macro-
regions 

Presentation 

6 14th – 19th 
July 2013 

Academic Conference 
Presentation at the AESOP Conference 
2013 

Dublin Macro-
regions 

Presentation 

5 13th -14th 
June 2013 

Academic Workshop 
Presentation at the ‘Macro-Regions’ 
and Multi-level Governance in Europe: 
Theoretical Approaches and Empirical 
Evidence  

Potsdam Macro-
regions 

Presentation 
and 
participatory 
observation 

4 29th -31st 
May 2013 

Academic Conference 
Presentation at the ARL Young Forum 
2014 

Kaiserslautern Macro-
regions 

Presentation  

3 03rd -8th 
May 2013 

Academic Conference 
Presentation at the RSA Conference 
2013 

Tampere Macro-
regions 

 

2012   

2 27th/18th 
Nov 2012 

Stakeholder Conference 
1st Annual Forum EUSDR Regensburg 

Regensburg Danube 
Region  

Interviews and 
participatory 
observation 

2011   

1  Field trip Danube Region, Research 
stay at TU Vienna 

  Interviews 
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V. List of interviews  

 

 Name Institution Year 

1 Arbter, Roland Austrian Federal Chancellery  2011, 2015 

2 Ballnus, Florian 
Bayerisches Staatsministerium für Umwelt 
und Verbraucherschutz 

2011 

3 Bartol, Blanka 
Ministry of Environment and Spatial 
Planning 

2016 

4 
Bätzing, Werner, Prof 
Dr. 

FAU Erlangen-Nürnberg 2012,2014,  

5 Bernabei, Cesare European Commission, DG Transport 2015 

6 Busek, Erhard 
Institut für den Donauraum und 
Mitteleuropa 

2011, 2014 

7 Christensen, Ole European Parliament 2014 

8 De Martin, Peter ARGE Donauländer 2011, 2014 

9 Doucet, Philippe GEPHYRES e.u.r.l. 2014 

10 Dunn, Euon North Sea Region Advisory Committee 2014 

11 Eggensberger, Peter  
Bayerisches Staatsministerium für Umwelt 
und Verbraucherschutz 

2015 

12 Ehm, Frithjof European Commission, DG Regio 2015 

13 Essl, Josef CIPRA  2012-2015  

14 Franc Žepič 
Ministry of Infrastructure and Spatial 
planning, Slovenia 

2015 

15 Goldsboroguh, David  University Groningen  2014, 2015  

16 Görmar, Wilfried 
Bundesinstitut für Bau-, Stadt- und 
Raumforschung 

2013 

17 Hahn, Marlene Metis GmbH, Project Expert, Vienna 2014 

18 Helgesen, Gunn Marit Former President of NSC 2014 

19 
Herdlitschka, Hans-
Peter 

Wirtschaftsministerium des Landes Baden-
Württemberg 

2011, 2013 

20 Krabatsch, Ann-Jasmin European Commission DG Regio 2014 

21 Lutter, Johannes Centrope 2014 
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22 Muilerman, Gert-Jan  ViaDonau GmbH 2015, 2016 

23 Onida, Marco  European Commission, DG Regio 2015, 2016  

24 Remann, Csilla  Staatskanzlei München 2014 

25 Schindler, Horst Danube Commission  2016 

26 Schober, Anna Federal Chancellery Austria 2014 

28 Scott, Ros Baroness Member of the House of Lords 2014 

29 Seitz, Manfred  Pro Danube International 2016 

30 Seybert, Harry  
Bayerischen Staatsministerium des Innern, 
für Bau und Verkehr 

2015, 2016 

31 Sinner, Jean Claude 
Ministry of Sustainable Development and 
Infrastructure, LU 

2014 

32 Sorensen, Ole B. Former President of NSC MEP a.d. 2014 

33 
Streitenberger, 
Wolfgang 

European Commission, DG Regio, Advisor 2014 

34 Tompeta, Jana Danube Strategy Point 2015 

35 Urschitz, Daniela City of Vienna 2013 

36 Verret, Gert  OSPAR Convention  2014 

37 
Veskovic, Miroslav, 
Prof 

Joint Research Centre, formerly Danube 
Rectors Conference 

2012 

38-
48 

Anonymous 

NCP, PAC, PAC, AGL, SG member, SG 
member, NGO, Consultant, Consultant, 
Chamber of commerce, NGO, Lobbying 
Organisation 

2012 - 2016 

 

The list above contains the interviews that have been conducted in person or per 

telephone/skype. Interviews that were recorded have been transcribed partially by using f4. 

Other interviews were documented with minutes. 

Interviews Indicated as No. 38-48 have been conducted with interviewees preferring to remain 

anonymous. In addition, results from interviews conducted in the course of my diploma thesis 

feed into the analysis (cf. Sielker 2012a).  

Apart from these interviews, the main source of information was participatory observation at 

conferences and meetings. These events, speeches and presentations are documented 

together with the interviews in a chronological logbook. This logbook contains notes as to all 

interviews conducted and events visited in the macro-regional contexts.  
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VI. List of documents  

 
D

an
u

be
 r

eg
io

n 
do

cu
m

en
ts

 

EUSDR Documents 
▪ European Union Strategy for the Danube Region (COM(2010) 715 final) of 8 December 2010 and the 

accompanying Commission staff working document “Action Plan” (SEC(2010) 1489 final) 

▪ Council Conclusions on the European Union Strategy for the Danube Region of the 3083rd General Affairs 
Council Meeting (8388/11) of 13 April 2011 

▪ Conclusions of the European Council (EUCO 23/11) of 23/24 June 2011 

▪ EUSDR Progress Reports (http://www.danube-region.eu/about/progress-reports) 

▪ Joint Statements of Ministers meeting at Annual For a (Bucharest 2013, Vienna 2014, Ulm 2015, Bratislava 
2016) 

▪ Declaration of Environment Ministers on Protection of Danube River organized by ICPDR 

PA 1 a Documents (Retrieved from: http://www.danube-navigation.eu/steering-
group-for-eusdr-priority-area-1a) 

▪ (Steering Group) Meeting Minutes and Presentations (1st -11th) 

▪ List of Attendances 

▪ Rules of Procedure 

▪ Progress Reports and Implementation Report (the letter introduced in 2016) 

▪ Newada Project 

▪ Appeals (Luxemburg Declaration, RIS, Masterplan) 

▪ Fairway Rehabilitation and Maintenance Master Plan – Danube and its navigable tributaries 
o EU Strategy PA 1 FRMMP 2014 
o FRMMP National Roadmaps 2015 
o National Action Plans October 2015 
o Update of National Action Plans May 2016 
o Fairway Danube 2014-EU-TMC-0231-S Project 
o FAIRway fiche_2014 Connecting Europe 
o Conclusions on effective waterway infrastructure rehabilitation and maintenance, June 2016. (PDF | 

209 KB) 

Political Documents 
▪ Commissioner Hahn & Kallas 2012 Ministers Invitation 

▪ Danube Ministers Meeting: ‘Luxemburg Declaration” 2012 – Declaration on effective waterway 
infrastructure maintenance on the Danube and its navigable tributaries 

▪ Endorsement Serbia and Bosnia-Herzegovina 

▪ Conclusions od Danube Ministerial Meeting, Rotterdam, June 2016 

▪ Luxemburg Declaration 

▪ Endorsement of Action Plan 

▪ Adoption of Master plan 

▪ Joint Statement of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Participating States of the EUSDR and the EC, Vienna 
2014 

Other documents 
▪ EUSDR Newsletter Interact - Focus Transport in the Danube Region 

▪ Danube Waterway Industry Declaration; Pro Danbe International and Pro Danube Austria 

▪ Romanian-Bulgarian MoU on inland waterway transport 

Primary data collection: Questionnaire at the EUSDR 4th Annual Forum 
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▪ Council Conclusions on the EU Strategy for the Alpine Region, 2015 

▪ Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee of the Region concerning a European Union Strategy for the Alpine 
Region - 28.07.2015 - COM(2015) 366 final 

▪ Action plan Accompanying the communication concerning a European Union Strategy for the Alpine Region 
- 28.07.2015 - SWD(2015) 147 final pdf en 

▪ Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of the Regions concerning the governance of macro-regional strategies - 
20.05.2014 - COM(2014) 284 final 

▪ Conclusions of the European Council of 19-20 December 2013 
▪ Bayerischer Landtag Drucksache 17/9925. der Abgeordneten Margarete Bause, Ludwig Hart-mann, Christine 

Kamm, Thomas Gehring, Ulrike Gote, Verena Osgyan, Katharina Schulze, Kerstin Celina, Ulrich Leiner, Claudia 
Stamm und Fraktion (BÜNDNIS 90/DIE GRÜNEN) Alpenkonvention muss Grundlage der Alpen-raumstrategie 
sein!17th Wahlperiode. 

▪ Declaration of the Conference of Alpine Regions 

▪ Gemeinsame Erklärung anlässlich des Regionen-Gipfels zur ALPENSTRATEGIE am 12. März 2010 in 
Mittenwald, Bayern 

▪ Tagung der Alpenkonferenz, 2010, Bericht des Vorsitzes und des Ständigen Sekretariats zur Zukunft der 
Alpenkonvention und Diskussionen über eine Europäische Strategie für den Alpenraum  

▪ Makroregionale Strategie für den Alpenraum Initiativpapier der Alpenregionen, 2012 Initiativpapier 
„Makroregionale Strategie für den Alpenraum“ wurde im Rahmen der Regierungschefkonferenz der ARGE 
ALP und von den Alpenregionen im Juni 2012 beschlossen 

▪ Declaration of Grenoble  
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▪ North Sea Commission, 2013. North Sea Region 2020 - North Sea Commissio Strategy – Contributing to the 
Europe 2020. 
 Aalborg.Denmark.Available at: 
<http://www.northsea.org/index.php/about/documents/doc_download/961-nsr-2020-strategy-document-
2013-revised-screen-version> [Accessed 1 January 2014]. 
 

▪ North Sea Commission, 2014. No Title (Video at the North Sea region Annual Conference 2014) 
<https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0lAXH0smeCw> [Accessed 15 April 2014]. 

 
 

EU
 m

ac
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-r
eg

io
na

l d
oc

um
en

ts
 

European Parliament Studies 
▪ Directorate General for Internal Policies: Policy Department, Structural and Cohesion Policies B: New role of 

Macro-regions in European Territorial Cooperation, 2015 

European Commission Reports 
▪ Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social 

Committee and the Committee of the Regions concerning the governance of macro-regional strategies, 2014  

▪ Council conclusions on the governance of macro-regional strategies, 2014 

▪ Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of the Regions - concerning the added value of macro-regional strategies, 
2013 

▪ Council conclusions on added value of macro-regional strategies, 2013 

Non-Paper for High-Level Group  
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Three papers were co-authored with Phil Allmendinger, Tobias Chilla and Dominic Stead. All co-

authors have agreed to the use of the papers in the dissertation. Letters of confirmation are 

attached for reviewers.  
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