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1 INTRODUCTION   

1.1 History of cross-border cooperation  
 

Cross-border cooperation has a long history. The earliest cross-border cooperation 

activity dates back to the 1950s when the pioneering groups on the Netherlands-Germany 

and Germany-France-Switzerland borders initiated collaboration across the borders. The 

cooperation was motivated mainly by the desire to raise living standards, to ensure lasting 

peace and to overcome border barriers, restrictions and other factors which had led to the 

separation of people and institutions in adjacent border areas. New conditions in the late 

1980s and during the 1990s, the establishment of the European Single Market, the 

political changes in central and eastern European countries, and these European 

countries’ continuously increasing approach and association to the European Union (EU) 

have considerably broadened and deepened cross-border cooperation in all of Europe. 

(Association of European Border Regions 2000, 2.)  

 

In the Nordic countries, the border regions grew out of local and regional initiatives in the 

1960s and 1970s when a need was identified for organisations to support a variety of 

cross-border activities. The Nordic Council of Ministers was established in 1971 and 

Nordic regional policy co-operation was launched a year later when the Nordic 

Committee of Senior Officials on Regional Policy (NÄRP) was set up. Cross-border 

cooperation became a central element in the work of NÄRP. The overall objective of the 

Nordic Council of Ministers’ regional policy work is to participate in the development of 

opportunities and reduce problems stemming from the existence of one or more national 

borders within a region. In the late 1970s, several Nordic border regions began to receive 

project funding from the Nordic Council of Ministers. (Nordic Council of Ministers 

2004.) Close historical ties between the Nordic countries, similarities in religion, culture 

and languages (with the exception of Finland) as well as in social and economical 

development  have ensured that a solid ground exists for close cooperation between all 

levels of society, including regional cooperation (Radvilavicius 2003).  
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Notwithstanding the long experience blossoming out of cross-border cooperation in 

Europe since 1990s, and the fact that the mutual prejudices inherited from the past are 

done away with, there still remain major obstacles that need to be overcome. These 

barriers have to do with differences, for example, in administrative systems and 

procedures, and in legal structures. There are difficulties also in defining common 

strategies and achieving practical coordination, particularly with regard to legal or 

financial aspects. In addition to these obstacles, differences in language and in culture, as 

well as physical obstacles like mountains, rivers and the sea, hinder cooperation. 

(European Commission 2002, 7; Veggeland 1997.)  

 

Since 1990, the European Union (EU) has actively been supporting cross-border 

cooperation by means of Interreg programme in order to trigger new growth potential in 

Europe and to create premises for solving such problems with which the administrative 

regions can no longer deal. In the Nordic countries, the Interreg programmes have been 

operating since 1996, after Finland and Sweden joined the EU in 1995.  This Interreg IIA 

phase in 1996-1999 operated as a learning phase, preparing the ground for a more 

effective operation in Interreg IIIA programme. (Veggeland 1997, 46; NUTEK 2003a.) 

1.2 Purpose and structure of the study 
 

The purpose of this study is to illustrate the challenges that the cross-border cooperation 

faces by using interviews and survey as the primary research methods. First, the aim is to 

identify the factors and problems which hinder the cooperation, and investigate whether 

the barriers are now lower compared to barriers in the Interreg IIA period. The study aims 

also at exploring how the challenges are tackled. The following questions are addressed:  

• How have the experiences from IIA period been taken into account, and how is it 

reflected in the current cooperation? 

• What has been done, and what can be done to alleviate and reduce the barriers? 

The alleviation of the barriers aims naturally at contributing to and facilitating the 

cooperation. In order to be able to examine how that could be achieved, one should be 

aware of what the successful and well working cross-border cooperation requires. 

Therefore one of the aims of study is to examine what the conditions for successful and 
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well functioning cooperation are, and to explore what the term actually means (successful 

and well functioning cross-border cooperation). Thus the purpose of the study is not only 

to map the barriers for cooperation, but also to illustrate how they could be alleviated and, 

accordingly, how the cooperation could be promoted. This kind of knowledge is 

important in order to be able to contribute to border regional activity and cooperation.    

 

This work focuses on Interreg IIIA North and Interreg IIIA Öresund programmes. It is 

based on six telephone interviews with Interreg coordinators and 32 questionnaires, 

which were sent to participating projects. The interviews were conducted to provide rich 

information by experts who are involved in the cooperation in programme level. The 

survey, on the other hand, is meant to map the experiences of the project actors. These 

two methods are equally important, and the aim is combine the findings to coherent 

results.  

 

The choosing of two different kinds of programmes is used to provide with diverse 

aspects and information on theme under discussion. The Interreg North is a programme 

which includes partners from four countries: Finland, Sweden, Norway, and Russia; and 

it is the largest of the IIIA programme areas. The area is sparsely populated, and 

linguistically very fragmented (Interreg North 2005a). The Öresund region, on the other 

hand, is a geographically small area but densely populated, and consists of two 

nationalities: Swedish and Danish. The other argument for the delimitation of the area 

was to include all the Nordic countries (except Iceland). Even though Russia is not a part 

of Scandinavia, it is included in the study because it represents a big part of the Interreg 

IIIA programme. In addition, the purpose of the study is not in first place to discover the 

idiosyncrasies and special features of Nordic countries, rather the conditions and barriers 

for cooperation in general. 

 

The study is organised into seven main chapters. This introduction chapter finish by 

defining the basic concepts and terms relating the topic. In the second chapter, Interreg 

Community Initiative and different kinds of models of cooperation will be presented and 

discussed. After this describing chapter, a chapter on the theoretical background 
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knowledge follows. The theoretical part consists of three parts. Firstly, cross-border 

regionalization and the motives and processes behind it are examined. After that, the 

second sub chapter handles the conditions and important factors which influence the 

cooperation. Finally, a literature review on the barriers for cooperation will be made. The 

fourth main chapter provides an overview of the research areas of the study by describing 

the programmes under focus and the results of the programmes from IIA period. Chapter 

five deals with the research methods and data, and provides the arguments for the method 

selection and for the analysis strategy. Chapter six, which is divided into several sub 

chapters in accordance with the research questions, the findings from data collection are 

analysed. Finally, the last chapter discusses the results of the study.  

1.3 Conceptual definitions 
 

First of all, cross-border cooperation deals with regions (and the actors within regions), 

which are collaborating. The concept of region is elusive and it is defined differently 

depending on the contexts. Basically, the term region is used particularly in geography to 

mean a territorially demarcated area, a space. It is most often perceived as a territory or 

place between national and local level, but it can also mean a part of Europe or even the 

whole Europe. (Tägil 2001, 12.) Törnqvist (1998, 59) have sorted regions into four types 

according to its features and functions: natural geographical regions; ethnic and cultural 

regions; functional regions; and administrative regions. Natural geographical regions are 

according to their andscape and nature. The ethnic and cultural regions’ identities are 

based on common language, culture, history and religion support. The functional regions, 

on the other hand, are demarcated according to daily travelling to work, shopping and 

contacts that connect people and projects. Finally administrative regions, which one form 

of functional region, are based on an administrative region system, like counties and 

municipalities. (Törnqvist 1998, 59.)  

 

However, the concept of region has extended its meaning over the last few years as new 

disciplines and policy areas are becoming increasingly interested in the regional 

dimensions of political and economic development. According to Aalbu (1997, 63) an 

example of this is the numerous illustrations of where different kind of circles and “blue 
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bananas,” which differ from the current administrative or economical functional regions, 

are drawn to map Europe’s dynamic regions. Moreover, the cross-border agreements 

between national and regional authorities, which this study addresses, can also be labelled 

as regions, as artificially created regions. (Aalbu 1997, 63.) These regions, or territories, 

which often are often institutionalized with secretaries or political bodies, cut the 

traditional (state) borders, and they are a manifestation of functional cooperation 

independent from political geography of national states. They are borderless in a sense 

that it is the functionality which determines the territorial extent. (Veggeland 1997, 43; 

Aalbu 1997, 63.)  

 

From the concept of region one can also distinguish a border region. As the name 

indicates, such regions are situated close to a state boundary. A border region is defined 

both by its position in relation to state boundary and by its distance from a state centre. 

(Tägil 2001, 13.) Historically they were combat zones, but later they became peripheries 

both in an economic and, more important, a political sense. Therefore, border areas suffer 

isolation by being far from the centres of economic activity and political decision 

making. (Östhol 2001, 21.) In recent decades, however, the position of border regions has 

changed. Due to European integration, borders have become increasingly permeable to 

the mobility of persons, goods, services and information. The emergence of the internal 

market has meant that European countries and urban regions are now more interlinked. In 

this development the border regions will assume a key role. Thus, the regions along the 

border that were peripheral from a national point of view have become the linking 

regions of an integrating Europe. (Van der Veen & Boot 1995, 77.)  

 

In the discussion of cross-border cooperation, the concept of border is relevant. Schmitt-

Egner (2001, 72) defines the border as a barrier including and excluding space-units 

and/or systems, which can only be overcome under certain conditions. This definition 

reflects the multiplicity (not only geographical or economical view) and the conditions to 

overcome the borders. O’Dowd (2003, 14) continues: 
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“Borders are products of the need for order, control and protection in human life and 
they reflect out contending desires for sameness and difference, for a marker between 
“us” and “them”. They are ubiquitous human construction, an inevitable outcome of the 
range and limits of power and coercion, social organization and the promotion of 
collective identity within a bordered territory.” 
 
 

The borders and the historic developments in the last three centuries, reinforced by 

military, administrative and socio-economic policies of national states, have caused a 

barrier effect. This barrier effect has brought about serious disadvantages for the people 

and the regional/local and social partners in border regions. Cross-border cooperation, 

which is the focus in this work, is about to ease the barrier effect, and to transform the 

border from a line of separation into a communication between neighbours. (Association 

of European Border Regions 2000.) Cross-border cooperation can be defined as 

(organized) trans-national interaction between neighbouring regions on both sides of the 

national borders for preserving, steering and developing a common space of living. It 

focuses on renewal and regional (economic) development through local and regional 

mobilization, and through the creation of networks. The cooperation is based on different 

cooperation forms and partnership between authorities and institutions, on a regional 

level across borders. (Schmitt-Egner 2001, 74; Veggeland 1994.) 
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2 MODELS OF CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION 
 

The origins, forms, and actors of cross-border cooperation are various. However, by 

experience it is known that cross-border cooperation often starts when state authorities 

and/or regional/local authorities enter into agreements and set up an intergovernmental 

commission with the purpose of solving cross-border issues (Veggeland 1994, 66). The 

most common actors involving cross-border cooperation are thus local and regional 

authorities, but also the Chamber of Commerce, universities, research institutions, 

foundations, associations, non-profit organizations, and development agencies. Because 

individual enterprises are not allowed to receive EU-sponsoring directly, it puts a limit on 

the expectations one should have on participation of the private sector. (Östhol 2001, 27.) 

The prevalent models and forms of cross-border cooperation are: programmes; 

partnerships; projects; and networks. The purpose of this chapter is to give an account of 

these forms and programmes. First will be a description of European Union’s Interreg 

programme; which is the most important form of supranational programming, and which 

is the focus in this work.   

2.1 Interreg Community Initiative 
 
The Interreg Community initiative was launched by the European Commission in 1990 to 

develop cross-border cooperation. The overall aim of the Interreg is that national borders 

should not be a barrier to the balanced development and integration of the European 

territory. The objective of the new phase of Interreg for the period 2000-2006 is to 

strengthen economic and social cohesion in the European Union by promoting cross-

border, transnational and interregional co-operation and balanced development of the 

European Union territory. The Interreg III builds on the experiences of  previous Interreg 

Initiatives (Interreg I and II), and it will be implemented under three strands: Interreg III 

A for cross-border cooperation; Interreg III B for transnational cooperation 

(between states); and Interreg III C for interregional cooperation between regions in 

different parts of Europe. Interreg III A, which this work focuses, promotes integrated 

regional development between neighbouring border regions, including external borders 
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and certain maritime borders. It intends to develop cross-border economic and social 

centres through joint strategies for the development of cross-border regions or economic 

and social catchments. Interreg IIIA supports 53 programmes all over the European 

borders. (Commission of the European Communities 2000; European Communities 

2002.) 

 

The Interreg in general is designated exclusively to regions and the stimulation of their 

development activities across borders. It aims to activate the exchange of local economic 

development experiences between regions. Furthermore, it establishes external relations 

in areas such as small and medium size enterprise support, tourism, regional 

development, and health. (Green 1999, 86- 88.) Interreg aims also at regional balance and 

cohesion. This means economical development by means of improving infrastructure, 

transport and communication, network organization in industry, and markets and 

competence. Support is also given to improving relations between authorities, industry 

and other organization in the area, and to institution building which is essential for cross-

border cooperation. (Veggeland 1994, 33.)  Interreg is the only cross-border cooperation 

programme that directly involves local and regional authorities in the planning, decision 

making and implementing processes of the programmes which gives the possibility for a 

bottom up and publicly rooted perspective of cross-border development. (The Öresund 

Committee 2005b.)  

 

The Interreg is governed by several principles. First, joint cross-border strategy means 

that all the measures and operations must be based on joint programming for the 

concerned regions or territories and demonstrate the value which it adds. The operations 

selected to implement the programming must also be clearly cross-border/transnational in 

nature. This means that they are not eligible unless they were implemented jointly either 

in two or more Member States or third countries, or in a single Member State, where it 

can be shown that the operation has a significant impact on other Member States or third 

countries. Further programming must take account of the general guidelines of the 

Structural Funds and of Community policies. This means that preference will be given in 

particular to operations which help create jobs, improve the competitiveness of the areas 
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concerned, develop and introduce sustainable development policies and promote equal 

opportunities for men and women. All operations should conform with Community rules 

on competition, and, in particular, with the rules on State aid. A wide partnership must be 

developed, including not only “institutional” partners from national, regional and local 

authorities, but also economic and social partners and other relevant competent bodies 

(non-governmental organisations, representatives from the academic world, etc). 

(Commission of the European Communities 2000.) 

 

As indicated in the introduction, it was not the Interreg Community Initiative which 

introduced cross-border cooperation to the inter-Nordic border regions; rather the activity 

is set earlier by the Nordic council of Ministers and the Nordic council (Skålnes & Moen 

2004, 44). However, since the cooperation was mostly conducted at the national level 

before the launch of Interreg II programmes and not at the regional level as Interreg II 

requires, there were no structures available for this purpose. Thus the Interreg introduced 

some structural changes such as Monitoring Committees, Steering Committees and 

management groups as well as a new way of planning; namely managing and 

implementing multi-annual programme-based cross-border cooperation and development 

plans that had not been systematically used in the previous years of co-operation. (LRDP 

Ltd 2003, 22, 49.)  

2.2 Partnership model 
 
The partnership model was brought to regional development policy on the regional level 

by European Union in the 1990s, and as indicated partnership is also a requirement for 

Interreg programme activity (European Communities 2002). Partnership is particularly 

important in the process of planning and implementing joint cross-border strategies or 

concepts because it is a basic prerequisite to creating equal strategic framework 

conditions and prospects for joint, sustained and long-term cooperation (Association of 

European Border Regions 2000, 16). 

Partnership is a concept of multiple use and understanding. However, when discussing 

partnerships of geographically defined economic development processes, such as cross-
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border cooperation, one can distinguish three dimensions of the concept: the sectoral 

dimension; the geographical dimension; and the relational dimension. In geographical 

terms, there are various geographical scales of partnerships: (1) the partnerships at either 

local or national levels; (2) forms of international partnerships and partnerships at the 

meso or regional levels; (3) and partnerships which are both regional and trans-national, 

such as the trans-national border regions.  

In terms of the sectoral dimension, one can identify purely public partnerships involving 

only public organisations, and purely private partnerships linking networks of private 

organisations on the other end. There is, however, also the semi-public, third sector, or 

quasi-public organisations. Some would argue that true partnership needs some kind of 

trans-sectoral element i.e. that it needs to involve partners of both public and private 

sector. However, at least partnership must involve several actors. Finally, Hallin (1998) 

distinguishes between different forms of partnerships from a functional point of view. 

Firstly, the strategic functions are one important aspect i.e. relations which are based on 

some kind of strategic agreement. A second form of partnership is that of a financial 

partnership, where the partners contribute to a common project or mutually identified 

objective in financial terms. Most, but not all, financial partnerships are formal. The third 

functional form is to be found in terms of the action-oriented or practice bound 

partnerships.  

 

In general, in the partnership model, every partner is expected to contribute to the 

cooperation with some kind of resource, such as financial resources or immaterial 

resources like knowledge and know-how. Every partner has also a common responsibility 

for the activity and results of the cooperation. The ultimate idea of the partnership model 

is that the all of partners win and benefit from partnership and that nobody has anything 

to lose. (Hagsmo 2004, 33.)  
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2.3 Projects 
 

One of the most common strategies for cross-border cooperation is a project activity. As 

named above, the financial partnership concern the financing of different projects. Thus, 

projects are cooperation form within partnership, and the partnership is a resource for 

projects. The concept of project can be defined as a restricted task which has a 

determined aim and will be implemented within certain time limits and/or financial 

framework. The common points of the project activity are: (1) the start impulse, which 

can be an idea or a problem; (2) the project group for conduction the project; (3) 

restrictions, which means that the focus is on a specific problem and that the project has 

both time and resource limits; (4) the desired goals and results. The results of the project 

are determined by three main factors: methods used; material resources; people. The most 

important factor is the people and their experiences, know how and their capacity to solve 

problems. (Hagsmo 2004, 35.)  

 

In implementation of the projects, different kind of models and solutions are feasible. 

According to NUTEK (2003b), the following solutions are possible: 

1) Partners implement the project together, i.e. joint-implementation. 

2) Partners implement the project together but the work is divided between the 

partners and tasks. 

3) Partners hire a consultant to execute the project. 

4) One of the partners carries through the project alone.  

Which one of these is the best solution is difficult to say; it depends on the project, 

partners and tasks in question. However, in Interreg Öresund the joint implementation 

and use of a consultant have been the most used models. 

 

In the EU member states, the EU has to come to play a significant role in programme 

activity. The overall aim of the EU’s project activity is to contribute equalization of the 

living and development circumstances in Unions member states. Thus, the aim is to 

contribute to the social and economic cohesion of Europe. The EU has hundreds of 
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different kinds of funds and programs, in which Interreg is one of them, to support and 

finance the projects in member states. (Hagsmo 2004, 34-36.) 

2.4 Networks 
 
Networks and partnership are essential characteristics of cross-border cooperation. The 

cross-border methods aimed at the development of the border region, often concern local 

and regional mobilization and the creation of networks. The planning strategy, on the 

other hand, means establishment of partnership between multiple public organizations, 

and between public and private actors. (Veggeland 1997, 45.) In the creation of the cross-

border projects, it is important to utilize the existing contacts and networks that the 

partners have. The good relations and connections are important in order to benefit from 

each others’ know-how and experiences. Accordingly, they represent a good ground for 

further development of common task in cooperation. (Hagsmo 2004, 36.) 

 

According to Williams, (1996, 145) there are two types of networks, non-tangible 

meaning communication networks and associations depending on exchange of 

information and those which involve physical links and infrastructure. The term 

intangible networking includes the development of all forms of linking, associations and 

twinning between cities, regions or other types of organizations. The dimensions of 

networks whose activities relate partially or wholly to spatial planning and policy-making 

vary greatly. The objective and purpose can be, for instance, a communication of ideas 

and information, and it can be political or economic, more rhetorical or practical. The 

members in the networks can also choose to participate because they have some 

similarities, or the attraction can be a link with places in contrasting circumstances. 

Finally, the network can be constituted as a formal association or it can be informal based 

on personal contacts without any institutional basis. (Williams 1996, 145.) 
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3 THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES  
 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the theory and the existing literature in order to 

provide the framework for the addressed approach and research questions. First follows a 

description of processes and motives which support regionalization and cross-border 

cooperation trend. After that the focus will be on factors which influence the formation 

and functioning of cooperation. Finally, the conditions and barriers for cross-border 

cooperation will be discussed The chapter demonstrates that the interests for 

regionalization and cross-border cooperation arise both from above i.e. EU level, and 

from bottom level i.e. from local and regional levels. Thus, the interests meet in many 

respects.  

3.1 Cross-border regionalization  
 
Cross-border cooperation is closely connected to cross-border (i.e.functional) 

regionalization. As a distinction from traditional regionalization, which is both vertical 

and decentralizing meaning that some of the powers of nation state have been delegated 

to regional level within nation state, cross-border regionalization is horizontal. Horzontal 

means that regionalization occurs across the borders of nation states. The borders are 

perceived as hindering the development, and therefore cross-border regionalization is 

functionally rather than territorially oriented. (Veggeland 1994; Törnqvist 1998, 156.)  

3.1.1 Factors and processes behind cross-border regionalization  

 

According to Veggeland (1994, 82), the regionalization is based on the specific problems 

of our time, and the need for coordinated planning. The motives and processes which 

enhance and support the cross-border regionalization and cooperation can be divided into 

political, economical, cultural and environmental factors. First, the deepened European 

political integration and the general regionalization is one of the main processes behind 

regionalisation. Over the last two decades there has been a notable increase in political 

regionalization in EU member states, which means granting of decision making powers to 

regional governments. The evolution of European regional policy and the principles of 
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partnership and subsidiarity enshrined in the Single European Act and Maastricht Treaty 

have driven this development1. This regionalization is part of the development when the 

weakening of nation states in economic and political arenas have lead to integration of 

the administrative regions (economically, culturally, and in infrastructure) and regimes 

are established in order to solve common problems. Generally, these more politically 

regionalized, decentralized states have created a more favourable and flexible 

environments for cross-border cooperation. (O’Dowd 2003, 31; Veggeland 1994.)  

 

Economical reasons for cross-border regionalization are strong. According to Veggeland 

(1997, 46), the trans-national functional regions emanate from information society, 

globalization of economy, and from technological changes. The geographical structure of 

information technology is borderless. It has created new conditions for institutional 

solutions and it is the driving force behind the global integration which involves nation 

states. As a result of borderless integration, the economy has become more globalizized, 

integrated and cross-border organized. Economy in information society is based on cross-

border activity and problem solving, and it has widened the political power and control of 

the international arena. Traditional power is limited and it has become more functional, 

which creates the need for internationalized planning and development endeavours. This 

is one of the main reasons for borderless regionalization in Europe. (Veggeland 1997, 

46.) Moreover, the efficient resource utilization and creation of business and networks 

can be seen as part of economical development that is connected to regionalization. 

Regionalization is assumed to create conditions for growth due to a larger local market, 

and because of the possibility to more efficiently utilization of human and physical 

resources by bringing them together. As mentioned, border regions are often considered 

economically weak and therefore cooperation is expected to mobilize the border regions. 

(Törnqvist 1998, 158.)  

 

                                                 
1 The Treaty of Maastricht introduced the principle of subsidiarity in order to ensure that action takes place 
at the most appropriate level in those areas in which competence is shared between Member States and the 
European Union (example: the environment). Provision is made for action at European Union level only if 
the Union is really able to act more effectively than the Member States individually. (European Convention 
2002.)  The concepts of subsidiarity and partnership are defined elsewhere in the paper.  
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A cultural motive for regionalization is the opportunity to create a better basis for cultural 

development where the borders have acted as barriers. In Europe, different cultures, 

languages and ethnical groups have been split due to barriers, which restrain cultural 

exchange and renewal. The new regionalisation thus improves this situation by bringing 

people and identities together. This can act as the basis and driving force for renewed 

regional development. Environmental objectives are connected to environmental 

problems which do not know the administrative barriers. Therefore trans-national actions 

are needed for the protection of nature and for solving the environmental problems. The 

functional regions are territorially more flexible than the administrative and are, 

therefore, often more appropriate to manage the environmental tasks. (Veggeland 1994, 

85.)  

 

Ultimately, the reasons and motives for cross-border cooperation can be seen as 

contributions to problem solving and utilization of the possibilities that the existence of 

the one or several borders within a region create. The aim of the cooperation is to create 

stronger economic, social and cultural integration in the region; that is a more coherent 

region. This aim can be accomplished by intensifying the existing cooperation 

connections or by forming new ones. Through cooperation, solving of the problems, 

which are caused by the peripheral location of the border region, can be advanced; and 

thus, sustainable regional development in the region can be promoted. This objective 

applies especially to the Nordic countries and the peripheral Interreg North area. (Nordisk 

regionalpolitisk samarbeidsprogram 2001-2005.)  

3.1.2 Interests of European Union 

 

The main motives of the EU for supporting cooperation across its internal borders derive 

from the targets of regional development and functional integration. Many border regions 

are lagging behind in development, and therefore cross-border cooperation is seen as an 

important strategy in tackling their structural problems. Yet, the involvement of the EU is 

not only prompted by concerns of regional development, but by even more fundamental 

targets: the one-sided orientation of many border regions toward national centres clearly 
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undermines the plausibility of the integration process itself, which indeed is one of the 

main motives for EU2. (Eskelinen & Kokkonen 1998.)  

 

However, motives and targets are intertwined. Regarding the objective of managing the 

EU’s cohesion policy, to avoid any delay of the integration process, the European 

Commission has taken it upon itself to reduce the inequalities resulting from economic 

integration by introducing the objective of economic and social cohesion into its Treaty. 

As a direct consequence of this objective, the EU has reformed and expanded its regional 

policy, of which the Interreg Community Initiative is a part. (Rodriques-Pose 2002, 34, 

60.) The aim to achieve greater economic and social cohesion would contribute to 

preparing lagging regions to withstand greater competition in a more integrated market, 

within Single Market3.  

 

The decision by the EU to prioritize the Single Market programme meant that within the 

state borders were redefined as barriers to the creation of an integrated economic space 

and market within the European Community. Now the transformation of borders to 

bridges became central to the EU’s policy. Accordingly, the establishment of the Interreg 

Initiative firmly accelerated cross-border development and supported the elaboration of 

cross-border programmes to overcome border problems hindering European integration. 

(Association of European Border Regions 2000, 2, 4-6; O’Dowd 2003, 19.) Thus, 

Interreg can be regarded as one of the most important tools for fulfilling the EU’s goals 

with the common market, as well the European social and economic cohesion policy 

(European Commission 2004, 156).  

                                                 
2 The main motive for integration is to enhance allocation efficiency of the economies of he member states 
by removing barriers to movement of goods, services and production factors (Molle 1991 in Van der Veen 
& Boot 1995, 83).  
3
 The theory behind Single Market was that EU member states, including (and especially) the border 

regions, suffered from lack of competitiveness. The creating “borderless” single market would reduce 
transaction costs and increase competitiveness by creating an EC wide division of labour that would benefit 
from economies of scale in competition with North America and Japan. (O’Dowd 2003, 20.) 
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3.2 Frames and conditions for cooperation 

3.2.1 Factors framing the cooperation 

 

Cross-border regionalization and cooperation is taking place all over Europe, but the 

border regions and structures vary considerably in many terms. The types of border 

regions are differentiated by several important factors: history of border formation; the 

degree of homogeneity of a region; and the level of development and support status under 

the EU structural policy. Also, the natural geographic features such as mountain ranges, 

rivers and maritime borders characterize the regions. In regards to the first named, the 

degree of homogeneity of the border region, some border areas are characterised by a 

common identity arising from historical, cultural, linguistic, or geographic reasons, and 

by regional consciousness where cross-border cooperation occurs as a natural process, 

whereas other border regions lack any kind of common identity. Consciousness and 

homogeneity can stem, for example, from the existence of a common regional labour 

market or urban/rural complementary in which a city on one side of the border supplies 

the rural hinterland on both sides. Indeed, the shared regional and local identity has 

shown to be an important factor when explaining success of functional cooperation. 

(Association of European Border Regions 2000, 11, 17-18.) 

  

O’Dowd (2003, 30) argues that the great heterogeneity of border areas arises from 

different experiences of border formation, formal and informal cross-border relationships, 

along with the relative economic and political power of contiguous states, and the role, if 

any, played by external powers of regional ethnic and national questions. The other 

influencing factors are: the ethno-national combination; the extent to which a state border 

marks economic and demographic disparities between the regions both sides of the 

border; the accessibility of border regions to physical and communications structures; and 

the socio- economic profile and settlement structure of the region. For instance, the 

communication links are often incompatible as the railway and road networks might be 

dense on both sides of the borders, but scarcely any links exist across the borders. 

(O’Dowd 2003, 30-31.) 
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Finally, as programs of cross-border cooperation are usually proposed on functional 

grounds, in the sense that they are based on problems and opportunities faced by the 

partners, Eskelinen and Kokkonen (1998) argue that their results are conditioned by the 

appropriateness of the functional and potential linkages concerned. This means that the 

existence of complementary assets tends to contribute to the construction of 

interdependencies, whereas regions with completely different resource bases and 

competing goals find it difficult to initiate successful cooperation. Also, possibilities of 

developing cooperative practices obviously depend on relations between local, national 

and multinational arrangements.  

3.2.2 Conditions for cooperation 

 

The Association of European Border Regions (2000, 13-14) has adopted the following 

principles for successful cross-border cooperation: partnership; subsidiarity; existence of 

a common cross-border development concept or programme; joint structures on the 

regional/local level, independent sources of financing. Subsidiarity means strengthening 

the regional and local bodies as the most appropriate administrative level for cross-border 

cooperation. According to the Association of European Border Regions (2000,16), these 

bodies have the flexibility needed to balance out remaining differences in the structures 

and competencies on both sides of the border, and compensate for them in cross-border 

structures. The border regions are the only ones which can give agreements between 

neighbouring states a practical content and breathe life into them.  

 

Partnership, which has been described earlier, and the subsidiarity are particularly 

important in the process of planning and implementing joint cross-border strategies or 

concepts. They are the basic prerequisites to creating equal strategic framework 

conditions and prospects for joint, sustained and long-term cooperation. These joint 

concepts and strategies take into account the relevant national and European programmes 

and plans, and create an environment for overcoming isolated thinking on both sides of 

the border, as they develop a collective perspective on cross-border regional 

development. This perspective enables the partners to identify, at the outset, shared 

problems and opportunities with respect to the positive and negative effects of the border, 
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and accordingly with respect to common development potential. (Association of 

European Border Regions 2000, 16.) 

 

Veggeland (1997, 107) has from Nordic and European experiences made some 

conclusions about conditions and principles which are important for successful cross-

border cooperation and functional regionalization. First, the cross-border region building 

should build on local initiatives and local mobilization. However, the initiative can come 

from national authorities as top-down initiative but it is vital that these become anchored 

on the regional level and are continued to pursue by regional and local authorities. It is 

argued that cross-border cooperation functions best and is most successful where regional 

and local participants take the initiative and assume responsibility and enthusiasm. 

Accordingly, by following the "bottom-up" principle and keeping in mind the rules for 

horizontal (across the borders) and vertical (between different levels) partnerships, it 

enables the successful cross-border cooperation. But, in order for the cross-border 

cooperation to be long-term and effective, it requires institutionalization and gradual 

growing organization with representative political authorities. Furthermore, it is 

important that institutional “umbrellas” of cooperation, as Veggeland (1994) calls them, 

establish contacts with industry, and other institutions and organizations. Finally, the 

cooperation should have secretariat and personnel who represent continuity. The 

secretariat amends initiatives and work out plans, and thereby acting as a driving force 

behind the processes that give cooperation dynamism.  

 

The study of Nordic Council of Ministers which focuses on three Nordic border regions, 

showed that certain conditions have to be met and certain barriers have to be absent for 

successful development of border region cooperation. One of the fundamental 

preconditions identified was that the shared recognition of the need for or the purpose of 

the cooperation has to be present. The shared recognition can arise, for example, on the 

basis of environmental or planning problems, or on the basis of disputes concerning the 

location or execution of projects. It may also arise concerning the utilization of the 

obvious advantages and opportunities. These may take the form of rationalization gains, 

unanimity about the usefulness and expedience of shared understanding of values and 
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practice in planning and administration, or a common perception of the surrounding 

world or the marketing of the region vis-à-vis the outside world. The study indicated that 

the cooperation can be triggered by external incentives as a way of financial or labour 

resources or political or other types of declarations. Thus, the border regional cooperation 

calls for some positive incentives and a shared recognition of them. According to study, if 

there is desire to reinforce the border regional cooperation, it is important to assure that 

the preconditions (mentioned in the study) are met. At the same time, any barriers 

between the areas have to be eliminated or be surmountable. (Hvidtfeldt et al. 2004, 139-

140.) 

  

The ex post evaluation of Interreg North showed that the benefits of cross-border co-

operation were experienced most strongly amongst the project participants who had 

founded their projects on joint interests. These projects were characterised by 

unambiguous aims and objectives, as well as a shared responsibility between the partners. 

A strong incentive for a project and the anticipation of concrete results were regarded as 

important factors for a successful project realisation. The characteristics of less successful 

projects were drastically different, essentially the opposite: one partner of a project 

consortium had dominated the implementation of a project; aims and objectives of a 

project were ambiguous; or the motivation to participate in a project was not clearly 

understood by the partners. (NUTEK 2003a, 9, 10, 96.) 

3.3 Barriers for cooperation 

Cooperation across the national borders is a difficult and challenging process. The 

barriers that are encountered in the cross-border cooperation and integration process of 

two regions both sides of the border can, in general, be divided into (1) soft factors 

(cultural, social and mental), and to (2) hard, technical factors (political/regulative, 

physical, administrative) (Jonsson 2005). Next, both the factors, of which the former first, 

will be handled by reviewing existing literature and studies. 
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3.3.1 Challenge of intercultural communication 

 

Communication capabilities and language skills are of crucial importance in context of 

cross-border cooperation. According to Lunden (2002) the language situation in cross-

border cooperation and intercourse can be divided into six (simplified) categories:  

1) The language is the same on the both sides of the border, and it is the official in 

both countries (e.g. Germany and Austria) 

2) The language is the same, but on the one side of the border the language has lower 

status either as it is a dialect or a small minority language (e.g. Finnish- Swedish 

in Finland)    

3) The language is the same, but on the other side of the border the language does 

not have official language status (e.g. Estonia - Russia) 

4) The languages are officially different but are reciprocally understandable (e.g. 

Sweden - Norway or Belarus –Ukraine) 

5) The languages are officially different and also reciprocally incomprehensible (e.g. 

Germany-Czech republic or Hungary-Austria) 

6) The languages are officially different and reciprocally incomprehensible, but on 

both sides of the borders there is third and common language group (e.g. Bask, in 

Spain – France or Russian in parts of the Estonian – Latvian border). 

 

The language is an important condition for cooperation but it represents, or can represent, 

also a significant barrier for cooperation. Generally speaking, in Scandinavia Danes, 

Swedes and Norwegians understand each other with little effort, but the cooperation with 

Finns, Sámi as well as Russians, with whom the Scandinavians are cooperating, can be a 

challenge. Often an interpreter is needed or the third language, English mostly, has to be 

spoken. Though, Sámi people can usually speak one of the Scandinavian languages. 

Anyhow, the use of English is not unproblematic either because not everyone wishes to 

use English for Nordic countries’ cooperation, and the English language skills can be a 

problem as well. The problem in using the interpreter, on the other hand, is particular 

related to the extra cost that it causes. Even though the question of language does not 

represent a problem in a large part of Nordic countries, one should not overlook the fact 
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that the language can be a barrier for collaboration, and that all of Scandinavia does not 

belong to same language family. (Skålnes & Moen 2004, 28.)  

 
Intercultural communication, in short, occurs when people from different cultural 

background interact. However, according to Martin and Nakayama (2001, 45), it consists 

of the four building blocks: culture; communication; context; and power. Culture, which 

is often considered to be the core concept, is something that we do not think about very 

much. Often we cannot identify our own cultural backgrounds and assumptions until we 

encounter people from other cultures, which then give us a frame of reference. Martin 

and Nakayama (2001, 23) define culture as learned pattern of perceptions, values, and 

behaviours shared by a group of people. It is also dynamic and heterogeneous, which 

means that it is changing and that people within one culture are not identical. In addition, 

there are several layers of culture: national; regional; ethnic; religious; linguistic; and 

social class level among others.  

 

The communication, the second building block, is a symbolic and dynamic process 

whereby meaning is shared and negotiated. The relationship between communication and 

culture is complex because, first, culture influences communication, second 

communication reinforces culture and, thirdly communication is a way of resisting the 

dominant culture. The two other building blocks are: context and power relationships. 

The former means that the physical and social setting, in which the communication 

occurs, or the larger political, societal and historical environment, affects communication. 

The latter refers to power relationships, which are determined largely by social 

institutions and roles, and which play an enormous, though often hidden, role in 

intercultural communication. Moreover, intercultural communication might be subjected 

to attitudinal and behavioural barriers, such as ethnocentrism, stereotyping, prejudices, 

and perceptions about the others. (Martin & Nakayama 2001.) In general, these kinds of 

mental barriers are often deeply rooted, and require time and efforts to be changed. In 

Öresund region, for example, it has been argued that Danish have negative image about 

the Swedish in general, and that Swedish are much keener in integration and cooperation 

process than the Danish are. (Jonsson 2005.) 
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The language we speak has tremendous impacts on what and how we communicate every 

day. Accordingly, it has important implications for intercultural communication and 

cooperation. Martin and Nakayama (2001, 102) provide a few examples of what may 

complicate the intercultural communication. The study of sounds systems, for instance, 

reveals that because different languages use different sounds, it is often difficult for non 

native speakers to learn how to pronounce some sounds. Furthermore, the study of 

meaning, which shows us how words communicate the meaning we intend to get across 

in our communication, indicate that we might understand the words, but not the actual 

meaning of the sentence. Thus, the actual meaning of sentences can be understood 

differently by different people. Martin and Nakayama (2001, 102) add, however, that 

perhaps it is not just language that is different. Rather, members of cultural groups may 

really experience the world very differently and, in a sense, live in very different 

perceptual worlds.  

 

Furthermore, although the Nordic countries may, at least to outsiders, appear as culturally 

homogenous, the cross-cultural idiosyncrasies within Nordic countries are quite apparent 

and abound. Ludvigsen (2000) studied cultural differences in managerial practise and 

business ideologies among Finland, Sweden, Norway and Denmark, and she came to a 

conclusion that there is many differences. In short, whereas Finland and Denmark 

represent the autocratic managerial style, Swedish and Norwegian managers denote a 

high level of collective identity meaning that the decision making style is attributed to 

building of group consensus, which the Finnish and Danes considered to be inefficient 

and which takes (too) long time. However, the culturally rooted differences should not be 

considered as insurmountable impediments for intercultural collaboration. Collaborators 

with diverse cultural backgrounds bring to the table different perspectives and cognitive 

skills that when managed effectively, it may increase the output of collective actions. 

Thus, Ludvigsen (2000) argues that collaboration among the partners from different 

cultures may produce more versatile solutions and increase the quality of joint actions 

more than might be the case in a monocultural environment. Yet, depending of the 

experience from intercultural collaboration, cultural diversity may, at least in short term, 

delay the interactive learning and consensus building, which is of crucial importance in 
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international collaboration. Thus, the conclusion is that when designing international 

collaboration, cultural idiosyncrasies among the teamwork members should be taken 

seriously. (Ludvigsen 2000, 1, 26.)  

 

Also, the study made by Swan (2002) on cultural differences between Norway and 

Russia, in particular with respect to business relationships, reveals several problematic 

aspects and challenges to cooperation that derive from cultural differences. The study 

showed that meeting behaviour, role of the leader, hierarchies, working methods, 

planning perspective, and the role and understanding of contracts, plans, and rules differ 

between Norwegian and Russian businessman and cultures. For example, it is interesting 

how the interpretation, application and the meaning of rules and regulations differ from 

each other. In Norway, rules exist to reinforce the egalitarian idea and to create order in 

the society. Thus, rules are applied in uniform manner regardless of the personal 

relationship between the people concerned. In Russia, the rules and regulations are far 

more numerous, and they can be interpreted depending on relational context between the 

parties involved. Thus, as regards the intercultural collaboration, the study suggests:  

1) The first step towards successful international cooperation is the recognition of 

the role of the national culture, and the will to learn about another culture and 

cultural adaptation. Knowledge about the other culture will help to understand 

why people think, communicate and act as they do.  

2) Mutual respect between the parties is a must. The prejudices and ethnocentrism 

can never serve as a basis for international cooperation.  

3) The ability to take and use the best practises from both parties, as well as 

creativity and imagination to deal with new and unfamiliar situations.  

4) The awareness of one’s own cultural biases, in order to know that they do not 

get in the way of the work. (Swan 2002, 138-156.) 
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3.3.2 Physical and administrative barriers for cooperation 

The fundamental problems of managing cross-border cooperation and transnational 

programmes often relate to the very different legal, political, and administrative rules and 

structures, as well as traditions in the different countries involved (European Commission 

2004, 158). The differences in legislation can concern, for instance, taxation and labor 

market rules, and the differences in traditions can concern politics, and policy and 

decision making (Jonsson 2005). The disparities in national physical planning systems, 

provides an example of the differences. Because each country has its own planning 

procedures, all-comprising planning and coordination institutions do not exist. Hence, 

differences in physical planning and in the legal status of that planning lead to conflict 

between nationally pursued spatial developments and those strived for in neighbouring 

countries. (Van der Veen & Boot 1995, 78.) For example, in Öresund region, Sweden 

does not have any power in planning whereas in Denmark, the regional level also has 

authority in planning, which thus makes the cooperation more complicated (Hvidtfeldt 

et.al 2004, 60). Moreover, not only do the national rules represent a barrier, but also the 

EU regulations which by the Interreg programmes are governed. According to Aalbu 

(1997, 68) the regulations allow limited flexibility, as they have distinctive sets of 

procedures and co-funding rules common for whole the EU. This can make it more 

difficult to find flexible solutions and to build new programmes on previous experiences.   

 

The former studies on existing cross-border cooperation within the EU have indicated 

that programmes of economic, political and cultural cross-border collaboration have 

fallen below expectations. Close analysis reveals several dilemmas: insufficient 

resources; mismatched competencies; duplication of efforts; “back to back” rather than 

genuinely integrated projects; inter-agency conflicts over resource allocation; and erratic 

funding patterns. It is further argued that there has been an excessive emphasis on 

physical infrastructure and “hard” economic outcomes, rather than “soft factors” like 

social capital and trust, which also are of crucial importance. (O’Dowd 2003, 24.) Also, 

the lack of political engagement can be a problem for regional development and the 

building of cooperation, as it has been experienced in Öresund region (Hvitdfelt et.al 
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2004, 60). This problem may relate to the fact that different policies and systems (as well 

as mentality), such as the economic system and innovation policy, are still very much 

national in nature (Jonsson 2005). 

 

Östhol’s (2001, 22) arguments applies both to soft (cultural) and hard (regulative) 

aspects. He argues that problems arise often from the application of uniform rules and/or 

cultural differences. In the former case, institutions and administrations constitute the 

main barriers, and in latter, identity and mental maps, which shape our attitudes to 

neighbours, play a major role. The crux of the matter is that some activities confirm the 

borders while some others have the capacity to diminish the significance of the borders, 

such as exchange in various forms. However, exchange in itself is not sufficient for 

changes in perceptions and attitudes toward one’s neighbours. The perception seems to be 

that the institution setting may be changed on short notice, but the identity might change 

during long-term. Indeed, the most difficult thing is to offset the differences that are 

rooted in attitudes and culture (Hvidtfeldt et al. 2004, 140). In sum, in the process of 

integration, in which cross-border cooperation is a part, all three dimensions mentioned 

above are important components: institutions (rules and organisations), identity (culture, 

mental maps), and exchange (good, labour, service, capital). (Östhol’s 2001, 22.) 

 
Skålnes and Moen (2004, 26), as per their research, argue that there are two different 

kinds of border barriers: (1) those that have to do with national rules, procedures and 

administrative practise (a –type); (2) and those that have to do with long geographical 

distances, lacking or poor communication lines and transport links (b-type). Even though 

the former represent barriers which are rather difficult to effectively do something about, 

the regions which are characterized by the latter have an even more difficult task in 

dealing with the problems. The reason for that is the need for expensive investments and 

improvements of communication links, which, in addition, are dependent on the budgets 

and decisions of national authorities. Skålnes and Moen (2004, 9, 28) argue that the 

efforts to reduce b-type barriers are important for regions, which are characterized by 

large distances, such as Interreg North. A-type barriers, on the other hand, are most 
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important for so called small and densely populated “neighbour regions”, like ares of 

Interreg Sweden-Norway or Öresund.  

 

According to Skålnes and Moen (2004), all of the Nordic border regions have been rather 

active in their work for reducing and tackling the barriers, but the methods and extent 

have been different. They argue that both the population size and the size of the region 

are relevant to the explanation of how the organisations work and deal with the barriers. 

In the work of reducing the barriers, the process of identifying the barriers and the call for 

attention to problems which constitute troubles for well functioning cross-border 

cooperation are of crucial importance. However, in regards to solving the problems, it is 

the national level and authorities to whom the most of responsibility will be set. Changing 

and harmonisizing taxation, labor market regulations and other such regulations are the 

the responsibilities of national authorities; the task of the border regions is to point out 

those factors which create difficulties (Skålnes & Moen 2004, 9, 26-28.) In a formal 

perspective, a region cannot achieve more than they are allowed to take responsibility for. 

But Östhol (2001, 24) argues that the regions may achieve a lot more than their formal 

competence gives reason to believe, by bargaining and by deliberately promoting the 

twinning of resources and collaboration, and by using a number of informal channels that 

exist to enhance the prospects for autonomous actions. Regions cannot depend on the 

state when it comes to their involvement in cross-border affairs. Nevertheless, the state, at 

least initially, seems to play a key role in creating a reliable framework for cooperation. 

(Östhol 2001, 24.)    

 

Furthermore, it should not be forgotten that Interreg as such is aiming at promoting the 

cross-border cooperation. Part of the aim of the Interreg is to surmount and overcome 

such legislative and other differences which create problems, for instance, by creating 

common management structures and joint technical secretariats. The difficulties 

encountered require ad hoc legal arrangements on the part of the Member States 

concerned. Nevertheless, these arrangements do not provide Europe-wide solutions to the 

problem of implementing cross-border cooperation, rather they are only region and 

programme based. (European Commission 2004, 158.) 
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Ultimately, few points concerning the Russian –Norwegian- Finnish border, the external 

EU border, can be raised. In general, when parts of Russia are included in Nordic 

cooperation, the challenges of cooperation increase. The specific problems and issues 

which apply specifically to cross-border cooperation on the border between Finland-

Norway and Russia include, first, eliminating the major disparities in the standard of 

living and in the political and administrative structures (Association of European Border 

Regions 2000, 23). According to Aalbu (1997, 70), the economic gap between east and 

west in the region is probably one of the largest to be found between neighbouring 

countries in the world.  Also, the cultural differences are significant. The other challenges 

concern solving the legal and ownership questions as a precondition for long-term 

cooperation and the development of economic links, which previously were almost 

completely absent. Finally, overcoming psychological barriers by imparting established 

knowledge as a precondition to understanding and trust is an issue to be tackled. 

(Association of European Border Regions 2000, 23-24.) In summary, cultural differences, 

economic conditions, and underdeveloped communication infrastructure, as well as 

language difficulties, hinders the cooperation. Because the Soviet Union had not 

encouraged its regions to participate in international co-operation, Russian actors have 

very little experience in cross-border collaboration. (LRDP Ltd 2003; Aalbu 1997, 69.) 
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4 THE TWO INTERREG PROGRAMMES UNDER FOCUS 
 

This chapter addresses the programmes and areas central to this study. The research of 

this problem is conducted by means of an empirical analysis which examines these two 

programmes. Also, the results of Interreg North and Öresund cooperation from Interreg 

IIA programming period will be discussed. The discussion focuses on such aspects that 

this study addresses.   

4.1 Interreg IIIA North 
 
The Interreg IIIA North is a cross-border cooperation programme between Finnish, 

Swedish, three Norwegian, and three Russian regions. The Managing Authority for the 

programme is the Regional Council of Lapland in Finland, and the implementation of the 

programme is based on a partnership between the national and regional authorities and 

other organisations of the four countries involved (European Commission 2005a). The 

general aim of the Interreg North programme is to improve the functionality of the area 

by developing business co-operation and infrastructure, raising the standard of special 

expertise and making its identity more cohesive. The purpose of the programme is to 

create opportunities for activities and cooperation that in the long run will enhance the 

programme area’s development. (Interreg North 2005b.) 

 
Table 1.  Population and area of Interreg IIIA North (Skålnes & Moen 2004). 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

The programme region is situated to the north of the Artic Circle, and the area 

encompasses approximately one million square kilometres, i.e. it is the largest of the 

areas covered by Interreg IIIA Community Initiative programmes (figure 1). The 

 
Interreg IIIA North 

Population 
1.1.2004 
 

Area 
(km2) 
 

Finland (objective 1 area) 
Sweden (objective 1) 
Norway (3 counties) 
Russia (2 regions) 
Total 
 

186.917 
252.874 
462.895 
2.213.000 
3.115.686 
 

93.044 
98.245 
107.328 
732.300 
1.163.145 
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population of the areas is circa 3.2 million inhabitants, about one million of whom are in 

the Nordic countries and the rest in Russia (table 1). The programme area is linguistically 

very fragmented. In addition to the four main languages (Finnish, Swedish, Norwegian, 

and Russian), Meänkieli, a Swedish minority in the Tornio Valley, different varieties of 

Sámi, and the language of Nenets are spoken in the area. (Interreg North 2005a.) The 

programme consists of three sub programmes: North Calotte; Kolarctic neighbourhood 

programme; and Sámi people.     

   

Figure 1. Geographical area of Interreg IIIA North (Nordregio 2005). 

 

The North Calotte sub programme consists of five Nordic regions: counties of Nordland, 

Troms and Finnmark in Norway; the Norrbotten County in Sweden; and the province of 

Lapland in Finland. Thus, the geographical area is large, especially if compared to 

Öresund region (figure 2). The North Calotte region has a population of some 937 000 

people, more than half of whom are living in three Norwegian provinces. The population 

density is only about three people per square kilometre, while the average in the Nordic 

countries is seventeen. The towns of Tornio and Haparanda, which are located near each 

other on the Finnish-Swedish border, are exceptions in the area.  



 36 

 

Figure 2. Geographical area of North Calotte sub programme compared with 
Öresund region (Nordregio 2005).  

 
 

In North Calotte the economic activity is based on abundant natural resources like forests, 

fish, minerals and hydro-electric power. Industries in the area produce and process the 

region's raw materials such as fish, timber and metals. There has been a major structural 

change in the economy which has caused unemployment in the region. In the Arctic 

Ocean there are major oil and gas deposits, which are other important sources of energy. 

(LRDP Ltd 2003.) The aim of the North Calotte sub-programme is to improve the 

region’s functionality by developing business life, infrastructure and know-how, and to 

enhance regional identity (Kokkonen 2001, 18). 

 

The Kolartic neighbourhood programme region covers two external EU borders: a 

western one in Norway and an eastern one in Russia, and include all the areas of Interreg 

North  (Lapland, Norrbotten, Finnmark, Troms, Nordland, Murmansk, Archangel  and the 

Nenetsia). Thus, the total surface of the area is enormous. The few towns and cities are 

located far away from each other and as well as from any other cities. The programme 
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area is, after all, one of the most peripheral areas in Europe. In Barents region, due to its 

history and economic circumstances the local economy has not experienced very strong 

development. Therefore, the structure of the economy is not very diverse, but there are 

many export-oriented large-scale industrial units in mining, forestry and other sectors 

which utilize natural resources. There are also some small companies serving the local 

demand, but the number of medium-sized companies is very low. This kind of economic 

structure is typical of peripheral areas with large quantities of natural resources. (LRDP 

Ltd 2003.) The overall goal of the Kolartic sub-programme is to strive for a reduction in 

the peripheral position of the border areas and their subsequent problems in conjunction 

with problems and the promotion of cross-border cooperation. The priorities are: to 

increase business cooperation, to improve know-how and welfare, and to develop 

infrastructure. (Kokkonen 2001, 18.) 

 

The Sámi people sub programme covers the areas of Lapland in Finland, Norbotten in 

Sweden, Finnmark, Troms and Nordland in Norway and the Murmansk region in Russia. 

Thus, the traditional homeland of the Sámi people covers a large part of the Interreg III 

area. The total number of Sámi population is 75 000, with more than half of them living 

in Norway. In the Interreg II period, the Sámi sub programme was a part of North Calotte 

programme, but is now in Interreg III phase, a sub programme of its own. This change 

gives more visibility to the development of Sámi culture. The priority is to improve 

cooperation in the Sámi-areas and the development of their regions. (LRDP Ltd 2003; 

Interreg North 2005a.) 

The official cooperation in the North Calotte area before Interreg had been run since the 

end of the second World War, conducted by the Sámi Council (since the 1950s), the 

Nordic Council of Ministers, the North Calotte Committee (since 1967), and the Nordic 

League. The cooperation prior to Interreg II had not been a programme based on and 

compared to Interreg; it had been more general in character. However, this regional 

development work had created numerous cooperation procedures among Finland, 

Sweden and Norway. Cooperation with Russia, on the other hand, had not been very 

active. Because the border-zones with Russia had been closed for decades, there had been 
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almost no traffic or any other contacts in the Finnish-Russian or Norwegian-Russian 

borders. (LRDP Ltd 2003.) 

4.2 Interreg IIIA Öresund 

Interreg IIIA Öresund is a cooperation programme between Swedish and Danish partners 

on both sides of the Sound. Programme implementation is based on a partnership 

between the two countries, at national, regional and local levels, and on the involvement 

of social and economic partners and non-governmental organisations. Compared to the 

previous Interreg IIA programme, the area covered has been further widened to include 

three more Danish counties. Thus, the Öresund region consists of all of Skåne on the 

Swedish side of the Sound, and, in Denmark, the Danish islands of Sealand, Lolland, 

Falster and Bornholm (figure 3).  

 

 

Figure 3. Geographical area of Interreg IIIA Öresund (Öresundskomiteen 
2004).  
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The Öresund region is the biggest and most densely populated metropolitan area in 

Scandinavia, with approximately 3,5 million inhabitants, of which 2,5 million live on the 

Danish side and 1,0 million on the Swedish side of the Sound. The largest cities are 

Copenhagen, the capital of Denmark, and Malmö, the third largest city in Sweden 

(250,000 inhabitants). Consequently, the Öresund region can be regarded as one of the 

most developed urban region in Scandinavia. The programme covers an area of 

approximately 21,000 km²; thus, it is the smallest of the Interreg IIIA programmes areas 

in Nordic countries (table 2). The Öresund region’s major landmark in relation to cross-

border cooperation, in recent years, has been the opening of the bridge between Denmark 

and Sweden in July 2000. (The Öresund Committee 2005a; European Commission 

2005b.) 

Table 2. Population and area of Interreg IIIA Öresund (Skålnes & Moen 
2004). 

 
 

 
 

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

Öresund region has been existed 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 create an integrated region. In addition, there are several 

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

public actors. (Öresundskomiteen 2004, 10.) Although the cooperation has increased 

considerably after the opening of the Öresund Bridge, the level of integration and 

cooperation activity is, however, still rather modest (Hvidtfeldt et.al. 2004, 50).  

 
Interreg IIIA  Öresund 
 

Population 
1.1.2004 
 

Area 
(km2) 
 

Denmark (Lolland, Falster, 
Bornholm, Sealand = 100 
municipalities) 
Sweden (Skåne=33 mun.)  
Total 
 

 
2.430.706 
 
1.152.697 
3.583.403 
 

 
9.834 
 
11.035 
20.869 
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The Interreg IIIA programme is regarded as a tool for realizing the potential of the 

Öresund area. The overall vision for the current Öresund cooperation and Interreg IIIA is 

to create better opportunities for economic and communal growth in the area by means of 

enhanced cohesion and integration among the Danish and Swedish communities. The 

vision in short is: The Öresund area will be developed into one of Europe’s most 

integrated and functional border regions. In order for the objectives to be achieved, the 

programme has established the following strategies: planning and establishing common 

institutional frameworks for development work in the area; building networks and 

cooperation fora; use of analyses, action plans and pilot projects to highlight new 

solutions for breaking down barriers and exploiting opportunities; and with the aid of 

public relations initiatives to spread information and communicate about the Öresund 

region and its various developments in order to create increased regional cohesion and 

attractiveness. The Öresund region is often considered as the flagship of all the Interreg 

programmes in Europe. (The Öresund Committee 2005b.)  

4.3 Experiences from Interreg IIA period  
 

According to an evaluation report made by the LRDP Ltd (2003), a special feature of the 

Interreg North programme area is the geography - the distances are enormous. Therefore, 

the actual need for cross-border cooperation is rarely a viable solution. Hence, the biggest 

problems with regards to cross-border cooperation in the region are related to extremely 

long distances and low population densities rather than the borders. In addition, in many 

cases the significant differences in administrative systems, and the different languages 

and cultures in the region have hindered cross-border planning and cooperation. Even 

though the strategy of the IIA programme appeared to be relevant to these problems, the 

general circumstances in the area are difficult for the programme realization, especially 

concerning the cooperation between the SMEs. (LRDP Ltd 2003, 46-60.) 

 

In the ex post evaluation of the IIA period made by NUTEK (2003a), the survey and 

telephone interviews of project leaders indicated that the major barriers of cross-border 

co-operation were related to differences in administrative cultures among the 
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participating countries and financial difficulties4. Close to one half of the project leaders 

had experienced financial problems. Especially in the Barents programme, the national 

regulations and differences in administrative culture have been the dominating problems. 

Examples of such problems comprised of difficulties in raising national co-financing for 

a project, nonsynchronised financing decisions between the countries, and late payments 

of Interreg5. According to the evaluation the differences in business and management 

cultures were surprising for many of the programme actors. The differences were 

regarded as something that had to be managed and learned during the projects. (NUTEK 

2003a, 6, 48.) 

 

Unexpectedly, neither long geographical distances nor a variety of languages spoken in 

the areas of two programmes were regarded as barriers for cross-border cooperation. On 

the contrary, geography of the area was seen as a rationale for the creation of project 

collaboration in the regions concerned. However, the question of language was not totally 

unproblematic either. The cooperation between the Swedish and the Norwegians did not 

cause any problems, but as the cooperation expanded to include Finnish and Russian 

actors, the cooperation and communication became more problematic. In so called 

multilateral projects, the common language has in most cases been English. Because of 

the limited English skills of Russians, the use of interpreters has been necessary in the 

meetings. This has naturally meant an extra cost for the cooperation projects. According 

the evaluation, the lack of common a language has been accentuated especially in 

projects between companies.  

 

The long geographical distances were assumed to be somewhat problematic in the 

beginning of the programme. Yet, it turned out that only fourteen percent of the project 

                                                 
4 The evaluation consists of evaluation of both the North Calotte and Barents Programmes, which now 
have been joined to a single programme, Interreg North (NUTEK 2003a).  
 
5 The programmes are funded by the participating national authorities and the European Union, with the 
European Commission paying half of the costs in the EU member states. Thus, also national co-funding is 
required. Because the EU funding can only be spent in EU countries, the other countries who wish to take 
part have to cover all the expenses themselves. Norway has joined in these terms. Also Russia has joined 
the Interreg programme, with expectation of European funding through other programmes as part of their 
co-funding. (Aalbu 1997, 68.) 
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leaders considered the long distance to be problematic. In addition, there were some 

difficulties in communication systems. The transport links were not well developed and 

were of different standards at the beginning of the programme. However, some 

improvements were made during the programme period and, as mentioned, the distances 

today are not regarded as (big) barriers. In summary, the barriers of cross-border 

cooperation do not seem to have had a major impact on the project realisation of the two 

programmes – only a few projects were discontinued specifically due to these problems. 

(NUTEK 2003a, 6, 43-46.)  

 

According to the evaluation made by LRDP Ltd (2003), the most important impact of the 

programme was the creation of the cross-border networks and the deepening of 

cooperation. The cooperation at all levels of administration, among many private 

companies and citizens was increased. These networks of human contacts will most 

certainly be useful, especially when business contacts are formed. The evaluation 

presumes that after 2006, the cooperation among companies might be easier than during 

the first two Interreg periods (II and III) as the attitudes should be more positive than 

earlier. The other impacts of the IIA programme were an increased level about 

knowledge of the neighbouring countries and their cultures. Since the programme-based 

regional cross-border development work was something completely new in the region, it 

taught the participants new ways of regional development work. In addition, the 

investments for roads and border crossings as well as the technological investments for 

improvement of telecommunications were important for deepening the cooperation. 

(LRDP Ltd 2003, 6-7, 60, 72). 

 

In Öresund region, the follow-up study made by the Interreg secretariat indicates that the 

increased knowledge about partners, other countries and societies has been regarded as 

valuable result, and a factor which has significance for further integration. Still, it was 

concluded that further knowledge of how things work on other side of the Sound is 

needed. In most of the projects, there has not been any problems in understanding each 

other when the native languages are spoken. Only a very few projects, especially in the 

beginning of the programme period considered the language to be hindrance. (Interreg –
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sekretariatet 2004, 3-6.) NUTEK (2003b, 72) have concluded similarly; language barrier 

was higher in the beginning of the IIA period, but once project activity progressed the 

communication became easier. However, some Swedish project participants experienced 

the use of Danish in the meetings as problematic. The other barriers that have been 

manifested in the evaluation include differences in administrative culture, lack of 

common and comparable statistcal material, and technical problems due to different 

systems in the countries. The cultural and admistrative differences among countries were 

sometimes felt more than it was thought that they would be. The lack of comparable 

statistics, on the other hand, was regarded as a concrete exempel of a hindrance in the 

analysis and planning work. (NUTEK 2003b, 69-73.)      

 
According to programme’s web pages, the former Interreg IIA programme for the 

Öresund Region was highly successful with its 119 approved projects. Interreg IIA has 

above all contributed to broadening and intensifying existing contacts between public 

authorities, in addition to a lesser extent creating new networks (NUTEK 2003b). It is 

also argued that the Interreg has lead to improved economic and social development in 

the cross-border region, and that without the Interreg programme, the Öresund region 

would not be where it is today. Therefore, the aim of the Intereg IIIA is to continue in the 

same way. (The Öresund Committee 2005b.)  
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5 METHODS AND RESEARCH MATERIAL 

5.1 Data collection strategies  
 

Both interviews and questionnaires are used as research methods; i.e. both qualitative and 

quantitative approaches. The design for this kind of mixed method study can take 

different forms. The purpose of this chapter is to describe and provide arguments for the 

method design strategy in this study. First, the strategy is close to concurrent triangulation 

approach, in which the researcher conducts a study using both the quantitative and 

qualitative approaches equally to understand the phenomenon under study. In this 

approach, qualitative and quantitative data are collected in parallel and analyzed in a 

complementary manner, meaning that the results and information are integrated in the 

interpretation of the overall results.  

 

However, since the design in this study is multi-level in nature, the concurrent nested 

strategy fits in as well. In this approach, data from more than one level of organisations or 

groups is used to reach more comprehensive inferences regarding behaviours and/or 

events. Moreover, the data is often collected quantitatively on one level and qualitatively 

on other. In the concurrent nested strategy the less dominant method is embedded or 

nested within the predominant method, and this nesting may mean that the embedded 

method addresses a different question than the dominant method, or it seeks information 

from different levels. (Creswell 2003, 217-218.) In this study, it means that the qualitative 

method, i.e. the interviews with Interreg coordinators, is nested within the quantitative 

method, the survey, which is the starting point for the analysis (figure 4). The qualitative 

interviews are aimed to explain and complement the results from survey. Still, in this 

study, both methods are of equal importance and complement each other.  
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Figure 4. Illustration of the method mix (Tashakkori & Teddlie 1998, 44; 
Crewell 2003, 214). 

 
The purpose of using two different methods (method triangulation) is to confirm, cross-

validate or strengthen findings within a single study. Generally speaking separate 

quantitative and quantitative methods are used as a means to offset the weaknesses 

inherent in one method with the strengths of the other. The different methods may be 

used as opposed to using the predominant method alone so that a researcher can gain 

broader perspectives. In other words, in concurrent procedures the researcher converges 

the quantitative and qualitative data in order to provide a comprehensive analysis of the 

research problem. Thus, the advantage of the mixed method is that it results in validated 

and substantiated findings. A researcher can gain various perspectives from different 

types of data and/or from different levels within the study. In addition, one of the 

purposes for using different methods, i.e. method and source triangulation, is to 

determine and improve the trustworthiness of the qualitative method. (Tashakkori & 

Teddlie 1998, 44 - 50, 91; Creswell 2003, 16, 217 - 218.)  

 

In this study, the combination of qualitative and quantitative study, and different levels, is 

applied to provide deeper insight and a higher quality of results in comparison to those 

obtained by only of the methods. By conducting the survey addressed to the project 

leaders, the opinions of many people from the project level could be measured and 

determined, and by interviewing the Interreg coordinators, who are responsible for 

projects applications and supervising the projects, deeper and rich information on the 
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theme could be gained. Therefore, the strategy allows to obtain perspectives from 

different types of data and from different levels within a study. 

  

Ultimately, it should be pointed out that the mixed method approach contains also some 

weaknesses and limitations. The biggest challenges are connected to analysis and the 

integration of the two different data. The challenges are: how to transform the data so that 

they can be integrated within the analysis phase of the study; and how to solve the 

discrepancies that occur between the two types of data. In addition, it can be difficult to 

compare the results of two analyses using data of different forms. These are, indeed, 

questions that also I had to ponder and resolve. Finally, if the methods are of unequal 

priority, or even if equal in priority, the approach can result in unequal evidence within a 

study, which may be a disadvantage when interpreting the final results. Thus, it requires 

great effort to adequately study a phenomenon with two separate methods. (Creswell 

2003, 217-218.)   

5.2 Procedures and outcome of the data collection 

5.2.1 Interviews 

 
I conducted six telephone interviews with Interreg coordinators between the 15th of 

February and the 4th of March. Three of the interviewees were Finnish, two of whom 

work in Interreg IIIA North secretariat in Rovaniemi (Kolarctic subprogarmme), and one 

in Luleå in Sweden (North Calotte). Two people were Norwegian, one in a position as 

Interreg coordinator in Kolarctic sub programme in Vadsø, and the other one as 

Norwegian coordinator in North Calotte sub programme in Tromsø. The Interreg IIIA 

Öresund was represented by one the Interreg coordinators, a Dane, who was chosen 

internally within the secretary to give the interview. In addition, I contacted the Sámi 

subprogram and one other person in Luleå, who would have been the only native Swedish 

representative, and also a Russian person by e-mail but I did not receive any responses 

from them. Even though the “real” Swedish, Sámi and Russian point of views are 

missing, it does not mean that these viewpoints have not been discussed. These aspects 

have been discussed, although from one sided point of view, by coordinators who are 

cooperating with the Swedes and Russians. Thus, I can conclude that I have interviewed 
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three Finns, two Norwegians and one Dane, and that three of the interviews were made in 

Finnish, two in Norwegian and the interview with the Dane in English. 

 

The interview consisted of twelve questions, and three themes: experiences from the IIA 

programme period; conditions for cooperation; difficulties and problems in cooperation 

and the task of reducing them (appendix 3). I sent the questionnaire to the coordinators in 

advance, which enabled them to familiarize themselves with the questions. The 

interviews lasted between 25 to 40 minutes. I tape-recorded all of the interviews and later 

transcribed them. I have used a semi-structured interview method, which means that the 

questions are predetermined and the same questions are asked of each of the 

interviewees. Although the questions were predetermined, the open-ended questions 

allowed the interviewees to answer rather freely and bring up issues and impressions that 

they felt were important. The course of the interviews varied. Some of the interviews 

were more like a conversation whereas with some of the interviewees I had to ask more 

clarifying questions and for greater descriptions. However, at the same time the strength 

of the interview method is that it enables the researcher to ask additional and clarifying 

questions; to study the selected issue in depth and detail, and look more deeply into the 

background of the issues and opinions. The weak point of the interview method, on the 

other hand, is that it is context bound, which means that both know-how and patience of 

the interviewer and the behaviour and attitude of the interviewee affect the outcome of 

the interview. (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2001.)   

5.2.2 Survey 

 

The aim of the survey was to map the opinions of the project leaders. The questionnaire 

consisted of fourteen questions, of which three were open-ended questions and the rest of 

the questions had predetermined response options for answering. In order to be able to 

formulate the response options, I needed to familiarise myself with existing concepts, 

categories and theories. The way how existing theories and concepts, which are 

determined by others and which turn up repeatedly in the literature, can be used is that 

they can be brought to the field and looked for evidence whether or not these concepts 

and relationships apply to the situation under studying, and if yes what form they take 
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there (Strauss & Corbin 1990). This applies also to the strategy in this work; I test 

deductive hypotheses derived from theoretical premises and see how they apply to my 

study. First part of the questionnaire consisted of questions concerning nationality, 

cooperation partners, language, experience of the leaders, and functioning of the project. 

Thereafter, they were asked to define what is meant by the “successful and well 

functioning cross-border cooperation”, followed by the matrix questions about the 

conditions for well working cooperation. The next two questions dealt with the problems 

and barriers for cooperation, of which the latter mapped the experience of the situation 

now when compared to earlier Interreg IIA phase. The rest of the questions dealt with the 

task of reducing the barriers (appendix 2).  

 

The aim of the survey was to map the same perspectives and themes (i.e. research 

questions) as in the interviews. However, it should be remembered that the survey cannot 

provide as great depth of information and values behind the answers due to the specific 

lay-out and structure of the questions (close ended questions). The survey requires the use 

of standardized measures, so that the experiences of people can fit into a limited number 

of predetermined response categories (Patton 1990, 14). Some of the weaknesses of the 

survey are that the questions may be misunderstood and answered in an inaccurate 

manner, and that the number of returned questionnaires remains often low. Also, if 

survey contains open ended questions, it is likely that they often go unanswered. 

(Hirsjärvi, Remes & Sajavaara 2000, 182.) Nevertheless, in this study the open ended 

questions were answered largely, which was delightful. 

 

My sampling strategy was to include projects from each of the programmes and sub 

programmes. After I had received a general view about the projects in each sub 

programme, I made the sampling randomly within the sub programmes, yet in a way that 

all the nationalities within the sub programme would be somewhat equally represented. In 

total, I sent 93 questionnaires by e-mail; of which 17 went to North Calotte projects, 30 to 

Norwegian partners in Kolarctic sub programme, 31 to Öresund projects, 14 to Sámi 
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projects, and 1 to a Russian partner in Kolarctic sub programme6. However, not all the 

projects leaders received the questionnaire due to e-mail errors (which if counted would 

in fact lower the total amount of sent questionnaires, and at the same time would raise the 

percent of answers that were received back). Some of those who did receive the survey 

but refused to answer referred to shortness of time or lack of experience from IIA period, 

which some of the questions addressed. I reminded most of those who had not answered 

the survey, but it resulted in only a few more answers. In total, I received 32 (of 93, 34%) 

filled-in questionnaires back. Table 3 shows the distribution of the answers by sub 

programmes.   

 
Table 3. Distribution of replies by programmes.  

    
(Sub) programmes Number of 

answers (%) 
Kolarctic Norwegian  10 (31% of 32 

replies) 
North Calotte 8 (25%) 
Sámi 4 (13%) 
Öresund 10 (31%) 
Total 32 (34% of 93) 

 
 
The nationalities of the respondents show that of the total 32, 10 were Norwegian, 8 

Swedish, 7 Danish, 4 Sámi and 3 Finnish7. All of the Norwegians were cooperating with 

Russian partners, but in addition to that, they might have Finnish and Swedish 

cooperation partners. All of the Danish respondents, on the other hand, were 

collaborating with Swedish partners, but also in this case, some of them had other project 

partners. Answers from the Swedish people are divided between Interreg Öresund and 

North Calotte sub programme, of which in the former they were cooperating with Danes 

whereas in the latter they might have Swedish, Finnish, and Norwegian partners. Finnish 

projects leaders were collaborating with Swedes and Norwegians. Finally, answers from 

                                                 
6 Because addresses of the Russian partners could not be found in the web pages, Norwegians were asked to 
give the address of their Russian partners. Unfortunately, only one address was received. 
7 Sámi people could mark both the Sámi and the nationality alternatives. Anyhow, in order to separate them 
and at the same time not to add the total amount of the respondents they have been regarded only as Sámi 
people. 
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the Sámi projects show that within Sámi culture, they are cooperating with many 

nationalities. 

 

The number of partners of each nationality, i.e. information regarding the respondents’ 

partners with whom they are in cooperation, indicate that Russians are the most common 

cooperation partners followed, by Finnish and Swedish partners (table 4). Danish, 

Norwegian and Sámi people as partners are somewhat less represented in this study. 

Thus, one could claim that most of the experiences and impressions from the survey 

describe cooperation as it exists with the Russians, Swedes and Finns.       

 
Table 4. Nationalities of the informants and the number of the partners of each 
nationality. 

   
 Nationality of 

informants 
Nationality of 
cooperation 
partners 

Norwegian 10 7 
Finnish 3 13 
Swedish 8 13 
Sámi 4 4 
Danish 7 4 
Russian - 14 
Total 32  

 
 

The level of experience that the project leaders have from cross-border cooperation was 

varied and divided rather even between the three response options that were used in the 

questionnaire. Twelve of the respondents did not have any previous experience or only 

from one project, whereas the other 12 had some experience, i.e. they had been involved 

in 2-5 projects before the current one. Eight of the respondents had previous experience 

from more than 5 projects. Finally, the last background question applied to the 

functioning of the project. It turned out that all the 32 repliers considered the project as 

either working quite well (19) or very well (13). Thus, no one considered the progress to 

be quite or very poor. Also the coordinators concluded that most of the projects work 

well, though there always are some specific problems in the individual projects.   
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5.3 Analysis methods and trustworthiness 

5.3.1 Analysis procedures 

 
In the mixed method study, the analysis methods usually differ somewhat from traditional 

qualitative and quantitative analysis methods. According to Tashakkori and Teddlie 

(1998, 125), one of the main data analytic strategies in mixed methods is to convert the 

data that are collected in one tradition into the other tradition, such that the alternative 

techniques can be used for analysing the same data. Two types of this aspect are: (1) 

converting qualitative data into numerical codes that can be statistically analyzed or into 

numerical forms when a simple frequency count of certain themes and responses can be 

done; (2) converting quantitative data into narratives and categories that can be analysed 

qualitatively. The former is usually referred to as quantizizing and the latter as 

qualitizing. (Tashakkori & Teddlie 1998, 125-127.) These data transformation strategies 

enable the researcher to compare the qualitative results with quantitative results or vice 

versa (Creswell 2003, 221).  

 

I have used both the data conversion methods. The interviews and the open-ended 

questions that the questionnaire contained are analysed and interpreted in a qualitative 

manner, mainly by collecting the answers according to interview questions, and by 

categorizing and comparing the answers. I have analysed the close-ended response 

options and the matrixes quantitatively. Yet, I have not made any statistical computer 

analysis. Rather I have counted and inputted the frequencies onto the tables. At the same, 

time, I have counted frequencies of the interview transcripts. Having said this, the aim 

was to prepare and transform the research material into such a form which enables 

coherent and common analysis. After the data transformation, I combined the findings, 

which the three open ended questions in the survey facilitated. Figure 5 illustrates the 

strategy and stages in the analysis.  
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Figure 5.  Analysis strategies and progress. 

5.3.2 Trustworthiness of the results 

 

The question of trustworthiness concerns how a researcher can persuade his or her 

audience, including self, that the findings are worthy of paying attention to and taking 

into consideration (Lincoln & Guba 1985). Several methods can be used to determine the 

trustworthiness of the qualitative research. Firstly, triangulation of methods, sources and 

investigators is one way of improving the probability that the findings are credible. I have 

used method triangulation by carrying out both interviews and the survey research, and 

concluded that by collecting both quantitative and qualitative data, I could achieve a 

higher quality of results than in a study which relied on one of the methods.  

 

Transferability of the interpretations and conclusions, on the other hand, can be ensured 

by providing a thick description of the research results. The purpose is to provide a 

description that allows the reader to judge whether it is possible for the findings to be 

applied in another context. My intention has been to carefully describe and visualize with 

the charts, tables, and quotations the process of my data collection and the analysis of the 

findings. However, the data in the study (6 interviews and 32 survey replies) is rather 

narrow, which can be seen as a weakness and which limits the possibility of providing a 

comprehensive analysis of the research problem. Yet, as Patton argues (1990, 184), there 

are no rules for sample size in qualitative inquiry. The validity, meaningfulness, and 
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insights generated from qualitative inquiry have more to do with the information-richness 

of the cases selected and the observation/analytical capabilities of researcher rather than 

with sample size. In my case, the sample size is mostly determined by the purpose of the 

inquiry in a work such as a Master’s thesis. I have used purposeful sampling, meaning 

that I have interviewed those persons who could tell me a great deal about issues which 

are of central importance to the purpose of this research. In regards to the survey, validity 

is achieved by careful instrument (questionnaire) construction, in order to be sure that the 

instrument measures what it is supposed to measure. After that, in the administration of 

the instrument, I have aspired to be persistent by standardizing the manner in which I 

handle the results. (Patton 1990, 14, 169, 184.)   



 54 

6 EXPERIENCES FROM CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION 
 

This chapter deals with the results of the analysis from the data collection. The structure 

of the chapter follows the main research questions in the study. The text of the sub 

chapters is structured around the theorems and response options, and also around the 

categories that are formed from the research material. The findings from both of the 

methods are discussed separately, but they have also been combined as much as it was 

possible. In fact, in the following chapter, the findings have been combined into coherent 

results.    

6.1 Conditions for cross-border cooperation 

6.1.1 Definition of successful and well functioning cross-border cooperation 

 
Before analysing the conditions for successful and well functioning cross-border 

cooperation, one should know what is actually meant by this term. Therefore, I begin the 

analysis by examining how project leaders and Interreg coordinators understand and 

define it. This question was addressed to both parties as open ended question, which 

enabled me easily to combine the answers and create categories.  

 

Using the answers and definitions of both the project leaders and Interreg coordinators, I 

have created 9 categories by placing answers and parts of answers into different groups 

according to the aspects which they emphasized in their responses. By not reducing the 

number of categories, I wanted to show the diversity of the features that are involved in 

well working and successful cross-border cooperation. I created the following categories: 

(1) shared commitment and contribution; (2) achievement of the goals set; (3) common 

understanding of goals and clear definition of tasks; (4) benefits and added value; (5) 

cultural similarity and understanding the differences; (6) relations and communication; 

(7) learning from each others; (8) partnership and cooperation between institutions; and 

(9) creation of “home market.” The first named categories were slightly more supported 

than the other categories. Consequently, the partners have to commit and contribute to a 

project equally in order to have the cooperation function well. Thus successful 
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cooperation requires commitment and responsibility from both/every partner(s). Every 

partner is expected to be equally involved in the project and do their tasks. Secondly, 

cooperation is considered to be successful if the project has achieved most of the goals 

set. In addition, the definitions demonstrated that the success requires a common 

understanding of the goals, and that the tasks have to be clearly defined. The projects are 

also considered successful if the partners benefit from it and if the project creates added 

value. The following are examples of these kinds of definitions8:  

 
“Successful – if you reach the goals you have pointed out, at least most of them. 
Functioning - if you manage to get people interested in and committed to the project so 
they contribute in a good manner”. 

   
“Common goals and purposes for the projects; cooperation and shared responsibility or 
at least clear rules how to work and why”. 

 
            “Both do benefits, co-operation is real”. 
 
Aspects of cultural similarity and understanding the differences, and the learning from 

each other manifested themselves for instance this way:  

  
“Mutual understanding and learning – that we can cooperate with open minds in a sense 
of wanting to understand and learn from each other”. 

 
“That you respect and appreciate the others and the differences. The differences are the 
basis to cooperate”.  

 
The category of relations and communication refers to such aspects or references as 

networking, communication in the projects, and the building of relations. Success 

requires “easy” and “regular communication” or that the cooperation is considered 

successful if it continues after the completed project. Some of the project leaders and 

Interreg coordinators, on the other hand, emphasized in their answers the partnership and 

cooperation between institutions, which after all is what the cooperation is about: 

 
“Cooperation between institutions and organisations, not between individual people, and 
it is characterized by long practise and commitment and responsibility taking”.  

                                                 
8 The respondents had the opportunity to answers either in English or their native languages. If respondents 
have answered in English, the quotations are original; otherwise they have been translated into English. In 
regards to the quotations from interviews, they have been, for the major part, translated into English, since 
interviews, except one, were conducted in Finnish and Norwegian.  
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Furthermore, in parts of the definitions, repliers emphasized those aspects which relate to 

creation of a “home market,” such as the creation of institutions or other common 

structures, and the reduction of barriers and bureaucracy: 

 
“To build up of common institutions and infrastructure which support the creation of 
activities across the national border.” 

 

Finally, during the course of interviews, I found that the definition involves a conflict in 

itself. It was argued that cross-border cooperation can never work without any problems 

because state borders always cause some kinds of difficulties. Moreover, because of there 

is still much that could be improved and more that could be achieved, one cannot 

therefore say that the cooperation is successful. Notwithstanding, it was also pointed out 

the cooperation across the borders, in a state as it is now, is valuable as such. Namely, the 

change of experiences, establishing of new relations, and creation of new networks across 

the borders are experienced as positive and valuable things as such.  

6.1.2 What does the cross-border cooperation require?  

 
The survey showed that the project leaders seem to a have rather similar understanding of 

which factors and condition are important for well working cooperation. Only three 

theorems resulted in more divisive opinions. In addition, it proved that most of the 

theorems were considered quite or very important as conditions. This result was not 

surprising because the theorems that I had chosen to use, had, indeed, been proven to be 

important conditions for cooperation in previous studies. The theorems which were 

strongly supported in the survey as very important are: common vision; clear goals; 

shared understanding of the purpose; and joint interest (figure 6). However, shared 

responsibility, strong incentive to participate, and communication networks seem to be 

almost as important as the above-mentioned. Good knowledge of countries, local 

commitment and responsibility taking, on the other hand, are regarded as somewhat less 

important, but still as quite important conditions for well working cooperation. What is 

interesting to note is that these above-mentioned theorems received also more “I don’t 

know” answers than those theorems which divided the opinions to a larger extent. For 

example, five respondents did not know if clear goals are important as conditions at the 
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same time when 23 of a total 32 thought they are very important. When looking more 

closely at those five people and all of their answers in order to see if they and their 

answers diverge from others, it cannot be seen any clear trend or consistency (nationality, 

experience etc.) in that matter, except that everyone had been involved in less than 5 

projects before. Of those five, three had answered “I don’t know” in many other options 

as well. Besides that, there seemed to be contradictions what they had written by 

themselves in question number 7 about the definition of successful and well functioning 

cross-border cooperation and what they now in the matrix question have answered (I 

don’t know). The reason for this might be that either they did not understand the matrix 

question because of the lay-out or because of the language, or possibly they had not yet 

gained enough experience to know what is important for cooperation. Except for those 

few people who gave several “I don’t know”, the other “I don’t know” answers were 

more sporadic.  
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The theorems which resulted in divisive opinions are: meaning of similar culture; 

common language; and secretary9. One third of the respondents answered that 

cooperation does not depend on whether the partners have a common language, or if they 

share a similar culture. It turned out that it was a few Norwegians, who collaborate with 

Russians, a few partners in Öresund region, one in North Calotte and one in the Sámi 

project, who do not consider either similar culture or common language, or both of them 

that important. In regards to Norwegians, given the outstanding cultural and linguistic 

differences between Norway and Russia, their answers in the survey which indicated that 

cooperation is working quite or very well, they may have come to a conclusion that 

cultural similarity and language is not important for well working cooperation. A North 

Calotte partner in the Finnish-Swedish speaking Tornio Valley, a multilingual Sámi 

partner, as well as Öresund partners can by and large understand each others’ native 

languages, which might explain why common language (i.e. exactly the same language) 

is not experienced as necessary. Those who were of the opinion that common language is 

unimportant, apart from 3 people, do not seem to consider language as a problem either. 

On the other hand, many of those who also do not have difficulties with language were of 

opinion that common language indeed is an important condition. Hence, it cannot be 

concluded that those who do not struggle with language think that common language is 

not important condition. Finally, one must still remember that two thirds of the 

respondents regarded similar culture and common language to be either quite or very 

important. 

 

The interviews elucidated the findings from the survey. It turned out that many of the 

issues which were tested in the survey and which proved to be important were also 

brought up in the interviews. Transcending the narratives into same categories as used in 

the survey, the important conditions are: clear goals; strong incentive to participate; joint 

interests; shared understanding of the purpose; communication networks; and good 

knowledge of partners. The interviews completed and gave meaning to these conditions 

as they were discussed and elaborated. Two of the coordinators emphasized the 

                                                 
9 Unfortunately, questionnaire contained a mistake. Instead of the word ”secretary”, the word should have 
been ”secretariat”. This means that the repliers can have understood the meaning of the word differently 
than the purpose was. Therefore, in the analysis, the word secretary is used.     
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importance of a clear strategy. This strategy should explain the grounds and reasons for 

cooperation. It is crucial that the partners know why they are cooperating, and that they 

understand how a problem can be solved or a matter improved through cooperation. In 

other words, the benefits that can be achieved by cooperating must be understood. The 

other things which were underlined as requirements for successful project were good 

project planning, clear objectives, and good will, which means that partners should not 

see each other as competitors but rather as collaboration partners.  

 

Further, well functioning cooperation necessitates open-mindedness and tolerance. The 

partners need to have tolerance for the culture, customs, legislation, and rules in other 

countries. They must understand that things are done differently in partners’ countries, 

partly because of different legislation and rules, and partly because of different ways and 

practises of taking care of things due to cultural features and customs. Consequently, 

trans-national and international cooperation needs more time than ordinary national 

cooperation. Two of the coordinators underlined this point: the partners need to be aware 

that cross-border cooperation requires more time than national cooperation because of the 

cultural and linguistic differences, organisational problems and other problems that the 

national borders bring along to the cooperation. In addition, in connection to a “good 

knowledge of partners and of countries,” it is an advantage if one knows the 

circumstances and the environment where the partners operate. Information is important 

also in order to know where to start looking for possible cooperation partners.    

6.2 Barriers for cooperation 

6.2.1 Different problems in the cooperation  

 

As just mentioned above, the project leaders (and Interreg coordinators) are rather 

unanimous in their understanding of the important prerequisites for cooperation. In 

examination of the problems and difficulties that are encountered in the cooperation, the 

opinions deviate to a much larger extent. Regarding the relations of the survey and the 

interviews, the discrepancies of two different data manifested themselves here more 

clearly than was in the case of necessary conditions. Interreg coordinators could explain 

and elaborate their narratives, whereas that was not possible in the questionnaire, 



 60 

although the project leaders could use the extra place for writing responses to the 

question: “Are there other difficulties?”, which some of them did. I also recognized that 

the Interreg coordinators mainly, but not only, addressed the problems they experience in 

their positions as coordinators, and the problems which arise in programme level, instead 

of discussing about the problems in the project level. The findings from survey are dealt 

with first, and the analysis will be completed by looking at the interviews. Also the 

question of language is discussed in a chapter of its own.   
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 Figure 7. Problems in cooperation.  
 

As the chart shows, the project leaders come upon different problems i.e. the projects 

seem to have dissimilar problems (figure 7). The encountered problems depend on the 

nature and the purpose of the project, partners, and other circumstances. As one project 

actor expressed, the differences between the partners and projects might be significant: 

 
“Huge difference. The Russian are by far the most difficult to cooperate with”. 

 
The theorems which resulted in similar opinions (approximately 2/3 of repliers) and 

which were regarded as relative or significant problems are: attitudes; differences in 

administrative culture; differences in legislation; and finance. Thus, these were the only 

factors which nearly unanimously were regarded as problems in the cooperation. These 
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factors were also brought up in the interviews, thereby supporting the overall results. 

Regarding the attitudes, one of the coordinators mentioned that the partners are not 

necessarily aware of the situation of the other partner(s); how they think and what their 

purposes are. Therefore, partners might have suspicions and doubts toward the other 

partners. Moreover, how cross-border cooperation is taken in first place, might be a 

problem. According to a Norwegian coordinator:  

 
“Norway has had difficulties since 1905 in thinking that foreign countries are something 
that you can make use of, and use for the development. Now we maybe have managed to 
have the focus more on thinking that Norway maybe has an interest to think that we can 
win by cooperating”. 
 

Also on a lower level, in business for instance, not everyone has realised the benefits or 

are willing (yet) to share the competence. However, in the business, the problems and 

reasons are more manifold. Namely, small firms may not have enough resources, and the 

connections and relations across the borders may not be experienced naturally and closely 

enough to encourage cooperation (NUTEK 2003a). Finance -“the ever most pain of all 

work”- as one project leader commented, can create difficulties for instance because the 

national financing systems are so different. In cooperation with Russia, the lack of money 

can be a problem.   

 

The different legislative and administrative cultures seem to create major difficulties in 

the project implementation and cooperation, as both coordinators and the project leaders 

perceived them to be problematic. Such difficulties are: different interpretations and 

understanding of the EU and other regulation; the distinctions in bureaucratic cultures in 

general; and the different ways of dealing with the cases. Other difficulties, which were 

named, have to do with taxation, social security, and the labour market. A project leader 

from Öresund region viewed the different legislation as a heavy bureaucratic burden: 

 
“In Öresund region the different legislation and different regulation as regards to taxes 
and labour market is experienced as heavy bureaucratic burden, which takes a large part 
of the cooperation work itself.” 
 

However, since these are factors that participants can not do so much about, the 

cooperation has to be adjusted to those premises, and it has to be accepted that the 
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cooperation can only occur within those (different) legislative frames. Hence, it follows 

that this may be also a problem. According to one of the coordinators, a lack of tolerance 

towards the legislation and practises in the other countries is a problem. One should 

simply show respect and understand that things are executed in differently not only 

because of the different legislation, but also because of the distinctive cultural characters 

which influence how the decisions are made, and how the regulations are interpreted. 

Indeed, a Norwegian and a Finnish coordinator considered the diverse cultures in 

Sweden, Finland and Norway and the different ways of dealing with the cases as the 

biggest difficulties in the cooperation. Three of the coordinators who collaborate with 

Swedish partners told how Swedish people need to discuss and “förankra” things to a 

much larger extent; to see that everyone accepts and understands the matters before any 

decisions can be made, whereas the Finnish and Danish are more formal and do not need 

so much time to arrive at decisions. This means that everyone should be able to 

accommodating to different meeting procedures and ways of handling the cases. These 

remarks fit in with the results in the study of Ludvigsen (2002) which was discussed 

earlier. Namely, whereas Finland and Denmark represent the autocratic managerial style, 

Swedish and Norwegian managers denotes a high level of collective identity, meaning 

that the decision making style is attributed to the building of the group consensus, which 

the Finnish and Danes considered to be inefficient and time consuming (Ludvigsen 

2002). Tolerance toward differences applies also to the cooperation with Russians, for 

whom the creation of personal contacts is important in order to proceed with the 

cooperation. 

 

In some points, the two methods showed discrepant results. As mentioned, all Interreg 

coordinators, expect for one, talked about cultural differences, and what it means for 

cooperation, whereas results obtained from the survey indicate that cultural differences 

are only a small problem in cooperation. On one hand, this discrepancy could be 

explained by the limitations of the survey, and on the other hand, while culture in itself is 

may not be a problem, the differences in administrative culture could be. Finally, 

notwithstanding the many difficulties that the cultural differences bring along the 
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cooperation, one of the project leaders asked: “But what if there were no differences, what 

could we learn from th  cooperation?; and she continues: “the differences are the synergy.”   

  

The other factors, which according to the survey, are only a small problems include: local 

rivalry; and cooperation with different types of organisations. When it comes to the 

former, roughly 2/3 of the respondents considered local rivalry to be either not problem 

or only a small problem. The latter is even more clearly regarded as a small problem. The 

theorems which turned out to divide opinions, on the other hand, are: distance and other 

physical barriers; Interreg rules; and communication networks. Opinions about 

communication networks and distance were classified more towards not being a problem 

or being only a small problem, whereas Interreg rules simply divided the opinions. A 

closer examination of those who consider distance and other physical barriers as a 

relative or a significant problem reveals that partners in Kolarctic, North Calotte and in 

Sámi programmes regard those factors as barriers to a larger degree than the partners in 

the Öresund region. This finding is not unexpected, taking the geographical character of 

the programming area into account (e.g. the large and peripheral Russian programme 

area). Also, two Interreg coordinators were of the opinion that communication networks 

and other technical barriers, such as traffic communication links, are problematic in 

cooperation with Russia. Much needs to be improved. Regarding the Interreg rules, on 

the other hand, one of the project leaders stated that bureaucracy is a considerable 

problem:  

 
”Also a common difficulty is the bureaucracy required for an Interreg –project. It is hard 
to get concrete results if a great part of a project leading goes to dealing with the 
bureaucracy.”  

 
The other barriers for cooperation, named both by projects and by Interreg coordinators, 

are rather divergent. However, it seems that communication and discussion causes 

difficulties. In programme level, two coordinators would have wished for more 

discussion, for instance, regarding project and programme planning. This applies also to 

the project level. The communication among the project partners in the planning phase of 

the projects is not always sufficient and done right from the outset, which may lead to 

problems later during the implementation of the project. Insufficient communication 
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might be also one of the reasons for the poor quality of the project applications, which 

was underlined by three coordinators. The problem is that the project partners do not 

seem know their own resources and premises; and accordingly, the applications lack 

accurate descriptions of the purposes and the goals. Therefore, the secretariats often need 

to require the applicants to give a better account for the ends and purposes of the projects. 

Moreover, obtaining of genuine view on cooperation is not always easy. The partners 

may compete against each others, or one of the partners might only be formally involved 

in the cooperation. Sometimes disagreements about the interests can hinder cooperation, 

or the differences of opinions can cause friction. For instance, one of the Norwegian 

coordinators experienced that the main secretariat in Rovaniemi does not consider 

Norway to be a full and equal partner. Some of the coordinators also pointed out that the 

Finnish (who are the main responsible now) and the Swedish (who used to be responsible 

for Interreg IIA North Calotte) secretariats sometimes have different views e.g. on 

regulations and their interpretation of them.   

 

Ultimately, sometimes problems are related to (lack of) authorization and the  power of 

cross-border activities. Because of no single common body has any legal or 

administrative authority, it may, for instance, result in inefficiency of cross-border 

cooperation. Cross-border projects might also be seen as strange on the national level, 

thereby creating difficulties. Two examples from the survey indicate this: 

 
 
”National barriers and structures which support national careers instead of cross-border 
careers (are a problem). The political system is domestic oriented. Cross-border 
activities have problems with finance as the financing system is normally domestic 
oriented and supports only domestic activities. Cross-border activities can be considered 
as foreign, thus national actors are suspicious about them.” 

 
“Regional authorities (what comes to guidance and control of national laws) are difficult 
to get involved – they don’t often dare to take responsibility which comes to decisions 
regarding their expert field. For our experience the biggest problems and barriers are 
between local projects and regional authorities.” 
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6.2.2 Language and communication in the cooperation 

 
This chapter deals with how the different languages are experienced i.e. whether or not 

language is regarded as a problem. In regards to the languages which are used in the 

projects, the pattern is rather clear (table 5). In Kolartic projects, the most common 

language is English, although in 6 of 10 projects interpreters or Russian language are also 

used. The use of languages is most unambiguous in Öresund projects: mainly Danish and 

Swedish are spoken. Each of the respondents admitted that they can understand each 

other’s language. English is used in three specific occasions: if they cooperated also with 

Finnish people, with Baltic Sea Region partners, or if the outcome of the project had to 

read by a broad range of nationalities. In the North Calotte, projects the pattern varies. In 

general, Swedish (and Norwegian) is the most common language. Nevertheless, if 

cooperation involves also Finnish partners, English or interpreters need to be used 

because Finnish partners’ knowledge in Swedish varies. Yet, also Finnish is used in some 

projects in Tornio – Haparanda area on the Finnish- Swedish border, where some Swedes 

can understand Finnish.    

 

Table 5. Used languages in the projects. 

 

Language 
used 
 

Number of 
quotations10 

Norwegian 9 
Finnish 7 
Swedish 20 
Sámi 4 
Danish 10 
Russian 6 
English 20 

 
 

                                                 
10 The number of the languages which are used may not be correct because respondents may have marked 
only the languages they self use, e.g. Swedish who cooperate with Norwegian might have forgotten to 
name that both Norwegian and Swedish is used (because they understand each other in their native 
languages). 
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A broad range of languages are used also at the secretariat level; Swedish, Norwegian, 

Danish and also some Finnish and Russian, especially if translation is used. English, on 

the other hand, has become the most used language when Russian participants are 

involved. In the Öresund region, once again, only Scandinavian languages are used, but 

when it comes to Interreg North, the situation is more varied. The language which is used 

there depends on the occasion and the partners. In principle, Scandinavian languages are 

preferred whenever it is possible. Opinions were divided whether language and 

communication is a problem. In general, they were not looked on as a major problem, but 

language can, however, represent a barrier not only in cooperation with Russians but also 

within Scandinavia: 

 
“Language can be a problem. We self speak Norwegian, and we hope that someone 
understands us, but we are not so sure…it can be that they do not, but we think we are 
understood. Most Norwegians understand Swedish well, so that is not a problem. Finnish 
is more problematic. In general Finns understand Swedish well but I am no sure if they 
every time understand what we Norwegian say. It might be difficult for them to 
understand  Norwegian based on the knowledge they have in Swedish. Anyhow, I believe 
that broadly speaking we understand each others, but I don’t know. We just have to 
believe in that”. 
 

Moreover, the coordinators ascertained that, in the cooperation across the national 

borders language will always act as some kind of problem and barrier for cooperation:  

 
“No, in general it is not any problem, we have been mapping this language question in 
evaluations, and partners have not considered language as a problem, but of course it is 
obvious that language is a some kind of barrier, that is the fact. The language is always 
some kind of barrier for cooperation” 

 
“In practise, in this type of cooperation language will always be a problem. We have to 
be aware that language can be a problem, this problem will exist there. And as such 
language can not be a reason to refrain from cooperation. We just have to work and 
cooperate from those premises we have, and then try to improve conditions as well as we 
can. There will always be a need for improving the language skills.” 

 
The results from the survey reflect the same kind of dividing results. It turned out that 

most of the respondents were of the opinion that language is not a problem or only a 

small problem. Anyhow, eight persons expressed that language to be a relative problem 

and six persons thought that language is a significant problem in cooperation. Most 

difficulties in communication seem to stem from those persons who are cooperating with 
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Russians (Kolarctic projects) and Finns (North Calotte). This result is rather expectant 

when taking into account the moderate English skills that the Russians have, on the one 

hand, and the lack of Russian knowledge by the Norwegian actors, on the other. The 

success in cooperation with Finns depends often on how well Finnish partners can speak 

Swedish.  

 

Thus, as the findings indicate, language, (insufficient) communication, and the different 

communication ways, cause difficulties and are challenges toward the cooperation. This 

being the case, cross-border cooperation basically is about practising communication as 

one of the coordinators expressed:       

 
“To cooperation across the border is about give and take, there are so many ways to 
communicate wrong, because we don’t fully understand each other, and the concepts we 
use. We can use and add different things and meanings to the concepts we use. So 
basically, international work and cooperation means learning and practising 
communications”.  
 

6.2.3 Changes in the cooperation  

 
In addition to identifying the barriers, I wanted to know how the barriers and cooperation 

are experienced now in current programme as compared to the situation in IIA period. 

Thus, I wanted to know whether there have been any changes in barriers. It turned out 

that it was more difficult to describe and recognise the changes in cooperation than I had 

thought it would be. Two of the coordinators have not been involved in the IIA period 

and, therefore, could not answer to these questions. But even the coordinators who had 

experience had difficulties in analysing the changes. In the survey, only approximately 

half of the respondents (17/32) had experience from the previous period, so only they had 

answered. The survey also showed that some people had difficulties in understanding the 

question because there were some clear contradictions between the answers in this 

question and the question before about the problems in cooperation. For example, some 

had considered attitudes at first as a significant problem, but in this “now-before 

question” they did not consider them as problematic at all.   
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The theorems which gave the clearest result are: differences in legislation and in 

administrative cultures; Interreg rules; distance and other physical barriers; and finance. 

These are the factors which are experienced as the same kinds of problems now as they 

were in former period. This result is rather expectant because these are factors which the 

individual project participant can actually not solve. Attitudes and perceptions, and 

cultural differences, on the other hand, seem to be smaller problems (or not a problem at 

all) now. Thus, it seems that the more one cooperates and obtains experience, the less 

common it is for attitudes and cultural differences to create barriers for cooperation. The 

same kind of development does not apply as clearly to language and communication 

because many argued that language is still the same kind of problem as it was earlier. 

Still, there were also those who thought that language is a smaller problem now. Thus, 

the skills are improved and language barrier is lower now. The other factors which 

resulted in deviating opinions are: communication networks; local rivalry; and 

cooperation with different kinds of organisations. But if the answers, which indicated that 

they are not any problems in the first place, are included, one can conclude that the above 

mentioned factors do not create any special difficulties for the cooperation. A similar 

result arose regarding the question which mapped the problems in the cooperation.  

 

In the interviews, two coordinators were of the opinion that there have been only little 

changes since the former period. One expressed that experiences from the earlier period 

have not been utilized, in the sense that it would have contributed to the cooperation and 

new programme planning. The other one argued that barriers are things that change 

slowly – the same barriers are still there even though the cooperation, as such, would 

have been improved. Moreover, some opinions were contradictory. One coordinator 

experienced that in the Öresund region, the bureaucracy is now much lighter than it was 

in IIA period, whereas the opinion of Norwegian coordinator was the opposite.  In the 

former case, the reason for heavier bureaucracy previously was the different legislation 

which hindered cooperation of authorities to a larger extent than it does now. In the latter 

case, the changes in the Interreg administration structure was viewed as being more 

bureaucratic now than it was before.  
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6.3 The use and manifestation of previous experience 
 
I also wanted to know how the experiences have been taken into account; how they 

manifest themselves in the current cooperation; and if they have had any contribution to 

the cooperation. It turned out that these general experiences from the IIA period were 

easier to describe than the changes in cooperation and the barriers described in former 

chapter. This section is based only on the interviews with the four coordinators, who had 

experience from IIA period. 

 

Most of the coordinators pointed out that it is obvious that one learns from earlier 

programmes and projects, and take those experiences into account. Indeed, the 

experiences from the former period ought to provide a basis for the planning of the new 

programmes. The Interreg IIA period has taught the coordinators or the region (actors in 

the region) the following things: partnership among different institutions; knowledge of 

Russian society and economy; and new connections and relations. The new knowledge of 

Russian society is important because circumstances in Russia are still largely unknown. 

Consequently, it complicates the cooperation, and might cause many unexpected 

problems. Out of the implemented projects, the coordinators also received experience of 

how the programme and projects would function in the best way, and what kinds of 

actions that needs. For example, in the Öresund, region the programme organisation has 

been changed now to become more regional, which is considered to be better in that way. 

In addition, the completed projects have provided knowledge of the many different 

thematic fields applied to projects. In Norway, the coordinator has realised that the 

Interreg programme has to be made better known and the possibilities have to be 

marketed more in the coming period11. Additionally, more attention has to be paid to real 

cooperation in the projects, and the demands for the quality of the applications need to be 

stricter. This bad quality of applications and the lack of real cooperation (in planning 

phase of the projects) were, as mentioned, named also as problems. Thus, these issues 

                                                 
11 The fact that Norway is not a member of the European Union, and that majority of population, especially 
in the northern Norway, are against the EU, may partly explain why the programme is little known. 
However, Norway and Norwegian partners may take part to the programme, but they cannot receive any 
EU money, rather the financing has to be national.  
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were the main experiences – experiences of the main problems- from the cooperation in 

IIA period. Accordingly, they are things that would need actions.  

 

The degree to which experiences have been taken into account, I would have expected to 

be higher. I also expected that the experiences would have contributed to cooperation 

more clearly. One of the coordinators stated clearly that the experiences from IIA period 

have been taken into account surprisingly little. Even though some problem areas were 

realised during the IIA period, few actions had been taken in order to improve the 

situation for the coming period. Anyhow, some improvements were seen in those few 

issues that were mentioned in the interviews and that are above described. First, the 

Finnish coordinator who wished for deeper and more genuine cooperation, argued that 

the cooperation is now somewhat more profound and of better quality. Despite this, most 

of the same barriers still exist. Secondly, the Norwegian coordinator experienced that 

they had succeeded in marketing the programme, as they now have managed to get more 

projects and also such “heavy” project partners as they already wished for in the former 

period. The standards for the application have been set higher as well.  

6.4 Efforts to tackle the barriers 

6.4.1 What has been done? 

 
This question was directed at both the coordinators in the interview and the project 

leaders in the survey. In the survey, there were ready response options, and also a 

possibility to write if any additional actions were taken. The coordinators could answer 

the question freely. It turned out that this time the coordinators did not talk much the 

same issues as the survey addressed, and as they did, for instance, when the problems and 

conditions for cooperation were discussed.  

 

In the survey, 22 of 32 repliers answered that they have consciously done something to 

reduce and alleviate the barriers, whereas 10 have not answered to the question. The most 

common actions for alleviating the barriers were: collection of shared material; 

clarification of differences in legislation and in other rules; collection and utilization of 

existing experience, and improvement of knowledge of partners and/or country (figure 8). 
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What the project partners especially have tried to do is to clarify the differences in 

legislation and other national rules. The improvement of free cross-border movement; 

improvement of infrastructure and communication networks, and alleviation of language 

barrier, on the other hand, were not as common actions as the above mentioned. 

Although, the differences are not big. Consequently, almost all of the actions (i.e. 

response options which were used in the survey), seem to be common to use as measures 

in attempts to cut down the barriers. The other five comments that the repliers gave can 

be divided into two categories. The first one concerns good planning and information 

from the outset; and the other one refers to marketing. Some of the projects had 

established common web-sites or aimed at marketing through different media. Some had 

collected the statistic about the region, and then presented that to others. As an 

interpretation of that, one can say that the spreading of information about the projects 

helps to alleviate barriers.    
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 Figure 8. Efforts taken to reduce barriers.  
 

I further asked how successful the actions have been. Most of them, 14 of 20, considered 

the actions to be quite successful. Four people regarded actions successful and two quite 

unsuccessful, whereas no one though that actions were totally unsuccessful. In 

conclusion, if conscious actions have been decided upon, and when these actions have 
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been done, they turn out to be often quite successful. Thus, it indeed is possible to obtain 

results and lower some of the barriers by conscious actions.  

 

The coordinators discussed mostly what they, at the secretariat level, have been doing, 

rather than at the project level, which in fact is the way how the secretariat deals with 

these problems in the first place. Namely, the secretariat mostly intervenes to address 

problems that occur in a higher level, such as payment issues and the implementation of 

the programme. Solving of the problems in the projects is more the responsibility of the 

participants. Nevertheless, one of the coordinators said, concerning the functioning of the 

projects, that the secretariat indeed has tried to inform the participants more about the 

project planning and possible problems in the implementation of the projects. Also, the 

Öresund coordinator pointed out that: “If we can do something, so obviously we do”.  

The actions, which are taken depends on the problems and the level they concern. They 

can deal with having discussions in committees, contacting relevant authorities, or if the 

problem can be solved only at the national level, the letter can be written to national 

authorities, which at the same time is the limit regarding how much border regional 

organisation itself can do about the problem which needs actions on the national level. 

The other coordinators, on the other hand, were more vague and pessimistic in their 

expressions: 

 
 “Well, we discuss and take up the issues and problems but I don’t know if there happen 
any changes”            

 
“The difficulties are maybe tried to solve, but as a result, we have got only bureaucracy 
out of it.”  

 
“Yes, I think something might have been done, but on the other hand, there is not so 
much we can do. We cannot change things, like Swedish taxation system.” 

  

Finally, one should not forget that the Interreg programme as such is a measure for 

lowering the barriers and reducing the hindrances, as one of the coordinators stressed.   
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6.4.2 What could be done? 

Finally, I asked what could be done in order to cut down the barriers. First, two Finnish 

coordinators manifested that the problems and the need for improvements differ greatly 

between (1) cooperation among the Nordic countries and (2) cooperation with Russia. 

Concerning the cooperation with Russia, there is plenty of work to do. These needed 

actions deal with improving traffic and communication lines, the dissemination of 

information about conditions and financing in Russia, and the development of legislation 

in Russia. In cooperation between Nordic countries, on the other hand, there is not so 

much that could and should be done apart from the different legislation and other national 

rules. Nevertheless, what could be done is to improve information and knowledge of 

neighbouring countries and each others’ cultures, so that it would be easier to understand 

each other, and consequently easier to cooperate. In addition, an increase in tolerance and 

diplomatic attitudes would be needed because the cultural characteristics of the Finnish, 

Swedish and Norwegian people will not change. They will stay the same, and persist in 

the cooperation. Therefore, one just has to learn to live with the differences, and try to 

learn to work from these premises. Also an increase in communication and discussion 

and communication, which in general was named as a thing that could be increased, 

would gradually help in understanding the cultural differences.   

Furthermore, it seems that knowledge about cross-border cooperation still needs to be 

increased and disseminated on the local and also national level. If awareness of the 

benefits of the cross-border cooperation was higher, arranging conditions, for example, 

for business would be easier, and also the investment in cross-border cooperation would 

be greater. The Norwegian coordinator expressed that it is necessary to get the state to 

understand how important cross-border cooperation and cooperation with Russia is for 

the development of northern Norway. Involvement at the national level would be 

important also because the biggest problems in cooperation (legislation, rules, 

administrative procedures) are such that the power to influence these issues is possessed 

by national authorities. Finally, one of the coordinators experienced that the project 

partners need to be informed and trained more at the beginning of the projects and project 

planning. The secretariat should supervise the project planning more and make sure that 
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the cooperation stands on good ground. The closer supervision would ensure that the 

planning of the project is done carefully.  

 

In the survey, two thirds of the repliers wrote some suggestion or comments on what 

could be done. From the answers, I formed three categories according to which factors 

were manifested most frequently. They are: reduction of bureaucracy and harmonization 

of legislation; more intensive communication and continuation of cooperation; and 

overcoming the language barrier. Many repliers expressed that bureaucracy related to the 

projects should be decreased. Also, other rules and regulations, which are different in 

every country, cause difficulties. However, as it has become clear, project actors 

themselves can not influence the harmonisation of legislation. Language barrier, on the 

other hand, can be lowered for instance by improving language skills, using interpreters 

and translators, and simply by continuing cooperation and increasing communication, as 

it was suggested. In addition, the long-term cooperation and networks are important 

because they enable one to become familiar with the partners and the conditions they are 

contending. Thus, the importance of long-term cooperation was emphasized.  
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7 CONCLUSIONS 

 
The purpose of this work has been to identify the conditions that well working cross-

border cooperation requires, and the problems that hinder the cooperation. In addition, the 

aim has been to explore how the experiences from the earlier Interreg period have been 

taken into account, and whether these experiences have contributed to the cooperation. 

Finally, the actions to tackle the challenges have been studied by investigating what has 

been and what could be done to reduce and lower the barriers. In this final chapter, the 

results are discussed; and, thus, the research questions are answered.   

 

The results are achieved by using a survey and interviews as research methods. These 

methods are considered to be appropriate for this study, and it can be concluded that they 

have provided valid results. Nevertheless, it is obvious that the methodological choices 

and analysis methods influence the results. The limitations of this study are the limited 

amount of data used in the analysis and the weak points of method mixing, which have to 

do with the discrepant results that the two different methods can result in and with the 

question of combining the different types of answers and data. In this study, these 

disadvantages are alleviated by keeping the question in both methods as identical as 

possible and by addressing three open-ended questions in the survey. However, even 

though questions were addressed both to projects and to the coordinators, the answers 

were at times rather divergent. The main reasons are the contradiction between the ready 

response options in the survey and the open-ended questions in the interviews, and the 

contradiction between project level and secretariat level. In these cases, the findings have 

been discussed separately. Nevertheless, it proved that majority part of the issues the 

answers were acceptable to combine, as the same kinds of aspects were emphasized. 

After all, the aim of the interviews was to expand and explain the results from the survey. 

Notwithstanding the limitations, it can be concluded that the use of multi-method and 

multi-level approaches increases the reliability of the result. Within this setting and theses 

limitations, the research questions are answered.  
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The first question dealt with the conditions and prerequisites for cooperation i.e. what the 

cross-border cooperation necessiatates in order to be considered well working and 

successful. Before analysing the conditions, it was clarified what is actually meant by 

well working and successful cross-border cooperation. The findings show that the term 

involves many associations and aspects. One can not, therefore, give any exhaustive 

answer which would contain all of the main aspects. The aspects which most often were 

associated with the term, both by coordinators and project actors, were the shared 

commitment and input to projects, and a common understanding of the goals and 

definition of tasks. In addition, the cooperation is regarded to be successful if the goals 

are achieved, and if all of the partners benefits from the cooperation. For some people, 

the term denoted learning from each other, understanding the cultural differences, or 

networking and partnership between institutions.  

 

However, the coordinators also raised the question as to whether the cooperation in the 

first place can be regarded as well functioning and successful because state borders 

always bring along additional and hindering factors, and because much could still be 

improved. Consequently, on the one hand, further improvements in programme and 

project work are required, and, on the other hand, one should not expect the cross-border 

cooperation to function without any difficulties because of the state borders. Thus, the 

quotation from interviews “there is still much to be learnt” illustrate rather well the 

current state of the cross-border cooperation.  

 

In regards to the important conditions for cooperation, the findings show that most of the 

hypothesis, deriving from theory and previous studies, applies also to this study. The 

theorems which were strongly supported by the data as important conditions are: shared 

understanding of the purpose; joint interest; clear goals; strong incentive to participate; 

shared responsibility; common vision; and good communication networks. The 

interviews reflect similar results. Therefore, on the basis of this result and those from 

earlier studies, it can be concluded that well functioning cross-border cooperation 

requires a common vision or a strategy, which give the guidelines and direction to the 

cooperation and clear and understandable goals. At best, the interests for the project are 
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common, engagement to the project is equal, and both the partners have genuine, not 

competing, views about cooperation. Partners must understand why they are cooperating 

and see the benefits they can achieve through cooperation. So saying, the border regional 

cooperation calls for some positive incentives and a shared recognition of them.  

 

Altogether, collaboration and involvement in the project thus demands a lot from every 

partner, i.e. from the partnership. The same applies also to the planning and organisation 

of the project. It requires not only knowledge of partners and their circumstances, and the 

information where to start searching suitable partners, but also careful organisation and 

clarification of responsibilities. As demanding as the planning is, it can turn out to be a 

bottleneck for the cooperation. Namely, the joint based planning, communication, and the 

clarification of responsibilities has not always been done from the outset as it should be. 

In addition, the review of one’s own premises, strengths and weaknesses in order to know 

what in the first place is possible to attain and what is not, is often neglected. 

Consequently, these flaws might lead to inadequate applications, shown as unclear 

project plans and descriptions, setting the foundation for the problems to develop during 

the project.  

 

A similar culture and common language were considered to be somewhat less important 

conditions. Besides, as one of the project leader commented, it is not the similar culture 

what is important, but rather the understanding of the cultures. However, still a major 

part of respondents regarded language and culture to be quite or very important; and it 

was also suggested that cultural similarities, at least between Finland and Sweden, have 

contributed to good cooperation. Overall, it could be concluded that the above mentioned 

factors concerning the strategy, goals, responsibility taking, joint interest, and 

communication networks among others are universally important conditions for 

cooperation, whereas it seems that whether common language and similar culture are 

regarded as important depends more on the context, specific circumstances and personal 

experiences. 
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Interviews further serve as evidence that cross-border cooperation requires open- 

mindedness, tolerance and time. It is a basic prerequisite for the successful cooperation 

that the partners understand and have tolerance toward the culture and habits of other 

countries. The different cultural features and different administrative systems, and their 

influence on cooperation, can be clearly determined from the results. The differences 

between the Nordic countries, not to mention Russia, are surprisingly big in regards to 

cultural idiosyncrasies, and administrative, legislative and financing systems in the 

countries. These differences come to show, for instance, in policy and decision making 

and meeting behaviour. The demand for (extra) time, on the other hand, has to do with 

these cultural and political/legislative differences, and other barriers caused by national 

borders. Thus, as Ludvigsen (2000) has argued, depending on the experience from 

intercultural collaboration, cultural diversity (may) delay(s) the interactive learning and 

consensus building, consequently making cross-border cooperation more time-consuming 

than the pure national one.   

 

Therefore, considering the differences, in order to derive the best out of the cross-border 

cooperation, it is important to recognise the role of the national culture, be willing to 

learn about another culture and adapt to different cultures, as Swan (2000) earlier has 

concluded. The other inferences from her study which can be applied also to this study, 

concern the necessity of mutual respect between the parties and the ability to take and use 

the best practises from the both parties. Nevertheless, this study at hand indicates that 

attitudes and perceptions indeed are a problem in the cooperation. Attitudes together with 

differences in administrative culture, differences in legislation, and finance, were looked 

upon as problematic aspects and hindrances to cooperation. According to the interviews, 

the reason for biased attitudes is often the lack of knowledge about the intentions, 

thoughts and circumstances of the other partners. However, the data shows, even if the 

number of answers is low (16), that biased attitudes and perceptions can be overcome. It 

arises from the findings that attitudes are either considered to be a smaller problem in 

current cooperation than they earlier have been, or that they are not regarded as a problem 

(anymore) at all. 
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A similar result arises from the appraisal of the meaning of cultural differences. Even 

though cultural differences were mostly looked upon as only a small problem, they are 

now considered to be a less hindering and disturbing factor. Thus, perceptions, attitudes 

and mental maps can be altered, but it demands time and that one first becomes familiar 

with the partners and the other cultures through cooperation. This development path is 

indicated also by the theory which asserts that identity (culture, mental maps), normative 

(values, norms) and cognitive (knowledge) aspects change slowly, and that they are not 

as easy to be changed as the legislation and bureaucracy, at least in theory, are (Jonsson 

2005). However, importance of cultural and attitudinal aspects should not be 

underestimated and neglected in the integration process and in the work of promoting the 

cross-border cooperation because harmonisation of regulative differences is not alone 

enough to alleviate barriers. Besides, although the differences in administrative culture 

and in legislation were accentuated as relative or significant problems in this and in the 

previous studies, the harmonisation of national systems is not very likely to happen, 

regardless of the European Union, which gradually is pursuing harmonisation among 

European countries. Thus, attempts at cross-border cooperation and at building cross-

border regions continue to be inhibited by institutional, administrative and regulative 

mismatch on either side of the border (O’Dowd 2003, 30). 

 

At the same time, these mismatches make it important for national authorities to become 

aware of the problems that the cross-border cooperation encounters, and then more 

involved. After all, the problems with different legislation and administrative culture, and 

the (Interreg-) bureaucracy, which the project actors asserted as a problem which needs to 

be eliminated, can only be solved at the national and trans-national (European Union) 

levels. The task of the border regions is to call attention to the problems that hinder the 

cooperation, and see to it that the authorities would become more aware of the problems 

and the importance that the cross-border cooperation has for the border regions. The 

barriers arising from the data can thus be divided between those kinds of barriers that can 

be tackled at the programme and project levels, and those that can only be solved at the 

national and trans-national levels.  
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Language barriers and insufficient communication, which the results demonstrate to be 

problems in the cooperation, are factors which can be tackled at the project level. 

Though, whether language is a problem was experienced differently among the project 

actors and coordinators. For some language represents a significant barrier for 

cooperation, whereas for others it is not a problem at all. The most difficulties relate to 

cooperation with Russians and with Finns. In the Öresund region, language is a much 

smaller problem. Thus, this study validates the earlier knowledge and findings that, in the 

cooperation between Danes, Swedes and Norwegians (and within Sámi people) language 

does not represent as big barrier as when the cooperation is expanded to concern Finns 

and Russians. Still, whether language is considered to be a problem or not depends much 

also on the partners in concern, and the personal skills and experiences. Since language 

barrier is possible to alleviate, some of the projects have indeed taken conscious actions 

to tackle the barrier. However, the fact is that language will always be some kind of 

barrier for cross-border cooperation, and consequently should not be any reason to refrain 

from collaboration. 

 

In addition to the language action, the projects have tackled the barriers by collecting 

shared material; utilizating the existing experience; improving knowledge of the partners 

and/or country; and especially by clarificating the differences in legislation. It was also 

suggested that by continuing cooperation and by increasing communication the barriers 

may be lowered and cooperation enhanced. All these are actions that are useful in the 

planning process and in the implementation of joint projects; and they, when taken into 

consideration, guarantee better premises for success of the projects, as signified earlier. 

Since the results further show that the actions that the projects have taken were 

considered to be quite successful, it can be concluded that some of the barriers indeed can 

be lowered and reduced by conscious actions. The coordinators, on the other hand, were 

more sceptical about the success of the actions to alleviate barriers: the problems may be 

discussed, but the outcome of the efforts was regarded as uncertain. Yet, the secretariat 

does not interfere so much with problems in the projects. Instead, the secretariat tries to 

arrange the best possible conditions for the projects to operate; discuss and bring up 

difficulties in programme level; contact relevant authorities; and to train and inform the 
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project actors, for instance, about the problems that might come up in the implementation 

of the project.   

 

Speaking of problems and the need for conscious actions, a clear distinction can be drawn 

between cooperation which concerns Nordic countries and cooperation concerning 

Russia. In regards to cooperation with Russia, plenty of work needs to be done and 

improvements to be carried out. These needed actions range from improving traffic and 

communication lines, and other technical things to the dissemination of information about 

conditions and financing in Russia. Conditions in Russia and the Russian society are still 

poorly known. In the cooperation among Nordic countries, on the other hand, there is not 

so much to be done within the framework of the authority of the programme and project 

level. Nevertheless, it can be inferred from the results that also within Scandinavia, the 

knowledge of neighbouring countries and each others’ cultures could be disseminated and 

improved in order to understand each others better, and accordingly in order to advance 

the cooperation.  

 

One of the research questions dealt with the utilization of the earlier experience from IIA 

programme period, and whether these experiences have contributed to the cooperation. 

Even though the results do not demonstrate any major consideration of the experiences 

from IIA period, it can be inferred that obviously the experiences and lessons learned will 

be taken into account. It is ensured by the requirement to take the experiences and results 

from the former period into account in the planning of the new programme period. 

Consequently, the experiences contribute to the coming cooperation by making the 

project partners and coordinators experienced and conscious of those issues which have 

been successful and, on the other hand, which have not been prosperous, thereby needing 

change. It can be shown that from the Interreg IIA period, the projects and involved 

actors have acquired experience about partnership; knowledge about Russian society and 

economy; new connections and relations as well as diverse knowledge about project and 

cooperation activity. In addition, as shown, some projects have utilized the earlier 

experience as action to reduce the barriers. However, because one of the coordinators 

clearly stated that the experiences from IIA period have been taken into account 
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surprisingly little, and because the coordinators had difficulties in analyzing the lessons 

from the IIA period, it can be concluded that the experiences and observations during and 

after the programming period could be analysed more systematically. In as much as the 

earlier experiences have an important significance for further cooperation, it should be 

essential to carefully note and analyze them.  

 

Finally, on the basis of results of this study and earlier studies (e.g. NUTEK 2003a; 

2003b), it can be shown that further knowledge about how things work on other side of 

the border is still needed. Better consciousness can be achieved by enhancing the 

dissemination of information, but also by continuing the cooperation the knowledge will 

gradually improve. The long-term cooperation is important because it enables one to 

become familiar with the partners, and the culture, legislation and conditions in the other 

countries. In long run, the gained experiences from earlier cooperation and the improved 

knowledge of others will contribute to the cooperation. Consequently, it can be argued 

that by continuing the cross-border cooperation, eventually the barriers will gradually be 

lowered. 

 

This study has shown that attitudes and perceptions, genuine cooperation, and project 

planning along with finance, different administrative cultures and legislation, are 

problematic aspects and barriers for the cooperation. These kinds of problems are rather 

universal in nature and as such they concern a variety of cross-border activities and many 

border regions. Although many of the problems encountered in cooperation have to do 

with same kinds of problems, the problems are, however, dissimilar in each of the 

projects. The problems vary depending on the partners, projects, and other circumstances 

around the project. In addition, as the theory part addressed, the border regions are 

differentiated by several factors which influence the formation of the cooperation. 

However, in this study, only the partners have been taken into account, leaving the other 

variables and circumstances outside the discussion. Thus, this study does not show if 

certain types of projects, actors and areas have some particular problems and difficulties. 

Therefore, a reasonable task for further studies could be to examine the barriers and 

problems in detail. A more precise knowledge of the barriers would help to identify any 
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specific barriers in the projects, which accordingly would have further significance for 

improving the cross-border cooperation. It would also be interesting to know in more 

detail about what the implemented actions, which the projects and the programmes have 

taken, comprise and how they have contributed to the cooperation. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1A. Introduction letter in Finnish. 
 

 
Saatekirje      Karlskrona, Ruotsi  22.2. 2005 
 
Tutkimus raja-alueyhteistyön edellytyksistä ja ongelmista 
 
 
Hyvä Interreg-projektiin osallistuja,  
 
 
Olen suomalainen opiskelija European Spatial Planning –maisteriohjelmassa (Blekinge 
Tekniska Högskola) Karlskronassa Ruotsissa. Kirjoitan parhaillaan pro gradu –työtä 
englanniksi pohjoismaisesta raja-alueyhteistyöstä. Tutkimuksessa selvitän mitä 
onnistunut raja-alueyhteistyö edellyttää ja mitä ongelmia yhteistyössä on. Tarkoituksena 
on myös tutkia mitä ongelmille ja esteille on tehty ja miten niitä voitaisiin vähentää ja 
lievittää. Tutkimusta varten teen muutamia haastatteluja Interreg IIIA ohjelmien 
sihteeristöissä sekä sekä tämän surveytutkimuksen sähköpostitse Interreg ohjelmiin 
osallistuville projekteille. Tutkimukseen olen valinnut Interreg IIIA Pohjoinen ja Interreg 
IIIA Öresund ohjelmat.  
  
Ohessa kyselylomake, joka sisältää 14 kysymystä. Suurimmassa osassa kysymyksiä on 
valmiit vastausvaihtoehdot, mutta lomake sisältää myös muutaman avoimen kysymyksen. 
Tutkimuslomake on englannin kielellä, mutta avoimiin kysymyksiin voit luonnollisesti 
vastata myös suomeksi (tai ruotsiksi, norjaksi tai tanskaksi). Kyselyyn osallistuminen ja 
vastaaminen on vapaaehtoista, mutta haluan painottaa, että jokainen vastaus on tärkeä 
tutkimuksen onnistumisen kannalta. Kyselyn tiedot käsitellään luottamuksellisesti, jolloin 
yksittäiset vastaukset eivät tule yleiseen tietoon.  
 
Mikäli sinulla on jotain kysyttävää tutkimuslomakkeesta, voit ottaa minuun yhteyttä joko 
puhelimitse tai sähköpostitse. Pyydän ystävällisesti lähettämään valmiin 
vastauslomakkeen sähköpostitse osoitteeseen: irki04@student.bth.se viimeistään 
13.3.2005. 
 
Kiitos vastauksestanne! 
 
Ystävällisin terveisin 
 
Irinja Kiprianoff 
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Appendix 1B. Introduction letter in English. 
 
 
Introduction letter     Karlskrona, Sweden February 22, 
2005 
 
Research on conditions and barriers for cross-border cooperation 
 
Dear project participant, 
 
 
I am student in the Master’s programme in European Spatial Planning at Blekinge 
Institute of Technology (Karlskrona, Sweden). At the moment I am writing my thesis on 
cross-border cooperation in the Nordic countries (including parts of Russia in Interreg 
IIIA North). The purpose of the study is to examine what are the conditions for 
cooperation and what kind difficulties there exist in cooperation. The aim is also to 
explore what have been done and what could be done to reduce the problems and 
barriers. The research consists of a few interviews in the secretaries and of this inquiry, 
which I am sending to the projects which are taking part in the Interreg programme. The 
following programmes have been chosen to the research: Interreg IIIA North and Interreg 
IIIA Öresund. 
 
The questionnaire, which consists of 14 questions, follows in this letter. Most of the 
questions are multiple choice questions, but you will also find a few open questions. The 
questionnaire is in English but you can answer to the open questions also in one of the 
Scandinavian languages (Finnish, Swedish, Norwegian, Danish). It is voluntary to 
participate in the research but your participation is important for the quality of the 
research. All the answers will be handled confidentially.     
 
If you have any questions concerning the questionnaire please do not hesitate to contact 
me either by phone or by e-mail. I would kindly ask you to return the completed 
questionnaire to me by e-mail: irki04@student.bth.se no later than 13rd of March.  
 
 
Thank you for your participation! 
 
Irinja Kiprianoff 
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Appendix 1C. Introduction letter in Norwegian. 
 
 
Introduksjonsbrev     Karlskrona, Sverige 21. februar 2005 
 

Undersøkelse om forutsetninger og barrierer for grenseoverskridende samarbeid 
 
 
Kjære Interreg -prosjektdeltaker, 
 
Jeg er en student ved masterprogrammet for European Spatial Planning ved Blekinge 
Tekniska Høgskola i Karlskrona, Sverige. Jobber for tiden med min hovedoppgave om 
grenseoverskridende samarbeid i de nordiske landene. Hensikten med undersøkelsen er å 
kartlegge forutsetninger og barrierer (vanskeligheter) for samararbeid samt hva som har 
og kan bli gjort for å redusere og lette barrierer. Til å hjelpe meg i arbeidet har jeg 
planlagt å gjøre et par intervjuer i Interreg sekretariene og sende ut spørreskjemaer via e-
mail til prosjektene som har deltatt i Interreg programmet. Følgende Interreg IIIA 
programmer benyttes i oppgaven: Interreg IIIA Nord og Interreg IIIA Øresund. 
 
Spørreskjemaet følger dette introduksjonsbrevet. Skjemaet består av 14 spørsmål, hvor 
flertallet er gitt med alternative svar. Noen står også åpne. Spørreskjemaet er på engelsk 
men du kan selvfølgelig svare på norsk (eller svensk, dansk og finsk) på slike spørsmål 
som står åpne.La meg presisere at det er en frivillig sak å delta, men jeg vil betone at hver 
besvarelse er viktig for underssøkelse. All informasjon vil bli behandlet konfidensielt.  
 

Hvis du lurer på noe angående undersøkelsen kan du kontakte meg via e-mail. Vennligst 
returner ferdig besvarelse til: irki04@student.bth.se innen 13.mars 2005.   
 
 
Tusen takk for medvirkning! 
 
Med vennlig hilsen 
 
Irinja Kiprianoff 
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Appendix 2. Questionnaire. 
 
Questionnaire - conditions for cross-border cooperation and difficulties in cooperation 
 
Filling instructions: Use the bold for marking the right alternative(s). To the questions which do 
not have ready alternatives you can answer freely. 
  

1. What is your nationality?     Finnish  x 
Sámi people can mark both the Sámi alternative and nationality Swedish x 

Russian x 
Sámi  x 
Norwegian x 
Danish  x 
 

2. With whom are/were you cooperating? With Finnish  x partners. 
  Russian  x 
  Sámi  x 

       Swedish x 
       Norwegian x 
       Danish  x 
   

3. What language(s) do you use in the project? 
 Finnish      x 
 Swedish     x 
 Norwegian     x 
 English      x 
 Sámi      x 

 Danish      x 
 

4. For what reasons those languages you chose are used? 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 
5. In how many Nordic cross-border projects you have been involved before the current 

project? (including Interreg and cooperation of the Nordic Council of Ministers) 
 
0-1  x 
2-5  x 
more than 5 x 

 
 

6. How do you think the cooperation is/was working in your project? 
 
Very well  x 
Quite well  x 
Quite poorly  x 
Very poorly  x 
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7. How would you define “successful and well functioning cross-border cooperation” in few 
sentences? What do you think it includes and means? 

 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

8. How important do you think the following are as conditions (forutsetning/edellytys) for 
well working cooperation? 

 
  Unimportant Quite unimp. Quite important Very imp. Don’t know 
 
Similar culture  1  2  3  4  5 
 
Common language 1  2  3  4  5 
 
Communication  
networks  1  2  3  4  5 
 
Official 
secretary  1  2  3  4  5 
 
Common vision  1  2  3  4  5 
 
Clear goals and  1  2  3  4  5  
objectives 
 
A strong incentive to 1  2  3  4  5 
participate 
 
Shared responsibility 1  2  3  4  5 
between partners 
 
Joint interest  1  2  3  4  5 
 
Shared understanding 1  2  3  4  5 
of the purpose 
 
Good knowledge of  1  2  3  4  5 
partners involved   
 
Good knowledge of  1  2  3  4  5 
countries involved 
 
Local commitment 1  2  3  4  5 
and responsibility 
taking 
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9. How big problems do you think the following are in the cooperation? 

 
Not a problem Only a small p. A relative p. Significant p. Don’t know 

Language  1  2  3  4  5 
 
Attitudes,  1  2  3  4  5 
perceptions 
 
Cultural  1  2  3  4  5 
differences 
 
Differences in 
legislation and  1  2  3  4  5 
national rules 
 
Differences in  1  2  3  4  5 
administrative culture 
 
Interreg IIIA rules, 1  2  3  4  5 
practises 
 
Communication  1  2  3  4  5 
networks 
 
Finance   1  2  3  4  5 
 
Local rivalry  1  2  3  4  5 
 
Distance etc. 
physical barriers 1  2  3  4  5 
 
Cooperation with other 
kinds of organizations 1  2  3  4  5 
 
Are there other difficulties? Please specify 
what…………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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10. What is your experience about problems in current programme compared to Interreg IIA 
period? How do you consider the following now in Interreg IIIA compared to situation 
before? If you have not been involved in cooperation before, you can move on to question nr. 
11. 

 
Smaller problem now  Same kind of problem  Not considered 
    now as before  as problem 

Language   1   2   3 
 
Attitudes, 
perceptions  1   2   3 
 
Cultural  1   2   3 
differences 
 
Differences in  1   2   3 
legislation, 
national rules etc. 
 
Differences in  1   2   3 
administrative culture 
 
Interreg IIIA rules,  1   2   3 
practises 
 
Communication  1   2   3 
networks 
 
Finance   1   2   3 
 
Local rivalry  1   2   3 
 
Distance etc. 
physical barriers 1   2   3 
 
Cooperation with other 1   2   3 
kinds of organizations 
 
 

11. Have you consciously done something in order to reduce difficulties? 
 
Yes 1 No 2 

 
 

If not, you can move on to question number 14. 
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12. If yes, what has been done in order to reduce difficulties? 
 

Yes No 
Collected and build up relevant shared material   1 2 
 
Clarified differences in legislation, standards,   1 2 
processes and in administrative practises 
 
Collected and utilised existing experience   1 2 
 
Alleviated language barrier     1 2 
 
Improved knowledge of partner and/or neighbour country 1 2 
 
Improved free cross border movement    1 2 
 
Improved infrastructure and communication networks  1 2 
 
Have you done something else? Please specify 
what…………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 

13. In your opinion how successful this job to reduce the problems has been? 
 

Unsuccessful x 
Quite unsuccessful x 
Quite successful x 
Successful  x 

 
 

14. What do you think could be done in order to reduce the difficulties? 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
 
 
Please send the filled questionnaire to me by e-mail: irki04@student.bth.se at the latest 13th of 
March. 
 
Thank you for your participation! 
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Appendix 3. Interview. 
 

Experiences from cross-border cooperation 
 

1. How long have you been involved in Nordic cross-border cooperation? Were you 
involved in Interreg IIA period? 

 
2. (If yes in IIA period) What were the lessons learned from IIA period?  

 
3. (If yes) How have the experiences from IIA period taken into account and utilized now in 

IIIA programme period? 
 

4. (If yes) How has it been manifested in the cooperation? How have the cooperation 
benefited from that (experiences and utilization of them)? 

 
Conditions for cooperation 
 

5. What language do you use in the cooperation? If English is used, why? 
 

6. How would you define “successful or well functioning cross-border cooperation”? What 
do you think it means and includes? 

 
7. What do you think are the conditions for that (that has to be met for successful 

development of cooperation)? What factors does the successful cross-border cooperation 
require?  

 
Problems and the task of reducing them 
  

8. What kinds of difficulties do there exist in the cooperation? What do you think are the 
biggest problems?  

 
9. Can you see some changes compared to IIA phase or earlier cooperation experience? 

What do you think are the changes?  
 

10. What has been done to reduce the difficulties/barriers? (which were discovered in ex post 
evaluation) How successful this job has been (or has it been successful)? 

 
11. What do you think can be done to alleviate barriers/difficulties?  

 
12. What kinds of changes are important with the view to future cooperation? 

 
 
 
 


