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1 Introduction 
 

This introduction of our master thesis: “An analysis of Interreg projects across Europe – A 

critical examination on the role of networks and the implementation of EU concepts”. This 

introduction will be split into three main parts. The first part will deal with the reasons for 

the choice of the specific study object and will include the most important facts, such as 

what we want to analyse, and what we would like to achieve. The second part will 

introduce and explain to the reader the structure of this thesis work and give an insight to 

why we chose the current form and structure of our paper. Finally we would like to say 

some words about methodology and why we think the chosen way is most optimal for our 

research. 
 

 

1.1 Choice of the Study Object 

 
Our basic objective is it to obtain an insight and deeper understanding of Interreg- the EU’s 

primary tool for trans-regional partnership, and executed by hundreds of participating 

regions and partners across Europe.  

One question, which is argued and discussed by many academics and politicians is if there 

is a gap between European concepts, visions and wishes and their implementation and 

means to achieve those goals on the ground, within a growing European community. 

After choosing this basic topic, we wondered, what would be the best way to look at 

Interreg and concluded that a comparison of two Interreg projects would be the most 

effective way to accomplish this desire. 

The next task was to choose a certain perspective. We decided to choose a quite uncommon 

perspective, which would direct our focus on a special, but worthy topic of discussion. The 

object of our interest is the processes in which theoretical concepts are actually 

implemented in practice. This transition from the promotion of a concept by the EU to its 

actual implementation is quite interesting for us because we feel there is a common 
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acknowledgement that concepts and theories in general can be viewed and interpreted 

differently by different actors, and are therefore implemented differently in reality.  

Having picked out that topic, we still had to decide from which angle to look at it. After 

discussions and the study of literature connected with this matter, we decided to examine if 

the networks created by Interreg partnerships would have an influence on the 

implementation of theoretical concepts, or in other words; how those networks can effect 

the reflection of some European key concepts as promoted by the EU. 

Having this focus in mind we decided to analyse two Interreg projects, which are totally 

different as regards content. We took this approach simply because it was not our aim to 

compare the visible results or to measure the success of the projects, but to look at the more 

general aspects, and common problems shared in all Interreg projects (no matter what they 

are dealing with). 

We will now provide a deeper insight into the theoretical basic framework of our work. The 

EU includes a lot of regulations, theories and concepts, of which some were chosen by us- 

namely Sustainable Development, Competitiveness and Cohesion. We decided to look at 

different perceptions of sustainability, as we would like to see how the concept is reflected 

in the analysed Interreg projects. Concerning Competitiveness and Cohesion, we readopted 

the possible conflict between those two concepts (which has of course been discussed by a 

lot of experts) as we thought it would be interesting to analyse in what way the concepts 

might be interpreted.  

We also want to clarify that it is not our aim to challenge those theories or create any value 

loaded hierarchy or even to rate the different perceptions of the concepts. Our main focus is 

an empirical one and the concepts we use are only examples to illustrate different 

interpretations and ways of implementing concepts. Therefore our theoretical approach will 

only provide basic overview of the concepts, without going too much into detail.  

The same is true for the two remaining theories that we will use as tools to create a 

theoretical basis for our empirical work. First, we have to look at networks as we want to 

critically examine their structure and development in Interreg projects. As we said before, it 

is an assumption of ours that perhaps networks play a role when it comes to the 

implementation of theoretical concepts. Therefore we want to provide a certain theoretical 

insight to understand what kinds of networks can exist and how they function in theory.  

 6 



Ian O Donnabháin & Julian Röpcke 

Last but not least we will have to look at the transfer of knowledge. The reason for this lies 

in two different aspects. Firstly, we chose a certain channel that can be built through 

networks, which has the potential to transport knowledge (as the knowledge of theoretical 

concepts and the respective content related knowledge within the project). And secondly, 

we also want to look at the effect and influence different networks can have on knowledge 

transfer. To be more circumstantial, we will look at different characteristics of knowledge, 

organisations and the role individual properties play in promoting or hindering the transfer 

of knowledge.  

We expect this entire thesis work to be a development and learning process in which we 

will extend our knowledge and understanding about Interreg and of the European Union. 

We also hope that the empirical work will challenge our (up to now) theoretical knowledge 

and beliefs about different interrelations of theoretical and practical aspects. 

After having clarified the aim and focus of the upcoming thesis work, we will now provide 

a short overview of the structure of our paper, so the reader can understand our approach to 

the topic. 
 

 

1.2 Structure of this Thesis 

 
This thesis work will be more or less structured into five main parts. After this introduction, 

in which we would like to provide an insight into the upcoming chapters, then the 

theoretical approach will follow. This basic framework of our later empirical work will 

include all the theory that we will use in the work. As said before, we will talk about 

Networks, Knowledge Transfer, Sustainable Development, Cohesion and Competitiveness. 

We do this so that the reader will have a theoretical fundament to understand our specific 

kind of approach and the analysis in this work. 

Following the theoretical perspectives, we will provide a description of the two chosen 

projects (BalticMaster and EARD). This will happen without any valuating or analytical 

paragraphs, as we want to provide a neutral view on the chosen projects and give a further 

basis for the upcoming discussion and analysis. 
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These examinations will follow in the fourth large chapter of our thesis, where we will 

systematically connect theoretical perspectives with the empirical research results, to 

provide an organized analysis of the two projects. This analytical chapter will be sorted by 

theoretical aspect rather than by the examined projects. This fact will hopefully make it 

easier for the reader to compare the two projects, in regard to networks and the perception 

of Sustainable Development, etc. The analyses in that chapter will still be individually 

regarding the two projects, as we feel there is a necessity to have a detailed and all-

embracing examination, concerning the single topics in the two projects.  

The final part of this thesis will not only bring together the two projects by providing a 

comparison of selected results of our analyses, we will also come back to our introductory 

intention or trying to find out if there is a connection between (Interreg) networks and the 

implementation of theoretical concepts, and how strong that connection appears to be. 

 

 

1.3 Methodology 

 
This final part of the introduction will deal with the methodology that we chose to actually 

analyse Interreg and the respective projects.  

When choosing the current projects, we decided that a direct communication with persons 

in charge in the organisations would be most fundamental to our work. Therefore one 

aspect of singling out projects worthy to analyse was the geographical distance between us 

and the project lead partners. This goal was achieved by analysing BalticMaster, with its 

lead partner located in Karlskrona, Sweden and EARD, with its management base located 

in Potsdam, Germany.  

Hence, this situation provided us the opportunity to have direct talk / scientific interviews 

with the lead partners of the projects, as well as with other persons and partners, important 

for our investigation. As well as this we also felt that by choosing these two quite unrelated 

projects, both the similarities and differences in the way they deal with common issues of 

interpretation and implementation would be highlighted further by their contrasting 

contents. Concerning the single interviews, we tried to have them in a relaxed setting and 
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used a narrative style to enable the interviewed persons, as well as us, to communicate on 

one level, as it is our belief a knowledge transfer between them and us would be most 

efficient under those circumstances. In addition to the interviews; we used emails to contact 

partners further away from our locations across the European continent. 

Moreover we used different kinds of literature to fulfil our objectives. On the one hand, we 

studied different secondary literature to get an insight into the theoretical concepts, as well 

as material, provided during our studies at BTH. Those literatures are thematically 

widespread as we used documents, publicised directly by the European Union, as well as 

graphics and texts published by various authors from Europe and the United States. This 

diversification of literary material allowed us to look at the study object from different 

directions and angles, which is, as we think, most important for a scientific research project.  

Finally, we used different kinds of literature, directly or indirectly connected to the 

examined projects. This material is partly taken from the internet web pages of the projects 

and Interreg in general, as well as material and data kindly provided to us by different 

project partners. 
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2 Theoretical Perspectives 

 
2.1 Theorising Sustainable Development  

in the Context of different Perceptions 

 
Sustainable Development is, often said to be one of the main concepts in European politics. 

At the Gothenburg summit in 2001 the concept was deep seated into the European Agenda 

for the 21st century as “a […] long-term vision of a [European] society” (7). The “European 

Strategy for Sustainable Development” clearly covers social, economic and ecological 

aspects, but on the other hand it remains questionable, how these three policies- and action 

fields are situated next to each other. Some kind of follow-up of the Gothenburg Agenda 

can be seen in the new “Territorial State and Perspective of the European Union”, which 

also deals with a Sustainable Development inside the EU. It connects the aspects of 

Sustainable Development, Cohesion and Competitiveness, which will be discussed later on 

(24). The gap between the theoretical dimension and the practical interpretation is an 

important aspect that needs to be analysed within our critical examination of the chosen 

projects. Thus it seems important to have an overview of different theoretical layouts of 

Sustainable Development. This attempt shall be undertaken within the next pages to have a 

basis for the empirical work. One attempt to clarify the problem of overlapping of the three 

mentioned concepts is used by the European Union, quoting the ideas from the “World 

Commission on Environment and Development (the “Brundtland Commission”)“, 

formulated in 1987 (8).  

This perception on Sustainable Development  

states that the concept is: “defined as the intersection 

of three components [social, economic and  

ecological] of equal weight (see figure above right) (9). 

This definition suggests that there is no conflict worthy 

of mention between them. The Gothenburg Agenda incorporates that fact saying “economic 

growth, social cohesion and environmental protection […] go hand in hand”, once 

env. 

econ. 

social 
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sustainability is plasticized and implemented within the Union (8). “Economic growth is 

considered not only necessary for resolving social and environmental problems but the 

goals are also considered to be intrinsically compatible.” (9). 

In fact, reality shows a different and more complicated picture. The total equality is often 

not given in practice and the actual question is, how one or two of the aspects is/are 

integrated into the other. Hence it is our presumption that one of the below listed models 

(or a mixture of some of them) are used to identify the kind of Sustainable Development 

that is aspired to in the chosen projects. There will be a short theoretical introduction into 

four more perceptions on Sustainable Development, beginning with the theoretical one for 

EU policies, continuing with the one for regional development and ending with the more 

fundamental ones of environmentalists and economists.  

 

“The EU model [shows] a sectorised society 

with welfare and environmental policies inside 

the economic framework (see figure right) (10). 

It is argued, that the most decisive aspect within 

the EU is economic growth, and that the social 

and environmental aspects are only of secondary 

importance. All their importance grows out of 

their character to pose a threat to a positive 

economic development. Of course this threat is 

not the problem of their existence, but the problem of their absence- namely a destroyed 

environment, which could hinder the agglomeration of economies, destroy potential 

markets and reduce the attractiveness of a region for new companies. Secondly the opposite 

of social welfare, which is poverty, followed by potential political crisis, the lack of good 

infrastructure and again the possible abolition of economic markets (10). Therefore also a 

political system with it’s primarily focus on economic growth has to find a way to integrate 

social welfare and ecological, although it is stated that the three aspects are poorly 

coordinated within EU policies (10). The Lisbon Agenda with the following Gothenburg 

summit (“to give competitiveness a green touch”) (ibidem) tries to change that development 

into a more integrated policy behavior. 

economic 
 

environment 

welfare 
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Looking at a theoretical sustainability model for regional development, one can see a 

division “between environment protection and socioeconomic development” (see figure 

below) (10). The reason for that is that regional socio/economic programs are often started 

with a lack of policy restrictions, which are imposed later on to include environmental 

protection and sustainability aspects. This creates a picture of ecological aspects standing 

outside the primal 

intention of regional 

planners to promote 

social welfare and 

economic development 

(10).  

The force of including 

ecologic aspects produces 

Sustainable Development 

which is far away from 

the initial theoretical 

vision of equal components within the concept. Nonetheless this fact can be found often 

across the EU, and in that way some kind of sustainability grows out of a divergent 

intention. However the reasons for taking the aspect of environment into account is justified 

in financial resources, which can only be disbursed to a project, when it fulfills national or 

transnational norms and regulations. 

 

Finally the two most fundamental (and most one 

sided) models of how to see Sustainable 

Development will now be looked at. The 

environmentalist model says, that “Ecology sets 

the limits for human societies.” (see figure right) 

(11). This model summarizes that human life and 

all kinds of activities to support social welfare and 

economic development must concentrate to not 

Regional Development 

ecol. 

econ. 

soc. 

ecological 
social 

economic 
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cross the ecological limits, set by the capacity of the area and resources on every possible 

level (local, regional national, global). The weak point of this perception is that it clearly 

states the limits of human activities within the environmental circumstances of the planet, 

while tools and concepts to act local and regional match difficultly in this global view. As 

long as there is no global government agency, which coordinates social and economic 

activities with the ecological resources, this concept is of little help in solving problems 

regarding operational sustainability approaches at a limited time and space scale.  

 

Another fundamental view on the layout of sustainability, practiced by people is the 

economistic view. The main premise of this model is that: “Economic growth is 

fundamental to environment protection and social 

cohesion” (see figure below) (11). A view from this 

angle implies that economic growth is a precondition 

for the other aspects. Only if economic interests are 

preserved, a focus may be put on social and ecological 

development. Hence Sustainable Development in the 

classical scene is more of a positive side-effect in this 

kind of interpretation. Even though it must be 

mentioned that economists are still interested in some 

kind of Sustainable Development to ensure the accessibility to future markets and 

resources. In their mind, welfare and the protection of environmental resources are the 

logical consequence of a good economic development and thus do need to be addressed 

separately. This view on Sustainable Development is “[the] dominant view in the practice 

of EU-policy” (11). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

econ. 
social 

env. 
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2.2 Theorising Competitiveness and Cohesion –  

Is there a conflict potential? 

 
The concepts of Competitiveness and Cohesion are two of the decisive ones in Europe and 

European policies. Both are standing on the agenda of the European authorities for many 

years, and a competitive and coherent Europe is also one of the main aims for the 21st 

century. Thus it is logical to examine, what role those concepts play in the analyzed 

Interreg projects. Therefore the next pages will theorize these concepts and look at them 

from different angles. The main question, after defining what we are talking about, will be 

if there is a conflict between the concepts of Competitiveness and Cohesion. Firstly, 

definitions and explanations should be discussed, to see what they are all about.  

When the concept of Cohesion is mentioned, it “[…] implies that incomes, employment, 

and economic opportunities grow faster for groups in weaker areas with low incomes than 

for groups in richer areas with higher incomes” (12). As we see, Cohesion covers social and 

economic aspects, which are seen strongly interrelated in this perspective. Moreover it is 

said that “to promote cohesion, conditions must improve faster in weaker areas than 

elsewhere and the relative position of disadvantaged groups must improve faster than that 

the privileged groups (12). Therefore it is not enough to hope for a coherent development 

inside a larger administrative body by improving circumstances in general. A specific focus 

must be put on the disadvantaged regions within an area.   

To understand, how this general definition is reflected in the EU, one must take a look at 

the latest history of developments, concerning Cohesion aspects inside the Union. 

The concept of Cohesion is known and practiced since the introduction of the Single 

Market, which was formally introduced in 1992, included in the Maastricht Treaty (13). 

The main target of the European Cohesion policy is to reduce disparities inside the 

territories. “These disparities stem from structural deficiencies in key factors of 

competitiveness – inadequate endowment of physical and human capital (of infrastructure 

and work force skills), a lack of innovative capacity, of effective business support and a 

low level of environmental capital (a blighted natural and/or urban environment) (14). The 

main tool for the European Union to achieve a greater Cohesion is the structural funds, 

which include the Interreg projects that we are examining.  
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. 

Competitiveness has more and diverging definitions than Cohesion. One reason is that 

while Cohesion means basically the same (reducing disparities) on each level, 

Competitiveness changes its meaning, depending on whether we are talking about a 

microeconomic or a macroeconomic level. Competitiveness on a macroeconomic level can 

be defined as “the capacity of a country [or region] to ensure relatively high and sustained 

incomes for the owners of its economic assets and for its population. (14).  

Again to understand how the European Union views that theoretical concept one needs to 

look at its efforts to achieve a higher Competitiveness within its member countries and 

regions. The latest main document of the EU, describing its goals concerning European 

Competitiveness is the “Lisbon Agenda”. In this document, formulated in 2000, the 

European Union expresses its goal to become “the most competitive […] economy […]” 

(16). To reach this goal, a participation of all member countries is favored, and the specific 

means to achieve this will be discussed in the following analysis part of our theoretical 

approach. 

 

After a general theory, standing behind the two discussed concepts and a rough description 

of its position and handling inside the European context was given, we will now 

concentrate on the main question within this theoretical perspective; the question “whether 

there is a conflict between Competitiveness and Cohesion” (12). 

In attempting to answer this question, one opportunity is to analyze the measures that can 

be taken to detect Competitiveness and Cohesion. The above mentioned definitions both 

include the term “income”, which seems to be proportional to the degree of 

Competitiveness and Cohesion. If this is a general characteristic of the two concepts it can 

also be taken as a common measurement of both. Further, the most common indicator to 

measure incomes is GDP or GDP per capita. “Cohesion is, therefore, measured using the 

same indicator as is used to measure competitiveness” (15). Does that mean the concepts of 

Cohesion and Competitiveness (as well as the means to reach both desirable goals) go hand 

in hand with each other? An important factor to help answer this question is to take a closer 

look at the scale we are talking about. If we take a certain area in which we want to achieve 

Competitiveness, the question is, if this area as a whole shall be competitive with another 
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area outside the borders of that particular territory, or if parts within this area shall be 

competitive with each other. While a policy that should increase Competitiveness would 

concentrate on a general high GDP, comparing to other competitors, a policy promoting 

Cohesion would aim at a “more equal distribution of GDP per head and contribute to a 

process of catch-up [within the chosen area as a whole] (15). Here we see one of the main 

differences. While Competitiveness and Cohesion are measured with the same indicator 

(GDP per head), Competitiveness “does not care” about individual elements within the 

competing body. The system as a whole has to have a growing and sustained GDP. 

Cohesion on the other hand has a more comparing view of an economic system, detecting 

disparities (in this case the allocation of GDP in a system) and Cohesion policies are aimed 

to support a growing equality in the GDP dispersion within the analyzed economy.  

We have showed that Cohesion and Competitiveness are only at first sight similar and 

although they are measurable with the same indicators, they do differ and thus following 

different logics. This leads to the next question. If these concepts are following different 

logics, do they still function together or do they compete / disturb each other. 

To discuss this question it is again necessary to take a look into real life and realistic 

conditions, but yet still not going into detail to keep the perspective theoretically 

concentrated. The European Treaty of the Community (1958) had the main aim to support 

competition within and between the participating member states. Therefore it disallows all 

possibilities that “disturb competition and affect intra-Community trade” (15). One of the 

main factors that was expected to have the capability to disturb competition, was public aid 

provided to companies or regions. Hence Dunford, Louri and Rosenstock argue “A […] 

direct effect of competition policy on cohesion exists through the control of state aids 

exercised by the Commission” (17). As it was mentioned before, public aids to companies 

or industries are forbidden within the EU, if they hinder (distort) competition. Nevertheless 

EU uses the structural funds, as a measure to achieve higher Cohesion within the European 

territories. Although it is not allowed for governments or European agencies to spend 

financial resources directly to lacking behind companies in disadvantaged parts of Europe it 

is legal to fund regions, lacking in infrastructure ,R&D, environmental protection etc, 

which have also the potential to cover regional industries. On the other hand it is without 

doubt that often some companies can be responsible for most of the GDP per head (the 
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competitiveness of/) in their specific regions. This means the increase of GDP per head in a 

region could be called an indirect measure, as the European market may not to be disturbed 

by direct funding to a company. Nonetheless a coherent development is part of the 

European agenda and ways were (and have to be) uncovered to reach that aim, using the 

allowed funds and means. In conclusion the chosen way of reaching Cohesion by 

competition policies is still arguable within the EU.  

The question remains, if there is a conflict between Competitiveness and Cohesion After 

studying the conflict of Cohesion and Competitiveness we draw the conclusion that 

although there are differences and counter-productive aspects between both concepts, it’s 

still possible to handle both in some kind of coexistence and to even have mutual positive 

effects. This assumption is close to the European one, which is even more positive. One of 

the latest written conclusions concerning the relation between Competitiveness and 

Cohesion (especially the coherent development of disadvantaged regions) draws from the 

“Territorial State and Perspective of the European Union” in its draft version saying: “A 

special challenge is the strengthening of the territorial capital [(improving 

competitiveness)] in the areas with weak economic structures […] (23).  Here the necessity 

of increasing Competitiveness to develop an economic stronger Europe in general, by 

means of Cohesion policy is emphasized. 

In our empirical work, we will discuss with the projects’ persons in charge, if there were 

difficulties arranging the ideas of growing Competitiveness and an increasing Cohesion in 

the participating regions. Moreover we will analyze the level/scale of thinking that the 

projects are interested in. The question if interregional projects with partners widespread all 

over Europe have a regional or a European focus / emphasize on regional Cohesion or 

Competitiveness as one acting body, will be examined by us. Another question will be, if 

there is competition within the project partners or if they are working towards Cohesion 

among their regions. Finally (and of course) we wish to analyze the way in which 

information, knowledge – in this specific case of “how to deal with Competitiveness and 

Cohesion?” – arrives into the minds of the project members and circles through the 

partnership.  
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2.3 Theorising the Transfer of Knowledge 

 
After the three European key concepts of Sustainable Development, Competitiveness and 

Cohesion were discussed, now the further question is how are these implemented through 

Interreg projects “on the ground”, all over Europe.  

The upcoming question is: In what way do those European key concepts get from the 

theoretical background into the heads of the project actors and furthermore how are they 

implemented in the regions we are examining? This question splits again into two parts. 

First: How does the idea of what kind of Sustainable Development, Competitiveness and 

Cohesion that should be aimed at actually get into the project as a whole? And the second, 

but no less important is, how the information is transferred among the project partners and 

leaders within the projects. The answer to both questions must be searched at the theoretical 

concept of knowledge transfer and the different kinds. 

As it is stated in the Oxford Handbook of Innovation one kind of knowledge is the tacit 

one. This kind of knowledge is mostly transferred “face-to-face” (1) and thus very 

important, concerning a regional context, as there is no need for the longer distance travel 

of knowledge. The complement to that kind of knowledge is the explicit one. This 

knowledge is often manifested written and therefore can “move” over long distances. It is 

also more likely that this kind of knowledge crosses more organisational borders, as no 

direct contact is needed for its transfer through different media. Another distinction can be 

made between complementary and substitutive knowledge, although it is arguable, which 

knowledge is perfectly substitutive and has not one single complementary aspect at all.  

Nonetheless Westphal and Shaw argue, that a higher degree of substitution of knowledge 

“’fit[s]’ with existing knowledge structure’ and hence is more likely accepted by the 

recipient of the information (2). Another interesting aspect in their work, concerning 

knowledge transfer is the perceived usefulness of knowledge and the according trade with 

the medium (3). In this approach knowledge has no objective value, not even between the 

partners dealing with it. The chance of a successful knowledge transfer depends on how 

useful the recipient of the interaction expects the information to be (4). This aspect will 

later on be very interesting, understanding the different interpretations of equal concepts, 

being formulated by the EU (or the project leader) and having the necessity of being 
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understood and accepted by the project in general (the different project partners) to create a 

working interaction. It also makes the findings of Asheim and Gertler less absolute, 

claiming that “learning through interacting” is the key to more transfer of information (1). 

The simple formula: “More interaction = more knowledge transfer“, has to be critically 

scrutinised and it has to be examined in how the alleged connection is in fact existing. 

Organisational characteristics are split into two main groups which will be covered. Inter-

firm (Inter-organisation) Differences and Knowledge Management (5). Within the first 

group “organisational differences” is the first point, but must be seen in connection with the 

second point, which is “Strategic Differences” (5). The kind of organisation and the 

strategic aims of the institution, company, public authority, etc. are most important to find 

out if knowledge can be transferred accurately. In the later empirical work, it will be the 

task to find out, if aims of the public sector can be reached through the transmission of 

knowledge to regional actors, which are to implement ideas and policies. 

Within the “Knowledge Management” group the share of formal and informal interaction 

of an organisation is important, which refers back to explicit and tacit knowledge, 

explained above.  The theory behind it is that especially managed knowledge can be 

transferred about certain ways, while other kinds of interaction can be counterproductive 

for the flux of knowledge between organisations. Another aspect that can affect the quantity 

and quality of transferred knowledge is, if the information is user, or sender initiated. These 

organisational characteristics again lead back to the above mentioned “usefulness” of 

knowledge and the impulse of transferring knowledge between different parties. It is argued 

that “[…] headquarter-driven knowledge transfer might be less effective, than user-driven, 

voluntary transfer (6).” 

Last but not least, individual characteristics should be looked at, to describe and analyze 

knowledge transfer. In this area partly psychological aspects play a bigger role, concerning 

the personal attributes of the project actors. The question if a personal affinity for partners 

can be linked back to the amount of knowledge transferred is important, as well as some 

kind of positive attitude towards the “deal”, or better said the common goals, which should 

be achieved will be dealt with. 
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The graphic beneath shows the described aspects in their specific relation (self 

created).

 
The above mentioned organisation-, individual-, and knowledge-related aspects that are 

affecting knowledge transfer will be examined in the upcoming empirical studies within the 

two analysed Interreg Projects. To get a better understanding of how the mentioned key 

concepts of Sustainable Development, Competitiveness and Cohesion are interpreted and 

weighted in the two projects, we feel this theoretical perspective and basic framework was 

necessary.  

By taking this step, a special focus on the empirical work has been created and a specific 

window has been opened, through which we can look at the examined organisations. 

 

 

2.4 Theorising Networks  

 
In this paper we wish to look at the role and importance of networks within Interreg and the 

European Union. Before we examine the projects themselves, we will first look 
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theoretically at the kind of role that networks can play and how they can function, and the 

potential benefits of such structures.  

Networks provide an opportunity for actors and partners to interact, share experiences, 

share knowledge, and exchange advice on their area of expertise. 

‘Networks of interaction have assumed particular significance in recent years because of 

their presumed importance for learning and innovation.’ (47)  We wish to analyse the role 

they play today in a European Union dominated by those ideas. 

Before analysing networks within Interreg, we will first look at the concept of networks, the 

theoretical potential they possess, and the different ways they can grow. By definition, 

networks are links and relations between different actors and organisations.  Networks can 

form between partners when a goal or objective is common between them, and this takes on 

many different forms in different areas of business and practice. Many of the potential 

benefits of networks have been compiled below, according to Hotz-Hart. 

 

1. Better access to information, Knowledge, skills and experience. In particular, 

networks provide opportunities for learning about new ways of operating and new 

forms of technology and can reduce the development time and cost of new products 

and production processes. 

2. Improved linkages and cooperation between network members, particularly 

between users and suppliers. The competence of leading firms within a network can 

form a benchmark for others. Effective networks can encourage interactive learning, 

synergy and complementarity between key specialist groups across participating 

firms, such as design, production, marketing and finance. 

3. Improved response capacity. Networks allow participating firms to respond more 

quickly and to anticipate changing competitive circumstances, and to learn about 

new forms of technology. 

4. Reduced risk, moral hazards, information and transaction costs. Networks of firms 

with complementary assets allow resources to be shared and reduce costs. Risks can 

also be assessed and shared through the network leading to more informed decisions 

and further cost reductions. 
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5. Improved trust and social cohesion. Alliances encourage shared values, goals and 

norms, and ways of working which facilitate problem-solving, collective action and 

innovative behaviour, often through a complex combination of competition and 

cohesion.  (50) 

 

 

Networks take on different forms depending on the context in which they are created- either 

in a coordinated professional framework and setting or through personal contact and 

personal relations. They also take on different forms depending on how these partnerships 

develop over time- whether they remain professional allegiances between partners or if they 

develop into close social relations. The difference between these kinds of networks is 

usually defined as formal and informal networks. 

The two networks are quite differently defined, and it should be stated that of course, 

formal networks can develop from informal networks, but as well as that; informal 

networks can also evolve out of formal networks. The two types tend to become more and 

more interchangeable and blended as networks develop and progress. This fusion between 

the different types of networks can be extremely positive because it can build trust and can 

help to produce very effective settings and environments to accommodate the potential 

results and benefits of networks that we have mentioned in the list earlier.  

In order for ideas and knowledge to be created or to be transferred efficiently within a 

network, there seems to be a requirement for a certain set of circumstances for this to 

happen. An element such as familiarity and trust amongst the partners needs to be present 

for such a process to occur. It is through the formal and informal networks that this 

familiarity, shared experience and collaboration can appear. The combination and mixture 

of professional and social relations between partners and organisations offer the elements of 

this key environment for accommodating knowledge transfer. Theoretically, what needs to 

be created is a ‘socially organized learning process’(1) where knowledge can easily flow, 

based on interaction. 

‘Tacit knowledge does not “travel” easily because its transmission is best shared through 

face to face interaction between partners who share some basic commonalities: the same 

language, common codes of communication and shared conventions and norms that have 
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been fostered by a shared institutional environment; and personal knowledge of each other 

based on a past history of successful collaboration or informal interaction’. (1) 

Networks, formal and informal, have the ability to create, develop and sustain the kind of 

environment needed for this kind of interaction as well as creating a platform for 

commonalities to be highlighted or even developed over time. Interreg participation appears 

to be one of the platforms in which such networks may grow and develop. 
 

One of the most interesting aspects of Interreg is the flexibility it seems to allow for 

different partners to work together. Due to the nature of the ESDP, which holds no 

competence for implementing its plans, it allows a certain freedom for Interreg partnership. 

In the Interreg III C participants can freely choose the regions and partners they which to be 

engaged with, regardless of location and geography between them. In a recent publication, 

Interreg provided guidelines and assistance for Interreg participants in relation to Networks. 

It gives detail on the importance of networks within Interreg and how best to build these 

networks and relations between partners. The application of Social Network Analysis 

(SNA) provides a general overview of where and how networks are developing across the 

regions of Europe. Interestingly the study suggests different ways partnerships are created 

and how networks can influence Interreg partnership choices. 

‘Co-operation partnerships are driven by visionary individuals, wishing to co-operate based 

on common interests, shared challenges or visions, or simply existing personal 

relationships.’ 

‘All these individual choices of actors, like policy-makers, regional experts and project 

developers create interregional co-operation networks on all levels or complexity: social 

relations of experts, strategic alliances of organization, partnerships among regions, and – 

ultimately- relations of countries.’ (51) 

The ESDP lack of competence seems to have created a situation where the Interreg 

participation is quite open and flexible- much more so perhaps then if it had been enforced 

upon the regions through a ESDP competence, it could be argued. The same is also true of 

the Territorial Agenda, which clearly states - 

‘The ambitions of the Territorial Agenda of the EU are to be achieved through informal 

structures of co-operation.’ (28) 
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The institutional framework and structure play an important role in the formation of 

networks. Structures differ across national and regional boundaries; however it is argued 

that different institutional frameworks can produce different kinds of networks, and 

different kinds of results. Much of the theory about networks, knowledge and clusters, state 

that in order for networks, and innovation and new knowledge to flourish, there again needs 

to be certain conditions that accommodate such activity, which we will study in the Interreg 

structure. It is an accepted belief that the spread of knowledge is highly important for the 

success of an economy. Lundvall illustrates the role that institutional structures play in this 

spread of knowledge. 

‘ A stabilizing institutional structure with its rigid habits and routines and rigid pattern of 

interaction inside and between organizations hurts the ability of an economy to introduce 

and diffuse new technologies, What is needed in such cases is a flexible institutional 

system, which strengthen the technical learning ability of the economy.’ (53) 

 

The proceeding has been an account of the theoretical view on the concept, role and the 

impact of networks. It is in this light and through this perspective that we wish to examine 

the importance of networks within Interreg. We wish to look at how they form and what 

kinds of networks exist, we also will look at the impact these networks have in Interreg 

projects. We will also examine how these project networks both interpret and contribute to 

the ideas and concepts that are promoted by the European Union. 

In our empirical work we will discuss with the people in the projects many different issues 

that will give us a clearer picture of the functioning networks within the projects. Amongst 

these many issues will be, gathering information on the creation of these projects and the 

foundations upon which they are developed. This will give us a clearer picture of how 

networks contribute to the continuity of Interreg, and on how they contribute to certain 

partnerships being created across the continent of Europe.  

We will also look at the structure of Interreg and how it allows for networks to develop and 

to flourish on their own merits, and the degree of freedom of flexibility to achieve all the 

potential of the project. A particular emphasis will also be focused on the context of the 

relationship between the original EU 15 and new EU10 Members, and the knowledge flow 
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between them. We will also hope to get an understanding of the environment in which these 

networks are created and in which knowledge and information passes between them.  

Life after the project period will also play a part in our empirical studies, where we hope to 

examine the impact of the project work, not only the practical scheduled work of the 

partners but also the effect and future opportunities that the networks and project results 

have provided.  

Finally, our studies will take focus on the similarities, comparisons and contrasts that we 

find between the two projects that we have chosen to study. We feel that only by expanding 

our studies beyond a single Interreg project will we be able to get a better understanding 

and broader picture of how Interreg really works in reality across the whole of Europe. 
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3 Project Description 
 

3.1 Description of the Interreg IIIC Project EARD –  

European Airport Regions Development 

 
With the theoretical basis having been established it is now time to take a closer look at the 

chosen project’s structure and activities. It is very important that the structure and goal of 

the projects should be clear to the reader, to help understand the upcoming critical 

examination of the chosen key concepts and the analysis of the networks within the 

projects. The following pages will provide a description of the project itself and the 

partners within this Interreg initiative. 

 

The INTERREG IIIC project EARD – European Airport Regions Development has the main 

aim to promote a coordinated sustainable development of airport regions. (25). The project 

was approved in July 2004 and the implementation of the project’s activities started with 

the first meeting in December 2004. A result of this meeting was the formulation of the 

four main objectives of the project, which can be summarized as followed:  

1st The creation of a balanced development and the improvement of quality of life in 

regions, being the location of an airport. 

2nd The strengthening of the economic attractiveness of the participating airport regions. 

3rd The creation of regional marketing in the included regions. 

4th The dissemination of the received results and their recommendation to other (not 

included) airport regions.  

 

There are 10 partners included in the project, which are located in 6 different EU member 

countries.  

The project management itself characterized the potential problems and challenges in 

airport regions in general and their description as the following: Airports and their 

surrounding regions interact with each other in a complex manner. Airport regions are 
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usually confronted with a situation characterized by the pressure of unguided investments, 

traffic and environmental problems, investment locations for investors, new technological 

opportunities and increasingly complex decision structures, etc. With this, an undesirable 

development can arise, including conflicting interests and insufficient cooperation of 

neighbouring municipalities. (26) 

Identifying these general problems and having the above mentioned common target of 

“find[ing] instruments and approaches to promote desirable Sustainable Development of 

airport regions.” The project searched for European partner regions, trying to include a 

wide range of different characterized airport regions. The chosen regions feature airports 

near a metropolitan city, or in the periphery of the region’s/country’s main metropolitan 

areas. That means that chosen regions contain an airport oriented at holiday traffic, 

business, or logistic flights. 

The project is split into five different working packages, which are: “Management and 

coordination”, “Balance of development and quality of life in airport regions”, 

“Strengthening of economic attractiveness within airport regions”, “Extension of regional 

marketing” and “Dissemination and recommendation of project results” (all 26).The first 

one can be called the coordinative one of the whole project.  

The second objective “Balance and development is the major desire of the project. This 

objective is subdivided in environmental and social impacts of development, and to 

examine if any economic activity affects one of these topics, different tools of analysis are 

used. First and mainly SWOT (strength, weakness, opportunity and threat) analysis of the 

participating airport regions are ordered. Those can help to avoid unintentional outcomes of 

economic activities as well as show outcomes which may be desirable.  

The second tool is benchmarking to have a better abridgement of the involved airports and 

an opportunity to compare and if necessary modify developments of the focused regions.  

And finally a tool to reach a sustained positive development is used, the so called “Best 

Practice” reports. Those are defined in connection to environmental and social 

developments in the project’s regions to offer some kind of guidelines to the future 

development, also in non-participating regions and areas.  
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The third main objective is the “strengthening of economic attractiveness in airport 

regions”. Here the economic impacts of developments are focussed upon and recorded for 

current and future usage. Different activities are undertaken as:  

• Report and workshop on current economic activities and main trends of airport 

regions;  

• Report on experiences with simulated measures in the airport regions and 

recommendations;  

• Report on guidelines to increase the economic attractiveness in airport regions.  

 

One of the activities is to emphasize the airport role in the regions’ territorial marketing. In 

this aspect, it should be ensured that the participating regions in the mentioned countries are 

aware of the potential the airport possesses and use that potential to create a positive 

influence on the regions image. Here a process, divided in four parts is used in the regions 

over the whole period time.  

The process starts with the assessment of the current situation, an analysis of the actual 

degree of marketing and the image of the region. The second step is to develop a new 

model /”face” of the region, which should be represented in the future. This is followed by 

the development of a new strategy of regional marketing, the newly created marketing 

conception of the participant. Finally different activities in the regional marketing shall be 

stimulated by the project’s cooperation to improve the region’s attractiveness for future 

developments and investments. 

 

• The last big activity and desired result is tied into the last mentioned point: the 

“dissemination and recommendation of project results” (26). This created awareness 

should improve the contact between regional actors and decision makers (also non 

regional) to the project’s partner regions and airports to enhance the development of 

new connections and networks.  

 

The numerated objectives, major activities and results can be seen and ordered in different 

ways. One possibility is to look at each of them separately without mentioning the 

functionality of the other ones. A second possibility is to divide them in formal and content 
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related aspects. Here the three pillars of Sustainable Development (point 2 and 3) could be 

analyzed together as concerning the content, as well as the first point, concerning formal 

aspects, or the last two objectives in connection with the processing and spreading of the 

gained results. Another possibility is to focus on the five points as one process of creating 

results out of the project. At the beginning, we talked about the management of the project, 

continuing with different aspects of Sustainable Development. The attained results are put 

in a marketing concept, which is disseminated in the last step of the process.  

The difference in these opportunities will be considered in the analytical part of this work.  

But first, we will take a closer look at the different project partners, involved in the project. 

This seems important as the structure and proceeding of the built up networks is to be 

critical examined later on. 

 

 

The participating Project Partners 

 

 
The project consists  

of 10 partners,. The 

leading partner is  

“Investitionsbank 

Landes 

Brandenburg”. 

Brandenburg is one 

of the 16 federal 

states of Germany 

and therefore this 

financial institute is 

100% state run. 

Moreover it is also 

funded by the state of Germany and the European Union and its main task is to “[…] offer 
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[its] customers grants, loans at favorable interest rates, guarantees, venture and equity 

capital.” (27). In 2005 “[…] EUR 16 million was awarded to 45 INTERREG projects.” 

(29). Moreover it tries to help different Interreg projects to “choose the right form of 

financing” (28).  

 

The second German partner is the technical University of Wildau, which is located south 

east of the German capital. It is a study place to some 3300 students and here a study group, 

under the lead of one professor is included into the project (30). Within the Interreg EARD 

it “is responsible for the component “regional marketing” (31). Over the project period the 

focus of that important partner changed slightly, meanwhile the School for Applied Science 

is also responsible for the component number 2, which is, as mentioned above, the 

strengthening of economic attractiveness of airport regions. 

 

In the Netherlands the “Economic Development Department of the City of Amsterdam” is 

the partner. This department is responsible for the development of Amsterdam’s “Shiphol 

Airport” and therefore is important to be a good example for a prosperous airport region. 

The department is funded by the city of Amsterdam and the Dutch state. 

 

The next partner is the “Municipality of Chrissoupolis” in north eastern Greece. This region 

has a population of approximately 15.000 people and a small airport “Megas Alexandros” 

(33). The airport is located at the south eastern edge of Europe and not only in a European 

scale, but also in a Greek one in an extremely peripheral position.  

The two Spanish partners are both located some 80 kilometers south of Madrid, near the 

airport (under construction) Don Quijote. This airport will be finished in 2007 and is going 

to be “the first private international airport for public use in Spain, […]” (35). The partners 

themselves are villages, located near the future airport. The City of Aldea del rey lies 19 

kilometers away from the airport and has a population of 2.200 inhabitants and the City of 

Ballesteros de Calatrava. With 500 inhabitants located, only 2 kilometers next to the new 

airport.   Their main reasons for participating in the project are to activate new strategies 

which retain labor force, promote business talent (entrepreneurship) and attract outside 

investors due to the benefits of the future Don Quijote Airport thereby explaining their 
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presence in EARD as a partner.” (36) And to acquire knowledge to manage social, 

economical and environmental effects of the airport. The focus for the policy makers is 

related to sustainable criteria based on the eventual implementation of the Local Agenda 

21. (36).  

In Italy actors from two regions are participating in the project. Two of them are located in 

the region of Lombardy. One is the Milan Airports SEA group, which is responsible for the 

managing of the two airports of the city. The organization “provides centralized airport 

services such as airports coordination, information system and information to the public – 

based on date furnished by the airline companies – surveillance and retails services through 

third-party agreement.” (37). The second partner is Finlombarda S.P.A, a financial institute, 

whose main aims are, to: “[…] foster the growth of small and medium enterprises that 

operate in the region, facilitating their access to credit, supporting local investment projects 

implemented by public and private entities aimed at improving services to businesses, 

improving service structures in the sectors of healthcare, transportation, environment and 

energy to foster institutional and business relationship with soon-to-be member states by 

participating in international projects.” (38). Finlombarda is said to be a private-public joint 

venture (39) that finances  public and business activities related to the numerated topics. 

 

The third Italian partner is the Trieste International Airport, more precisely Aeroporto 

Friuli-Venezia Giulia SpA, the company that runs the airport since 1997. The main 

objectives of the group are to: 

• improve the role of the airport within the international air transport network; 

• respond to the needs of the catchment area developing direct links to new 

destinations; 

• offer competitive airport services of high quality to Customers, i.e. airlines, 

passengers and freight forwarders; 

• plan and develop the airport infrastructures; 

• continuously update and upgrade systems and equipment keeping them at the 

highest international standards 

(all aims’ source: 40) 
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Moreover the company is interested and active in developing “non-aviation activities” at 

the airport, which manifests in a multi-modal air-road-rail interchange, which is in its 

construction phase at the airport.  

 

The last partner, who is participating in EARD, is the Hungarian Zala County Non-Profit 

Development Company. The company is one of the development organizations of Zala 

County and in contact to all 257 municipalities of the region. It became interested in 

EARD, as it owns the newly built up airport of the county, called “FlyBalaton”, which is 

located near the popular lake. The Zala County Non-Profit Development Company has the 

“the purpose of making projects for the different calls in the area of the county or outside of 

that according to the demands”. Further on it “would like to assist the sustainable 

developments and equalizing the territorial differences by promoting the use of renewable 

energy resources.” (Both quotes: 41). The airport itself is participating in the project, as an 

underdeveloped one, and had not opened before the project started in 2004. An analysis, if 

there was some benefit for the airport and/or its region will be made later on. 

 

 

3.2 Description of the Interreg IIIB Project  

Baltic Master 

 
BalticMaster is an Interreg III B project established in July 2005 to help increase maritime 

safety around the Baltic Sea. The project has been set-up within the Baltic Sea Region 

Interreg III B Neighbourhood Programme, which is one of the 13 strategic areas of 

European Territory, as divided by the EU under Interreg III B.   

 

There has been an increased awareness of the dangers being posed in the Baltic Sea from a 

number of different factors, such as- Increased volume of marine traffic, fishing, and 

different sea-use developments like oil drilling and off-shore wind farms.  

The Baltic Sea is now one of the most heavily trafficked waters in the world (56), and with 

increasing traffic of oil tankers it seems it is only a matter of time before a major oil 
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spillage will occur. Oil transport is expected to increase by 40% over the next 10 years, 

while general cargo and container traffic is set to increase threefold. Total ship traffic in the 

South Baltic Sea is estimated to reach over 100,000 ships per year by 2015, and extra 

20,000 in the Danish Straits region per year.(60) The Baltic Sea also has a limited flow of 

water from the Atlantic Ocean, with a water renewal taking between 25-30years. This fact 

makes any oil spillages of any scale, a very serious and difficult environmental issue, as 

well as that in 2005 the UN’s International Maritime Organisation classified the Baltic Sea 

as a Particularly Sensitive Sea Area (PSSA).  One of the most problematic issues in relation 

to safety in the Baltic Sea is the lack of co-ordination. Baltic master has been set-up to 

promote co-ordination on safety issues and to establish an integrated approach to maritime 

safety that can involve and be adopted by the responsible groups and authorities around the 

Baltic Sea region.  

 

Baltic Master is a project led by a southern Swedish regional development agency- Region 

Blekinge, based in Karlskrona. The project has an international partnership of 40 members 

from 7 different countries, including Eastern countries of the 2004 EU accession and 

Russian partners. The majority of the partnership is made up of government authorities on 

trans-national, national, regional and local level. Co-ordination on maritime safety between 

this multi-level partnership is one of the leading goals of the project. The Baltic Master 

partnership is also made up of Baltic ports and port authorities, as well as Rescue Service 

Agencies. There a number of Universities, Marine Academies and Institutes and private 

companies involved in the project, particularly on the research aspects of the partnership. 

The whole project has a budget of €3.6 million, and €2.1 million is financed by the Interreg 

IIIB neighbourhood programme.  

 

The BalticMaster program achieves its goals through a framework of 4 different Work 

Packages (WP), each given a time period, certain activities and responsibilities. The 4 work 

packages aim to achieve the main project objectives as stated below; 
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• To increase the influence of the regional governments and local authorities on 

matters of maritime safety. The project defines their ability to participate more 

effectively. 

• To develop transport and communications within a framework of maritime safety, 

taking into account the diversity of activities in the Baltic Sea. 

• To increase preparedness for preventing and managing a catastrophe, through 

integrating local and regional zones in the planning and implementation processes. 

(57) 

 

 

The four different work packages consist of the following; 

 

WP1- Preparedness and Division of responsibility. 

The main activity in this work package was to develop a worst case scenario of an oil 

spillage effecting more than one country. Through a series of workshop with existing 

Rescue Service agencies, the reaction to the disaster was to be documented and described. 

Work was done to determine divisional responsibility, problems of jurisdiction and other 

complications across national and regional boundaries that could arise in the immediate 

response to a disaster. The informal aspects of the response were also documented, such as 

immediate decision making in crisis, habits and routines of the rescue services also 

described to get a realistic impression of how a response to an oil spillage would be 

handled.  

Along with these scenario workshops, case studies were also made of two recent accidents 

in the Baltic Sea. With this combination of activities, guidelines and a handbook for local 

and regional preparedness could be drawn up, particularly for the context of an accident 

with trans-national implications. 

The Region of Skåne and Halland in southern Sweden took leading responsibility for the 

Work Package along with the University of Lund. 
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WP2- Safe Transportation at Sea. 

The focus of this work package was to create an action plan in the framework of the Baltic 

PSSA classification by the UN for local and regional priorities. This involved research into 

the experiences of other PSSA classification areas, and an assessment of the Baltic Sea for 

places of refuge for ships in distress in different coastal waters of the Baltic nations. This 

package also includes work on standardization of waste management for ships, and also 

work on crisis management for maritime traffic monitoring with developing common 

guidelines and information exchange, as well as the introduction of Automatic 

Identification System (AIS) for further monitoring of sea traffic.  

The responsible partners include- Maritime Institute and Maritime Office in Poland, 

Kalmar Maritime Academy, Karlshamn Port, and World Maritime University in Sweden. 

 

 

WP3- Sustainable Spatial and Regional Development 

Activities in this work package are focused upon developing the field of Marine Area 

Spatial Planning (MASP) in the Baltic Sea. Through workshops, seminars and case studies, 

an implementation manual for Marine Area Spatial Planning has been developed. The 

manual draws on the experiences of Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) already 

implemented by some of the regions around the Baltic, and case studies of MASP 

implementation. This relatively new and innovative concept MASP addresses the 

increasingly conflicting and congested use of the coastal territorial sea areas and the off-

shore Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) in the Baltic and the need for integrated and 

international approach to planning for these areas.  

The Maritime Institute in Bremen Germany has taken the leading responsibility for the 

MASP and its development. Case studies have included the municipality of Trelleborg, 

Sweden, as well as Kreigers Flak Wind farms, in the EEZ between Sweden, Germany and 

Denmark, and finally a case study in Klaipeda County, Lithuania.  
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WP4- Communication and Dissemination. 

The final work package’s main objective is to broadcast and share the results and outcomes 

of the project work. It works towards communication to and between all the different 

authorities and decision makers related to maritime safety, within and outside the project 

partnership. Region Blekinge is the responsible for this publicity and communication of the 

work and results through out the course life of the project. The outcome sought of this 

dissemination is also to try and achieve political commitment to some of the changes and 

proposal that come out of the BalticMaster project. Part of this process has been the use of 

professional development courses and ‘think tanks’ in order to involve decision makers and 

experts, share knowledge and education in the issues and complexities of maritime safety in 

the Baltic Sea. The World Maritime University has taken responsibility for these events.  

As part of the WP4 aims and objectives, BalticMaster is also involved in the Maritime 

Safety Umbrella Operation- a body that aims to create a synergy effect between maritime 

safety and related projects within the different EU Interreg IIIB programmes. (58) 

This operation creates networks between different actors in region development 

programmes involving maritime safety and co-operates in the promotion of maritime safety 

issues at a political level. WP4 will also publish the final project report including all 

experiences, reports, results and recommendations from the life of the project. 
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Below is a map of the Baltic Sea and listed are the 40 partners and their locations. (59) 
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The Baltic Master project includes mainly, partners from the South Baltic Sea area. The 

project has benefited immensely from a mixture of formal and informal networks in this 

area, and these networks have been a key element in insuring the continuity, and range of 

the project. Some of the most important existing network organisations were the 

international partners- EuroRegion Baltic, SydSam and Baltic7. 

 

 

EuroRegion Baltic 

 

This organisation is a co-operative network in the South Baltic Sea originally between 9 

regions from 6 countries, it was established in 1998 to help co-ordinate regional 

development. The Latvian regional member later left the organisation. 

‘EuroRegion Baltic has been pursuing the goals of improving life conditions for it’s 

inhabitants, promoting bonds, and contacts among local communities and providing 

measures for sustainable development within the region’(61) 

• The nine members of EuroRegion Baltic are listed below. The six coastal members 

o EuroRegion Baltic (Bornholm Regional Municipality (Denmark), Klaipeda 

County (Lithuania), Pomorskie Voivodeship (Poland, Government of the 

Kaliningrad Region (Russia), Regional Council of Kalmar County (Sweden) and 

Region Blekinge (Sweden) is also involved in the activities of the Baltic Master 

project partnership.  

 

SydSam 

 

This organisation is a network between the local authorities, county councils and regions in 

the Southern part of Sweden. This association was established originally in 1986 by 

Sparbank in Vaxjö, it consists of 77 municipalities within 6 counties. The main objective of 

the association is as follows; 

 

- To co-ordinate and uphold South Sweden’s common interests 

- To create a platform for Southern Sweden’s long-term development 
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- To develop the Southern Baltic Sea region into a thriving growth region 

- To build and broaden the network to support the common interest of 

Southern Sweden.(62) 

 

The association works closely with the Chamber of Industry and Commerce of Southern 

Sweden, and interestingly it also has a European Union office of representation in Brussels, 

which was established in 1994, which actually predates Swedish EU membership. 

• Sydsam also has other European ties in the form of co-operation agreements with 

the German Bundesländer of Schleswig- Holstein (est. 1993) and Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern (est.1999) on the Baltic Coastline. The Baltic Master includes 

Schleswig-Holstein as a full partner, and although Mecklenburg is not a full partner, 

there has been much contribution to the project from this region. The Swedish 

coastal counties that make up Sydsam (Kalmar, Blekinge, Halland, Skåne) are a 

member of the Baltic Master Project. 

 

Baltic 7 

 

This network was established in 1989, and consists of the seven largest islands in the Baltic 

Sea. It is a co-operation membership to promote the common interest of the Baltic Islands.  

‘The B7 aims to use its strengths to promote the strategic goals of the islands.  

The B7 islands believe that they can better serve the interests of the islanders and achieve 

more as a co-operation than alone.’(63) 

• All of the islands in the South Baltic Sea area Gotland (Sweden), Öland ( Sweden), 

Bornholm (Denmark)  and Rügen (Germany)  have a connection to Baltic Master 

either through direct partnership or indirectly connected through their regional 

authority. 

 

There are some partners within Baltic Master that have not come into the partnership 

directly through the three major formal networks of EuroRegion Baltic, B7 and SydSam. It 

seems that even though these extra partners are not members of these three formal network 
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organizations, these networks are also responsible for their inclusion in the project through 

extended networks of the three organizations.  

One of these is the Storstrøms County. This partner has had long and strong bonds with the 

Sydsam member Region Skåne for many years through the Öresund Regional co-operation, 

and thus a partnership for BalticMaster through this network could easily be formed.  

The cross-border cooperation between local and regional authorities and organizations in 

Öresund region has been existing in a variety of forms since the 1960s. In 1993, all the old 

cooperation forms were put out of business when an Öresund committee, a formal forum 

for cooperation between regional and local politicians, was established. The aim of the 

committee is to intensify and created and integrated region. In addition, there are several 

other formal and informal forms of cooperation between the Swedish and Danish private 

and public actors. (64) 

One of the less obvious partners is the City of Kotka, Finland, as it is not in the South 

Baltic Sea region or is it in any of the mentioned networks. However, this partner was 

suggested to the BalticMaster Lead partner by the Interreg Joint Secretariat responsible for 

accepting the BalticMaster for funding. Reasons for this recommendation from Interreg 

were that they felt the project should expand across the entire Baltic. The Finnish partner 

was sought through the Finnish Representative on the Interreg Joint Secretariat- again 

another form of network. 

The same also appears to be true in the situation of the partners from the Bremen region in 

the project. Bremen region has in the past had close collaboration with the Bundesländ 

Schleswig-Holstein. It was through this connection that the Bremen actors became aware of 

the BalticMaster worked and approached the project organizers if they could become 

involved. The Bremen actors, such as the Maritime Institute, had their own interest in the 

area or Maritime Spatial Planning and were quite eager to participate and engage heavily in 

the project, with them eventually become responsible for the writing of the Marine Spatial 

Planning Manual. 
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4 Network Analysis 
 

4.1 Analysis and Examination of the Network, built through EARD 

 
The following information is based on the analysis of the project literature, contact to some 

of the project partners and an interview with the project leader, Mr. Golden Okwuosa and 

the project partner Dr. Frank Hartmann from the University of Applied Science in Wildau. 

It should be noticed that the conclusions are drawn individually and do not have to agree 

with any of the mentioned sources. 

After a description of the network was given before, based on the information provided by 

the organisation, the following part will split into three main subparts.  

First, we will talk about the origin of the created network, which means it shall be made 

clear who initiated the partnership, out of which reasons and how the partners were chosen. 

In a second step we wish to analyse, how the network functioned over the project period. 

Questions like, how this partnership was held together, if possible problems existed and 

how they were solved, financial aspects and many others will be cleared during this part.  

Finally in that chapter, we wish to analyse in how far the project has a sustainable effect on 

future cooperation. The “follow up” of the project will be interesting and how this network 

contributed to a European development and convergence. 

 

 

4.1.1 Genesis of the Network 

 
The story of the origin of the Interreg IIIC project EARD starts on a quite regional level. In 

foresight of the development of the new international airport of Berlin and Brandenburg 

(bbi) a regional development organisation for the airport was created in the late 90s. That 

organisation already had the idea to initiate a Trans European cooperation to promote the 

development at the newly created airport and its surrounding region. Experiences from 
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other airports should be used to improve the situation for the regions of Berlin and 

Brandenburg. Due to a major delay (the airport should have opened originally in 2007 and 

will not before 2011(42)) that organisation was closed down. However the idea of an 

partnership lasted and hence the “Investitionsbank des Landes Brandenburg”, one of the 

founders of the former development organisation decided in 2004 to create the planned 

network, as European knowledge was still thought to be helpful for the region.  

At this point, it can perhaps be seen as verified that a common acceptance can be spotted, 

all over Europe, concerning the fact Tracey and Clark figured out. The “presumed 

importance for learning and innovation” networks can achieve is a fact that can not be 

emphasized enough (47). Moreover the will to create networks, although there may be 

hindering factors (like the sudden shut down of the Berlin Brandenburg airport 

development agency) the “particular significance” of networks of interaction was still on 

the agenda for the region and a goal, worthy to work for (47).  

When it came to the choice of which partners, European airport regions all over the 

continent were contacted to join a project in the context of Interreg. Hence the institutional 

framework of Interreg allowed for partners across Europe regions from all over the 

continent to be taken into account. This positive fact was already figured out in the 

theoretical part and although we highlighted the important role of different institutional 

frameworks it seems, the Interreg framework had the main influence on the choice of 

partners, as no geographical boundaries, or limitations in the choice of partners could be 

noticed, during the analysis of the project’s network.  

Some regions, like Oslo and Vienna did not respond positively to the request and therefore 

the current partners can be called the “qualified leftovers”, randomly picked out by the 

initiators. This aspect is very interesting, since there is a general understanding that the 

choice of Interreg partners is based on a rational decision. The only partner, previously 

known was the University of Applied Science in Wildau, which already cooperated with 

the ILB in some internal regional projects. The choice made, can be still called rational 

since there was a focus on different sizes of regions and partners, picked out to be involved 

in the project. On the other side no thematic points were taken into account, like the number 

of passengers, the location in relation to a major city, or the attitude to a certain aspect of 

Sustainable Development.  
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The main target, however was to promote the own regional development with the help of 

knowledge and information from other airport regions. By picking also less developed 

regions and taking them into the project, a positive side effect could be reached that (also if 

it was not the initial intention) created a Trans European partnership, which supported 

central development, as well as peripheral, underdeveloped regions across the continent 

(seen from the economical “core” of Europe / “Pentagon”). With this knowledge, the 

philosophy of an ideal project partner / leader mentioned in the theoretical perspective 

perhaps needs to be changed slightly. While the Social Network Analysis, written by the 

organizers of Interreg speak of “visionary individuals, wishing to co-operate based on 

common interests” it should be made clear that the character of the input of interests is 

always also on personal/ own regional kind. Hence it seems necessary to add that the 

opportunity of individual advantage as an original intention can also create a trans-regional 

(and successful) network, dealing with common interests. 

In addition it is important to know that none of the partners knew each other before that 

cooperation. The interacting partners were involved in a regional (airport) development 

project for the first time and no previous experiences (of transnational cooperation related 

to airport development) could be used in the partnership. On the other side, the institutional 

framework of Interreg allowed that kind of project, as it does not set any preconditions, 

concerning size, or former experience of the partners, which can also be seen in a positive 

way, as no European region is pre-excluded of such a project. 

In the end the network consisted out of 3 big airport regions, 2 medium size and 2 small 

size, depending on the passenger numbers. This constellation of airport regions, handling 

between 45.000.000 and 30.000 passengers created a certain tension and therefore produced 

dynamism within the network, which is an optimal precondition for knowledge transfer. On 

the other side it has also some problems, as it is difficult to reach equality among partners, 

with such a different background and degree of experience in the special topics. Also the 

different kind of sophisticated planning systems could be seen as a change, as well as a 

threat to the created network.  

The following part will show how the project dealt with that situation and the included 

challenges. 
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4.1.2 Structure and Properties of the Network 

 
The created cooperation can be called a gathering “of aliens”. Thus it seems for an outsider 

even more difficult to understand the creation of a functioning and successful network. 

Nonetheless the one thing the partners had in common was to promote the development in 

their single regions. The readiness to cooperate grew out of that common target. Or: “It was 

clear what regional development should be like […] goals like employment, regional 

development [can be called a] universal language [which all of the partners understood 

from the beginning of the project].” This we find surprising, particularly considering the 

fact that the various partners were coming from totally different social, cultural and 

economical backgrounds. Nonetheless the project leader says: “If an organization is willing 

to participate in a project, it fits.” regardless of the origin it comes from. A reason for that 

assumption could be that in this special case the subjects are not various aspects of regional 

development, but in every case airports and their surrounding. And as the project leader 

states, the questions concerning airports always apply to all different kinds of these 

facilities, unimportant to the size of it. This explanation coincides with the definition, 

provided by Hotz-Hart  that “networks form between partners, when a goal or objective is 

common between them” (48). The nature and background of the networks’ elements seem 

to be secondary important for a successful cooperation.  

Only within a period of time (and development) the focus of an airport region may change, 

referring to the project leader. The general concentration on specific topics stays the same 

and is common to all kinds of those traffic knots.  

The fact that the participating partners were of such a different character was discussed in 

the beginning of the project. It was made clear that although all partners shall be regarded 

as equal, when it comes to decision making within the project, some partners would 

contribute more to the project than others, as they were further developed and had a longer 

history of planning. That aspect will be discussed in more detail in the knowledge transfer 

analysis. 

The Zala county partner for example disclosed, already before the project began, that their 

“contribution according to the project will be minimal” (45). Nonetheless the contribution 

of “valuable experience in the field of Airports territorial development by managing 
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similar projects […]” were brought to the project (45). This shows that also smaller 

partners had the opportunity to contribute to the project, although every one had a realistic 

view about the degree of input each partner would be able to bring in. Bigger partners, like 

Amsterdam are said to have “contributed more, but still benefited from the project as a 

whole”.  

From a theoretical point of view it can be assumed that the project partners’ view were 

similar to the one, of Holtz-Hart we pointed out earlier. The positive effects of networks in 

general seem to be overwhelming, regardless of the particular personal contribution /benefit 

of the cooperation. Obviously, partners from the smallest to the biggest, in the particular 

project saw the “opportunities for learning about new ways of operating” and the possible 

reduction of “development time and cost of new [procedures]”, related to the respective 

business (48). The factor of certain benefits seems to be less important, than the general 

“synergy and complementarities between key specialist groups across participating 

[partners]” (47). These expected synergic effects appear to be the main motivation that the 

project partners have to cooperate and work together in certain areas. 

As it was stated before, the application form of the project included the four main subjects, 

which are “balance of development and quality of life in airport regions [environmental and 

social impacts of development], strengthening the economic attractiveness within airport 

regions [economic impacts of development] and the extension of regional marketing [the 

airport role on regional territorial marketing]” (43). 

During the time of the project each of the partners could decide in which of the subjects 

they wanted to participate, without being forced to do so. And while some partners, like 

Berlin Brandenburg, Amsterdam and Milan participated in all of the pillars, some other 

partners only took part in some of the components.  

In terms of engagement of persons from the different partners it has to be clarified that 

although each of the regions had a person responsible for the project, no one was engaged 

in the partnership “full-time”. The representatives of the different regions were mostly 

responsible for international cooperation and it was possible that these persons dealt with 

other Interreg Projects at the same time the project was running. 

Because the project was built up in a very flexible way, each partner could participate 

absolutely goal oriented, without wasting resources to aspects the region was not interested 
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in. This of course holds a threat to the goal of Sustainable Development (and its three 

included pillars), which will be discussed later on. Regarding the created network it is only 

to say that even within the different components, the project offered a high degree of 

flexibility, which made it for example possible for the “Zala County Non Profit 

Development Company” (one of the partners) to analyze “The present and future of the 

FlyBalaton Airport in the economical development of the region […]”, within the 

component 2 area, namely dealing with “environmental implications” (44). One other 

aspect that was obligatory to the members was the SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities, threats) analysis about the region. Having that in common the partners could 

create a feeling of mutuality. Moreover the SWOT analysis played an important role for the 

Sustainable Development and Knowledge Transfer aspects, which will be discussed in 

detail later on. An interesting and unexpected fact is that the mentioned SWOT analyses 

were not produced by the project as a whole, or by some kind of cooperation between 

different project regions. Each of the regions prepared the analysis for itself and presented 

it to the other regions. That can be seen positively and as negatively. Negatively, because 

the idea of Trans European cooperation implicates the help of partners to fulfil activities in 

an Interreg project. Yet good, because the intervention of other partners in a region’s 

SWOT analysis could have the potential to influence the paper and move the focus to and 

from unimportant things. The belief that the regional actors themselves have the 

opportunity to create such a work stands against the idea of a previous knowledge transfer 

by the more developed regions to produce an oversight about SWOT. Another argument 

against the cooperation in such aspects is the fact that the partners are at the same time 

competitors and a manipulated SWOT analysis could help one actor to get a strategic 

advantage in relation to another one. Both aspects will be discussed in the following 

chapters, dealing with Competitiveness and Knowledge Transfer. 

Apart from the content aspects, mostly affected by the aspect of flexibility, some formal 

aspects are important to be mentioned in connection with the function of the network. 

“Communication is the most important” as the project leader emphasised again and again. 

Therefore the meetings of the involved partners were most important in that project. It was 

decided in the beginning and introduction meeting of representatives of all included actors 

that one meeting every six months was obligatory and important to keep the network 
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elements in contact with each other. It was also decided to have the meetings in all of the 

project regions. Mainly for the reason, to give each region the opportunity to present itself 

and the reached results of the work to the other partners, but also for the other participants, 

to get an insight in their other partners’ activities and to experience the region more, rather 

than only a paper describing the properties of the EARD members’ territories. In each of 

the meetings, there was a workshop, related to one or more of the components and at least 

one of the partners showed his SWOT analysis and a possible regional development plan, 

created within the period of the project. 

At this point there should be some discussion about the role of formal and informal 

relations mentioned in our theoretical perspective, as this aspect can be seen as related to 

the semi-annual meetings of the project partners. By definition “The formal structure has 

been used to describe the organizationally specified role relationships between individuals 

in formal positions, while the informal structure has been used to describe personal 

friendship relationships that often develop in small groups.” (49). As there was already 

written a lot about formal structures and positions of the project, the question raises if there 

developed “personal friendship relationships” over the project period. Asked about that fact 

the project leader answered that he was “no friend, but a very good comrade”, to the project 

partner of the city of Amsterdam in particular. What does that mean? Of course, there 

would be a possibility to say “comradeship or the description as a “colleague” of a project 

partner is still formal and can not be seen as an informal partnership. On the other side we 

pointed out in the theoretical perspectives that “the two types [of formal and informal 

networks] tend to become more and more interchangeable and blended as networks develop 

and progress.” We stay with that finding, calling a “good comrade” some kind of mixture 

between a formal colleague and to a certain degree a friend, as the characteristics of both 

types are connected and a “great cooperation” as it was described in the interview. Having 

this in mind, the achieved combination of professional and social relations offer all 

preconditions the aspired processes of knowledge transfer and all other kinds of positive 

cooperation need. The topic of informal networks was also touched in the interview with Dr 

Frank Hartmann, who said that an older cooperation is more likely to build informal 

networks, than such a young one. The build-up of informal networks, he says, depends also 

 48 



Ian O Donnabháin & Julian Röpcke 

on the facts, in how far the partners “fit” together and how diverged their competences are. 

We will reassume this fact in the Knowledge Transfer part. 

When it comes to financial aspects, there were also some interesting facts, worthy of 

mentioning. The EU co-financing rate for each of the partners, varied between 50 and 75%, 

depending on the geographical (and funding system depending) location of the partner. 

Also the partner Amsterdam, which is not in Objective 1, nor 2 zone was co-funded by the 

European Union with 50%. Every partner knew from the beginning of the project period 

how much he will receive from EU funding. But that is not the whole picture. The share of 

money, not paid by the European Union varied with a big span beneath the partners. While 

regions like Berlin paid the other 50% of the budget (the rest of the whole budget, after 

receiving money from the EU), partners like Zala County, or the Greek region of 

Chrissoupolis had to pay 25% as they were co-funded by the EU with 75% of the whole 

budget. The Italian two regions, participating in the project, meanwhile, only had to pay 

some 15%. This we find astonishing, knowing that these regions are situated in the north of 

the country, an area, which is objective 2 in the EU funding system. The reason for the very 

low share of own money invested is based in the fact that the Italian government co-

finances each region, participating in trans-regional projects with another 35% of the whole 

budget. All together the project had a budget of 1,572 million Euros, from which 997.160 

Euros were contributed by the funding system of ERDF (European Regional Development 

Fund) (46). 

Talking about the result of the efforts to build up a network of Trans European cooperation, 

there were some interesting remarks by the Wildau university partner, stating that no 

network was created during the project period, having in mind a theoretical understanding 

of what an innovation network should look like. 

The project was, as he said, an “attempt” to build a network. Some kind of “test”, if such 

cooperation could be possible. In addition he stated that a much longer period of 

cooperation would be necessary to create a real network in which knowledge could 

circulate in a prosperous way. A period of two or three projects with an exchange of 

partners and a process of filtering the best partners would be needed, he states. Finally the 

University of Wildau will stay in contact with the former partners of Amsterdam, the ILB 

of Brandenburg and the airport region of Trieste (also for possible future projects, as we 
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will state later on), which can be called a success of the project EARD. To clarify the 

situation, the project partners also said that: “The project had not the demand to build a real 

network. Partners should get to know each other, share experiences, learn something and 

benefit for their regions, which Berlin Brandenburg did in particular [such as some others 

like the region surrounding the future airport of “Don Quijote” in central Spain]”. 

 

 

 

4.1.3 Follow Up of the Project in Terms of Potential future Networks 

 
Primarily important to know is that after less than three years and the ending of the former 

funding period, the project EARD will be closed down in June as it is not planned to be 

continued over the next period.   

However, this does not mean that there will be no follow up of the project’s partnership and 

the built up network. As it was stated in the beginning the Interreg III C project EARD 

could be the “birth” of a network, as the partners did not know before, but worked together 

and cooperated in a certain area, namely airport regions development. Therefore the project 

lead partner appraised the former project to be part of some kind of evolvement process in 

which different interests and future focuses could be crystallized among the partners. The 

situation could possibly be compared to a process in which (as mentioned before) partners 

were randomly picked out across Europe. The only thing they had in common was the will 

to develop their regions, each including an airport of different size and characteristics. This 

is one dimension of commonality, being basic and not very specific. Over the time and by 

using the SWOT analyses different dimensions of interests and emphases evolved, which 

can be used to form future projects with a more specific focus. Special focuses on 

sustainability, economic growth, balance of interests, etc. shall not be forgotten in the 

future, but are to develop more in certain networks with partners of similar interests. 

Therefore it is planned by the initiator of the project to have a final workshop, in which all 

regions, participating in airport related Interreg projects across Europe shall be invited. In 
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that meeting common interests are to be discovered and the finding of possible trans-border 

cooperation should be the main goal.  

Furthermore a redirection of future projects related to airports can also effect a positive 

development from a theoretical point of view.  

The assumption that future trans-regional projects with a more similar perspective on 

sustainability, economic growth, or social cohesion fit more in that ideal belief of a perfect 

cluster is not that distant. Therefore we can guess that a future network / cluster of partners 

with a closer view on specific themes will be more efficient.  The finished pre analysis of 

the “SWOT” related to all regions should ensure that the “particular field” of future 

cooperation will be more bordered and better defined than the current ones. 

In addition to that, there are existing plans for a future project, in which some of the present 

partners could be involved. The University of Wildau is trying to initiate a Trans European 

project, in which the airport regions of Berlin/Brandenburg, Oslo, Amsterdam and 

Copenhagen are already interested to participate. Although this project is still in an early 

stage of planning, the content may be related to “regional innovation systems in airport 

regions and the creation of Trans European clusters”. This preliminary screening of  

possible partners indicates that what we said in this chapter must contain a certain degree of 

truth and shows that EARD was used to become aware of which types of airports are more 

and which are less compatible to their own requirements. 

As we said before the network of “European Airport Regions Development” was a great 

chance to elaborate own strengths and opportunities, which could be the potential for future 

development. It uncovered the chances and possibilities for participating regions in cross 

border cooperation and gave them the opportunity to work in future projects in which they 

can participate even more effectively. 
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4.2    Baltic Master Network 

 
BalticMaster was originally a concept proposed within an organisation named EuroRegion 

Baltic. Representatives from the Kaliningrad region (Russia) recommended that action be 

taken on maritime safety in the Baltic Sea, and Region Blekinge (Sweden) decided to take 

the initiative for this action. With this common goal, a project partner membership was 

established, initially only sought through out the south Baltic Sea region. A framework of 

existing networks in this part of the Baltic allowed for a partnership to grow between the 

different regional authorities and actors within those regions that bordered the South Baltic 

Coastal line. 

This framework, it seems, allowed for a new network to develop out of it, in the form of 

BalticMaster. What we can see in this partnership is a group of actors who have all mostly 

been connected in some way in the past. This is obvious for the members of organizations 

like EuroRegion Baltic and Sydsam. Aside from these networks, the partner regions have 

also independent connections with each other through different networks, and thus 

collaboration and familiarity is a common theme between these regions and the actors 

amongst them.  

For example, the Bundesländ of Schleswig-Holstein has been connected to the Polish 

region Pomorskie Voivodeship since 1992. The same Bundesländ has been linked to 

Kaliningrad since the early 90s. As well as that, almost all of the regions involved in the 

BalticMaster have been connected through another network organization- Baltic Sea States 

Sub-regional Co-operation, which ‘is a political network for decentralized authorities (sub 

regions) in the Baltic Sea Region.’(65) 

This organization also enjoys observer status in the Committee of the Regions in the EU. 

 Other international partners are also responsible for the previous experiences that 

many of these regions have shared together in the past. The CPMR/Baltic Sea Commission 

is one such example. This is the Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions an 

organization setup in 1996 with the goals of integration, co-operation and balanced 

development in the Baltic area. Many of the leading partners in BalticMaster, such as 

Blekinge, Skåne, and Mecklenburg Verpommern (originally a member of Baltic Master) 

are amongst its membership. The same is true of Helcom, the Helsinki Commission, 
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described as a Baltic Marine Environmental Protection Committee. Although this is an 

intergovernmental co-operation on a national basis rather than regional, it is still an 

organization and platform that has provided the experience of trans-national collaboration 

and a basis for networks.  

 

Aside from international co-operation, there also appears to be a strong internal system of 

networks that helped expand the BalticMaster Project. Within the regions themselves there 

are in many, a number of actors in the BalticMaster partnerships. The inclusion of these 

partners can largely be explained by formal structure within the regions, linking the 

different actors of the region- for example the region of Kalmar County is a member of the 

partnership, and quite naturally the Kalmar Maritime Academy is also a partner because of 

internal connections in the region and relevance.  The same is also true in the Polish region 

of Pomorskie, where the individual project memberships naturally drew in other key 

partners to the project because they are all interlinked in some way locally. The Pomorskie 

region as a whole is a partner, and also from the region comes the Maritime Institute of 

Gdansk, Maritime Office Gdynia and the Naval Academy of Gdynia. Even from outside the 

Pomorskie region, the individual membership helped draw in other Polish partners through 

their network- in this case the Maritime Office in Szczecin and Maritime University 

Szczecin. Yet here again, we can see another connection in the partnership outside of the 

project, as Szczecin is also a member of the West Pomerania Region within the Euro 

Region Pomerania. This is a similar organization to EuroRegion Baltic and it members also 

consist of the Mecklenburg-Verpommern Bundesländ, Bornholm Island, as well as Region 

Skåne. This highlights the importance of BalticMaster’s partners and their external 

networks in bringing in new and highly beneficial members.   

What one can see from the analysis of BalticMaster and the partners that it consists, is that 

this large partnership has been established and developed from an elaborate mix of existing 

ready-made partnerships and networks across the Baltic Sea region. The majority of these 

partners that joined to the BalticMaster already have a long history of collaboration through 

the various associations and networks, and much of this element of familiarity and trust was 

pre-existing prior to the BalticMaster project. Through this different number of existing 

networks, the partners have this familiarity with the membership before hand. Formal 
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networks can lead to familiarity and familiarity leads to informality within the group, 

creating an environment for effective co-operation and collaboration, with the efficient 

diffusion of knowledge and innovation. This foundation of longstanding relations and 

history among the majority of the partners seems to be a key element to the efficiency and 

success of the Baltic Master project. 

 

 

4.2.1 Knowledge (Good Practice) 
 

With a creation of such a solid partnership though the different avenues described, one 

could assume that knowledge, could translate across the different partners quite efficiently. 

The elements necessary to create an environment of learning appear to be present in this 

partnership, and the sharing of knowledge in this project has taken on many forms and 

developed in many different arenas and platforms. The formal knowledge sharing with 

organized and planned themes has taken place in events such as seminars, workshops, 

Conferences, Think-Tanks and Courses. We must also acknowledge the importance of 

knowledge transfer through other means, such the opportunity for informal discussion at 

these organized events, and the ideas partners can share on a one to one basis through out 

the life of the project when they work together. The relationship that the partners enjoy in 

this project, we feel, allows such effective interaction to occur and this relationship is 

largely due to the existing familiar networks that this project bases its partnership upon. 

 

One of these platforms we will take as an example. In work package 1, a workshop session 

was arranged by Region Skåne and the University of Lund. The main objective of the 

session was to assess the existing preparedness of the regions to a sea accident, and to 

assess the division of responsibility across different levels of authority in the different 

countries. The participants included rescue staff and other professionals from several 

countries- Germany, Denmark, Poland, and Sweden. A sea accident scenario was created 

and each of the participants had to suggest and propose the correct action to be taken. The 

proposals were then analyzed by the University of Lund and the results used to make 

recommendations for Maritime safety. The differences and similarities between the 
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different participants could then be highlighted. Once the results were collected, they were 

presented and discussed together with all the participants in a final workshop. Through a 

platform such as this, participants are provided with opportunities for learning about new 

ways of operating, learning from each other, and have a better comprehension of ‘Good 

Practice’ in the event of large cross-regional sea accidents. 

 

Interestingly, this idea of good practice had been a major part of BalticMaster. The project 

proposed a work package with a distinct focus on Education, Training and Technology. 

This was an idea to create a network across the numerous naval academies in the Baltic Sea 

Region. The work would focus on the standardization of training across this network, to 

improve over all maritime safety and establish ‘good practice’ for operatives within the 

Baltic Sea. 

‘Identification of common training needs and educational standards.’(66) 

However, the idea was rejected by Interreg. This decision of disapproval seems quite 

unclear. Firstly because this work package was to include another nation (discussed later) 

and would have helped expand the project. Secondly the whole idea of the work package 

and the activities were drawn from the experiences and recommendations of Kalmar 

Maritime Academy, who themselves had been involved in the European programme 

Leonardo da Vinci project named ‘Securitas Mare’. This was a project involving 9 

countries, with the following focus-‘improving the skills and competencies of sea and land 

based personnel for Crisis and Emergency Management (67) 

 The recommendations from the Academy were linked directly to the results, conclusions 

and experiences of the Securitas Mare project. The idea was also based on-   

‘the clear need to harmonize the contents of courses offered in different educational 

institutions as well as a need to establish which types of courses that should be 

recommended as mandatory for all persons involved in transportation of dangerous 

goods.’(66) 

 

Through the network of the BalticMaster project, conclusions and recommendations from 

Kalmar Academy’s experience had been transferred to this project and became part of the 

objectives. This idea of creating a network of ‘good practice’ across the naval academies 
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appears to be meeting exactly the goals of the EU, and exactly what Interreg projects and 

Interreg practice are all about- sharing knowledge and experience to the benefit of all the 

partners. Considering these criteria and all the other mentioned factors in this work package 

it is a wonder that the idea did not receive approval, yet in this case it did not seem to be 

sufficient.  

 

 

4.2.2 Knowledge (Innovation) 
 

Again, when considering what we expect in the arena of knowledge and innovation, it 

would be safe to assume a certain success in the BalticMaster project in this field, based on 

the conditions surrounding the project. One aspect of innovation in the project is the idea of 

Marine Area Spatial Planning (MASP), and more precisely how to refine this idea and 

incorporate Maritime Safety issues. To alleviate the problem of conflict of interests in sea-

use, the idea of Marine Area Spatial Planning has been introduced. This is simply the 

organizing and mapping of the sea area to help arrange the different competing uses and to 

develop a sustainable use of the sea area. Amongst the competing uses in the Baltic Sea 

area include leisure boating, shipping transport, off-shore wind farms, and oil exploration. 

All these competing activities have led the Baltic Sea to becoming a highly congested sea 

area, one of the busiest in the world, particularly in the South Sea area in the narrow 

borders between Sweden, Germany and Denmark. BalticMaster’s work is focused on 

incorporating maritime safety into Marine Area Spatial Planning, in an effort to avoid a 

shipping disaster in the future, especially in light of the rising oil transport traffic in the 

region. 

When considering innovation nowadays, the focus seems to be on collaboration, and co-

operation to achieve a greater common goal between partners. What we have seen in 

BalticMaster is a co-operation for innovation across 7 different countries, coming together 

to create and benefit from this new planning tool. The BalticMaster approach was to create 

a manual and management tool for spatial planning at sea, along with guidelines for 

implementing maritime safety into MASP. The process by which this objective was 

achieved included research, case studies, and drawing on the experience of similar 
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implemented projects. The idea was to create a manual from the resources of knowledge on 

the subject, to draw on the previous experiences of MASP from different actors in 

partnership and from around the Baltic and beyond. Altogether these results could combine 

to create a common manual, transferable to all the regions of the Baltic. Together a MASP 

could be implemented in the regions with the use of the manual and with the knowledge of 

those who had compiled it, and transferring of this knowledge across all the regions.  

 

The process itself included a number of seminars which were hosted in the project period 

which drew on the experiences of spatial planning on the sea that had already been 

implemented by certain regions in the Baltic. Examples include a seminar on the 

experiences of the German region of Mecklenburg which was presented by a representative 

from the Ministry of Transport, Building and Urban Affairs. The work was initiated due to 

concerns over off-shore wind farm locations, and the seminar highlighted problems and 

issues such as United Nations Convention on the Law of the Seas and other restrictions that 

other regions are sure to encounter if implementing MASP. Experiences from the Polish 

spatial planning in sea areas were also represented in a seminar by the Maritime Office 

Gydnia and Maritime Institute Gdansk. In both these examples, spatial planning of the seas 

was given a legal basis and was a political priority, where as the position is still unclear and 

vague in many other Baltic regions. Thus, these examples were highly useful in illustrating 

the reality of implementation. The knowledge and experiences of these partners and their 

regions contributed to the creation of the proposed MASP manual by BalticMaster, and to 

the education in MASP of all the other regions participating in the project. 

 

Whilst learning from previous experiences of different regions, as described in the previous 

examples, the project also took it upon itself to host new individual programs for the 

partners to work together and collaborate. In these programs, the partners worked together 

with the idea of MASP, and the process of implementation- together creating and sharing 

an experience with the objective of learning. These programs took the form of three case 

studies across the Baltic Sea.  

- The first was in the Trelleborg Municipality in Sweden, where the process of 

implementation of sea planning of the marine and coastal areas was analyzed. 
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Recommendations from the work of BalticMaster were included in the process, such as the 

workshop scenario results mentioned earlier. The Trelleborg authorities collaborated 

together with the assistance from the Bremen Maritime Institute experts in the process. The 

analysis identified problems, conflicts and solutions within the process, all included in a 

report for the project partnership.  

- The second was in Krieger’s Flak in the Baltic Sea, on the borderline of the Exclusive 

Economic Zone of the waters between Sweden, Germany, Denmark. The object of focus 

was an off shore wind farm development with potentially up to 299 turbines. The case 

study was led by the Maritime Institute of Bremen, and focused on the existing trans-

national co-operation for wind farm planning, insight into national policy on wind energy 

development and conclusions on best practice.  

- The final case study was led by the Lithuanian region of Klaipeda in co-operation with the 

Maritime Institute of Bremen. Together the two partners focused on the socio-economic 

implications of an oil spill in the area of the World Heritage site of Curonian spit. The 

partnership analyzed the vulnerability to the area from an oil threat and together made 

recommendations for prevention. 

All three case studies and the seminars, all illustrate the sharing of experience, transfer of 

knowledge, and the innovation of this new tool of MASP through this network of partners. 

The MASP manual and maritime safety recommendations that have been concluded from 

this series of exchanges illustrate the cooperation between network members and the value 

of collective action. These examples of activity also illustrate the extent to which this 

strong existing network has allowed a social infrastructure for regional development and 

innovation to be created in the Baltic Sea region. 

 

 

4.2.3 East and West 
 

One of the interesting aspects of Interreg is the relationship between regions in the member 

states of the original EU and the younger EU member states from Eastern Europe. This is 

particularly interesting when one views these Interreg projects as platforms for a learning 

process between the partners. They are also interesting if one views them as tools for 
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cohesion and coherence across the membership of the EU, especially from older to new 

member states, which we will discuss more later. In the BalticMaster project, the 40 

member partnership is dominated by regions from the original western 15 EU members. 

This is largely due to the fact that the project has been led by a Swedish region and the fact 

that the project originally had a focus primarily on the South Baltic Sea region. It could be 

presumed that perhaps the Western countries would dominate and lead the project and its 

learning process, while the newer Eastern member would follow, and adopt a more 

receiving role, in terms of sharing knowledge, transfer, and collaboration. This presumption 

could be made due to dominance of the EU 15 in the project and the perception of Western 

member economies as being further developed. However, this does not seem to be the case 

in the BalticMaster project. If one looks at the range of activities in the project, in particular 

the innovative activities, we can see a fine balance between East and Western regions, and 

an effective learning process between them.  

According to the project leader, Poland has played one of the largest roles within 

BalticMaster, particularly in relation to research. For example, as part of Work Package 2, a 

report was written on the potential use of AIS technology (Automatic Identification 

System) and trans-national information exchange for sea traffic in the Baltic. Research was 

carried out by the Maritime office in Gdynia, Poland and the Office also held workshops to 

share the results with the others in the partnership.  

Poland has also been a leader in terms of innovation with regard to spatial planning on the 

seas. As described earlier, Poland and the German region of Mecklenburg-Verpommern 

were of the few regions in the Baltic who have any experience of implementing spatial 

planning on the seas. It was from these examples that the rest of the partnership has begun 

to learn about this innovative new approach to planning. Although this particular planning 

work package (WP3) was largely led by the Bremen region and the Maritime Institute. This 

work also included collaboration with the Lithuanian region of Klaipeda, and the socio-

economic research, as described early. In the project you have Eastern and Western regions 

coming together and exchange of knowledge is taking place, but more importantly it is a 

two way flow of knowledge in this exchange. Both the EU-15 members and the EU 10 

members each bring something to the partnership as well as receiving in this exchange.  
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4.2.4 Networks & Structure 

 
The very nature of Interreg structure promotes the creation of cross-border activity from a 

bottom up direction. The Interreg program is structured in such a way that it generally 

allows different regions to decide for themselves, the people they wish to work and 

collaborate, and the common goal that binds them. By allowing this freedom and choice for 

its applicants, the Interreg program to a large extent simply lets the applicants dictate the 

shape, practical framework and structure of the whole Interreg operation in Europe. 

Applicants decide who they want to work with and on which topics, therefore the structure 

of Interreg across Europe is largely dependent on its participants.  This is in one way a 

remarkable advantage of Interreg, because it means that people from all corners of Europe 

(and often outside Europe) can work together and learn from one another. It also means that 

some projects are allowed to be largely based on pre-existing networks. The benefits of 

these pre-existing networks have been well documented in the examples we have taken in 

this paper, and the flexibility of Interreg allows partnerships to be based on these benefits. 

 

However, because of the nature of freedom of this system and the structure being decided 

upon by the participants- this also means that the partnerships of Interreg project can 

become largely dependent on networks. If projects are based on existing networks between 

regions and personal networks of project partners- then surely it could be argued that this 

leads to exclusion of certain potential and important partners to a certain project that is 

being created, simply because they do not have a connection to the relevant networks. 

This could be said to be the case in the BalticMaster project. 

The project began as an idea that was suggested within an existing network, EuroRegion 

Baltic, as already mentioned. All members of this network were invited to participate. The 

focus was on the South Baltic Sea region, members to the project were recruited through 

the existing networks, such as Sydsam, Baltic 7, as well as the networks extending out form 

those organizations. As time went on the project grew larger, due to interest raised through 

the different networks- leading to members from Germany for example. Also, 

recommendations were made by Interreg for expansion of the project to the whole Baltic 

area- and thus, a partner from Finland was proposed by the Interreg Joint Secretariat, again 
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through a personal network of an Interreg Official. However, with the inclusion of Finland, 

one has to ask about inclusion of the other Baltic States Estonia and Latvia. 

The Coastal Latvian region of Kurzeme, was originally a member of EuroRegion Baltic 

when it was formed in 1998. However, after a period of time, the region decided to end its 

partnership in the EuroRegion Baltic network, a lack of available resources was the reason 

given for this action. However, this action of some years previous has it seems ultimately 

led to the further exclusion of the region from other projects like BalticMaster. In this case, 

the project was an initiative of EuroRegion Baltic, and also had a focus on the South Baltic 

Sea, however, because of the Latvian regions departure out of the EuroRegion network, the 

opportunity for participation in BalticMaster never arose. According to the project leader, 

the region was never approached to join the project. 

Of course it must be said that the no representative from the Latvian region approached 

BalticMaster about possible participation. According to the project leader, this region left 

the EuroRegion Baltic because it did not share the same economic priorities as the other 

members did. This is probably also true for the reasons the region decided not to join 

BalticMaster, but perhaps another reason is, having left the EuroRegion, they were simply 

not aware of the project because they were no longer in the pre-existing network. 

 

The second Baltic country excluded from the project was Estonia. Initially no Estonian 

regions were going to be contacted for potential partnership in the project, again because 

the focus of the project was on the South Baltic Sea. However, once the details of the 

project began to develop it was decided upon that an Estonian region would be approached. 

This intention was part of the planned work package on Education, Training and 

Technology. This work package, as described earlier, was to include naval academies from 

all over the Baltic, perhaps including an academy in Estonia. However, under the 

recommendations and guidance of the Interreg Joint Secretariat, the work package was not 

approved. Although this work package perhaps may have been disapproved under other 

criteria, it did mean that another Baltic nation was excluded from the project. This is in 

direct contradiction to separate recommendations made by the Interreg Joint Secretariat on 

expanding the project and trying to include the whole Baltic region, when representatives 

from a Finnish region were suggested by a Secretariat member.  
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Nevertheless, the fact that project partnerships can often grow dependent on pre-existing 

networks can lead to exclusion (be it intentionally or unintentionally) of certain potential 

partners and regions. This element has been acknowledged to often be a reality of Interreg 

projects by the BalticMaster project leader, and it appears to be a reality due to the flexible 

nature of the Interreg structure.  

 

 

4.2.5   Lasting Networks 
 

BalticMaster has incorporated a large number of partners in the project, and although it has 

been largely dependent on existing networks, it has created new networks within the project 

partnership. This has taken the form of organized co-operation networks and the inevitable 

informal networks that are the result of these co-operations and collaborations. One of the 

leading personal priorities stated by project leader of BalticMaster is- sustaining networks. 

A huge portion of time is spent on traveling between the 40 members of the project 

partnership, not only to maintain progress in the project objectives themselves, but also to 

sustain the network. Through constant contact and personal interaction with the different 

partners, trust (or at least familiarity) can grew and lead to an informal network establishing 

in the project partnership. According to the project leader this not only helps the work of 

the project, but it also makes sure that the networks are maintained and strengthened. This 

is both good for the individual project leader, but also benefits will be seen for the agency 

he works for. Sustaining these networks will produce opportunities for future projects and 

collaboration, as well as the opportunity to expand into other networks- both formal and 

informally.  

There is much difficulty in trying to analyze and measure the results of projects such as 

BalticMaster. Much of the work, and the money spent, are difficult to see in reality after the 

project is finished, concrete results and effects will always be difficult to measure, 

especially in projects such as this. How does one measure the success of integration in 

maritime safety issues and accident prevention? In reality, the reaction to a major sea 

accident would be the only concrete way to measure the actions and results of this project. 
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However, we can measure this projects success through certain avenues. Firstly, the project 

met all its milestones, and filled all the obligations of its Interreg application. This is some 

measure of success. Secondly, we can measure the success by the aftermath of the project. 

In this case, it has already been decided upon to continue the project into the next funding 

period, albeit under another guise. Interreg have already approved a continuation of this 

project, and the implementation of the results and recommendations. Therefore it seems, 

the network of co-operation with the project partnership will continue on into the next 

funding period, with full support from the EU. Implementation of the project 

recommendations and conclusions can be done up to the end of the project and now into the 

next budget period through a continuation project.  

The success of this project has been to build new efficient and effective networks of co-

operation on the foundation of existing networks right across the Baltic Sea. The 

importance of these networks, new and pre-existing, appears to be a key element in the 

success of the project. The project was dependent upon a history of successful 

collaboration, and the foundation of a familiarity between these regions that had evolved 

over a long period of time through previous co-operation. Also the successful way in which 

new partners, such as the Bremen region, outside of these dominating pre-existing formal 

networks, were easily included and integrated in to the work of the project. Success in this 

case, appears to be built on success. 
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5 Competitiveness and Cohesion 
 

5.1 Analysis of the Role and Importance of Competitiveness and Cohesion 

within the Interreg III C Project EARD 

 
The creation of competitiveness, although it is not written down in those exact words, is 

one of the main targets of the project EARD. Knowing that one of four basic goals is:”the 

strengthening of economic attractiveness of airport regions” indicates that the main 

indicator of improving regional competitiveness (a general increase of GDP /GDP per 

capita) is also a major, but not listed, objective in the analyzed project (25). 

A subsequent question is at what level (or which levels) the project’s policy of improving 

competitiveness aims for.  

Talking about a trans-European project the answer to that question does not surprise. The 

main focus of the project is a European one, as the project leader says. The creation of 

competitive airport regions among others, not participating ones across Europe, can be 

called the main objective, although this does not mean the project members do not build up 

advantages to other national, or even international airports / regions (depending on the size 

of the competitor). As we said before “globalization [has the effect of] increasing 

competition between regions”, which can be seen as another reason of thinking in a large 

scale, rather than in a regional one (52).  

This, of course raises the question of the cohesion aspect, and the levels in which it is 

considered to be working, which will be dealt with beneath. 

Another aspect is the competitiveness among the project partners. The project leader again 

has a very positive attitude concerning that topic, saying “regions within the project did not 

compete directly” whether if they did the project’s cooperation provided the opportunity “to 

compete with stronger regions and learn from that competition”, which is seen as a purely 

positive aspect. It is the belief of the project that there are much more synergic effects, 

produced by the competition between the members, than negative effects. Asked about the 

possibility that competition sometimes has the potential to eliminate one competitor, the 
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project lead partner denied this, at least in the case of EARD. In conclusion he emphasized 

again that “competition within the project is no problem”. Furthermore, “the will of 

cooperation, he says, is bigger than the competition between each other”.  

However, one fact could indicate that not every one represents that opinion.  

As mentioned before the airport region of Vienna was invited into the partnership of the 

project. The rejection could have to do with the fact that Vienna is a direct competitor to 

Berlin, as well as Milan and Amsterdam and its geographical location would have been 

almost in the “triangle” of those three strong European airports. It was not stated explicitly, 

but it is a possible conclusion of the analyzed data that the fact of that strong competition 

between those regions could have influenced the decision of Vienna to not participate in the 

project. 

 

We already mentioned in the theoretical perspectives the connection between European 

policies and a possible coherent development. Hence we can argue, without explaining 

furthermore that there is an effect on cohesion, produced by all kinds of Interreg activities 

and therefore the observed projects. The remaining question is how in detail the projects, 

which are aimed to increase competitiveness, affect cohesion across the European regions. 

Basically asked about a potential conflict of competitiveness and cohesion, the project 

manager portrayed the EU attitude; feeling confident that there are no difficulties in 

arranging harmony between the two concepts. When asked about the position of the other 

project partners towards that opinion the project lead partner said all involved actors have 

that in common, as the project and its degree of cooperation could not work / be achieved 

otherwise. The belief that competitiveness between project partners automatically creates a 

coherent development is said to be fundamental to the project. That matters to the 

competitiveness among the project partners as well as to the competitiveness between 

project participants and other European regions. This opinion coincides with the European 

attitude that a high degree of competitiveness creates cohesion between the competing 

regions. 

 Nonetheless the fact seems questionable as every kind of economic development creates 

coherent movement of a region in relation to some others, as well as growing disparities to 

other areas.  
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We already stated that competitiveness and cohesion are, at first sight, measured by the 

same indicator, namely GDP. When one goes into detail, then differences between the two 

concepts emerge. While competitiveness has as its main aim a rise of GDP in general, 

cohesion also considers GDP disparities within the administrative body it aims at, whether 

it concentrates on multiregional, national, European, or a higher level.  

Going back to the analysed project it seems obvious that the smaller partners gain more 

from the partnership, than the more developed regions (as we mentioned before). The idea 

that the relative gap between the participating regions closes at least a bit is therefore not 

that unrealistic.  

The aspect of knowledge transfer will be considered later on. Yet, we can say that the 

direction of the knowledge flow goes to the less developed regions which have the effect of 

giving “weaker and disadvantaged regions [a] stronger integration [into the European 

economic system]” (20). In other words the “strengthening of the territorial capital” is 

reached through the project, which is a main indicator of coherent development and 

necessary for an increasing competitiveness, according to the “Territorial State and 

Perspective”, mentioned in the theory, related to that chapter (23).   

That indicates a catch up of the weaker regions in relation to the stronger ones inside the 

project. Although there is no calculated evidence for that development provided by the 

project, the general trend of a higher GDP per capita growth in disadvantaged regions, 

mainly in the Southern and Eastern regions of Europe indicate a certain convergence 

among the European regions (53). Indeed the lack of information about that topic is no 

critic to the project, because (as mentioned above) cohesion was not listed at all on the 

agenda of the partnership. 

The question remains in how far the economic position of the involved regions changed in 

relation to other regions, outside the project. As mentioned before the project mainly thinks 

in a continental (Europe-wide) scale, which means that national aspects and contexts are 

considered less. Nonetheless these aspects have to be integrated, looking at cohesion. 

Asked about the possibility of increasing disparities within Italy, regarding the fact that the 

region of Lombardy, which is already one of the strongest within the country is involved in 

the project and will probably improve it’s position in comparison to other airport regions in 

the centre and south of the country, the project leader mentioned the possibility that the 
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shared knowledge could spread to other (disadvantaged) regions in the country. That could 

happen through the best practice reports, produced by the project partners or national 

knowledge transfer efforts by the Italian government.  

This hope is honorable and such a development is more than desirable.  

However this ideal development did not happen during the last decades, monitoring more 

and more increasing disparities between the north and the south of the country.  The 

possibility that Milan and Trieste will gain significantly more from “EARD” than the rest 

of the country and therefore build out there superior economic situation in the country is 

much more likely. 

On the other hand, underdeveloped regions like Chrissoupolis are likely to witness the 

same catching up effect (and a reduction of disparities) on a national level in relation to the 

bigger cities and stronger regions in Greece, as on a European scale, comparing the airport 

region to others like Frankfurt / Main or London. 

 

Answering the introductive question it is to say that competitiveness played an important 

role within the project, although it was not separately formulated.  

Meanwhile cohesion played a subordinated role, which shall not be underestimated but still 

does not stand on the agenda of the project and seemed to us to be less important. If it is 

achieved on some level in the end it would be without doubt a positive and much desired 

side effect. 

The project partner from Wildau stated in addition that cohesion can not be achieved 

through a single project. Instead a project is said to be one brick in a bigger construct, 

trying to create cohesion among European regions. The expectation to create cohesion 

through EARD would be non realistic and too high. 

To conclude the findings it remains to say that it is almost impossible to satisfy interests on 

all levels and scales. If the main focus of a project lies on a European scale its main 

objective shall be to promote competitiveness and cohesion on that level. Even though we 

showed that creating cohesion at one level can result in bigger disparities at another one. 

Although there is no conflict seen between competitiveness and cohesion by the project 

representatives the answer to that question depends again on the level we are focussing at.  
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This awareness shall not be judged negatively, as it is unavoidable in projects of that kind 

and the consequences of action on a certain level can barely be overlooked entirely.  

Still the project has reached its goals in that respect (although it was not a formulated 

target); that competitiveness was improved and a certain degree of cohesion was created, 

both regarding the involved partners and on the focused levels. To summarize the results in 

different words:”Alliances,[…] often [function] through a complex combination of 

competition and cohesion.” (48), which fits to the partnership built up in that project. 

Finally we can draw the same conclusion as in the theoretical part saying the question 

whether there is a dispute or not is hard to answer, as we do not know what kind of 

development would have happened without any EU policy efforts. The effects of projects 

like EARD, aimed at increasing competitiveness of participating regions can be seen on 

multiple levels and in various perspectives and are therefore hard to analyse, or even to 

evaluate. 

 

 

5.2 BalticMaster- 

Cohesion and Competition 

 
BalticMaster is a project that expands over 7 countries. It is fair to say that 4 of those 

countries presently enjoy a significantly better economic position- Denmark, Sweden, 

Germany, and Finland. Whilst the participating regions in the other two countries of the EU 

involved could be termed ‘catch-up’ regions- Poland and Latvia, as well as Russia, outside 

of the EU. Although cohesion and competition are not objectives stated within the project, 

the activities of the project do inevitably have an effect on these issues. BalticMaster is an 

interesting example to use in this analysis, simply because of the scale and extent of the 

project across the 7 different nations.  

We can see that through much of the work already described, BalticMaster is a project that 

is engaging and aiding the concept of cohesion, albeit indirectly, and as a secondary result 

to the objectives the project is seeking. As stated the learning process in the project appears 

to be a two way channel, with knowledge transferring from the Eastern to the Western 
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regions and vice versa. The integration of the regions through systems like Marine Area 

Spatial planning (MASP) and shared common goals have undoubtedly an effect on the 

cohesion of the whole Baltic Sea region. This cohesion is true in terms of ideas such as the 

sustainable development of the Baltic Sea, were all partners converge to agree and co-

operate on a specific issue, like a shared resource such as the Baltic Sea- which will be the 

economic benefit to all in the future. Despite the perceived need for cohesion and the 

disparities between the new and old member states, the different partners in this project 

they appear to be on equal terms in many aspects. As described earlier in the paper, the 

learning process is on equal footing between the partners, and this is also relatively true in 

the expenditure aspect of the project partnership, even with the perceived disparities 

between the partner countries. Looking at the Interreg applications forms for the project we 

can view the differences and similarities between the budgets in the partnership. Below are 

three examples from the old EU member countries (Western) and the three examples from 

the new EU countries.(69)  

 

West- 

Region Blekinge (Sweden) - € 136,110 

Government of Land Schleswig Holstein (Germany) - € 50,000 

Municipality of Bornholm (Denmark) - €26,800 

 

East 

Maritime University Gdynia (Poland) - € 102,500 

Maritime Institude Gdansk- €71,250 

Klaipedia County (Lithuania) - €25,000 

 

These figures are the exact amount contributed by the partners themselves, excluding the 

Interreg funding. As we can see from these examples, the rate of expenditure and 

investment in the project is not identical, but it is quite similar across the different member 

states despite their disparities and economic differences between them. In our opinion, this 

is significant because it emphasises that the Eastern and Western member states can stand 

and work together as partners in the project towards the common goal, and that all partners 
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are be viewed and treated equally regardless of the weakness and strengths of their 

economies. Although there are differences between the member states, it is important that 

in an international partnership these differences are realised and acknowledged but that they 

do not lead to inequality within the partnership. This has particular relevance in relation to a 

project such as this one, where there is a focus on the common resource of the Baltic Sea 

shared between all the partners. 

 

The project is also a benefit if one looks at cohesion in an even more economic sense. The 

relations and networks that the project creates between partners from different regions, 

according to the project leader, can often lead to an economic relationship in the future 

between the partners. This is especially relevant in the context of East and West, where 

both partners enjoy benefits. Often regions from the East can enjoy economic co-operation 

between themselves and Western regions, or can even secure investment from the West. 

From a Western perspective, this is also beneficial because it gives access along with local 

knowledge to a new market in the Eastern region. Project partnership can often be platform 

for opportunities in economic relationships to appear between regions- these are indirect 

results and effects of projects that often have a totally separate objective, but yet are adding 

to the overall EU goal of Cohesion. 

Another aspect worth mentioning in the area of cohesion is the practical role played by 

Interreg, as an institution, in aiding and assisting cohesion across the region. One of the 

most important aspects in aiding cohesion amongst the regions and the nations, we feel, is 

accessibility and convenience. How well does Interreg facilitate the co-operation between 

the original EU and the new member states, as well as countries outside the EU borders? 

When analysing this relationship between the countries across the Baltic sea, and in view of 

the objective for Social and Economic Cohesion, we found ourselves wondering if the more 

developed regions would have any incentive to co-operate and assist and include the 

‘lagging-behind’ regions, if there were perceived practical complications in the partnership.  

According to the project leader, certain practical complications do arise both in Interreg 

projects and the national authorities when a range of different partners are included.  

Examples of the most practical problems include the following- 
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The project includes three members from the Kaliningrad region, Russia. Though the 

country is outside EU territory, it is still an important partner to have in the project, because 

of its shoreline along the south Baltic Sea. In the past, the region has co-operated with EU 

members in other capacities- such as the EuroRegion Baltic organisation. However, in the 

case of Interreg projects, certain difficulties and inconveniences arise with the Russian 

membership in the project. Russia does not presently pay any money into the European 

Union, therefore if the BalticMaster leadership wishes for Russian representatives to attend 

an event such as a meeting or seminar outside of Russia, the BalticMaster leadership must 

arrange to cover the costs. Interreg have setup a system through which this can be arranged- 

TACIS. According to the project leader however, this system is not ideal and can be 

inconvenient, particularly in the context of small sums of money such as travel expenses. 

Thus the expenses are allocated to a different budget to avoid the inconvenience of TACIS. 

Other practical difficulties include procedures in national laws of the different partner 

countries, Poland for example. Under the regulations of Interreg, each project needs only 

one auditor to scrutinize the budget and spending of the project funds. However due to the 

nature of Polish law, all the Polish project partners finances must be inspected not only by 

the Interreg auditor but must also go through two National auditors as well. This national 

procedure simply means that the documentation and management of the finances of the 

Polish project partners can be delayed and can cause inconvenience, according to the 

project leader- who is responsible for the project accounts and must report all finances to 

Interreg in a timely manner.  

These discoveries highlight two issues. Firstly, the fact that there can be difficulty and 

inconvenience when including partners from outside the EU. It could be argued that this 

leads to exclusion in some cases of potential partners from outside the EU and the 

abandonment of potential partnership expanding outside of the EU. Neither of these points 

are positive from the perspective Sustainable Development (discussed later). This is 

especially true in an area like the Baltic Sea, where there is a common resource is being 

shared by both the EU and its neighbours, and co-operation is a key to the sustainable use 

of the resource. Secondly, if there are any difficulties and inconveniences of any kind (such 

as the Polish example) that could potentially draw regions away or impair them from 

creating or participating in a partnership between EU15 and EU10 members, then these 
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should be reduced and eliminated. Co-operation needs to be created and facilitated within 

all the regions so that Cohesion can be accommodated. In the context of Cohesion and 

reducing disparities, we feel, the structure of institutions like Interreg, which promote 

cross-border co-operation, need to focus on creating convenient and harmonious conditions 

to allow for co-operation to occur easily. This is also a duty of national authorities who 

engage with and facilitate Interreg, and the creation of these conditions is something that 

benefits all partners. Cross-border co-operation is a recent activity and one with great 

potential for the Cohesion of the European Union, but even the smallest factors can prohibit 

successful co-operation. 

 

If we analyse Cohesion, then we must analyse competition along side it, because it appears 

that the two go hand in hand across much of European policy. In this project, although 

Competitiveness is not considered a project objective, it is an indirect effect of the 

partnership co-operation, and it is an element that circulates alongside Cohesion through 

out the partnership at many different levels. If we look at the project at different levels and 

perspectives we can see an integrated mix and often contraction of Competitiveness and 

Cohesion. Both these concepts, it seems, can exist together, but on different levels.  

Firstly, there is the local level, and as an example we will examine region Blekinge.  Within 

the partnership, we have Karlshamn port representing their interests, and we also have the 

municipality of Karlskrona, also a port, representing their interests. According to project 

leader, both of these are of the project partnership, but both are located within the same 

region and therefore both are in direct competition with each other. Although Karlshamn is 

the larger of the two port towns, the two municipalities compete with each other for a place 

in the market. Yet, although the partners are in competition, they can still co-operate within 

the framework of the BalticMaster project, because of the common goal they share. This 

common goal binds the two municipalities together through this project work creating 

Cohesion amongst them. Increasing maritime safety will lead also to greater efficiency of 

shipping in the area, benefiting both partners. Due to the co-operation between them on 

maritime safety by participating in the project, both will enjoy the benefits of the projects 

pioneering activities. Thus, on a regional level, the area in the long run will become more 

competitive as a region in the Baltic.  
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If we look at the situation on a national level, the scenario appears quite similar. The 

partnership consists of seven nations. These seven nations are undoubtedly in competition 

with each other, not just in the area of maritime trade, but all kinds of international trade. 

Many of the old EU member nations are in competition with each other to secure their 

place in the markets of the new EU10 member countries. Many of the new EU member 

states are in competition to secure investment in their country from the older member 

states. Many of the nations are also in competition to secure their place in markets outside 

of Europe, in China for example, so there appears to be on this level a constant condition of 

competition amongst the nations. Yet, from the perspective of a trans-national European 

level, the nations can work together for a common goal. The careful use of a natural 

resource that is shared amongst them, and the Sustainable Development of an entire 

maritime industry and protection of the entire Baltic Sea region; that’s the common goal 

that can facilitate trans-national co-operation between these competitors. With co-operation 

on this Sustainable Development between all the nations; this will increase the competitive 

edge of the Baltic Sea region as a whole. If the whole region benefits then, the disparities 

within some of the ‘lagging-behind’ countries will some what be reduced. 

If we also look at the situation on a European level and through the perspective of the ideas 

of the ESDP document, the Baltic Sea, is often characterised as one region-  

‘as a large zone of global economic integration in the EU, equipped with high-quality, 

global functions and services, including the peripheral areas, through trans-national spatial 

development strategies.’(70) 

This is in itself a European objective of the Polycentricity model of spatial development.  

In a European context these nations need to work together, to promote Cohesion with in 

this Baltic region between the nations, to help promote the competition of the entire region 

in a global perspective. Parts of that cohesion between the countries are certain ideas and 

concepts that promote Polycentricity. One such example is the concept of ‘Motorways of 

the Sea’.  

This idea promotes the further use of sea transport for a number of reasons. Firstly, it helps 

to curb congestion and other difficulties on the roads and motorways of Europe. Secondly 

through this sea motorway concept, the peripheral regions will have stronger economic 

connections to the core centres of Europe through the use of their ports, for example 
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peripheral places like Karlshamn (one of the larger ports connecting Sweden to external 

trade). This is helping the idea of Cohesion right across the entire continent through better 

and more diverse connections.  

This concept, ‘Motorways of the Sea’ is aiming to increase sea transport all over Europe 

and of course in the Baltic also. The Motorways project will help the polycentric model of 

development, thus helping the Baltic region as a whole. To facilitate such a concept, there 

must be co-operation and co-ordination across all the nations, to insure maritime safety and 

increases in sea transport can be accommodated and sustained safely- which has now 

become realised in BalticMaster. This common goal, and this common benefit, includes, 

embraces and unites all the different levels of competition and cohesion that we see within 

the project, and at all the different levels that we have discussed.  

Therefore, in conclusion, we see that this concept has been interpreted in the project as a 

complex interplay between these two conflicting concepts, which can be accommodated, 

and is perhaps even necessary for the success of both concepts. This view is perhaps 

dependent upon the level and perspective in which you evaluate the success of these two 

concepts. Be it, local, regional, national, European or global. The problem, it seems, is in 

the different perspectives. If viewing the issue at local level, perhaps one may only sees 

competition, but looking at the issue on a global scale, one can only see Cohesion in this 

area, even though each level benefits in the long run if they are involved in the co-

operation. Yet through each level and perspective one has a different view of the process. 

However, in the context of this modern age of globalisation, and the global economy, it 

would appear that perhaps one has to look at the issues in a broader perspective- due to the 

increasing dependency of nations and regions upon each other and the rising value of co-

operation, especially in a situation of a shared common resource like the Sea. From what 

we have seen, we can conclude that this broad perspective seems to be the way the 

BalticMaster partnership views its work and how it views and deals with the potential 

conflict of Competitiveness and Cohesion- by having a broader perspective and perception 

of the Baltic region in a global context. This insight has undoubtedly contributed to the 

success of the project. 
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6 Sustainable Development 
 

6.1 Analysis of the Sustainable Development, practiced in EARD 
 

In the theoretical part, we stated that it was “[…] our presumption that one of the below 

listed models (or a mixture of some of them) is used to identify the kind of sustainable 

development that is aspired in the chosen projects.” After having the interviews with some 

persons involved in the project of EARD, we have to declare that this question appears to 

be not answerable in general and was perhaps too straight forward. We listed different 

theoretical models of sustainability one hoped to be able to detect one of them, or maybe a 

mixture in the analyzed project. After talking with the project leader, we detected the 

difficulties, which exist in reality, trying to determine, which perspective on sustainability a 

project in general has. Instead of that it seems to be allowed in Interreg that each partner 

has his own perception of what Sustainable Development may be and can implement 

efforts to reach that kind of development in his best possible way.  

As we said before the Brundtland Commission defined a perfect sustainability as: “the 

intersection of three components [social, economic and ecological] of equal weight” (9). 

This indicated to us that a project, trying to “[…] promote a coordinated sustainable 

development of airport regions.” should have those three different pillars of sustainability 

involved and all the partners it consists of should weight them equally (25). Asking the 

project leader about that issue and giving the alternatives of an economist or ecological 

dominated view on sustainability he said there would be “no focus, dominating the 

project”. Hence we first had the idea all partners would perhaps have a split focus on all 

three pillars, with slightly different emphasis because of the different geographical 

locations across Europe.  

We noticed the fact, that ecological and social aspects are summarized in one of the five 

components, while economic aspects hold one single aspect, which surprised us a bit, but it 

seemed to us to be only a formal aspect, as there are different subcategories listed under 

each of the two aspects, which lets them look weighted the same.  
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However, the ongoing discussion showed that our previous picture was not correct. We first 

wanted to know, which of the main documents, dealing with the understanding of 

Sustainable Development were imminent to the project members. We got to know that not 

the basic “Brundtland Report”, nor the European Strategy for Sustainable Development, the 

“Gothenburg Agenda” or the documents, produced by the United Nations in 1992 (Rio de 

Janeiro) and 2002 (Johannesburg) played a mention worthy role in the decision to define 

the way, each partner would look at sustainability. Instead of that it was stated that “If [a 

regional planner] think[s] about development, it can only be sustainable development.”, 

which astonished us, as it means each kind of development is sustainable development, no 

matter if it is purely socially focused, or only promotes economic development. The project 

leader approved that impression, saying: “if one of the three aspects is not interesting these 

times, the other ones have to be focused on”, which means that also during the whole 

project period, a partner, trying to reach Sustainable Development has the boundless right, 

to concentrate only on one of the three pillars of the topic issue. 

Providing this statement to the project representative of the University of Wildau, we 

discovered a disagreement among the interviewed expert. Dr Hartmann told us: “A 

successful regional development must include all components of sustainable development” 

it may not be too practically oriented and has in every case to deal with not (yet) existing 

problems [of social and ecological kind]. This was interesting for us, as it showed different 

perceptions of sustainability within the project. This diversity of opinions about that central 

theme is interesting, as it shows general problems in European partnerships and the need to 

communicate these topics to harmonize different ways of thinking into a European one. 

Before giving some examples of how differently partners implemented that theoretical 

standard on the ground it shall not be withhold, that each of the partners had to create a 

SWOT analysis (as mentioned above), which covered on all, but mainly on ecological and 

social aspects. The results of that SWOT analysis can be used, as we stated in the network 

analysis part, to modify the future focus of the region. Hence, if a region notices (after 

accomplishing the mentioned analysis of its strengths, weaknesses, etc) it should 

concentrate more on a certain aspect of sustainability, it has the opportunity to do so in 

future projects, cooperating with new partners with similar interests.  
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Hence it must be noticed that all members of the project’s partnership dealt (at least in their 

SWOT analysis) with all three pillars of sustainability. Nonetheless the upcoming 

examples, listed by the project lead partner, will clarify the picture of the current project’s 

partners’ activities and dealing, concerning “Sustainable Development”. 

The approach, taken by the different regions can be called purely practical, as promoting a 

Sustainable Development was allowed to mean not more than the dealing with current 

problems and if these problems were not of an ecological kind for example, there was no 

need to deal with this aspect of sustainability. The airport region of Zala in Hungary for 

example has only a small population around the airport. Hence “ecological, social aspect 

played no role, but economic”, which means the focus on the development of tourism in the 

region. Therefore the Zala County Non Profit Development Agency created plans, called 

the “The present and future of the FlyBalaton Airport in the economical development of the 

region” and “Economical Effects and Strategies of the Development of FlyBalaton”. In 

those plans belonging to component 3 (“Strengthening of economic attractiveness within 

airport regions”), the agency forecasted the “Effects of the airport development on the 

economical organisations” (44). Although a SWOT analysis, dealing with the other two 

pillars of sustainability was also produced, the focus of the region was clearly on that issue. 

In so far it remains questionable, if the three pillars of Sustainable Development were 

equally weighted, as the theory behind the concept demands it for talking about an “SD 

strategy”. 

The same matters for the Greek region of Chrissoupolis and the project leader confirmed 

the observed impressions, saying that “[if the] Airport does not disturb any one, [then] 

social, ecological aspects were not discussed. [Instead of that] The focus was on economic 

aspects”, which means the cargo performance of the airport was tried to be developed and 

promoted to potential investors. 

On the other hand, a big airport region like Amsterdam can show a prosperous economic 

development (45 million passengers per year and continuously rising) and there is “no 

need” for moreover developing economic aspects. At least the focus within the project did 

not stand on that issue. Instead of that “noise and smoke” form a major problem for the 

population living near the airport and therefore the focus was on “[…] ecological and social 

aspects.”  
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Those three examples show clearly that within the project, each partner had the opportunity 

to choose individually on which aspects of Sustainable Development he would like to focus 

and the interesting thing is that this fact was not seen as a problem or reflected critically in 

any way. 

As we showed, no common model of Sustainable Development, presented in the theoretical 

part, would fit to the project in general and instead a more diverse approach would have 

been to make. 

Instead of the former efforts to weigh each aspect similarly, the practice in the observed 

Interreg project shows that only the current problem cause the perspective an actor has on 

the issue.  

This problem oriented approach can be seen positively, as it does only concentrate on the 

current situation, which maybe only deserves a focus at real problems and not artificial 

ones, which are not imminent at the moment and are only listed in documents, concerning 

Sustainable Development. In an atmosphere of restricted financial means and limited time 

to deal with a problem, this kind of problem solving strategy can be much more efficient 

than talking about issues, which are not urgent. 

On the other hand this solely practical approach does also contain threats and weaknesses. 

The question is, if that big amount of flexibility and uncritical reflection of a chosen focus 

within the three pillars has the potential to disregard problems, which are existing, but not 

at first sight or at a less visible level. The project leader says: “If in Hungary, the passenger 

numbers jump from 100.000 to 25 million, then ecology plays a role. But looking at their 

future plans, that is not the case.”. Does that mean, environmental and social aspect can be 

unconsidered up to the noise and smoke form a major problem, or the population suffers 

from the formerly boosted economic development? In our opinion, this is not a desirable 

development.  The concept of Sustainability claims that all kind of aspects, related to it 

must be considered, always connecting current developments with possible future events 

which could be a direct or indirect consequence of today’s action. This is how Sustainable 

Development distinguishes from a traditional development plan, which meant looking at 

the current situation and properties of a region and trying to push economic development, 

respectively spotting current problems and trying to get rid of them in a short term action. 
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Instead of that, the concept of Sustainable Development was created (and is in that way 

propagated by the EU) to contain different dimensions beside that traditional contents of 

economic development plans. The European Union stated in the “European Union Strategy 

for Sustainable Development”, that most important a “long term vision” must be included 

in each kind of development, which means that “every kind of economic growth [has to] 

support social progress and respects the environment” (54). In other words, economic 

development plans, shall contain different “impact assessments”, regarding the future social 

and environmental impacts of the current development. 

One other important dimension is thinking in on different levels, which means not only the 

regional, but also the European and global impacts must be considered. Most important to 

that is climate change (55). This fact is especially important looking at projects, like the 

analysed one, dealing with the will to increase air traffic. The creation of a sustainability 

strategy for an airport region should therefore have a special focus on aspects like global 

warming, caused by the increasing traffic, according to the theory of Sustainable 

Development. 

Those facts show that in the analysed project, it would be quite difficult to talk about 

Sustainable Development in the institutionally defined sense. 

Especially because of those controversial research results, we decided to have the second 

interview with the only partner that comes from a university- an institution which in general 

deals more with the theoretical understanding of concepts in comparison to a regional 

development agency. 

In that discussion, the partner agreed with the statement that an equally weighted focus on 

economic, ecological and social aspects, has to be in the focus (also, if there is no urgent 

and direct need for action in one of the areas) when talking about sustainability in the pure 

sense of the word. He also stated, if there would be “only a few airplanes flying over the 

Airport” of Zala County, the social and environmental problems would still be the same 

and these would have to be connected some how. Otherwise there would be future conflicts 

in the development of an airport region. This coincided with our opinion that sustainable 

acting means acting today in awareness of possible future events and threats. 

Finally asked about the project in particular, Dr Hartmann concluded that the three pillars 

of sustainable development were not equally weighted in the project, but there was a clear 
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focus on the economic pillar. Especially Berlin, Trieste and Amsterdam were focussing on 

all aspects of sustainable development, while others did less or not at all. Therefore the 

development in the project could more likely be called “regional”, rather than 

“sustainable”. Moreover he emphasized once more the flexibility of Interreg and told us 

that in a context of European concepts, the theory and practice differ a lot. Theory and 

concepts standing behind the practical implementation shall more likely be seen as 

guidelines, than as measurements for implementation and reality. 

However, this shall not be misunderstood as a critic to the project in particular.  

The project was approved by the responsible persons at Interreg, who knew, as they read 

the application form from each partner, what the actual actions of the participant would be 

about. Therefore it can be concluded the projects works within the framework of Interreg 

and calling the action sustainable seems to be also not discussable within the EU 

regulations. 

The question however, is a different one.  

How far do the written and publicly emphasized concepts and strategies that have been 

formulated by the European Union correspond with the practical implementation of those 

visions on the ground? 

Of course, a complete and all-embracing answer to that question would require much more 

empirical work and the analyses of a diversity of Interreg and other projects all across 

Europe. Nonetheless, we can say that the results, gained in the analysis of this project 

shows a picture, which is relatively distant from the expected one, based on the official 

documents and publications by the European Union.  

The fact that the observed development plans and strategies, conducted by the project 

partners, are that problem- and practice oriented - and can nonetheless be called sustainable 

- raises doubts about the transfer of visions and concepts into real action.  

The above mentioned quote that “[…] development […] can only be sustainable 

development” was difficult to understand for us in the beginning, but finally turned out to 

be the general applied view on Sustainable Development, when it comes to its practical 

implementation. 
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6.2 BalticMaster 

 

Sustainable Development     

 
From looking at the BalticMaster project, the process of learning and interpreting this 

concept of Sustainable Development has become clearer and raised some interesting 

discoveries. When asked about the concept itself, the project leader stated that before the 

project began he was aware and understood the concept of Sustainable Development, the 

same is also true for the regional development agency he works for. Although 

understanding and being familiar with the concept, the agency had not any real idea on the 

reality of how to implement the concept in their work. Both he and the agency had very 

little experience in this implementation of the concept before this specific project. It 

appears that BalticMaster is the first project that they have encountered with the practical 

application of Sustainable Development; therefore this project has certainly been a learning 

process for the project leader, and subsequently a learning process for the regional 

development agency. After working with these ideas in this project, the project leader 

states, that both he and the agency now have a better practical understanding of the concept, 

and it certainly something they will and want to focus more on in the future. 

This seems to again reiterate the fact that the implementation of the Sustainable 

Ddevelopment concept is some what in its infancy, but is steadily developing.  

So, with this discovery, let us now examine this learning process that has occurred in the 

BalticMaster project, and how the concept of Sustainable Development has been diffused 

through the process. When addressed on the issues of concepts like these that are published 

by the EU, the project leader stated that he was not familiar with any of the more central 

EU documents, such the Lisbon Agenda and had never heard about the Gothenburg 

Strategy. However, he believed that these documents offer no real concrete aspects that one 

can work with practically. Also, that the main message of these documents usually filters 

down into other documents that are important for him to be familiar with, regionally based 

documents for example- The Northern Dimension, VASAB 2010, etc. 
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He believed that the message will also filter down in to EU legislation that is relevant to 

him, and relevant EU policy that he need to be familiar with- such as the EU green paper on 

maritime affairs. Here the project can work more directly with the concept because it has 

filtered down into guidelines and practical aspects. His conclusion was that the majority of 

these EU concepts make their way through the system some how and effect projects in 

different ways depending on the actors within them. 

This raises the issue of different interpretations, and how that can affect the work of a 

project. If there are different interpretations of these kinds of concepts, then amongst the 

project partnership, there maybe different perspectives on the common goal that binds the 

partnership together. This can perhaps create problems and advantages- perhaps the 

different perspectives can disturb the efficiency and success of reaching the common goal. 

However a diversity of perspectives and interpretation can of course be shared amongst the 

partnership during the project life, and each partner’s perspective and interpretation of 

concepts and ideas like Sustainable Development can be broadened and enriched. This 

appears to have happened on some level in the BalticMaster project, and to the project 

leader who admits he had no previous practical experience of implementing Sustainable 

Development.  

Let us look at some of the different perspectives that appeared in the BalticMaster 

partnership. On many levels, the interpretation of these EU concepts, it seems, are purely 

taken on a practical basis. According to the project leader, when establishing the project, 

certain goals and visions for the project were recognised. There was a bottom-up 

perspective on the EU concepts and EU vision that the project met through its affiliation 

with Interreg. The project leader connected his own goals and visions with similar ideas 

that could be found in these often vague and ambiguous EU concepts. This perspective uses 

these concepts and interprets these concepts in a clever and practical way, and the 

flexibility found in these concepts allows for such a bottom-up perspective. We can take 

Sustainable Development as an example. When looking at the literature of the BalticMaster 

project, the term Sustainable Development is not listed as a primary main objective. 

However, the “Sustainable Development” term does arise in the different activities and 

goals of the project. The title of Work Package 3- ‘Sustainable Spatial and Regional 

Development’ (71). 
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And when asked to describe in the application how the project will contribute to a 

Sustainable Development of the Baltic Sea region, the response being- 

‘The project is strongly working to increase safety and sustainability in the Baltic Sea. 

Sustainability and environmental issues are especially emphasised in WP2 &3 [Work 

Package 2 & 3], but the remaining WPs undoubtedly contribute to a Sustainable 

Development.’(72) 

The reality appears to be, and according to our research, that many on the regional level are 

not familiar with most of the EU concepts in any great detail. They are, according to the 

project leader’s experience, on a need to know basis. They do not need to be familiar with 

the majority of the documents or these concepts, but anything they do need to be familiar 

with, they can find out for themselves. This takes on different forms. These different forms 

include actually seeking out the relevant EU documents and studying them, or perhaps 

becoming familiar with the concept through other documents that are more relevant to the 

project, where the concept has filtered down from the EU into regional documents- 

examples given earlier such “northern dimension”. Or else, one can become familiar with 

these concepts through the knowledge shared through the partnership of the project. This 

again touches on the reality of sharing perspectives on the concepts, and sharing knowledge 

amongst the partnership.  

The perspective and knowledge about these EU concepts seems to change depending on the 

position of the individual and the position within the organisation. As stated earlier, the 

regional actors are often on a “need to know basis”. However, if one is looking at a national 

level, it is often part of the duty of some individuals to be familiar with these EU concepts 

and documents. That is often true for national governments, but also in international 

organisations, such as the examples found in the partnership of BalticMaster- Helcom, 

WMU etc. Through different extents of knowledge and perspectives, the concept can filter 

through a project partnership and expand the perspective of individuals within the project. 

This element added to the idea that concepts filter down through the different 

documentation that are relevant to the project, appears to be the sum of how EU concepts 

are interpreted at this level of project partnership. The BalticMaster project seems to be 

quite an ideal case study, because the project leadership thought they had only a theoretical 
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understanding of the concept of Sustainable Development, with no practical experience of 

implementation. This illustrated in the attitude on the regional level of a ‘need to know 

basis’, particularly in the context of trying to secure Interreg funding, and ensuring that one 

uses the correct terminology on the application form. 

However, as admitted by the project leader, as he draws near to the end of the project, his 

own interpretation has been changed on this concept, and subsequently that too of the 

agency he works for. This interpretation change has occurred through not only the practical 

aspects that he has encountered, such as Marine Area Spatial Planning activities for 

example, but also the different avenues through which he has become more aware of the 

concept, like knowledge share amongst the partnership, as described above.  

 

If we look at the process of interpretation of a concept more closely, we can see the 

evolutionary and circular nature of how these ideas translate within the European Union. 

This process tends to involve all the players, as we will illustrate.   

When one considers concepts such as Sustainable Development, the EU quite elegantly 

defines the idea in various key documents, such as the Gothenburg Strategy. These are 

formulated, compromised between and agreed upon by the member state national 

representatives and ministers through the process of the EU institutions. However, the 

implementation of these concepts is often based on guidelines and through informal means, 

which can often be described as vague. As described earlier, the concepts tend to filter 

down through the institution and the different sectors, through various modes- such as the 

regionally based documents, like VASAB for example, which themselves are agreed upon 

by relevant nations and regions, under the guidance of the EU. Through networks and 

partnerships, the concepts translate through different actors in the Union, as we have shown 

in the Interreg projects. The bottom-up perspective on these concepts, means that each 

player uses the concept as he sees fit, again Interreg projects a good example- the 

vagueness of implementation guidelines, allows for this freedom around using such 

concepts. This means that the numerous different actors with the European system, and at 

many different levels, can make use of this European concept.  

With the Baltic Sea region, according to BalticMaster project leader, the community of 

actors involved in the Interreg programs is relatively small, and well interconnected. As 
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told by the project leader, the Interreg body asks and invites project participants to help 

refine the Interreg body, taking suggestions, and trying to improve through feedback and 

open dialogue. Thus the project participants are involved in the future of Interreg. Project 

participants are often also invited to assist in the writing of European Documents. 

BalticMaster and Region Blekinge have been involved with the writing of the EU Green 

Paper on Maritime Affairs. The project has been connected to the EU institutions through 

the SydSam offices in Brussels (described earlier) giving representation to the regions. 

Through this connection and avenues similar to it, the project has also been involved with 

the European Maritime Safety Agency and the EU Commission’s Directorate General 

Office for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs. The project leadership has been invited to 

present its work and activities to the Committee of the Regions, and also been invited to 

present the project for Members of the European Parliament. BalticMaster has also been 

involved with Swedish parliament members in Stockholm, creating awareness of their 

issues also on a national level as well as the EU level.  

What we can see is a process of circular motion, when concepts come from the EU. These 

are interpreted and those results slowly make their way back through the institutions. There 

upon, those results and different interpretations could effectively influence future output. 

As illustrated below. Thus, the interpretations and actions of those actors on a regional level 

can have an effect on the future shape of the Interreg activities and framework, as well as 

EU documents, and ultimately, EU concepts and policy. This occurs by the interactions 

between the different levels and different actors in the entire system.  
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This reflects the movement of the concept from the EU through the different avenues to the 

regions. 

 

This reflects the interaction between the regional actors and Interreg surrounding the 

concept, its interpretation and its subsequent implementation. 

 

This reflects the different interpretations of the concept, and its movement from the 

regional actors back to the EU through various channels. 

 
1. European Union Institutions 

2. The Key Concept as promoted & published by EU 

3. Interreg Body 

4. Regional Documents (e.g. VASAB, Northern Dimension) 

5. Regional Actors- Regions, Local Authorities, Interreg Project Partners 

6. Regional Representation in EU 

7. National Governments 

EU.1 

Concept 
2. 

Regional 
Actor.5 

Interreg.4 RegDoc.3 

Nat. 
Gov.7 

Reg. 
Rep.6 
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7 Transfer of Knowledge 
 

7.1 Analysis of the Transfer of Knowledge in EARD 

 
In this Interreg project, Knowledge Transfer was one of the main objectives and main idea 

standing behind the will of cooperation between the partners. The composition of the 

partners indicates that will, as we see all kind of different size and developed airport 

regions involved in the project. 

After interviewing the project leader and some of the project partners, we got the 

impression that the transfer of “formal” knowledge, which are the concepts standing behind 

the practical action, were almost not reflected and is seen to be basic and not worthy to 

discuss in the project. Therefore our examination will focus on the analysis of context 

related knowledge, which will nonetheless be analysed with the theoretical perspectives, we 

provided earlier, using the characteristics of knowledge, the kind of organisations and 

individuals, involved in the project. 

 

 

7.1.1 Knowledge Transfer of Key Concepts 
First asked about the background knowledge of sustainability the project leader declared 

that a specific transfer of knowledge of what is sustainability was not necessary as all 

partners knew what their task would be about. Therefore no special documents were 

produced and no basic meeting, discussing the aim (Sustainable Development in airport 

regions) was held. Context related meetings of a practical character were the only ones, 

which took place within the project period. Also the knowledge of what exactly 

Competitiveness and Cohesion were was said to be familiar to all project members and 

therefore no communication, concerning those topics were necessary. In addition to that 

both previously mentioned concepts were not formulated targets to the project and hence 

less important to specify. The explanation for that fact is obvious and we already talked 

about that. The project EARD is a very young partnership and the approach, made in this 
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relation is of an absolutely practical kind. The aim to promote regional development is such 

imminent that a discussion about the theoretical concepts standing behind the action was 

little or not considered. Our assumption that European documents may have led the 

project’s view on sustainability, Cohesion, etc and would therefore be an aspect of 

knowledge transfer (from European to a regional level) hence was proved wrong. 

According to Frank Hartmann, the partner who had the deepest understanding of some 

theoretical concepts and documents, especially connected to innovation (for example the 

Lisbon Agenda), was the Institute for Applied Science in Wildau. Knowledge such as what 

the exact meaning of “improving quality of life” in regions could mean was tried to transfer 

to other partners. However the response to that offer was negative and therefore a 

knowledge transfer concerning this matter was hindered. One exception of that conclusion 

is the application form, which has to contain key words of European concepts and therefore 

was filled with a certain amount of theoretical knowledge of EU key issues, like 

sustainability. Nonetheless, the focus of that form was already a practical approach in 

which the project partners pointed out what their contribution to the project would be. 

Hence the amount of transferred knowledge of key concepts is hard to guess and we will 

concentrate our examination on topics of the contents. 

 

 

7.1.2 Context related Knowledge Transfer 

 
Going back to the theoretical preconditions we gave; there was a discussion with the project 

leader of what facts are important for the transfer of knowledge. The results were quite 

impressive and modified our opinion about the practical implementation of Knowledge 

Transfer in Interreg projects (as wanted by the European Union and the initiators of 

Interreg). 

The first topic of the discussion was about the division between tacit as explicit knowledge. 

It became clear very quickly that the best opportunities of spreading knowledge were a 

mixture with the strong focus on the tacit one. The key to all kinds of Knowledge Transfer 

was communication. “The more contact the better knowledge transfer.” indicates very 

clearly that “communication” is imminent to a prosperous and successful Knowledge 
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Transfer. Thus the meetings every six months were the most important aspect to all project 

partners in that matter. The partner of from Wildau confirmed that and said, only email 

were an additional kind of contact, the institute had with other project members. 

 

Talking about the meetings in general and the degree of success the transfer of information 

had at these meetings, the assumption that the usefulness of knowledge is fundamental to 

the degree the project partners gain from the attempted share of it, was correct. This 

coincides with our presumptions in the theoretical consideration. The fact that knowledge 

transfer is recipient initiated – that means the participants of the meetings attend voluntary 

to learn and gain from the meeting – is much more efficient, than if they would be forced to 

take part in a meeting of a subject they are not interested in. Or as we pointed out in the 

theoretical part, quoting experts of the theory standing behind the topic: “[…] [lead 

partner]-driven knowledge transfer might be less effective, than user-driven, voluntary 

transfer” (6). Knowing this leads to the first conclusion that a mixture of “much 

communication” and a high usefulness of the spread knowledge seems to be the best 

preconditions of a successful transfer of information. Useful knowledge is the one that 

travels best to the ones, who need to know something about a certain subject. Hence it does 

not astonish that when asked about the organizational character and influence on the 

transfer of knowledge the interview partner said: “The flow of information was not 

depending on organization form, but on interest / usefulness of knowledge.”.  

That statement partly disproves the presumption, quoted by Westphal and Shaw, claiming 

that the “organizational character” is fundamental to the transfer of knowledge (5). We 

examined that varied organisations with a total different cultural background, size and 

constitution can still be involved in an active knowledge transfer as long as there is a 

“common goal” as we quoted the project leader before. This coincides again with the 

thoughts, mentioned in the theoretical perspective that “strategical aims” of different 

organisation have to be close to each other to cooperate and share knowledge in a 

productive way. On the other side the partner from Wildau told us that some participants 

were less competent and this could indeed be connected to the type of organisation. The 

relation to the subject and the capability of acting differed among the different partners and 

partly also hindered the transfer of knowledge. In conclusion, this statement adds the term 
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of competence to the strategical aims and shows that even similar goals can be difficult to 

reach, if a common understanding of the way, that goal shall be reached, is not, or less 

present. 

 

Whereas the idea that those strategical aims are closely connected to the character of an 

organisation can partly be denied, following the empirical examination. However the 

results copy the presumptions in so far, as all the involved and focussed at organisations are 

of a non profitable character and interested in the same strategical goal, which is regional 

development. This is another proof that the practical approach, the project’s participants 

chose, seems to work and to lead to a positive development in terms of reaching its goals 

for the analysed project. 

Another aspect, which was touched in the theoretical perspective, concerning knowledge 

transfer was the existence of formal and informal networks, to promote the transport of 

information. This issue, related to “knowledge management” was also part of the held 

discussion and as already mentioned in the analysis of networks in EARD the creation of 

real informal networks could not be spotted in the project structure. The official meetings, 

every 6 months, in which all willing partners participated were the main base of knowledge 

transfer, in which the examined results were shared with the partners. Those meetings can 

be called purely formal and all kind of information that travelled through the partners was 

shared here. Hence we are not able to say, if informal knowledge transfer (like in private 

meetings of some of the partners or the development of formal friendships between some 

members) would have led to more success in knowledge transfer. However the project is 

seen as a positive development for all partners and hence a critical examination of that 

aspect is not really regarded to be needed for future cooperation. 

That issue is related to the last topic, discussed in the theoretical reporting of knowledge 

transfer in the project, which are “the individual characteristics”. This aspect is very 

interesting to mention as we discovered in the critical examination that there was a 

“problem partner” within the project, who was not named by the persons in charge, we 

talked to. Still we tried to seek information about the sort of “problem” which existed and 

even more important why that problem existed and how it was solved. The answer 

astonishes. The problem is said to be not created by the social background of the 
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representative, nor by the organisation he or she presented. The problem “depended on 

communication” (quote of project leader) and was solved by the same. Knowing this brings 

us back to the theoretical chapter in which we said “psychological aspects play a bigger 

role” when it comes to individuals, involved in knowledge transfer (6). Individual aspects, 

as well as personal issues related to direct communication are apparently more important, 

than more formal aspects, like the national origin or size related issues, connected to the 

project partner’s representative at the meetings. 

The mentioned “common goal”, which individuals need to have to achieve a high amount 

of transferred knowledge corresponds with the words of the project leader, saying: “In the 

end [after the discussion on an individual level] different views became one direction.”, 

which was the solution to the above mentioned problems of knowledge transfer. Meanwhile 

this opinion differs slightly with the one from the project partner in Wildau, saying that 

certain barriers could not be broken, also because of a different institutional framework in 

the different countries. 

The main formal means to create a high as possible transfer of knowledge were the “good 

practice” reports, produced by the project partners. They developed out of the SWOT 

analyses, which were also obligatory to fulfill during the project’s period. Those SWOT 

analyses were not only produced, but also shared at the semi-annual meetings. This 

behavior ensured that all project members were on the same stand of information and the 

production of a SWOT analysis / good practice report had the potential to provide benefit to 

all participants. 

Moreover the SWOT analyses were published on the project’s homepage and the good 

practice reports are also to be made public as well as all other documents, produced by the 

partners within the context of the project. These other documents are development 

strategies, concerning the airports in general, but also having the potential to contribute to 

other airport regions with the same or similar characteristics. The obligatory publication of 

all kind of important documents, produced during Interreg projects, gives the opportunity 

for regions and actors, not involved in a certain project, to gain from its outcome and hence 

is an ideal way of supporting the transfer of knowledge, within and beyond the boundaries 

of the project. 
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Finally we tried to discover, if there is any kind of “direction” the knowledge takes inside 

Interreg projects. Especially the fact that there is one partner from a new member state 

(accession in 2004), namely Hungary, involved in the project, brought us to the idea to 

analyze, if Interreg can bring a special benefit to the Eastern European regions and 

promotes therefore the transfer of knowledge on an East-West axis.  

Examining that hypothesis in the present project brings a clear result (at first sight). The 

region of Zala County stated already before the project started that:”[the] contribution 

according to the project will be minimal” and the benefit will be the “invaluable” share of 

“know-how” of “other people's approaches and methodologies” (45). This indicates that the 

prejudice of a clear benefit of Eastern European partners is approved here. 

However, one must look twice at the relation in the present project and the detailed 

characteristics of the region. The fact that the FlyBalaton Airport received its first 

scheduled connection during the project’s period makes it clear that the region can not be 

compared to others like Amsterdam, Berlin Brandenburg, or Milan. Knowing this puts the 

position of the region and the only “natural (source: interview with project leader) 

direction” knowledge took in this project in a better perspective. On the other hand the 

Wildau project partner said, that knowledge was mostly transferred among similar partners, 

regarding the state of development of the airport. This statement adds an additional 

dimension to the different directions that knowledge took, showing not only that smaller 

partners benefited more from more developed ones, but also that size played a role in the 

intensity in which the transfer had. 

 It becomes clear that the choice of partners predefined the direction a certain knowledge 

transfer would take. Looking at the theoretical example of having the airports of Budapest 

and Ronneby (Blekinge, Sweden) in a project would most likely reverse the direction of 

knowledge and benefit of that cooperation.  

Yet, it is not clear and can not be uncovered at this stage, in what direction a flow of 

knowledge would vectored, if we had a project, having airport regions in Eastern and 

Western Europe with a similar size or capacity of passengers. Another direction of 

knowledge could be seen from the “centre” of Europe, meaning again the regions in the 

Netherlands, Germany and Italy to the periphery of the continent, which is next to Hungary 

also, Greece and Spain. The reason is said to be the same, as described before and it seems 
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to be a coincident that the bigger airport regions were chosen in “central” Europe, as the 

still developing ones were chosen in countries in the south and east of the European Union. 

On the other hand, it is of course easier to find more developed airport regions near or 

inside the so called “Pentagon”, than in the periphery of Europe. Moreover it can be 

suspected that Berlin Brandenburg, as the initiating partner of the project, chose airport 

regions with similar characteristics plus smaller ones. This would also explain the relative 

agglomeration of bigger airport regions in the “core” of Europe. 

 

To conclude this chapter, it shall not be concealed that the project manager has the attitude 

that “no generalization of a knowledge transfer direction is wanted” and confident that 

Eastern- and Southern European partners in general can contribute as well as Western 

European ones. This opinion is very idealistic and differs from our belief arguing that there 

is an imbalance of contribution and benefit inside transregional, European projects, which 

means, we are sure that a direction of knowledge is identifiable which goes from regions 

near or within the “Pentagon” to outer regions on the European continent. Talking about 

this with the project representative, he admitted that “a free planning system is new to 

[certain] regions” and especially the East European partner regions were “state planned” up 

to some years ago. Therefore the observed direction of knowledge is “objective” and 

“clear”.  

 

 

7.2 BalticMaster 

 
If we look at Work Package three in the project- MASP. The goal of the task was to create 

a Marine Area Spatial Planning implementation Manual for all the regions of the entire 

Baltic to eventually use. A manual is by nature a form of explicit knowledge, easily 

codifiable and easily transferable. However, if we look at the process of how this manual 

was being put together, we can conclude that it is the result of project co-operation and it is 

the result of both explicit and tacit knowledge transfer within that process of regional co-

operation.  
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As described earlier, activities such as presentations, seminars about MASP from Polish 

experience and German experience, they could be termed as explicit transfers of 

knowledge. They are formal presentations of experience rather than a ‘learning by 

interacting’ tacit knowledge form of co-operation. The same is also true of much of the 

research studies done by partners in the project, where individuals went to gather and 

collect certain information and neatly document and codify their findings for the rest of the 

partnership to read. However, we have, examples of tacit knowledge transfer helping the 

writing of the manual also. Perhaps the best example in this specific work package is the 

case studies that were performed, if we looked at the Trelleborg case study once again 

briefly.  

Here the authorities and services in the municipality came together to co-operate with 

outside marine expertise from the Bremen region partners. Together they worked on the 

implementation and process of incorporating the coastal zone and the territorial waters into 

the planning overview of the municipality of Trelleborg- combining the knowledge and 

experience of all actors and cooperative partners involved. The sharing of knowledge and 

know-how in this process takes on both explicit form and tacit. The aims of the process, as 

described by the project leader, include the practical mapping of the coastal and marine 

areas, but also identifying problems and conflicts in implementation, and finally a 

combined analysis of these conflicts, along with providing solutions and concrete 

strategies.  

The results of this process of implementation, and the learning experience within it, 

eventually take on an explicit knowledge form through its documentation and its 

subsequent addition to the development of the MASP implementation manual, as well as 

other result documents that will be published from the experience.  

‘Methods for improved local planning and international co-operation within the field of 

maritime safety will form an input to the overall work and the aims of Work package three’ 

(73). 

Other platforms for explicit knowledge transfer having taken the shape of Professional 

Development courses, as well as conferences and seminars. Under tacit knowledge transfer, 

we can again refer to the activities of work package one. The coming together of rescue 

services from across the Baltic, working on the worst case scenario activity. The activities 
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and successes of work package, as described earlier, again highlights the missed 

opportunity of the final proposed work package which was denied by Interreg. The sharing 

of knowledge and practice across a network of naval academies is an ideal platform, in 

which important tacit knowledge can be shared. The development and results from such a 

transfer, could not be held in a better arena in terms of maritime safety, other than this 

network of naval academies- because it insures that the results of this knowledge transfer 

will be used in the future, to train and equip seamen in the best possible way of maritime 

safety in the Baltic Sea.  

Yet again we must acknowledge that even if tacit Knowledge Transfer is not primarily a 

goal of a certain activity in the project, it must be stated that- the formal exchange of 

explicit knowledge often facilitates the informal exchange of tacit knowledge.  

This is especially true in Baltic Master it seems for several reasons. There is a strong 

emphasis on interaction in the project between the partners, these take the form of countless 

meetings, presentations, workshops and seminars, some of which we have already detailed. 

This interaction between partners, no matter how formal its arrangement, can often lead to 

an environment of informal knowledge exchange during the interaction. And we can see 

that this informal exchange, according to the project leader, can and does happen often 

amongst the partners, which again reiterates to us the importance of networks. This climate 

and environment necessary for the informal exchange of tacit knowledge did develop in the 

BalticMaster project; however it was not created in the project. It was created on the 

experience of past success, past success that these existing networks have enjoyed through 

a history of co-operation before this project was even conceived, earlier described. This 

project is built on the foundation of strong networks right across the Baltic Sea, in which 

the majority of the partners have been heavily active previous to this project. As stated by 

the project leader, the community in which Interreg operates in the Baltic Sea is in 

relatively small, therefore the regions, as well as the actors within them, are all very 

familiar with each other through previous co-operative experience.- Commonalities, shared 

institutional environment and a history of successful collaboration.  

‘These commonalities, are said to serve the vital purpose of building trust between partners, 

which in turn facilitate the local flow of tacit knowledge between partners.’(1) 

Again the networks appear to be the key to the success of this Interreg project partnership. 
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8 Comparisons and Conclusions 
 

8.1 Comparisons 

BalticMaster & EARD 

 
When we began our thesis, and chose the two case studies- BalticMaster and EARD, we 

chose them because they seemed different. Our hope was that these differences would help 

highlight and emphasize both the contrasts and similarities that can occur in two separate 

projects, when both projects work within networks and try to deal with concepts. 

After our analysis, and empirical work, we can now admit that these two projects are in fact 

very different entirely, and as hoped in the beginning, we feel these differences are 

extraordinarily helpful in highlighting the issues we wish to focus upon. And to begin, we 

will look at networks.  

From our studies we have seen that both projects were developed out of a similar idea- that 

being a common goal of Sustainable Development, however our studies have shown that 

the projects were developed upon very different foundations. If we first choose the EARD 

project, we can see that the common goal was the single and most important factor in 

bringing the partnership together. As seen in the data, no partner had been involved which 

each other before or even had any kind of contact in Interreg before the project. A new 

network was created of random partners from all over Europe, and the only thing binding 

them together was their willingness to co-operate and the shared common goal of each 

partner to develop their own region. As stated by the project leader: “If an organization is 

willing to participate in a project, it fits.” 

In comparison, we can see that the BalticMaster partnership was created quite differently.  

We must also acknowledge the importance of the common goal in bring the partnership 

together. The majority of the partners originate from coastal regions, and most of them 

were partners in sharing a natural resource and common asset- that being the Baltic Sea. 

This common asset was in itself part of the common goal that brought the partnership 
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together, and it is a common goal that is quite clear and perhaps easy to agree upon because 

most of the regions border this asset along their coastlines. 

Although the common goal was an essential element in securing participation, the project 

also enjoyed the benefit of pre-existing networks. As seen in the data, the project operated 

through various formal and informal networks to gather the partnership together, and with 

the exception of very few- all the partners and regions had had some exposure and 

connection to one another in the past, with various degrees of intensity. In essence, this 

made the establishment of the partnership far easier when compared to the EARD 

experience; it also meant that the efficiency and effectiveness of BalticMaster had the 

potential to be far greater. This is due to the appearance of many key elements that the 

project seemed to enjoy, elements which we described in our theoretical perspective  

- trust based upon familiarity, history of past collaboration, and fusion of formal and 

informal networks.   

The elements mentioned above appeared to be lacking in the EARD project, because the 

project partnership was based on a new and fresh network of unfamiliar partners. They 

appear to be absent due to absence of solid networks contributing to the partnership, like 

those seen in the BalticMaster. The networks also appear to have affected the size and scale 

of the BalticMaster project, as seen in the empirical work, through the various networks, 

more partners were approached to join because the networks facilitated such contact. As 

well as that, more people became aware of the work of the project through the networks 

and the partnership was able to grow larger. In comparison, the EARD project did not enjoy 

pre-existing networks and the lead partner randomly contacted airport regions all over 

Europe in the hope of creating a partnership.  

The EARD partnership eventually included 10 partners, where as in the BalticMaster, the 

series of networks and connections meant the total partnership reached 40 partners.  

 

It could also be argued that networks appear to affect the ambitions and objectives of 

projects, and there is evidence of this in the data. EARD was a new and small network with 

no experience of collaboration between them before- thus the ambitions and goals that the 

project set for itself, it could be said, were challenging and endeavouring, yet modest and 

realistic (for example the creation of SWOT analysis for each region). Within an unknown 
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new network, the partners had to be realistic and humble about the results they could 

realistically achieve when working with each other for the first time. The partners had 

emphasis on voluntary interaction, and limited mandatory participation, occurring every 6 

months. Although the work undertaken by the project was significant and beneficial; it was 

not overly ambitious or monumental, but it was inline with the context and reality of the 

environment in which they were working- the environment of a new built-up network.  

When we compare this to the ambitions and objectives of the BalticMaster project, it again 

reiterates to us the importance of networks in Interreg. The BalticMaster’s pre-existing 

networks, in contrast, allowed for ambitious targets due to the history of collaboration and 

familiar environment that the project enjoyed, as we have discussed a lot about in previous 

pages. The project not only wanted to change practices in maritime safety but also for 

example, to implement into the government structures the idea of spatial planning on the 

sea and get international consensus and co-operation on sustainable development. The list 

of activities and objectives were far more complex and the level of co-operation far more 

intense than that seen in the EARD project, and yet again this appears to bring the same 

conclusion- that existing networks were a key element in the BalticMaster project that 

facilitated such ambitious goals and such a high level of interaction. Through the 

comparison of the two projects we can conclude that the level of sophistication within a 

project can ultimately be affected by networks. 

 

 

8.2 Conclusions 

 
When we first began the thesis certain questions fueled our motivation for research. After 

studying and becoming familiar with much of the EU documentation during our time at 

BTH, we kept coming to the same conclusion that much of the concepts and visions that the 

EU promote can often be very detailed in description, but extremely vague and unspecific 

when it comes to implementation. The question of how these concepts are actually 

interpreted and implemented was one that we wished to research further. We had an idea 

that perhaps due to high number and volume of EU documents, much of this material was 
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not widely read and therefore many people may not have any great in-depth knowledge 

about them. Thus, the question of how interpretations can differ was an obvious one for us 

to ask when we began thinking about our research, especially in the context of trying to 

examine the implementation of these concepts. We came to the assumption that there 

perhaps may be a connection between how individuals or groups interpret the concepts, 

depending on the networks that they are involved in. We imagined that information about 

concepts passes through networks and may shape the actual interpretation of concepts by 

groups and individuals. This in turn would have an effect on the implementation of a 

concept, especially in light of our perception that EU guidelines for concept 

implementation are quite vague. Thus it was quite natural for us to approach this 

implementation of concepts issue from the angle of networks. It was this notion of a 

connection between them that prompted our choice of topic for research, and to find out the 

extent to which this connection is valid and the extent of its influence. 

 

The conclusions we can now draw from our empirical work suggest that our initial 

assumptions were correct, and that yes a connection does exist between networks and 

concepts, and that it is much stronger than we originally conceived.  

What we have seen in the data collected and from the comparisons made above is that, 

concepts can shape networks. After creating an Interreg project, a new network is born out 

of the project partnership. These projects are based on a common goal, and often that 

common goal can be defined in line with an EU concept when applying to Interreg and 

when creating project applications. In the examples we have looked at, Sustainable 

Development was the concept that shaped the new network that was created in the project 

partnerships. The concept has shaped and molded a new network in the form of the project 

partnership, and due the flexibility of the Interreg system, this new network was created 

across the continent of Europe, as we have seen in the EARD for example. It could also be 

said that it was the vagueness of the concept, and flexibility allowed in its implementation 

that facilitated and allowed this new network and partnership to be born. As we have seen 

in the data, different interpretations of the concept were present in that project amongst the 

different partners, yet the vagueness and flexibility of the EU concept and of Interreg meant 
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that the partners could still come together in co-operation under the umbrella term of 

Sustainable Development.  

The same can also be seen in the BalticMaster. When the project was created the project 

leader, by his own admission, had quite a limited view on Sustainable Development, and 

little idea of how it could actually be implemented. Yet, the entire project came together 

with 40 partners, for the purpose of actually implementing Sustainable Development in the 

Baltic Sea region. Yet again the vagueness in the EU concepts allowed for the partnership 

and new networks to be established under the term of Sustainable Development.  

 

It could also be argued that networks can shape they way people view concepts. Due to the 

unspecific nature of these EU concepts, they can be interpreted in different ways, and 

therefore the implementation of these concepts can also be quite different. What we have 

seen from our research is that, different interpretations of different concepts can be present 

in the same project, like that in the EARD. This ultimately means that if partners with 

different interpretations come together to cooperate, it will be a difficult process for them to 

agree on implementation, on the other hand it can be a learning process for each partner on 

the different ways a concept can be interpreted and actually implemented.  Either way, it is 

a complex process, and it is one that networks appear to have a strong influence upon. The 

role of networks can take on two different aspects when we talk about the knowledge 

transfer in relation to concepts. In one aspect there is transfer of theoretical ideas, 

interpretations, and understanding of the concept itself. The knowledge that an 

individual/organization has about concepts can be transferred through this network to 

another individual/organization, further changing and shaping the recipients interpretation 

on those concepts.  

Then in another aspect, there are the practical actions and activities one can undertake to 

truly implement a concept on the ground. The two appear to be combined; they influence 

each other and are often inseparable for the implementation of a concept. In both aspects, 

the state of a network plays a large role in how this knowledge transfers between different 

partners in both aspects. The state of a network determines the level of co-operation 

between partners, their shared understanding, and their ability to agree, to manage and to 

fuse the different interpretations of a concept that exist with in the partnership. The level of 
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sophistication of networks can also determine the scale of what the partnership can achieve 

together in a practical sense, and the capacity of the partnership in terms of actions and 

activities. Both aspects, it appears, are dependent on trust, familiarity and all the other 

components that create strong networks. 

 

Within the BalticMaster, the strong networks allowed for ambitious objectives and goals, 

due to familiarity and history of co-operation. The efficient transfer of knowledge also 

allowed for a learning process to occur in connection to the concept of Sustainable 

Development. Yet the conditions also allowed for complex collaborations and all kinds of 

Knowledge Transfer of practical actions to occur in the project. It could then be concluded 

that in this case both the interpretation and implementation of the Sustainable Development 

concept could be far more complex due the elaborate networks within the project 

partnership. The work in BalticMaster has been quite substantial and it also appears that the 

results will have a lasting impact, due to continuation of the project into the next funding 

period. Independently, one can recognize the significance of the work in terms of 

Sustainable Development and how a concept can actually be implemented in a practical 

sense.  

In comparison, the EARD projects work appears to be less extensive in its implementation 

of the concept in a practical sense. We have seen different perceptions and interpretations 

of the concept, but it seems that these have not converged and evolved successfully into a 

concrete implementation of Sustainable Development in the participating regions. Although 

many of the participants may have learned much in the projects and made valuable 

connections, it appears that substantial practical actions and implementation were not the 

end result when the project was coming to an end. This may perhaps be due to a lack of 

understanding surrounding the concept, the multiple and potentially conflicting 

interpretations of concepts in the partnership, or perhaps a culmination of these factors 

affecting the capacity of the project partnership to deliver real Sustainable Development to 

the regions in solid concrete actions and activities. 

One may have presumed that due to the smaller partnership of the project compared to the 

larger more complex partnership of BalticMaster, perhaps the EARD could have operated 

more efficiently and effectively in implementing Sustainable Development through 
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concrete actions. If partnerships are larger, if they include more members and have a longer 

history, it is reasonable to assume that they require more management, administration and 

diplomacy. As well as that, in these partnerships it is perhaps more difficult to get 

consensus and agreement, and thus, these partnerships can be less dynamic and effective in 

concrete action and practical implementation 

This does not appear to be the case at least in the comparison between these two projects 

that we have studied. Then it could be argued that networks have played a key role in this 

issue. Compared with the BalticMaster, the EARD project did not enjoy pre-existing 

networks and the benefits that come with them, and therefore their activities and work were 

limited it seems.  

It could also be suggested, that perhaps the preconceived notion about the limits of the 

projects were non-existent beforehand. Objectives and goals of the projects may have been 

far higher (or lower) in the minds of the project leaders when they began, and it was only 

during the course of the project that they became aware of the capacity and capability of the 

project. From our research, changing expectations within the life of a project was 

something mentioned in interviews, and accepted as a reality within a project that lasts over 

a period of years. Yet the scale of these changing expectations is difficult to measure due to 

the individual characteristics of the individuals involved, but also because of the flexibility 

we see in the Interreg system. As described to us by a project leader, when the project 

partners set out the goals, activities and objectives for the Interreg funding and its 

administrators, the 6 month milestone outlines are deliberately some what vague in the 

activities and less detailed. This is perfectly acceptable for the Interreg project evaluators, 

and it then gives the project much more flexibility with the work they carry out. The 

Interreg evaluators are satisfied once the scheduled activities and goals that they have been 

informed about are carried out. This means that much more work can actually occur in the 

project then previously anticipated by the project leader, depending on the efficiency and 

ambitions of the project partnership. As stated by a project leader, from his experience, the 

average Interreg project usually only reaches 70% of its allocated budget, so the funds are 

also present to facilitate this extra work. Most importantly the flexibility for this to occur is 

present in the Interreg system. 
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Interestingly, in both projects we looked at there was the similarity between them on the 

issue of Competitiveness and Cohesion. At different levels and from different 

organizations, the potential conflict between them can be viewed very differently. As stated 

earlier, Cohesion on one level can cause disparities in another. Therefore, we can see that 

the players in the networks (new or pre-existing) that contribute to the project can have a 

huge effect on the perception of these two concepts. Dominance of actors from a certain 

level (e.g. regional, local, national) can lead to the dominance of a certain perception on the 

issue. The conflict between the concepts can be reflected differently in different projects. 

What has become apparent in both projects is that a European or Global perspective on the 

conflict needs to be adopted, because when viewed from these levels it becomes clearer that 

all partners appear to gain from their collective action.  

As stated, this perspective is becoming more and more relevant in today’s world of 

increasing globalization and the growing dependency of nation upon each other. However, 

for this perspective to be reached by all participating partners, it can be highly dependent on 

the will for co-operation and the commitment to the common goal. Yet, It can also be 

highly dependent on the state of the network- the different perceptions of the concepts that 

are present, and how well those ideas (positive or negative) transfer across the partnership. 

 

A further point that has become evident from our research is the idea of flexibility 

surrounding the entire Interreg system. The EU concepts are unspecific and flexible in 

implementation and open to interpretation, which therefore makes the application process 

to Interreg also vague and unspecific when dealing with the concepts it is trying to promote. 

Like we have seen from the data, the projects use a bottom up approach to these flexible 

concepts, and use of them what they can and disregard what they cannot use. The 

partnerships created around projects as described earlier are also extremely flexible. The 

Interreg system also allows for a bottom-up creation of partnership, often based on existing 

networks- as we have seen in the BalticMaster. The mix of informal and formal networks to 

create these partnerships also allows for the creation of an effective knowledge sharing 

environment, and familiarity amongst the partners. 
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There is also the argument that this system or structure that is increasingly dependent on 

formal and informal networks can lead to exclusion of potential partners to a project. 

Networks can determine who is contacted and included in a project, this can happen for two 

reasons. Firstly, if a project is based largely on pre-existing networks, then those who are 

creating the project may not invite or may not even be aware of other potential partners for 

that project, because those potential partners are not connected to the pre-existing network. 

An element of this argument can be seen in the BalticMaster project, as highlighted in the 

analysis. Secondly, pre-existing networks could hinder and even exclude potential 

participation of a regional actor to a future project because of certain experiences in that 

pre-existing network. This we have seen in both projects studied, where some of those 

interviewed suggested that they did not desire to work or collaborate again with certain 

partners in any future projects due to the experiences they have shared. 

Another aspect worth mentioning on the idea of flexibility surrounding the concept is the 

learning process that can occur. It appears that from our chosen projects, those who are 

leading the partnership have or have had very limited knowledge in how to interpret and 

implement these EU concepts sincerely. This highlights the importance of the network in 

the project. The partnership is left to interpret concepts in their own way, and thus it is 

largely through the networks of interaction (new or pre-existing) that they learn about 

implementation, leading to a dependency upon the network. It could be suggested that 

perhaps this is a good idea in the context of co-operation, because of the lack of guidelines; 

it means that regions have to work together within a network to understand, interpret and 

implement a concept. These actors must also decide in what way that concept can best 

serve their needs and their objectives, and this all has to occur through co-operation and 

interaction, or a ‘learning by doing’ arrangement.  It must be recognized that this kind of 

co-operation can be highly beneficial for the individuals, the partnership and the collective 

community of the EU, because it increases open dialogue, dissolves boundaries, and can 

broaden perspectives on Cohesion & Competitiveness and help people develop a European 

and global perspective as stated earlier. 

However, it must also be recognized that the resulting definition of concepts agreed upon 

by the partnership and what is actually implemented afterwards in these regions may not 

always be inline with the concepts described and funded by the EU. That is simply because 
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the partnership has to find out for themselves how to implement the concepts through 

interaction in the networks due to the EU unspecific guidelines. Therefore what the 

concepts are defined as theoretically and what is actually implemented in the name of the 

concepts can be very different indeed, and is highly dependent on the individuals and 

organizations within a project partnership, as well as their previous knowledge of these 

concepts prior to joining the project.  

As seen in the research, in depth knowledge of concepts and their implementation are not 

needed prior to the project. This logically brings us back to the issue of the ‘Usefulness of 

Knowledge’ in relation to EU concepts. After researching our projects and the flexible 

system they work in, a certain question has become apparent to us. In a practical sense, why 

would a project partner think it useful to gain in-depth knowledge of an EU concept, either 

through EU document or through network interaction? Especially, if in-depth knowledge of 

a concept or its implementation is in no way required when applying for funding from 

Interreg to actually implement a project in the name of that concept.  

Is it logical that the EU can expect to achieve the visions of the concepts that they create 

and promote, if the actors and regions that they sponsor often don’t understand and are not 

even required to understand those very concepts? 

Ultimately the EU needs to decide what kind of work, activity and implementation it wants 

being done in its name. The EU has a model for its concepts, as discussed in the theory, but 

in reality it needs also a model for implementation, and one that can be followed by all 

member states and regions regardless of their economic position. Models and reality are of 

course always different. A model is always theoretically perfect but the reasoning is that the 

reality can at least attempt to follow the model. The question now it seems is, what kind of 

model the EU should be highlighting in relation to concept implementation for the regions 

to follow. Should it be flexible, vague and unspecific, allowing for all kinds of interaction, 

and all kinds of different activities regardless of the concept definition, like it is a present? 

Or perhaps should it be more strict, straight and firm in implementation and sincere to what 

the concept actually wants to achieve? 

Presently, the model allows for many benefits, including the integration of regions, cross-

border co-operation and facilitating economic growth. We have seen many changes in the 

way regions interact with each other in recent years and the dissolution of many old 
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physical and mental boundaries between people on opposite sides of borders. Much of this 

co-operation has thankfully taken the shape of economic growth and benefits for the 

different regions concerned. Yet, as we have seen in the empirical data, much of these real 

activities and actions can differ from the concepts that the EU promotes and the concepts 

that Interreg is assigned to implement.  

One has to acknowledge the problems that this flexibility in what is actually implemented 

can create for the EU in the future. The practical reality of how a concept is implemented 

on the ground level can be quite different from the concept that is promoted and discussed 

at the higher level where the strategy has been formulated and adopted. These differences, 

we have shown in the analysis seem to suggest that there can be a gap between the high 

level concept and strategy, when compared to the lower level practical implementation. 

This gap that exists may well be a cause of concern for the European Union. From the 

perspective of the citizen, it could be perceived that there is void between what they see 

being discussed and promoted at the higher European level and the hard reality of what 

they see before them in their own regions and communities. It could be suggested that the 

legitimacy of EU politics and of the institutions are discredited because the concepts that 

are discussed and promoted at a high level and the practical implementation of those 

concepts can be very different. For an institution that is trying to gather more influence and 

competence in the minds of the people (particularly in relation to the issue of the failed   

constitution), this flexibility in what the Union says and what it actually implements is a 

striking one, and one that could easily influence people’s perceptions.  

Furthermore, it seems to be a problem that the EU is aware of. As shown in our analysis, 

there can be a lot of activity and interaction between the regions and the EU, and thus there 

is movement of the different concept interpretation back to the EU through the different 

channels of interaction. Thus the EU institutions become aware of the actions and activities 

that are being implemented at the project level, and therefore must be somewhat familiar 

with the problems that exist between concept level and implementation level. 

One suggestion made to us in an interview with one of the project leaders about trying to 

address the issue is the idea of Quality Assurance over the projects. He suggested that a 

body could be set up to try and keep the project direction in line with EU concepts as it is 

happening, rather than the present practice of just evaluating the project after it is finished. 
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Similar to this, a partner interviewed in one of the projects suggested that an obligatory 

component should be set up to monitor and critically evaluate each project as it is running 

for the purpose of maintaining a parallel with EU concepts.  

We agreed that this is a positive idea and one that could work quite well in the context of 

this issue. However, in reality there are many problems we can see in attempting to 

establish a new body that would effectively be regulating the projects. Not only would it 

create another series of expenses in the Interreg budget, but such a body would also perhaps 

reduce the flexibility of the Interreg system, eliminating the negative aspects, but 

subsequently it would eliminate many of the benefits and advantages of that flexibility also. 

 

 

8.3 Proposals 

 
We would suggest that perhaps, rather then establishing a regulatory body to tackle the 

issues when the projects are running, it would be better to tackle them before hand. This 

can be done by improving the guidelines of implementation for the many EU concepts, and 

providing specific and useful advice to those who engage with these concepts. We feel that 

perhaps more concrete proposals and comprehensive ideas on how to interpret the concepts 

needed to be supplied, and the utter vagueness that surrounds these concepts needs to be 

abandoned. Thus, if the project leaders and the project participants are aware of how to 

accurately interpret these concepts, then the chances of what they implement being closer to 

the EU definition will naturally be a lot higher. 

The potential for this to happen already lies in the system, because as we have seen, the 

results and interpretations from the projects travel back through the different levels to the 

institutions. This valuable information can be used to draw up more detailed guidelines for 

future projects and how those partnerships can implement these EU concepts based on the 

experiences and information of similar projects in the past. 

Perhaps upon provisional approval of the project, the partners could be helped in 

developing their proposal in line with the EU concepts, before the actual project work 

commences. This initiative could happen in various ways and could take on various forms 
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through the Interreg body and is an idea that of course must be discussed and developed 

further in the future. If the participants are more or fully aware of the concepts and how to 

view them accurately then there is no immediate need for a regulatory body, because a 

project will begin to regulate itself, plus the benefits of the flexibility within the Interreg 

system will not be lost. We would suggest that the answer to this issue lies in education 

rather than enforcement. 

 

When discussing concepts of the EU, they each have to be looked at sincerely and in their 

entirety if one is going to actively promote them and sponsor their implementation. 

Sustainable Development needs to be viewed at with all three elements combined- Society, 

Economy & Ecology. When considering Cohesion, its interaction with the goal of 

competition needs to be viewed in its entirety then, as quoted already,  

 ‘incomes, employment, and economic opportunities grow faster for groups in weaker areas 

with low incomes than for groups in richer areas with higher incomes’(12).  

It appears to us at least that these concepts are not looked at in there entirety through 

Interreg projects. If there is to be convergence of theoretical concepts with reality, then 

there needs to be change. 

On the one hand, the success of Interreg through its current system and structure needs to 

be acknowledged. By providing money and funding to the regions and projects based on a 

network structure, with a flexible attitude to concept implementation will facilitate and 

encourage growth as well as co-operation. On the other hand, should the funding and 

application be made more difficult and specific to how concepts are interpreted and actually 

implemented, in an attempt to stay accurate to their original intent?  

The results would be different of course; presently there is growth and co-operation through 

the current framework of vague implementation and a structure dependent on networks. 

With stricter implementation development would undoubtedly be slower, yet it would be 

much closer to the kind of growth and development that is actually stated and promoted by 

those at the level of the EU institutions, and the development that is promoted in its 

strategies- sustainable, and equally benefiting Cohesion as well as Competitiveness. 
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8.4 Final Thoughts 

 
As stated in the introduction, this project was envisaged to be a learning process for the 

both of us. We had the intent to discover what can happen in this transition period from 

theory to reality, and have learned much about the different perceptions on EU concepts 

and Institutions, and the different ways one can function within them. It must be said that 

we did not and could not address all the issues, questions and aspects that we wished to 

explore in our original intent.  

However, what we have discovered in this research period has more than satisfied our 

appetite for exploration, as we have found out much more than we thought initially. It has 

been an interesting journey and has been motivating for us both to consider perhaps 

endeavoring into the subject again in the future. In conclusion it must be said that this 

sector of the EU is still in its infancy, and it is one that has immense potential. But we are 

of the opinion that for this potential to be truly realized, then there is certainly a necessity 

for the sector and its structures to evolve and develop further with more clarity and 

direction. 
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