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The Europe 2020 strategy is linked to transnational territorial cooperation, especially through its third objective, aiming at inclusive growth and thereby contributing to the objective of territorial cohesion. In the EU, given the high-level of political integration amongst the Member States, numerous rules and structures have been created to support territorial cooperation. In this context, the territorial cooperation is commonly linked to ‘top-down’ policy initiatives, most notably in INTERREG. In the recent literature border regions and territorial cooperation have been examined through a series of new definitions such as ‘borderless world’, ‘end of the nation state’, ‘borders under stress’, ‘spaces of flows’, ‘frontiers of fragmegration’ and so forth. In any case, border areas have fundamentally changed in the process of European integration, whereas territorial cooperation is often presented as the most visible manifestation in this process. On the other hand, territory remains an important determinant of economic development, welfare  and living standards despite the fact that this is increasingly shifted from the state to other supranational (e.g. the EU), sub-national (regions) or even transnational territorial scales. The empirical evidence so far, suggests that growth is significantly related to geographical coordinates. Hence the location of each border region in the broader European space matters. The paper attempts to shed some light to the causal relationships among border regions, territorial cooperation and growth through a literature review and policy evaluation. The actual work is based on TERCO project, funded by ESPON.
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Introduction

In the recent literature border regions and territorial cooperation have been examined through a series of new definitions such as ‘borderless world’, ‘end of the nation state’, ‘borders under stress’, ‘spaces of flows’, ‘frontiers of fragmentation’ and so forth. In any case, border areas have fundamentally changed in the process of European integration, whereas territorial cooperation is often presented as the most visible manifestation in this process. 
In any case, territory remains an important determinant of economic development, welfare and living standards, despite the fact that this is increasingly shifted from the state to other supranational (e.g. the EU), sub-national (regions) or even transnational territorial scales (e.g. Latin America). The empirical evidence so far, suggests that growth is significantly related to geographical coordinates. According to Tobler’s (1970) first law of geography, ‘everything is related to everything else but nearby things are more related than distant things’. Hence the location of each border region in the broader European space matters. Market access in particular, is associated to a large extent to the notion of ‘accessibility’, i.e. transport infrastructure, telecommunication networks, institutional factors, and a series of political and cultural parameters. 
EU Territorial Cooperation Objective (formerly Objective 3), building upon the INTERREG initiatives and financed by the ERDF (with a budget of €8.7bn approx.), aims at the promotion of cooperation between European regions. The latter stems from the willingness of local authorities to find solutions to common problems shared with bordering areas (Cassin and Zolin, 2008). However, the need to find common solutions to common problems does not (necessarily) put the parties engaged on an equal place. Sharpened differences are possible to exist not only in terms of GDP performance but also on historical, cultural, and social factors (Topaloglou et al. 2005). Hence, the issue that comes forth is whether territorial cooperation could function as a ‘proper’ instrument to promote welfare and development at the borderlands. 

The present paper intends to explore through a literature review causal relationships among border regions, territorial cooperation and growth. It will be examined in particular, the extent to which territorial cooperation could act as a catalyst which influences (is influenced by) the characteristic of the border regions. Furthermore, it is interesting to explore whether territorial cooperation influences (is influenced by) the development vision of the border regions. This literature review examines territorial cooperation, what it is and what it involves through a study of the theory, determinants and benefits of cooperation between territorial units.
The first section traces links between territorial cooperation and growth. Section two introduces the main EU territorial cooperation policies. Section 3 addresses the basic theoretical concepts and approaches to territorial cooperation. Section 4 presents territorial cooperation as a bottom up ‘new regionalism’. Section 5 introduces previous research on the determinants of territorial cooperation. What follows in section 6 is an evaluation of the impacts of INTERREG programmes on growth whereas the final section concludes by summarising the research questions. 

1. Tracing for links between territorial cooperation and territorial development
The globalised world is becoming more and more interconnected and interrelated. The shift well described by Castells (1997) from the “space of places” to the “space of flows” has increased the role of networks, co-operation, mobility and interrelations. Economic, social and territorial agents, as well as individuals, are involved in numerous networks of interaction. In the realm of ever greater competition, co-operation at localized territorial scales and among territorial units appears to be the main driving force for enhancing the competitive advantage of firms and territories by contributing to innovations which are of key importance for achieving sustainable growth and creating jobs.

Territorial cooperation must be seen against the background of globalisation and ever-increasing interconnections between states, regions and individuals. Global flows of capital, goods and services have long led to weakened state control over national economies, while the modern communications infrastructure has enabled a multitude of interactions across borders (Held et al., 1999). The concept of the ‘container state’ that enfolds most political, economic and social life has been questioned as a result of these developments (Taylor, 1994). 

On the one hand, this has been linked to a process of ‘de-territorialisation’, whereby national sovereignty is weakened as borders become more permeable (Agnew, 1994). De-territorialisation is particularly pronounced in Europe. Integration in the European Union has produced, among other achievements, the Schengen zone of passport-free travel and a single market where competition is distorted as little as possible by national rules. The success of European institutions is exemplified in the recent eastward enlargements of the EU that saw the Union expand to 25 members in 2004 and to 27 in 2007.

On the other hand, and despite processes of de-territorialisation, conditions on the ground continue to be relevant for economic development and living conditions. The end of the notion of the container state and the perforation of boundaries have together led to new territorial scales that are becoming increasingly relevant, something that has been referred to as ‘re-territorialisation’ (ÓTuathail and Luke, 1994, Jessop, 2002). In other words, territory remains an important determinant of people’s cultural attachments and identities, of economic development and living standards and of political decision-making, but this is increasingly shifted from the state to other territorial scales such as the supranational (e.g. the EU), the sub national (regions or communes) and even the transnational (crossing national borders).

Territoriality is also highly relevant to the external borders of the European Union where the preconditions for territorial co-operation are very different as compared to the internal EU context. Whereas at the internal EU borders the focus is on ‘building cohesion and blurring divides’, co-operation across the external borders is often concerned with the ‘ambiguity between co-operation and control’ (Cronberg, 2003). In a similar vein, Bialasiewicz et al. (2005), in their analysis of the ways in which territoriality is inscribed into the EU’s Reform Treaty, distinguish between ‘aspirational’ territoriality in an internal European Union context and ‘hard’ territoriality in an external context. Whereas the former ‘relates to Europe as a putative space of values and area of solidarity’ and to some extent aims to transcend traditional state territoriality, the latter revolves around issues such as ‘border controls, jurisdictional limits, and a concern for territorial integrity and sovereign rights’ (Bialasiewicz et al., 2005).
The relevance of other spatial scales besides the nation state is also apparent in the way that sub-national territories are affected by the effects of globalisation and related challenges. The recent ‘Europe 2020’ report, for instance, identified four types of risks that affect regions differently: 
· Globalisation: while trade flows and global competition are likely to benefit the highly competitive regions in Europe’s core, the more peripheral regions in southern and south-eastern Europe are increasingly at risk of falling further behind in their economic development. 

· Demographic change: many regions are affected negatively by an overall population decline and by ageing populations. Moreover, migratory pressures from the European neighbourhood affect the regions of the Mediterranean most of all. 

· Climate change: climate change is expected to affect most European regions, but particularly those in southern and eastern Europe, where extreme weather is more likely.

· Energy: energy security, efficiency and sustainability are also distributed differentially across Europe, with the regions of Central and Eastern Europe and some southern regions particularly vulnerable (Commission of the European Communities, 2008a).
Territorial cooperation between states, regions and municipalities is closely linked to territorial development goals. This is particularly the case for border regions. These are by definition located on the geographical periphery of their state and often less developed than more central regions (AEBR, 2004, Molle, 2007 ). Cooperation across borders can help to create synergies and to stimulate development impulses by encouraging mutual assistance between regional firms. It has been pointed out that territorial cooperation should underpin and build on existing linkages across borders that together form ‘functional regions’, i.e. areas of interdependent territories that do not necessarily coincide with political-administrative territorial units and that often span national borders (Schamp, 1995). 

An all-region approach to economic development has been adopted by most EU member states. This means that regions try to identify and exploit their territorial capital, i.e. comparative advantages that allow them to grow (Davoudi, 2005). Despite the normative assumption that it may help regions to identify their endogenous growth potential, the precise role of territorial cooperation in regional development has not yet been examined in any great depth. There is an argument that regions benefit from the networking and cooperation opportunities that the new European environment affords. In this sense, cooperative links, learning opportunities and potential synergies are an asset that is part of a region’s territorial capital (Knippschild, 2008, Molle, 2007 ). However, this argument has rarely been subjected to empirical scrutiny.

Against this background, territorial cooperation has recently increasingly been linked to the concept of territorial cohesion, e.g. in the EU’s Territorial Agenda or the Green Paper on territorial cohesion. Territorial cohesion was established in the Lisbon Treaty as a third Union objective, along with economic and social cohesion. It is not entirely clear what territorial cohesion entails as the European Commission has not put forth an explicit definition of the concept, but it is usually referred to as a combination of polycentric development, aiming to cultivate several clusters of competitiveness and innovation across Europe (Davoudi, 2003, CEC, 1999), balanced development with the primary aim of reducing socio-economic disparities and avoiding imbalances (CEC DG Regio, 2004), accessibility and networking (CEC, 1999). 

Divergent interpretations notwithstanding, there is near-universal acceptance that territorial cooperation is conducive to territorial cohesion. The Green Paper on territorial cohesion, for example, argued that cooperation, both horizontally and vertically, is an appropriate channel for reinforcing territorial cohesion (CEC, 2008). For this reason alone, territorial cooperation is an important element of EU cohesion policy. The main objectives of territorial cooperation as funded by the EU are overcoming the negative effects of borders, maximising synergies and promoting joint solutions to common problems, thus supporting the harmonious and balanced integration of EU territory. 
2. EU territorial cooperation policies

The EU has certainly been one of the main bodies supporting territorial cooperation, though not all forms of territorial cooperation. The Community Initiative INTERREG was first introduced in 1990 to support cooperation between regions of different states. It was the main financial instrument to support territorial cooperation before becoming one of the three objectives of cohesion policy in 2007. Since 2000, it has supported three strands of cooperation:
a) Cross-border cooperation. This strand promotes cross-border cooperation between adjacent regions, particularly in so-called Euro regions, i.e. voluntary associations of municipalities across national boundaries. It currently receives the largest share of the Objective 3 budget (€5.6 billion). 
b) Transnational cooperation. Involving national, regional and local authorities, this strand aims to promote better integration through the formation of large groups of non-contiguous European regions. This strand has been budgeted with €1.8 billion.
c) Inter-regional cooperation. This strand aims to improve the effectiveness of regional development policies through large-scale information exchange across the entire EU (Mirwaldt et al., 2009). The smallest of the three strands receives €445 million from the Objective 3 budget. 

In terms of resources, the territorial cooperation objective amounts to a mere 2.5 percent of the overall budget for Cohesion policy. Overall, there has been a shift in resources towards cross-border cooperation (strand a). 
In an external context, the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA) and European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) represent financial instruments that, despite not having a particularly strong territorial focus, can facilitate territorial co-operation between EU-members and non-members. It has been pointed out that the availability of EU support was crucial in bringing about the mushrooming of cooperation initiatives in the 1990s (Perkmann, 2002, Perkmann, 2003). Indeed, EU-funded cooperation support makes up the bulk of territorial cooperation in Europe. At the same time, it is important to note that there are other initiatives that predate the introduction of INTERREG or that are funded independently of the EU, including the first Euro regions and multilateral networks such as the Four Motors for Europe. 
Following from this section, the main questions that remain to be answered relate to the relationship between territorial cooperation and territorial development: to what extent is cooperative links part of a territorial unit’s territorial capital? What factors can explain the relationship between territorial cooperation and regional development? 
3. Relevant theoretical concepts
Henk van Houtum (2000) has identified three approaches in the literature related to border studies in Europe that can also be used to examine territorial cooperation more generally: 

Firstly, the flow-approach: in this approach, borders and the obstacles that they represent (such as tariffs or geographical borders) ‘cause discontinuities and an increase in the marginal cost of interaction’ (van Houtum, 2000, Nijkamp et al., 1990). As part of this approach, the economic literature has investigated the spatial effects of integration and the effects of economic adjustment in specific border areas (Niebuhr and Stiller, 2002). For example, traditional locational theory implies that, while border regions are weakly developed in closed economies, they might be affected positively by the reduction of border impediments (Niebuhr and Stiller, 2002). The new economic geography, as another example, deals with the distribution of economic activities across space and explains regional disparities through endogenous location decisions. Accordingly, economies of scale, trade costs and the mobility of labour create agglomeration dynamics, inducing firms and labour to move to larger markets (Krugman, 1991, Fujita, 1993). Moreover, physical geography and transport linkages are seen as important factors affecting market accessibility (Topaloglou et al., 2005).

Secondly, the people approach: this approach focuses on the individuals who are engaged in cross-border encounters and how such encounters shape people’s behaviour, ideas and identities and cast borders as a social outcome (Wilson and Donnan, 1998). In particular, the correlation between borders and collective identities and the dialectic relationship between space and social reality have become important objects of study 
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(Paasi, 1992, Paasi, 1996, Kaplan, 1994, Pettman, 1996, Rabinowitz, 1998)
. In other words, the geopolitical analysis of borders is increasingly associated with culture, language, nationality and other socioeconomic characteristics of border regions (Reitel et al., 2002, Arbaret-Schulz et al., 2004). Thus, Paasi  argues that borders are not simply lines on the ground or on a map but institutions which possess their own internal rules and functions and their own mechanisms (Paasi, 1998). Within this context, ‘border-institutions’ define ‘who we are’ and ‘who the others are’. As functional boundaries, they also impose entry and exit regulations and act as ‘filters’ in determining the extent of the penetrability of goods, services, individuals and ideas (Ratti, 1993b, Williams and Velde, 2005). In cases where cross border interaction is directed towards metropolitan concentrations of two neighboring countries, borders can operate as a ‘tunnel’ by strengthening polarity (Petrakos and Topaloglou, 2008). 

Third, the cross-border cooperation approach: this approach analyses EU funding for cross-border cooperation, relying on case studies that demonstrate how borders are being overcome. In this view, Euroregions and other such cooperation areas are seen as ‘laboratories of European integration’ (Kirchner, 2003).  This approach is most relevant for current purposes because it is focused explicitly on territorial cooperation: the cross-border cooperation approach to the study of borders analyses processes of networking and integration with a particular emphasis on Europe (Perkmann, 2003, Anderson et al., 2003, O’Dowd, 2002, Scott, 2002). There is a broad consensus that territorial cooperation is potentially very beneficial in promoting trade, knowledge exchange and synergies (Hansen, 1983, Hanson, 1996). Cross-border cooperation is alternatively seen as a means of improving joint problem-solving (Perkmann, 2003), social capital (Grix and Knowles, 2002), and even a notion of democracy that transcends the borders of the state (O’Dowd, 2002).

While the first two approaches have something to say about how borders mediate relationships between people, regions and organisations, the third approach is most relevant for current purposes because it is focused explicitly on territorial cooperation: the cross-border cooperation approach to the study of borders analyses processes of networking and integration with a particular emphasis on Europe 
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(Perkmann, 2003, Anderson et al., 2003, O’Dowd, 2002, Scott, 2002)
. There is a broad consensus that territorial cooperation is potentially very beneficial in promoting trade, knowledge exchange and synergies (Hansen, 1983, Hanson, 1996). As van Houtum puts it, scholars who adopt the cross-border cooperation approach to borders search for ‘strategies to describe and guide potential opportunities for contact, networking, and integration thereby reducing the barrier effect of borders.’ (van Houtum, 2000). 
4. Territorial cooperation as a bottom up ‘new regionalism’
Contact, networking and integration between cities and regions of different countries have led scholars to coin the term ‘paradiplomacy’ – the involvement of sub national governments in international politics (Keating, 1999, Keating and Hooghe, 1996). The argument reads that European integration has provided subnational actors with many opportunities to pursue their political or economic agendas independently of national channels. (Vion, 2002, Clarke, 2010, 
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A core question of the new regionalist approach to territorial cooperation is how regions achieve their particular ends by making use of national and supranational opportunity structures. The new regionalism was initially applied only to Western European regions. However, during the process of EU enlargement, several Central and East European states devolved significant powers to newly-created administrative regions, enabling these to develop and pursue their own agendas (Brusis, 2002, Jordan, 2001). 

The concepts of paradiplomacy and the new regionalism commonly assume that regional politicians are autonomous actors with their own agendas and channels of influence. This assumption has led many scholars to conceptualise territorial cooperation as a bottom-up process, where regional actors opt for cooperation because it serves their interests. The first forms of territorial cooperation in Europe certainly had a bottom-up character. 
Town twinning, for example, developed largely as a result of municipal activism in the post-war period. In this context, there is an important distinction to be drawn between twin cities and sister cities. Sister cities are usually geographically distant cities of different states that have more or less formal agreements with each other. Twin cities are a special case, geographically connected and sometimes a former single city but separated by a state border. ‘Binational cities’ or ‘border crossing cities’ have also been put forward as labels for such urban-territorial situations (Buursink, 2001). Twin cities, such as Guben and Gubin at the Polish-German border or Ruse and Giurgiu at the Romanian-Bulgarian border, are defined here as a special case of cross-border cooperation, whereas the term sister cities is used for partnerships such as Bristol and Bordeaux or Lisbon and Budapest (Zelinsky, 1991 , Jajesniak-Quast and Stoklosa, 2000).
The first Euroregion, as another example, was the ‘Euregio’ that began in 1958 as a voluntary association of Dutch and German municipalities. Cooperation was seen as a way of addressing the negative effects of the borderlands’ peripheral location in the Netherlands and Germany respectively and by the neglect of the border region by national institutions. In developing institutionalised cooperation, these border municipalities lobbied jointly for concrete goals such as improvements in cross-border infrastructure or support for business in the border region and thus strengthened their bargaining position. The ‘Euregio’ has subsequently been described as a ‘model’ for cross-border cooperation, as similar associations followed suit in the 1970s (Perkmann, 2003, Scott, 1996). 
Territorial cooperation and cross-border cooperation in particular, became much more common in the 1980s, as the Council of Europe adopted framework legislation on cooperation. Thus, the so-called Madrid Convention commits the signatory states to facilitating and fostering cross-border cooperation (Perkmann, 2003). In an additional Protocol signed in 1995, member states recognised territorial communities’ right to conclude cross-border agreements. Although these conventions only contain non-binding guidelines that need to be put into national law, they were an important step in enshrining a legal right to cooperation between sub national units of different states (Janssen, 2007). 
The proliferation of cooperation initiatives after the adoption of framework legislation suggests that local or regional activism from the bottom-up - in the shape of lobbying, networking or cooperation - requires an opportunity structure at the national or regional level. The influence of the EU in enabling regions to engage in territorial cooperation has certainly been crucial. Such influence has led some to argue that a large proportion of territorial cooperation across the EU has developed in response to top-down endeavours to establish a legal foundation for territorial cooperation in the 1980s or the European Commission’s financial incentives from the 1990s onwards, rather than genuinely from the bottom-up 
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(Perkmann, 2003, Perkmann, 2002, Perkmann, 1999, Church and Reid, 1999)
. 
To summarise, theory suggests that sub national units have their own territorial interests and that the European opportunity structure allows them to pursue these interests at the supranational level. Following from this, it would seem obvious that territorial cooperation is an important factor in a region’s ‘territorial capital’, i.e. its endogenous potential for development, implying that cooperation in different domains is highly dependent on the distinctive context. At the same time, it is important to identify broader patterns, for example, which policy domains can best be addressed in the different cooperation areas. 
Two key questions have yet to be answered empirically: what lessons can be drawn regarding the effectiveness of different types of territorial cooperation for specific types of territorial units? What forms of association (network, partnership, organisation) are most suitable at which levels of cooperation? The following section will identify some commonly accepted benefits of territorial cooperation, but it will also highlight a range of factors with the potential to hinder cooperation.
5. Determinants of territorial cooperation
Cooperation is widely seen as part of a new assertiveness of sub national units that have been empowered in different ways. Territorial cooperation creates fields for functional cooperation in the areas of competence of the territorial units and is seen as pragmatic cooperation that is oriented towards problem-solving (Schmitt–Egner, 2005). The cities, regions and states that are engaged in cooperation seek to solve common problems, exploit development potentials jointly and to strengthen their position nationally and internationally. If regions can find joint solutions to shared problems, or benefit from synergies, then territorial cooperation has had a positive impact.

Territorial cooperation has followed different development paths in different contexts, as it tends to be influenced strongly by the local environment. However, policy evaluations have identified seven background conditions that shape cooperation: 

First, culture: on the one hand, culture refers to the way that individuals, cities and regions from different countries relate to each other. For example, widespread language competence is a crucial factor in the success of territorial cooperation, whereas language barriers are often identified as one of the most important barriers. The broad heading of culture also covers psychological barriers such as negative stereotypes among the populations or nationalist media. One might also add reservations about cooperation itself among populations and policy-makers alike, e.g. when the Czech Prime Minister Václav Klaus presented cross-border cooperation with Germany as a ‘Trojan horse’ (Bazin, 2003). On the other hand, administrative culture needs to be taken into account when discussing territorial cooperation and its implementation. There are as many organisational and management styles as there are instances of cooperation (Hofstede, 2001, Ratti, 1993a). It has been argued that cooperation is most likely to be successful between partners that share a similar administrative culture (Bachtler et al., 2005). Administrative obstacles include insufficient resources allocated to cooperation and deficient relations between administrative institutions and different administrative levels (Assembly of European Regions, 1992). 
Second, regional and local self-government: while it is not certain that the position of local and regional actors influences the success of territorial cooperation, it has been hypothesised that ‘experienced and dynamic regional and local actors, well-positioned in the national administrative hierarchy, provide good conditions for successful programming and create pressure, especially on central administrations, to progress the programme’ while weaker sub-national government makes successful territorial cooperation more difficult to achieve (Bachtler et al., 2005). In cooperation between regions of different states, problems often result from differences in administrative structures and sub national competences that hinder coordination (Assembly of European Regions, 1992). 
Third, funding: insufficient financial resources are a major obstacle to territorial cooperation. There are often no genuinely common resources, making it difficult and time-consuming to take budgetary decisions (Assembly of European Regions, 1992). EU-funded territorial cooperation suffers from the bureaucratic effort involved in implementing these programmes. Thus, where other funding instruments are available, programme managers and project owners tend to concentrate on these (Bachtler et al., 2005). Moreover, as far as cooperation with partners from non-EU member states is concerned, funding comes from different financial instruments that can have radically divergent parameters. In the 2000-2006 period, for example, fiscal guidelines diverged between INTERREG and its mirror fund Phare CBC because Phare CBC was allocated annually and INTERREG required multiannual programming. Moreover, sub national involvement at the programming, application and implementation stages of INTERREG was much greater than was the case for the relatively centralised Phare programme. 
Fourth, history: past experiences have a crucial influence on the cooperative environment. There are many positive examples of Western European partnerships with their long history of post-war reconciliation and cooperation. In Central and Eastern Europe, the Iron Curtain largely put a brake on such endeavours. On the one hand, historically motivated suspicions, particularly of Germany, made cooperation with Western European partners more difficult after the end of the Cold War. On the other, there is also a weak tradition of territorial cooperation in Central and Eastern Europe. This is problematic because, in general, the longer the experience with territorial cooperation, the more smoothly cooperative initiatives tend to run (Bachtler et al., 2005). 

Fifth, legal background: territorial cooperation often takes place on an uncertain or vaguely defined legal basis. As most cooperation initiatives have no legal personality and no public law status, they sometimes lack the legal instruments to implement decisions (Assembly of European Regions, 1992). For example, decisions of cooperating bodies may have no legal force because national rules define cooperation as foreign relations. As already mentioned above, the Council of Europe adopted framework legislation to facilitate territorial cooperation in the 1980s and 1990s. However, a new legal instrument – the European Grouping for Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) – that was introduced in 2007 is particularly important in putting territorial cooperation on a legal footing by giving an EGTC legal personality. 
Sixth, socio-economic background: the socio-economic background includes the level of development (GDP, unemployment rate, diversification etc.), discrepancies in development between the cooperating regions as well as competition between these regions. In cross-border regions, asymmetries in development tend to make programmes more dynamic (Bachtler et al., 2005). At the same time, they can also give rise to mutual suspicions between the populations and drawbacks such as smuggling or prostitution. An absence of links between socio-economic actors in the participating cities, regions or states, as well as compartmentalised markets, tends to inhibit cooperation (Krätke, 1999). A further obstacle arises from labour market protection, notably the decision of 13 old EU member states to limit access to their labour markets for citizens from the 12 newest EU member states.
Seventh, geographical conditions. the final category of obstacle is particularly relevant to cross-border cooperation as a special form of territorial cooperation. Apart from physical distance, these include barriers such as rivers of mountain ranges. Lacking communications and transport infrastructure can also be problematic. A further problem at the external borders of the EU includes the bottlenecks caused by the Schengen border and the border of the European customs union.
Legal, institutional and socio-economic obstacles are most frequently singled out as barriers to cooperation (Church and Reid, 1999, Perkmann, 1999). However, there has not yet been any comparative analysis of the preconditions of territorial cooperation and their relative importance in determining the quality of cooperation, especially as territorial cooperation takes place in a range of policy domains. Different domains may be appropriate for one form of cooperation but not for other forms. For example, the last INTERREG III evaluation has shown that cross-border cooperation tends to focus on socio-economic development, which covers a range of areas including business development, tourism and R&D, but also on promoting integration between citizens and institutions (Panteia, 2010). In less-developed border regions the focus tends to be on physical infrastructure while more highly developed regions focus on the elaboration of spatial development strategies in such areas as the environment, planning, transport, tourism and service delivery (Bachtler et al., 2005). 
Transnational cooperation frequently covers environmental cooperation, management of cultural and natural resources and spatial development (Panteia, 2010). Sister towns tend to focus on visits between high-profile officials, on education, culture as well as civic exchanges (Clarke, 2010, Vion, 2002). Moreover, cooperation has taken place in the areas of quality of life and living conditions, energy, services infrastructure, emergency services and disaster prevention as well as public security. Finally, interregional cooperation, or Strand C of INTERREG or Objective 3 is concerned almost exclusively with learning and the exchange of good practice (Bachtler et al., 2005).

Such variation means that it is not yet clear which policy domains are most suitable for achieving common goals at different levels of territorial cooperation. Moreover, where there is cooperation at several levels, it is necessary to examine how these different initiatives complement each other’s efforts with a view to territorial development goals. In other words, two main questions remain to be answered: what is the relationship between different territorial scales and domains of cooperation? Which domains are most suitable for developing and implementing shared strategies at different scales? 
6. Assessing the impacts of INTERREG programmes on growth
Evaluations that have been carried out show that it is notoriously difficult to pinpoint the effects of territorial cooperation (Gorzelak et al., 2004, Bachtler et al., 2005). On the one hand, the opportunities for building networks and learning that territorial cooperation affords have been highlighted (Colomb, 2007, Böhme et al., 2003b). On the other, it has been pointed out that the added value of cooperation is difficult, if not impossible, to identify. This is especially the case for more informal forms of cooperation that are not funded by the EU such as sister cities or transcontinental cooperation. But even where many formal evaluations are available, as for INTERREG and Objective 3 initiatives, these have yielded unclear results. Some claim that these initiatives have brought very few tangible benefits (Böhme, 2005). Others argue that some of the declared goals of transnational cooperation – such as the anticipated Europeanization of spatial planning and policy transfer – has not taken place (Dühr and Nadin, 2007). The reason why it is so difficult to assess cooperation initiatives is ‘due to their complexity, to the particular fuzziness of their objectives, and to shortcomings in monitoring systems and data collection’ (Barca, 2009).

It has been suggested that there are four main ways of measuring the effectiveness of INTERREG programmes 1) by reviewing financial progress, 2) by analysing participation in terms of geography and type of organisation; 3) by summarising the commitments of approved projects, and 4) by comparing physical achievements to programme targets and financial commitments (Bachtler et al., 2005). However, this approach focuses on process much more than effects of territorial cooperation. The actual impact of cooperation has been described in terms of potential benefits, i.e. as potential quantitative and qualitative effects (Mirwaldt et al., 2009). 
As for quantitative effects, EU funding can leverage additional resources for economic development (Martin and Tyler, 2006). The European Commission credits INTERREG with a significant leverage effect (€165 for every €100 invested), and a study of INTERREG IIIB projects in Germany found that INTERREG resources supported the mobilisation of financial resources (Bundesamt für Bauwesen und Raumordnung, 2008, CEC, 2007). A recent evaluation of INTERREG III found moderate financial leverage effects. These effects amounted to 3.8% of public expenditure in cross-border cooperation programmes but to only 1% or less in Strand B or C programmes. Among cross-border programmes, smaller ones were better able to mobilise private capital (Panteia, 2010). 

At the same time, however, it is widely acknowledged that territorial cooperation can have a ‘qualitative impact’, e.g. through opportunities for exchange of experience and learning, the adoption of innovative elements, processes or responses into domestic policy. Although the three strands of INTERREG tend to be addressed separately, four outcomes have been identified. 

a) Additionally and innovation 

Perhaps more than other Structural Funds programmes, INTERREG programmes are additional to domestic policy initiatives (EKOS Ltd., 2006). Due to their transnational nature, ‘it is highly unlikely that many projects would have appeared in their cross-border or transnational format without EU assistance’ (Bachtler et al., 2005). They support distinctive fields of intervention. For instance, in the past, INTERREG has been the only EU funding instrument that explicitly dealt with territorial development and spatial planning, increasing awareness of place-based opportunities (Böhme, 2005, Colomb, 2007). Programmes can also address specific problems that could not have been addressed through other support programmes, notably by helping to solve inertia problems (Lähteenmäki-Smith and Dubois, 2006). And INTERREG programmes and projects are linked to innovations in areas ranging from the purely technical to communicative and organisational processes (Federal Ministry of Transport and Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning (BBR), 2009). 

b) Learning and exchange 

One of the most widely recognised contributions of INTERREG programmes is the opportunity for learning and exchange of experience and good practice in policy, public participation, administration and planning procedures 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Bachtler et al., 2005, Bundesamt für Bauwesen und Raumordnung, 2008, Federal Ministry of Transport and Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning (BBR), 2009, Böhme et al., 2003b)
. According to Claire Colomb, frequent exchanges of experience and knowledge facilitate learning as the main added value of INTERREG (Colomb, 2007). This has been a particular goal of Strand C, which aims to generate learning in a range of policy areas (including spatial planning and cross-border development). The same applies to ESPON and INTERACT, part of whose function is to generate and disseminate information and new perspectives.  More generally, through, INTERREG encourages routine interactions and networks with cooperation partners, permitting policy transfer, institutional adaptation and horizontal learning between participating regions, national administrations and the EU level 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Dühr and Nadin, 2007, Bundesamt für Bauwesen und Raumordnung, 2008, EKOS Ltd., 2006, Böhme et al., 2003a, Giannakourou, 2005, Pedrazzini, 2005)
.

c) Trans-border relationships 

Programme activities can result in a significant increase in the number, intensity and dynamics of cross-border contacts at national, regional and local levels. It has been suggested that cross-border regions can be characterised as ‘terrains for the emergence of new transnational actors and new opportunities for existing actors’ (Perkmann, 1999). Thus, INTERREG is credited with the ‘invention’ of new regions as spaces and arenas for cooperation at the cross-border and trans-national level (Gualini, 2008). 

At the same time, new partnerships or networks are established. Relationships are institutionalised, as territorial cooperation is enshrined in institutions such as joint councils, secretariats or even just regular meetings. Where there were pre-existing institutions before the introduction of INTERREG, these can be amended (Bachtler et al., 2005). 

Moreover, decentralised programming and the partnership principle have encouraged civil society participation. Indeed, some programmes have set aside funds to promote the creation of linkages among the broader population and firms. So-called small projects funds have, for example, been established in many cross-border programmes to promote citizen interaction and social capital formation in border regions (Gorzelak et al., 2004). 
d) Internationalisation and decentralisation 

By their nature, INTERREG programmes involve a high level of horizontal and vertical communication and coordination. They bring together regional politicians and administrators, social and other partners and civil society actors, creating private-public partnerships. In many cases, local or regional actors have been empowered within their national polity, as decentralisation was sometimes as a requirement of EU cohesion policy in general and territorial cooperation more specifically. Territorial cooperation brings a wide range of actors into the programming process and help ensure that projects are genuinely bottom-up (Perkmann, 1999). It can thus encourage new public conceptions of regions and the creation of new identities, institutions and cross-border governance systems. In some cases, local and regional authorities’ involvement in the INTERREG programme can mean that they enter a field long reserved for central state actors (Bachtler et al., 2005). 
The recent ex-post evaluation of INTERREG III has highlights similar findings. On the one hand, the lack of focus on a limited number of priorities of most programmes makes it difficult to identify concrete results. On the other, it was found that cross-border cooperation contributes substantially to the development of the cross-border areas. The main ways in which this is achieved are investments in physical infrastructure and ‘soft cooperation’, i.e. through networking or joint strategising. Cross-border cooperation tends to be most successful when it is implemented in a decentralised and genuinely joint fashion (Panteia, 2010). 
At the same time, it was found that INTERREG had much more than just learning effects. The study noted the creation of 12,000 new networks and co-operation structures. In socio-economic terms, the Community Initiative contributed directly or indirectly to the creation or preservation of 115,000 jobs and nearly 5,800 start-ups and businesses (Panteia, 2010). Still, the lack of straightforward impact indicators was highlighted as a major weakness. 

If territorial cooperation leverages additional resources and allows for the exchange of experience, lesson-learning, common problem-solving and joint policy formulation, one would expect it to be one of the factors underpinning the sustainable development of territorial units. Even so, the relationship between the form of association and territorial development has not yet been analysed in any great depth. Thus, what lessons can be drawn regarding the effectiveness of different types of territorial cooperation for specific types of territorial units? What forms of association (network, partnership, organisation) are most suitable at which levels of cooperation? Even though there are no unambiguous indicators to measure the impact of territorial cooperation in general and INTERREG in particular, previous research suggests some ways to approach the question, as the next section will show.
7. Conclusions
The previous analysis has shown that there is a large volume of literature on territorial cooperation, covering a range of activities and processes. However, a clear definition of exactly what is meant by territorial cooperation is commonly lacking. 
The literature review has also highlighted number of important gaps in the literature on territorial cooperation. In particular, most of the literature is focused on cross-border cooperation and, to a lesser extent, on transnational cooperation while other forms of cooperation have received considerably less attention. Strand A of the EU’s Territorial Cooperation Objective (sponsoring cross-border cooperation) is arguably the most important, as the lion’s share of the Objective 3 budget is earmarked for this strand. Nevertheless, non-EU funded forms of territorial cooperation are also important, if because comparison between EU-funded and non-EU funded cooperation permits examining the role of local obstacles as well as facilitating factors and the European opportunity structure that, at least financially, is available only to Objective 3 programmes.

Four main questions that have been identified remain to be answered: First, what factors can explain the relationship between territorial cooperation and regional development? Second, what lessons can be drawn regarding the effectiveness of different types of territorial cooperation for specific types of territorial units? Third, what forms and structures of governance of territorial cooperation constitute good practice in terms of their effectiveness in contributing to sustainable development in different territorial situations? Fourth, which domains are most suitable for developing and implementing shared strategies at different scales? 

As shown above, there has not yet been any large-scale comparative analysis of the preconditions of and obstacles to territorial cooperation. In order to do this, it is necessary to establish an indicator of the quality or ‘maturity’ of cooperation, taking into account traditions of cooperation, joint funds or institutions, the formality of relations and rules, the frequency of meetings as well as how cordial are personal relations.
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